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ABSTRACT

This thesis deals with St. Thomas Aguinas inter=-
pretation of religious languages Particulaf attention is
given to his theory of analogy and its employment in
religious language. The first of our four chapters examines
Thomas' treatment of univocity and equivocity. Its importance
is twofold, First, it introduces the reader to some of the

major consgsiderations that lead Aquinas to eventually appeal :

oy

to analogy in order to explain the meaning of the divine
predicates. Secondly, it brings to light certain key meta-
physical elements that underpin his analysis of univocity
and equivocity, elements which will re-emerge in his
application of analogy to religious language. The second

chapter examines Thomas' theory of analogy and its employment

"~ in the predication of names to God. The third chapter focuses

upon a c¢rucial distinction that Aquinas makes between a term's

modus significandi (mode of signification) and its res

significata (the thing signified). There we provide an

account of this distinction and show how it relates to -
Thomas®! interpretation of religious utterances. In the

fourth chapter we move towards a critical assessement of

Aguinas' handling of religious languageg Therein we

consider two basic problems that afflict his treatment

of the divine‘predicates, The first involves the agnostic

iii



character of Thomas' analysis of these predicates. The second

is tied up with the problem of the ratio communis of analogous

terms, We conclude the thesis with a number of summary
observations on the difficulties that are found in Aquinas'

interpretation of religious languages
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INTRODUCTION

Philosophy of religion has, in recent times, displayed
a marked preoccupation with religious language. This con-
cern has been expressed in a number of inquiries which have
sought to determine the nature and status of such language.l

It is fair to say that the contemporary interest in
religious language derived it's initial impetus from the con-

demnation of metaphysical and theological statements in A.J.
2

Ayer's Language, Truth and Logic . On the basis of what Ayser

calls the "criterion of verifiability" +theological statements
are rejected as meaningless, This rejection finds expression
in Ayer's claim thit "31l utterances about the nature of God
are non-sensical".

One of the major results of Ayer's critique of re-
ligious language was that it stimulated a number of philo-
sophers and theologians to concentrate on the nature and

structure of religious discourse. Attention was now focused =

on the problem of discovering some way in which the meaning of

religious utterances could be understood and defended against
Ayer's attack. The upsurge of interest in this subject re-
sulted in a radical shift in the way in which religion was
approached by philosophy. Traditionally, philosophers of
religion had been primarily interested in the truth of the
statements advanced by the theist. Symptomatic of this type of

(1)



approach is the preoccupation with the various traditional
arguments for the existence of God. In this case, the
philosophical concerns involved considerationsAabout the
validity of the argumentative structure, and the truth
of the constitutive premises. By contrast to this, in
contemporary philosophical treatments of religion the
emghasis has, in part, shifted from questions about the
truth of religious utterances to_questions about the
meaning of such utterances.

The seriousness with which the problem of the
meaning of religious language has been viewed in recent
years is amply reflected in the volume of literature that

has appeared on the subject. Clearly, the literature

[

reflects a variety of differing views on the na of

-
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religious discourse., Amidst such diversity ther

D

s
remains an element of commonality, for all of these

ace ounts are trying to come to srips with the question:

"How are religious utterances to be understood?"

The current fascination with religious language
has its analogue in the thought of the scholastic philosophers.
In this context, the most notable figure is St. Thomas
Aquinas. Thomas' concern with the meaning of religious
discourse can be seen to have its basis in his theological .

interests. Aquinas was "first, last, and always a theologian",

and 1in his capacity as a teacher of Holy 3cripture (magister

w23 T A
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explaining the truths of the Scripture. In view of this,
Thomas' concern with religious language is quite understand-
able, for the job of clarifying recalcitrant Biblical passages
would require that he first of all settls the question of
the meaning of the Divine predicates:
St. Thomas was, by profession, a theologian. His
primary concern in his works 1s to explain and
rationally justify the Word of God. To accomplish
this task he must constantly remember to clarify
both for himself and for his readers the meaning ,
and value of reigious language. )
& .

As a theologian, Aquinas was also called upon to
defend the Scripture against attack and misinterpretation.
In his view an instance of the latter lay in the
recommendation that the meaning of the divine names be
intrepreted € ither univo-ally or equivocally. Both forms
of usagze were unacceptable to Agquinas because they lead

9

to disasterous theological conseguences,

"~ For insftance, consider what happens when a
univocal reading is adopted for the following sentences:
(1) Man is good. (2) God is good., Here the common term
(ie., "good") is understood to function univocally in
both (1) and (2). If we rely upon Thomas' account of
univocity, this entails that the term "good" has exactly
the same meaning in both instances of use.;o

When understood along univocal lines, the meaning of

religious discourse 1is rendered clear and intelligible. Any

difficulty which one may have had in discerning the meaning

30
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of the divine predicates would now sSzem to be eliminatead.
However, a closer look at the situation reveals that all
is not well.

Let us reconsider our preceding example. The
admission that "good™ has exa~tly the same meaning in both
(L) and (2) implies that the zoodness of Jod is no different.
than the goodness of man. Tlearly, this conclusion is ahathema
to Aquinas because it entails anthropomorphism. In this case,

Aquinas' rejection of univozity is.part and parcel of his

;.

conception of Jod. F r Thomas, Fod is transcendent or "other",
11
being essentially different from man. “Accordingly, any

T

account of religious lanzuage fthat would be at odds with this

view must be rejected.

The second account of religious lanzuaze would claim
12
that "good " and "good " function equivocally. Here the N
1 2
equivocation is total as the meanings of "good " and "good
13 1 2

are mutually exclusive. e

The major drawback with equivocation is that it f

evacuates meaning from the divine predicates., For if "good
2
is completely different in meaning from "good ", then it would
1
seem that we arzs unable to krnow anything about the meaning

of "good ". This consequence emerges because our touchstone
2

for intelligibility, which is our understanding of human
goodness, has been said to have no*hing in common with the
notion of Aivine goodness, Since Jod's goodness, on the

equivocal ¢ -

u

ccount, is complse

i1k
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ly different
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unders*and by human goodness, the la*t*er cannot help to
elucidate the former., On this reading, any link between
"good " and "good ", whizh would preserve the intelligibility

2 1
the former, has

Fal

of been severed. The upshot of this is
agnosticism, as we are unable to specify any meaning for
the term when it is predicated of 3od.

There is an additional 4iffiz2ulty with equivocation,

one that threatens the theological enterprise itself, Aquinas

viewed theolozy (sacra doctrina) as a science that relied

upon rational argumentation. The adoption of an equivocal
account of the divine names would seriously undermine this

conception of theologzy, for any arzument that employed iuch
14
names would be subject to the fallacy of equivocation.

In view of the inappropriateness of both univocity

and equivocity, and the need to provide some a<=count of the

s Eal

meaning of the divine predicates, Aguinas' problem amounted to

e

-~ the following: Without relying upon €ither univocity or
equivocity, how could one explain religious language in a
way that would allow it to be meaningful and informative?
Thomas Aquinas offers a solution to the preceding
problem by way of a particular intrepretation of religious
lanzuage. The purpose of this study is to examine his
interpretation. In view of the importance that analogy
assumes in this matter, we shall consider in detail his
theory of a?%logy and his application of it “o the divine

o~

predicates, wWhile primarily interested in analozy and ths



theological use Aguinas puts it to, we shall also examine a
number of other elemants that are at work in his analysis of
religious languaze.

Aquinas!' treatment of the divine names merits
examination for a number of reasons, Rirstly, his position
constitutes an inzenious attempt to come to zrips with a
problem that continues to trouble both theologians and
philosophers, Secondly, one finds that a number of recent

studies on relizous discourse have recommended an analogircal
16
reading of the divine namss, In view of this, Aquinas'

position assumes major significance, as he was the first
philosopher to systematically consider the employment of
analogy in relizious lanzuage. His influence is still being
felt in this area. Even a cursory reading of the relevant
literature bears this out, as most discussions of analogy

and religious utterances take their cue from Aquinas.

g



UNIVOCITY AND EQUIVOCITY

We shall commence our study of Aquinas with a
discussion of his views on unhivocal and equivocal predication.
The re-sexamination of univocity and equivocity is undertaken
for a number of reasons. Firstly, it provides us with some
insight into the considerations that lead Thomas to
eventually appseal to the theory of analogy. Secondly, and
most important, a study of Aguinas' positlon on univozity
and equivocity introduces the reader to certain fundamental
metaphysical principles that undergird his treatment of
religious languaze. As we shall see, the influence exerted by
these principles is substantial both in +homas"' analysis of

univocity and equivocity and

his subsequent application of

analogy to religious discoursse.

In searching for some way to explain the meaning
of religious utterances, Aquinas initially considers two
possibilities. (1) Terms that are employed in statements
about 3od function univocally with respect to their use in
ordinary discourse, (2) Terms used in statements about God
function completely equivocally with respect *o their use
in ordinary lan=zuage.

Univocal predication is eventually rejected by



-~ — -—pecgssary to consider those points that the arzum

Thomas as being inappropriate for explaining '‘he meaning of
religious language. In the present context, however, we are
interested in discoverinz the reasons behind his condemnation
of this form of predication. We can bezin to do this by

considering a passage from the Summa Theolozica where Aquinas

replies to the question of whether names are predicated of
God univocally.

It is impossible to predicate anything univocally
of God and creatures. Every effect that falls
short of what is typical -of the powsr of its
cause represents it inadequately, for it is not
the same kind of thing as the cause.

17

Stated baldly, without any accompanying explication,

-

Aquinas' response strikes one as exceedingly obscure., As this
arsument azainst univocity depends upon a number of points
that have yet to be made explicit, it should coms as no
surprise that Thomas' reply seems obscure. Accordingly, if

we hope to make sense of what Aquinas is saying here it is

ent
implicitly reliss %gon, for they are vital to the case he
is tryinz to make. | Stated briefly, they are as follows:
(a) There is no effect that does not bear some sort of
likeness or resemblance to its cause. (b) The liksness
obtaining in a causal relationship is to be understcod

in termi of a distinction between univocal and egquivocal
causes. ’ (c) With respect to Jod and cresatures (most
notably man), there is a causal relationship that adherss

to the principle stated in (a).



In turninz to *the first of these three points, we
find a principle that Thomas thouzht appli-able to all
causal relationships. This principle holds that there is no

ts

e

gffect which doess not bear some degree of likeness to
20
cause. Involved in such a notion of causality is the view

that the qualities of an effect are received from its cause.

"in
21

common™ with the cause. A. Kennyg in his work, The Five Ways,

Because of this, the effect zan be sald to have something

observes that heating and wettinz are often taken as paradigms

for this type of causal phenomenon., For exampke, if A, in *he

e

role of causal agent, heats B, then B is thought to receive
22
the quality (or form) of heat from A. This example is an

instance of the more general view that

eeeif @ takes the place of any such verb
[ez., "heating", "WQttlngﬁg when A 4s B, B
A produces ¢nnss in B, B receives ﬁnesb
from A, and A changses B
23

777777 The Tikeness in this case is, for Aguinas, to be

understood in terms of the "gness" that B receives from A,
In its rezeption of the "dness" B becomes like A, Admittedly,
this causal principle is rather obscure, yet Mondin, in his
study of analozy provides us with a zeneral account of this .
principle that helps to mitizate the difficulty:
«esAquinas believes that it is of the essence of
efficient causality to be exsmplary (is.,it is of

the essence of efficient causes to produce effects
like themselves) and, consequently, it is of the

assence of an e“fect to resemble its cause....oauses
are like artists. The artist tries to revroduce in
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his work his preconceived model. A cause tends to
produce in its effect the degree of likeness with
itself that correspondis to the degree of the effect's
immanence in the cause.2LIL

In describing this causal principle, Aquinas
recognizes that it is important to specify the kinds of
similitude existing between an effect and a cause, He
attempts to do this by making a distinetion between
univocal and equivocal causes. In De Potentiz Adquinas
presents this description of univoéal and equivocal causgl-
itys

The form of the effect is in the natural agent

in as mueh as the agent produces: sn effect of
like nature;.since every agent preduces its like.

Now this happens im two ways. When the effect bears

a perfect-likeness to the agent, as proportionate

to the agent®s power, then the form of the sffect

is in the agent in the same degree; thus it is in
univocal agents, for instance fire generates fire,
When, howewer, the effect is not perfectly likened
to the agent, as being improportionate to the agentts
power, then fhe form of the effect is not inm the same
degree in the agent but im a higher dgrees this is the
case Inm equivocgl agents, for instance the sun gener-
ates fireozs

Univocal causes produce effects that are of the
same specles as thelr cause, In such a form of causality, the
"perfect likeness?® that Thomas talks of consists in the effect
being of the same species as 1its c&use,26 Animal generation
provides an example of this type of causality. For instance,
a pig would be considered a univocal cause because both it and

its offspring belong to the same species.

B
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The preceding point is sometimes expressed in a
different way by saying that the "perfect likeness" consists
in a commonality of form obtaining between the cause and its
effect, In univocal causality, the cause and its effect "share
a common form of the same type to the same degree. "27

Equivocal causes differ from those that are univocal
because the likeness between the effect and its cause does not
involve a sameness of species.?B‘Later we shall have more to
say abbut this form of csusality. We now proceed to consider
another important point that is presupposed in Thomas'! argu-
ment against univocal predication,

For Aquinas, the primary instance of the principle
that claims z likeness of effect to cause is found in the
relation that obtains between God and creatures. This relat-
ion (or proportion) is clearly causal inm nature, for God is
7 viewed as the cause of flnlte belngs whlch as His effects,29

depend upon,Hlm for thelr very existernce, Thé?rélso rely
upon God's causal activity for the perfections that they
possess.3I While this relationship is unique it still
remains causal in character, and for this reason it exempli-
fies the causal principle we have been discussing. This
point is important for it implies that man, as a created
finite being, must bear some sort of resemblance to de.32
As God is the cause of finite beings and the source from
which there issues all creaturely perfections, human beings

and their perfections have a resemblence to the divine cause.

e
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When the relationship between man and God is seen
in this way, two important questions arise: (1) In terms of
Aquings!' division of causality, what type does God exercise
in rélation’to ereation? (2) What is meant by the term "like-
ness" when used to characterize this relationship?

In response to the first question, Thoma§ would sa&
that God's causality is to be viewed as equivocal. It should
come as no surprise that Aquinas opts for this type of causal=-
ity in describing the relation of éod to finite beings. Given
the univocal/equivocal division of causality presented by Aquinas,
the only other alternative would be univocal causality and
this would entaill placing man and God in the same speciese
The consequence of this would be anthropomorphism, a position
Aquinas constantly scught to avoid in his natural theologye.

Thomas would begin to answer the second question
by saying that the likeness in this relation is not specific.
‘Nor does the similitude consist in a sameness of genus, for
Aquinas claims that God is not im a genus with any -other
created being?idith the rejection of specific and generic
likeness, there remains analogical likeness, and it is this
that Aquinas sees as applying to the God/creature relation-
ship.35

Ste. Thomas is, to put it mildly, not very specific
in his descriptions of this likeness or similarity, Through-
out the corpus of hils works there occur numerous references

to the God/creature relation, yet in each case little is said
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about the nature of the likeness that obtains. On this count
Thomas displays a marked reticence.,.At times he will explain
such likeness in a negative fashion, saying that it does not
consist in a sameness of species. Positive accounts are usua-
1lly couched in the language of imperfection and deficilency.
The following are representative of this form of approachs: '

The diverse perfections of creatures. . .imperfectly
represent the divine perfection., For from the fact that
some creature is wise, 1t to some extent approached like-
ness to God, .

36

e o1t is manifest that in man there is a likeness
to God, copied from God as from an example; yet this
llkeness is not one of equality; for such an exemplar
infinitely exceeds its copy. Therefore, there is in
man a likeness to Godj; not, indeed, a perfect likeness,
but imperfect,
37

As Diony51us says when the scriptures state that
nothing is like to God, they are not denylng all like-
ness to Him, For the same things are like and unlike
God; like insofar as they imitate as best they can him
when it is not possible to imitate perfectly; unlike
insofar as they fall short of their cause.

R caus®.

Admittedly, the notions of "imperfection", "deficiency"
and "falling short" do not take us very far in our attempt to
clarify~the likeness that Aquinas is talking of in connection
with the God/cre=ture relationship. Perhaps it 1s possible to
alleviate this difficulty by considering Chapter 29 of the

summa_Contra Gentiles, for in this chapter, St., Thomas expressly

deals with the likeness of creatures to God. Therein he states

thats
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Effects that fall short of their causes do rot agree
with them in name and nature. Yet, some likeness must

be found between them, since it belongs to the nature

of action that an agent produce its like, since each
thing acts according as it is in azt. The form of an
effect, therefore, is certainly found in some measure

in a transcending cause, but az-~ording to another mode
and another way. For thls reason the cause is called an
equivocal cause, Thus, the sun causes heat amonz *heses
sublunary bodies by acting according as it is ir act.
Hence the heat generated by the sun must besr some like-
ness to the active power of the sun, through which heat
is caused in this sublunary worldj; and bezause of this
heat the sun is said to be hot, even th-ugh not in one
and the same way. And so the sun is said to be somewhat
like those things in which 1t produces its effects as an
efficient cause. Yet the sun is also unlike all these
things in so far as such effects do not possess heat and
the like in the same way as they are found in the sun.
So too, Jod gave things all their perfections and there- .
by is both like and unlike threm, E

39

From the standpoint of explaining the difference

between God and creatures, the preceding paragraph provides
some assistance, In attempting to shed some light on the
likeness and difference that characterizes the God/creature

relation, St. Thomas turns to the example of the causal rel= o
ationship between the sun an: the sublunary boiies. Both of
these things are said to be hot. In scholastic terms this

means that they possess the perfectior. (or form) of heat.
Aquinas observes that while possessed by both, the form of heat
is found in each in different ways. The sublunary bodies are

hot (i.e., posséss the perfection of heat) by virtue of their
relation to the sun which is the cause of such heat. As effects,
these bodies are described as "irperfect" or "deficient"

because they depend upor the causal activity of something else
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(i.e., the sun) for the perfection they exhibit. In addition,
St. Thomas would say that the perfection in question possesses
a derivative existence. Here there emerges the element of
difference, for unlike the sublurary bodies, the sun doss not
exhibit such a dependency, as it is hot by reason of its very
nature. To the extent that the sun lacks this dependency,
Aquinas will say that it possesses heat in a more perfect way
than the sublunary bodies. Similarly, in the case of 3od and
creatures, the perfections of thé latter are deemed imperfect
because they are dependent for their existence upor the causal

agency of God. God's eminence with respect to His perfection

T

is founded upon the lack of such a dependency.
So far we have considered Thomas' comments with an

n explaining the way in which finits

3
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beings (most notably men) differ from their divine cause, -

On this count, the preceding passage from the Surman Contra

‘Gentiles is of some help, for it introduces the rotion of

derived existence which provides a basis for understanding the é
difference that Aquinas is talking of.
In considering Thomas' comments from the standpoint
of their utility in explicating the likeness between creatures
and God we find little assistance being provided. In the earlier

passage from the 3Summa Contra Gentiles , Aquinas, in address-

ing himself to the question of likeness, only tells us that

as effects, finite beinzs resemble God, In repeating this point,
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of this is that we are still left in the dark about what

Aquinas means when he says that finite beinzs bear a resemblance
to God. At this point in our situdy we shall simply acknowladge
Thomas' lack of specificity regarding this matter. Later we
shall take up the question of likeness again, for it is vital

to an understanding of Thomas' use of analogy in religious
languaze.

We bezan this chapter with a discussion of Aquinas'
rejection of univocity. Our intent was to discern the reasons
for this positizn. e soon realized that such an objective could
only be attained if we considered certain key points that the
argument against univocity presupposes. As we have now examin-
ed these points we can procead to incorporate them into a final
account of Aquinas? thinking on univocal predication.

Aquinas' tr=atment of univocal predication procesads
within the framework of the causal relationship between God

Lo
_and creatures,

0]
et
oy

This relation entails that creatures,

<

effects of God's causal agency, bear a likeness to God., Within
such a relationship, univocal predication would be possible only
if the following condition was met. Both subjects of predi-
cation (i.e., God and man) would have to possass soms properties
that were the same. This follows from our earlisr definition

of univocity which requires that there be a sameness of proper-
ties with respect to what is signified by the univocal term

in both its instances of use. Considered in the zausal context

that Aquinas is working in, this demand for sameress of proper-

oy
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ties could only be met if the causality being exercised wers
univocal. This tvre of causality readily accomodates univocal
predication because it requires tha* the form of the e’fect
be specifically the same as the form of the cause,

Aquinas' main point, which he repeatedly makes in

1 2 13

De Potentia, Summa __Theologica, Summa contra Gentiles
I

and De Veritate, is that the causal relation between Jod and

-

reatures does rnot admit of the pracedlna condition. For Thomas,
this relation between the infimite and the finite 1s not to be
taken as an instance of univocal causality. In other words,

the likeness (or similitude) of creatures to God does not con-

[

sist in a sameness of form., Rather, as Thomas repeatedly says,
the likeness is imperfect or deficient. God does not produce

o
L

similar in a way to make univocal predication

w
ct
[AV]
]
o

fects ¢
ossible. An efiect which recieves a form specifically the -

same as that of its causal agent can have aicribed to it
.5 )

univacally the name arising from that form, = We have seen that

VAR Ml MM Y A MEie . T MRV Y Wil iy

in the causal relation between God and Creatures, the effects -

do rot re

@]

ieve a form specifically the same as that of the
causal azent. From this Thomas will conclude that univocié
predication is not possible with respect to Jod and man.

It is accurate to say that the basis for St. Thomas'
arguement against univocity is located in his corception of
the God/creature relationship. Throughout his works we find him
repeatedly appealinz to this relationship to expose the shrori-

&

omings of univocal predication. While the question of whethar

(¢}
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terms are to be applied to God and man univocally is one about a
particular use of language, it should be evident by now that St.
Thomas' answer relies upon factors that are more metaphysical than

L7

linguistic. In turning to Aquinas' treatment of equivocity and
analogy (as applied to religious discourse) we shall find that there
is a similar type of approach repeatedly emergingz, This form of
approach is charactarized by the following features, Initially we

find Thomas considering the applicability of certain terms taken from
ordinary language. In the subsequent treatment of this matter we

find him drawing incrﬁgsingly upon elements that can be best character-
ized as metaphysical, Upon these he builds his case. When viewed
this way, we discover that the linguistic considerations entertained

by Aguinas are dependent upon an underlying metaphysic: that of the

4

od/creature relationship. In the following pages we shall atbtempt

[op]

to show the important role this relationship plays in Aquinas'
handling of questions concerning the relevance of certain ordinary

linguistic expressions for religious discourse.

) Aquinas'! approach to equivocal predication proceeds
Q
7/

in two ways. The first can be described as a mesaphysical one

in charazter because it depends upon the recognition that as the
effects of God, creatures bear a likeness to their divine cause.
The second type of approach is eplstemologzical in nature, centering
upon the question of whrat we can know of the mearing of terms when
they are predicated equivocally of 35od.

The textual evidence for the metaphysical approach

}_)
)
Fy
(@)
¢
o
,—J
"

he following passaze from the 3Sumra Contra Jentiles:

[Ban¥
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« « o«When there is pure equivocation, there is ro like-
ness in thinzs themselves; there is only the unity of a
name. But, as is clear from what we have said, there is
a certain mode of likeness of things to od. It remains
then, that the names are not said of Jod in a purely
equivocal way.5 '

0

The point that Aquinas 1s making can be briefly
outlined. In a case of complete equivocity, the only thing that
the subjects of przdication have in common is the equivocal
name ascribed to them. There is no likeness or similitude on the
part of what the e%uivosal name signifies in both its
instances of use.5 For Aquinas, this is at odds with the
nature of the dJod/creature relationship, for here we do have
a real likeness between God and finite beings., In t¥
relationship there is an elementzof likeness, one which zoes
bsyond a mere sameness of name.5 The acceptance of eguivocal
predication directly implies a denial of this, and for this

reason it is not acceptable to Aquinas. Here again ws see that

Thomas' conclusion about a certain useof lanzuage has its

basis in his conception of the God/ecreature relationship.
Textual evidence for *he epistemolozical approach
to equivozal predication is “ound in this passaze from the Summa

Contra Zentiles:

It is also a fa=t that a name is predicated of
some being uselessly unless through that name
we understand something of the being. But, if
names are said of God and <2reatures in a pursly
equivocal way, we understand nothing of 7%od
throuzh those namesj; for the meanings of those
names are known to us solely to the extent that
they are sadd of creatures, ln vain, therefore,
would it be said or proved of Jod that He is
being, good, or the like.

53
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Leavinz aside the comments on proof, Aquinas'
complaint with equivocal predication comes down to *his,
Complete equivocity results in a discontinuiiy of meaning

between a term's use in a theistic setting and its use i

5

ah ordinary context. Cur %touchstone for unders*tanding the

meaning of terms is their employment in the finitse
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re then transported from this

o
4

more familiar context to ths realm of the inTinite with

the ensuinz claim that their present me%ning bears no
similarity to their non-thelistic meaning, then the result
would be the evacuation of all meaning from religious
lanzuage. The consequence of this is clearly agnhosticism,
for the insroducztion of complete equivocity effects an
irreparable fracture between ths meaning of terms as used in
relizious discourse and their ordinary meaning.

This chapter has focusedi upon Aquinas' examination of
univocity and equivocity vis & vis their apolicability to reli-
gious discourse. According to Thomas, either form of predication
reveals itsslf to be inadequate. Univocity is inadequate because
it is at odds with Aguinas' conzention of the Jod/creature
relationship. Equivocity is inadequate because it also is at
odds with this relationship. Furthermore, equivocity entails the

unacreptable consequence of agnosticism.



II
THE THEQORY OF AVALOGY

In view of the failure of both univocity and complete
equivocity to do justice to our discourse about Tod, Aquinas
suggests that analogical predicatiqn be employed to rectify
these shortcomings.

From what we have said, therefore, it remains that
the names saild of God and creatures are predicated
neither univoecally nor equivocally but analoziczally,
that is, according to an order or reference to
something one,

5k

Bafore we proceed to examine Thomas'use of analozy in
religious languaze, we should pause and zonsider wha* has been
called his "theory" of analozy. Talk of a"theory" in this case
is inappropriate as it is difficult to extract from Aquinas'
“Voluminous writinzs something that could be termed a "theory"
or "doctrine"™ of an2logy. Thomas hever wrote a formal treatise
on the subject of analcgy intended as a definitive statement
of his position. We find instead, that his comments on analogy
are scattered throuzhout his works, and o~ncur in connection
with a variety of subjects in different contexts.55 In
addition, Thomas does not adhere to a fixed classification
of analozy; for, we find in moving from his earlier works to
his later ones, a -onsiderable degree of modification occurring

[all
20
in his division of analogy., In view of the preceding, it
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becomes a formidable task for one to try to distil from the
many references which Thomas makes to analogy, a "doctrine"
or "theory" of analozy that authoritively expresses his
thinking on the subject,
In spite of the preceding interpretive difficulties,
we still think 1t possible to secure an adequate understanding
of the main features of Thomas' teachling on analogy. This
can bz effected by a detalled examination of the relevant sections

in the Summa Theologica, Summa Contra Gentiles, and Deg Yeritate.

Additional assistance 1s also provided by Zajetan in hils work,

The Analozy of Names. As one of the most important commentators

on Aquinas' doctrine of analogy, Cajetan has been criticized

by a number of scholars who guestion whether his classigication
of analogy is an accurate account of Aquinas' position. !
While we are aware of these criticisms.we shall,nevertheless,

58

employ Cajetan's classification for these reasons. Firstly,

his ¢lassification and azcount of analogy provides one with a
way of imposing some order on Aquinas' handling of analogical
usage. Secondly, Cajetan's treatment provides one with a way
in which to expand upon some of Thomas' more perfunctory
descriptions of analogy. 7inally, one should bear in mind
that Cajetan's classification of Aquinas remains fairly
accurate in a number of respects. for example, we shall find
that the kind of analozy described by him as the analozy of
attribution corresponds to what Thomas calls the analogy of

50
s
two to a third., 1In addition, the second form of analogy
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that Cajetan considers is termed the analozy of proper
60
proportionality, and this ?an be readily identified with Aquinas'
: 61
analozy of progportionality.

In the Summa Theolozica Aquinas distinguishes bethen
2
P"two kinds of analozizcal or 'proportional'! uses of lsnguage.

i

Yor the moment we shall concentrate on the first type of analog&.
Here we find a term beinz predicated ot two thinzs by virtge
of the relation that each of them has to some third thing. 3
For example, the term "healthy" is ascribed to both a diet
and a complexion "because each of theses has some relation to
health in man", In this case, the diet is related to the
health of man as a cause. and the complexicn is related as a
sign or symptom.

The correspondance between Thomas' analogy of two %o
a third and what Cajetan was to later call the analozy of

attribution becomes evident when we zonsider this selection

fror The Analory of Names:

Those things are analozous by attribution which have
a common name, and the notlon signified by this name
is the same with respect to the term but different as
regards the relationships to this term. For example,
the name healthy is czommon to medicine, urine, and
animal, but the notion of all insofar 3s healthy
expresses different relationships to one term,
narely, health. For if anyone describes what an
animal is insofar as it is healthy, he will say

that it is the subject of health, and that urine
insofar as it is healthy is a sizn of health,
whereas medicine insofar as it is healthy will

be mentioned as a cause of health. In this example
1t 1s perfectly clear that the notion of health is
not entirely different, but fto a certain extent the

cama =2 + a Aanta +
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a diversity of relatiorships, but the term of those
relationships 1is one and the,same./
66
Following St. Thomas, Tajetan employs the familiar

"healthy" example to illustrate the structurz of the analogy
of attribution. Here the term "healthy" is predizatad of
different things such as medizine, urine and animal., All of
these things receive the ommon name (ie., "healthy") only by
virtue of their relations to one other thinz - the health of
the animal. Here we have the case of one word being used of a
number of thirgs because of the 6rder'or relation that each of
them has to something else. Thus, urine 1s designated as healthy
because it is a sign of health, and therefore stands in a
certain relationship to the health of the animal. Similarily,
medicine is called healthy because it is the cause of health,
and thus stands related to the health of *the animal in a
specifiic way. ¥inally, the animal is said to be healthy in as

far as it possesses the property of health. In Cajetan's
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can 5ee that there is a certain unifty anounz *hose
things that are called healthy. This unity consists in medicine,
urine and the animal having a common reference to one thing
(ie., the health of the animal). This common reference, in
turn, conprises the basis for these things receiving the
common name.,

Cajetan, unlike Aquinas, provides a systermatic
treatment of this kind of analozy which entails citing certain
conditions that pertain to it. The most important of *hesse

states that



This analogy is according to ex'rinsic denomination

only, so that only the primary analoza‘te rezlizes

the perfection formally, whereas the others have it

only by extrinsic denomination.

67
The point that Cajetan is making with this first

condition can be brouzht out by reconsiderinz the "healthy"
example. Fere the animal 1s said to be healthy because it alone
possesses the property of health as something intrirsic to it.

Accordinzly, the analogate in question (ie., the animal) is

denominated intrirnsically, meaning *hat it has the common

name predicated of it bercause the property signified by the
name is possessed by the arnalogate itself, In addition, the
animal 1s reszarded as the primary analogate for it slona
possesses the property signified by the analogous name,

The other analogates, su~h as medizine and urine, are
denominated as healthy pot because they themselves possess
the property of health, but because they are related in

" “differing ways to the aralogate to which the property of
health is intrinsic, For this reason, medicine and urine are

said to be denominated extrinsically, and ars termed secondary

ahalogates as they do not possess the property of health as
something inhering in them.

On the basis of this distinction between intrinsic
and extrinsic denomination we can see that one of *he major
features of the analogzy of attribution is that only one of *%he
analogates formally possesses the vroperty siznified by *he

analozous name.

N
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The second condition cited by Cajetan for the analozy
of attribution holds that
the one thing which is ths term of the diverse

relationships in analogous names of this type
in one not merely in concept but numerically.

68
To illustrate what is meant by this condition Cajetan
returns to the "healthy" example:
«senealth is not multiplied numerically in animal,
urine and diet, since there is not one health in
urins, another in aniral, and a third in diet.

69

Cajetan's point is that when we talk of healthy urine,

o

a healthy diet, and a healthy animal, all of these things are so
named by reference to the health that inheres in the animal, and
this is positively one in number., Thus, in an analogy of attri-
bution, that which all of the analogates rela*e to is only
found in one of the analozates.

The third -ondition of the analogy of attribution
statzs that "the primary analogate is put into the defintion "?
of the others with respect to the analogous name".7o This T

point is brought out in more detail in the Summa Theologica:

Whenever a word is used analogically of many things,
it is used of them because of some order or relation
they have to some central thing. In order to explain
an extended or analozi~al use of a word it 1is necessary
to mention this central thing. Thus you cannot explain
what you mean by 'healthy" diet without mentioning the
health of the man of which it is the causej similarily
you must understand "healthy" as applied to a man before
you can understand what is meant by a "healthy" complexion
whizh is the symptom of that health,

71
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In terms of Aquinas' "healthy" example, we find that
if one seeks to explain the meaning of "healthy" when predicated
of diet and complexion, it is necessary to first of all know
what 1s meant by this term when it is predicated of a man. Thus,
if we want to define the term "healthy"™ as applied to a diet
and a complexion, it is necessary that reference be made to the.
health of the man, for it is only by reference to this that diet
and complexion are denominated healthy in *the first place. Terms

analogous by attribution are therefore interdasfined bscause an
o

definition of such a term in it's primary sense must involve the
72

definition of the term in it's secondary sense,
In Cajetan's example of the analogy of attribution hse

talks of the "noticn of health" (i,e., the meaning of the term
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when it is predicated of medicine, urine, and the animal,., This
observation is an important one as it expresses the basic
_scholastic dictum that analogous terms constitute a via media
between complete eguivocity and univocity. For Aquinas, Cajetan
and John of St. Thomas, the meaning of analogous terms are neither
completely the same (i.e., univocal) ror cdompletely aifferent
(i.e, totally squivocal) in their various occurences. Rather,
they occupy a position midway between these exbremes:

It is clear that those things which are predicated in this

fashion (that is analogously) are halfway betwsen uni-
vocal and equivocal predicates. ‘

73
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It is a general and commonly received view that analogy
is intermediary between pure equivocity and univocity,
inasmuch as the thing signified is neither absolutely
the same, as in univocals, ror absolutely diverse, as
in equivocals. + ..

7k
Another point to note is that the meaning instances
of analogous terms are complex in nature such that both simi-
larity and difference ~an be specified with respect to them,
This element of complexity 1s present in terms analogous by the
analogy of attribution, for as Aquinas rotes in his commentary

onn Aristotle's Metaphysics:

With those things which are sdid in the way mentioned
gg.e., analogously] , the same name is predicated of

iverse things according to a notion (ratio) partly the
same and partly diverse; diverse with respect to diverse
modes of relation, the same, however, with respect to
that to which the relation is made.

75

Aquinas' remarks on the analogy of attribution are
important because they constitute an attempt to show where the
type of analogy. This task can be made ecasier if we consider
the following statements: (a) Peter is healthy, (b) Medicine
is healthy, (¢) Urine is healthy. Yere the term "healthy"
is understood to be analogous by the analogy of attribution.
The first thing to note about statements (a) to (e¢) is that the
grammatical subjects differ, yet, at the same time there is a
common predicate term. Further, in view of Cajetan's first
condition of the analogy of attribwtion, it is ~lear that onrly
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property siznified by fthe analogous *term.

As mentioned earlier, analogous terms are complex in
meaninz. This feature becomes apparent with the following
analysis of the analogous term "healthy" as it occurs in (b)

and (c):

i

"Healthy" in (b) cause of + health

"Healthy" in (¢) = sizn of + health
With this in mind we are now in a position to account for the
similarity and differenze that charac%erizes the meaning of
"healthyb" and "healthy ". In considering both instances of the
analogous term we find ghat the elemant of similarity is to be
equated with univocity. With respect to "healthyb" and "healthy "
e
we find a common core of meaning, for in the above analysis, the
term "health" has partially the same meaning in both of its
occurences. The element of univocity becomes apparent once we
realize that what medicine is the cause of and the urine the
sign of, is one an? the same thing, namely the health of the
living organism called Peter,

While there is a dezree of univocity present in the
meaning of *the analogous term, the univocity is not total for
there is also a dezgree of difference present. And it is this
tha® saves the analogous term from being completely univocal,
This element of differen~e car be ac-ounted for in “he following

way. The term "healthy" as it occurs in (b) means "cause of

health”, and in (¢) "sizn of health™. The relations in each case

[
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to the health of Peter differ, and as thasse comprise, in part,
the meaning of "healthy" in (b) and (¢), the analogous term
will not have the same meaning in both instances of its use.
In this way complete univocity 1is avoided.

Mow that we have examined the siructure and features
of the analogy of attribution (or what Aquinas would call the
analogy of two to a third) we are in a positiog to offer +he
following definition of this form of analogy.7

Term "X" 1is used by the analogy of attribution in
sentences (2) and (b) if:

(1) Term "X" occurs as a predicate in two or more indicative
sentences of the form (i) "R is X" (ii) "S is X"

(2) Term "X" in (i) signifies a property X of R.

{(3) Term "X" in (il) signifies a relation of S to R where S
is either a cause of R's having property X or is in some
respect an effect or affected causally by R's havinz property

X,

(4) There is only one (numerically) instance of the property
X of "X" in (1) and it belongs to the subject R.

(5) The ferm "X" in sentence (ii) cannot be defined unless the
entire definition of the term "X" in sentence (i) is made
part of its definition.

(6) Term "X" in both of its instances in (i) and (ii) is neither
completely univocal nor totally equivocal.
In the preceding section we sought to examine the
struzturs of the analogy of attribution. With this aczomplished
79

we now move on to consider the analogy of proper proportionality.

In the Analogy of Names, Tajetan provides tris description of

R domma T 4l
e analogy of proper proportionality:
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e« o osWe say that those things are called analogous by
proportionality which have a common name, and the notion
exprassed by this 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 acrcording
to a proportion.

80

There are a number of thinzs %o note about this
description of the analozy of proportionality. Firstly, the term
"ppoportion"™ should be understood to mean "relation". Originally,
the notion of proportion arose within. the context of mathematics
where it was use%lto sighify "a definite relation of one quan-
tity to another" . Such usage is to be found in the case of
our saying that the proportion of 2 to b4 is "two" (or "twice).

With the Scholastics (notably Aquinas and Cajetan) the term
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matics so as to mean any relation of one thing to another:
Proportion in the proper sense is found in quantities and

means a definite measure of two quantitiss which are com-
pared to one another. . .. Nevertheless, the name pro-

portion has ben widened to mean any relationship of one
thing to another,
82
NMow that we have explicated the meaning of the term
"proportion" we can 2o on to consider the term "proportionality".
An initial move towards understanding this notion can be made

by examining what Aquinas says about it in De Veritate:

Since an aZreem=nt according to proporticn can haywen in
two ways, two kinds of community can be no*ted in analogy.,
There is a certain agreement between thinzs having a pro-
portion to each other from the fa~t that they have a det-
erminate distance between each other or some o“her relation

1 + + !~ LY s dos s om
to each other, like the propor*ion which the rnumbser two
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has to unity in as far as it is the double of wvnity.
Again, the agreement is occasionally noted not between
two things which have a proportion b tween them, but rather
between two related proportions -- for example, six has
something in common with four because six is two times
three, juszt as four is two times two. The first type of
agreement is one of proportion, the second of prooportion-
ality.

83

Aquinas' example of proportionality is qg-ite appropriate
for the notion of proportionality arose within the context of
mathematics, An example of such usaze is *the mathematical pro-
portion of 2:4::4:8, Here we have an instance of proportionality,
as the relation of 2 to 4 is the same (i.e., identical) as the

relation of 4 to 8.
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While Aquinas and Cajetan draw upon the mathematical

model (i.e., A:B

LX)

:2:D:) for thelr notion of proportionality,
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between their notion and *the model. We saw that the mathematical -
model is characterized by an identity of relations. In contrast

to this, both Aquinas and Cajetan would claim thatf the term
proportionality, when employed outside of the domain of mathe- -

matics, signifies a similarity of relations. Thus, in it's

non-mathematical usage, proportionality becomes weakened so as
to mean only a similarity of relaticns. This point is brouzht

out by Cajetan in The Analozyv of Names:

The name proportionality is given to a similitude of two
proporti-ns; e.g., we say that eight is to four as six is
to three, because both are twice as much in proportion,
etc., However philosorhers have transferrsd the term pro-
portion (from the sphere of mathematics and use it) to
express any relationship of conformity, commensuration,
capacity, etc. As a result they have extended tre use of
the term proportionality to every similitude of relation-
ship.
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An example of such a proportionality is to be found in
our claim that both the calm in the sea and the stillness in the
air are "tranquil". Here we find a proportional similarity ob-
taining between the calm in the sea and the stillness in the
air. By this we mean that the —alm in the sea is related to the
sea 1n a way that is similar to the relation of the stillness in
the air to the air. In this analogy of proper proporticnality
there is a similitude of proportions, and because of this we are
justified in applyinz the analozous term "tranquil™ to both thinzs.
While the subjects of predication are different, they are not
completely difrerent, as both bear a proportional likeness to
each other which allows them to receive a common name.

Another illustration of this ggpe of analogy can be

found in Cajetan's The Analogzy of Names . With this example we
find the term "principle" being predicated of the heart (with
respect to the arnimal) and the foundation (with respect to the
house). Here again we find a pr@poﬁtignal—likeness as the relations
of the heart to the animal is similar.7 to the relation of the
foundation to the house. By virtuwue of this similitude of re-
lations, the heart and the forndation have the analozous term
ascribed to them,

With the preceding examples in mind we can now outline
some of the main features of the analogy of proportionality.
firstly, this form of analozy applies to the situation in
whizh two thinzs, A and B, receive a -ommon name, Sscondly,

A

A stands in a relation, R, to some proper*y, thing or event,
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and B ggands in a relation, Rl, to some property, thing or
event, Thus, the analogy of proportionality displays a
four term structure with a relation obtaining between each
pair of terms. The third and most important feature of this
form of analogy ig that the relations R and Rl are similar
and not identicalvg. This last feature should be seen as the
most crucial one as it provides the basis for the imposition
of the analozous name.

In comparinz the analogy of-proportionality Wwith the
analogy of attribution.(or Thomas' analozy of two to a third),
we find that there is an important difference. One of the
major characteristics of the latter is that different thinzs
(eg., medicine, urine and diet) receive the anslogous name by
virtue of the relation that each of them bears to some one
thing (eg., the health of the living organism)., With the
former type of analogy the foundation for analozical
predication differs, as the analogous name is applied
because of a proportional likeness obtaining between the
things so named.

Another point of difference emerges when we consider

an additional featurs of the analozy of proportiorality that

Cajetan outlines in The Analozv of Names. Cajetan observes

that in this type of analogy the analozous name signifies, in

both its instanzes, a property that is intrinsically vossessed
90

by eazh of the analo:zates, In as far as the analozy of



35.

proportionality "predicates perfections that are inherent in
91
each analozate," it is to be distinguished from the analogy

of attribution for,

In the latter case, there is only one numerical
instance of the property siznified by both instances
of the analogous term, whereas in the former case
there must be one instance of the property for
gach instance of the term as predicate of a
sentence with a different subject.

92

ihe preceding feature is-an important one, for it allows
us to distinguish between the anaolgy of proper proportionality

°3

and the analogy of improper or metaphorieal proportionality.

An instance of the latter form of proportionality is found in
the predication of the term "smiling" of a blooming meadow or

a good fortune. In this case neither thing can actually fmile,
o4

4

rather they are said to do so only by figure of speech.

Another example of this usage is to be found in the statement,
"The lion is the king of beasts." The lion is likened to a king
‘because its relation to savaze animals is thought to be similar
to the relation that a king bears to his subjects. Thus, the
basis for predicating the metaphorical name is a proportionality.
Because there is a proportional likeness between the lion (with
respect to savags animals) and the king (with respect to his
subjects) there is an analozy of proportionality present. This
analogy is, however, improper be~ause the name "king", when
applied to the lion, does not signify a property (ie., kingship)
inhering in the nature of %the lion., In this case and others, the

analogy is designated as improper bezause the subjec*t to whizh
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the metaphorical term is applied does not posssss the property
sigrified by the term.

FYow that we have examined the main features of the
analogy of proper proportionality, we can offer the following
definiticn of this form of analbgy.gs

Term "A" is analogous by the analogy of proper
proportionality in sentences (a) and(b) if:

(1) Term "A", in both its instances in (a) and(b), is a dyadic
relational term of the form "xay". -

(2) As a dyadic relational term, "A"™, in both its instances,
signifies:a relation A obtaining between x (x being a property,
action, event or thing) and T (where T is an individual tring),
and between y (y being a property, action, event or thing) and
R (where R is an individual thing).

(3) TAx and RAy are proporticnally similar (ie., 4 in TAx is
similar and not identical toA in RAy).

" The preceding forms of analogy do not exhaust the

96

division of analogy found in Aquinas' later works. As noted

earlier, in the Summa Theolozica we find Thomas dealing with

analozy in terms of a twofold division between (1) the analogy

of two to a third (gnalogia duorum ad tertium) and (2) the

analogy of one to the other (analozia unius ad alterum):

We can distinguish two kinds of analozical or
'proportional' uses of lanzuaze. Firstly, there is
the case of one word beinz used of two things
bezause each of them has some order or relation to
a third thing., Thus, we use the word "healthy" of
both a diet and a -orplexion because esch of *hese
has some relation to hzal*h in a man, *“he former as
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a cause, the latter as a symptom of it. 3econdly,

thers 1is 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
becanse the diet is the cause of the hezlth in *he man.

o7

o

The first kind of aralogical usage can, as we have
seen, be readily identified with what CTaje"an was to later call
the aralogy of attribution. The second form of analogy is named
the analogy of one to the other, andoén it we find a common nane
being predicated of only two thingé./: ™e basis for the
predication of the analogous name is the relation that one of
the things has to *he other., In Aquinas' example, we find that
medicine is termed "healthy" because of its causal rela*ion %o
the property of health in man, who, in turn, is called"hzalthy"
because he possesses t©
In Thomas' works we find references to the analogy of
one to another, the analogy of two to a third, and the analogy
Q
ofproportionality./gln view of this, and Thomas' <laim that
religious languaze 1is to be interpreted analogically, one is
prompted to ask the following question: Which of the preceding
types of analozy did Aguinas view as being most relevant to
religious discourse? This is a difficult question and little
unanimity is to be found in the answers that various szholars

provide. The division lines in this matter are,however, clearly

drawn between those who favour the analogy of (proper) propor-

100
tionality and those who favour %the analozy of one to the
101
other, While theore exists this variance in opinion, all would
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102
nevertheless agree that the aralozy of attribution does not

have a role %o play in resligious lanzuaze.

Before we present our ansvwer to the preceding question,
Qe shall consider the resasons for Aquinas' ~ondemnation of the
analogy of attribution. We can btezin by considerinz the
following statements: (1) Jod is good, (2) Man is zood. The teré
"zood"™ in (1) and (2) is said to be analogous by the analogzy of
attribution. Following our earlier analysis of this form of
analozy, the term "good ™ is taken to»mean "cause of goodness

1
(in man)"™. Thus, the analogous term in (1) si

o

nifies a rela*tion

ot

of God tc man where the former is cause of th

(D

latter's having
the property signified by "good ™. Bearing in mind Zajetan's
distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic denomination, we
find that God is to be viewed as a secondary anslozate which
receives the common name not by virtue of its possessing the
property of goodness, but rather because 1t is related in a
certain way (ie., as a cause) to that analozate (ie., man)
which intrinsically possesses the property of goodness. Aquirnas
seems to be aware of this ~onsequence. “or example, in the

thirteenth question of the 3Summa Theolorica we find him

considering the position of Alan of Lille which offers a causal
interpretation of divine predicates, On the basis of such an
approach the sentence "God is good" would mean "God is the

103
cause of goodness in things". Aguinas observes that with this

type of infterpretation

«sesi1t would follow that everythinz we said of 3od



would be true only in a secondary senss, as when
Wwe say that a diet is "h=althy", meaning mersly that
it causes health in the one who takes it, while it
is the living body whizh is said to be healthy 1n a
primary sense.

10k

While Aguinas does not make explicit mention of the
analozy of attribution in this passaze, we think that he does
have it in mind, There are a number of factors that point to
ication

this. Tirstly, the example used by Thomas (ie., the pr

e

ed

of "healthy") is usually employed to illustrate the analogy of
attribution, ?econdly, Thomas'earlier analysis of the statement
"God is good" 0> vields results that are the same as those
when the sta*ement 1is subject to the analozy of attribution.
#inally, Aquinas' expression "true only in a secondary sense"
2learly suzgests the nofions of the secondary analoiate and
extrinsic denomination, both of which are traditiorally
asscciated with *the analozy of aftribution.

Aquinas"main”complaint with the employment of the
analogy of attribution has its basis in his conceptisn of the
God/creature relationship. As we have seen, this relationship
entails that God is the source of the existence and perfections
of finite creatures., Wha*t is germane fto our present interests is
the additional point that 3od possesses such perfections in a
more eminent fashion. The use of the analogy of attribution to
predicate names of God does not bring out this essential point.

In fact it obscures it, as with such usaze the terms ascribed to

God only signify his particular relation to man. Aquinas' point
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is that such terms means a good deal more than this -- they
also signify perfections that belonsg to the very nature of
God:

« « owords of this_sort Cﬁ.e, those used in a non=-
metaphorical sensé] , do not only say how God is a
cause, they also say what he 1is. When we say he is
good or wise we do not simply mean that he causes wis-
dom or goodness, but that he possesses these perfections
transcendently.

106

"God is good" therefore doss not mean the same as "God
is the cause of goodness", . .. It means that what wse
call "goodness" in creatures pre-exists in God in a
higher way.

107

o
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There are additional grounds for not applyinz the
analogy of attribution to religious language. One of these, while
rot mentioned by Aquinas, follows directly from our earlier
analysis of the analogy of attribution. Consider the over-worked
"healthy" example: (1) Peter is healthy, (2) Urine is healthy,
(3) Medicine is healthy. Taking into account Zajetan's first -
condition regarding extrinsic dénominatioh, we know that ohly
the subject in (1) formally possesses what is signified by the
analozous name, further examination reveals that "healthy" in
(2) means "sign of health", and "healthy" in (3) means "cause
of health", Clearly, there is an element of univocity present, -
for what urine is the sizn of, and medicine the cause of, is
one and the same thinz -- the property of health in Peter.

The preceding can be applied to cur earlier example:

(4) God is good, (B) Man is zood. If "zood" functions analozously
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by the analogy of attribution in sentences (4) and (B), we find
that a univocal core of meaning is introduced with respect to
the instances of "gcod" in (&) and (B), In this case, "good" in
(A) means "zause of goodness" and "good" in (B) means "subjec
of goodness". Bearing in mind traditional theism's aversion
to univocity and its entailed anthropomorphism, it should come
as no surprise that the analogy of attribution is not assigned
a role in religious lahguage.
We find arother objection tb the theistic use of analogy

of attribution being offered in the Summa Contra Gentiles:

Now, the names said of God and things are not szid ana-
lozically according to the first mode of analogy i.e,
the analogy of many to onej, since we should then have to
posit something prior to God. . ..
108
To understand Aquinas' objection we must again return
to the "healthy" example. In the case of meédicine and urine we
say that both are healthy by virtue of the relation that each
of them has to some third thing -~ the health of the living
organism, It 1s this that is prior, for "the two things must
be preceded by something to which each of them bears some
109
relation." Thus, in fthe analozy of attribution the primary
analogate eXercises a degree of priority over the secondary
analogates, Such a state of affairs could not apnly to Jod for
there is rothing thst is prior to ¥im in which the perfection
110
signified is realized more properly and formaily. On the

contrary, the perfection that is sigrified is realized most pro-

perly in 3od Himself, for ¥e is *he cause of all ~reaturely per-
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fections.

With the exclusion of the ahalogy of attribution, the
possible candidates for employment in relizious languaze are
reduced to the analozy of proportionality and the analogy of one
to the other., As noted earlier, there is 1little agreemnent as
to which form of aralogy is most suited for use in religious
discourse. Some scholars champlon the analogy of proportionality.
In doing so, they are adhering to the vposition of Lajetan who

rouzht that the aralogy of (proper) proportionality was ‘he
only true form of analogy, excellinz all others in both dignity
and name.lll For Cajetan, this type of analogy is to be re-
garded as the one most applicable to metaphysics and religious
languaze.

Opposed to the preceding view is that which claims that
Aquinas adonts the use of the analogzy of one to the other in
religious languaze. This position origina*es with Franciscus
narez who charges Lajetan, in his role as Thomas' commentator,
with misinterpretation. For 3Suarez, the most marked instance of
such misinterpretation is to be found in the emphasis that Zaj-
etan places on *he analogy of proportionality. Suarez claims that
a reading of Aquinas' works ‘ will reveal that the analogy
of proportionality has no sign%{%cant rolas to play in Thomas!
thought on relizious languaze. Suarez also notes that in
Agquinas one finds not only the notion of extrinsic denomination

but also that of intrinsic denomination., On the basis of this,

and his devaluation of the importance. of proportionality, Suarez
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concludes that the analogy of one to the other ac~ording to
intrinsic denomination is, for Aqui nas, the form of analogy most
11k
nrlicable to relizious languaze.

With respezt to this debate over the forms of analozy
most relevant to religious discourse, we shall side with Suarez
and sugzest that Thomas opts for the analozy of one to another
Our argumsnt in support of this position shall consist of the
following steps. Pirstly, we will attempt to show that the
analozy of proper proportionality does rnot ozcupy a prominent
position in Aquinas' theory of analozy. Se~ondly, we shall
proceed to make a case for Agquinas! a??logy of one to another
claiming, as Suarez and others have, ? that it is characterized
by intrinsic denomination.

The major reference for the analogy of prooorflonathy

116
is found in question two of Aquinas' De Veritate. Here we

find 3t. Thomas dealing with the guestion of whether the term

o

"knowledsge" is predicated of Fod and man purely equivocally.
Ee responds that the term is predicated analogizally. In the
ensuing discussion he makes a distinction betw=en three modes of
analogy: (1) analogy of proper proportionality, (2) the an%%%gy
of proportion, (3) the analoszy of improper or metaphorical
proportionality. Agquinas :zoncludes his dis-ussion by observing

o
a5

that names zre predizated of God and man aciording to %the

ko)

aralogy of proper proportionality. Aguinas seems to assign
a major role for the analogy of proper proporticnality in
religious discourse. Unfortunately, certain textual ~onsider-

ations reveal “hat Thomas' position on the mat*er is no%t as

T
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clear cut as one would suppose. Firstly, we should bear in

mind that De Veritate is an early work (approx. 1256-1259),

More extensive trea*ments on analogy and relizious lanzuagze
118

were to follow in Aquinas' mature theolozical writinss,

In comparing the relevant passages in *these works with those

of De Veritate, one is surprised to find that in thess later

the analozy of provortionality.

]

works there is no mention o

4]

In both the Summa Theolozica and the Summa Tontra Gantiles

thers are major treatments of analogy and religious

languaze, yet in such sections where, in view of the De

Veritate text, one would expect the inclusion of the analogy
119
of proportionality, none is to be found. Aside from this

obvious omission, one also finds Aquinas clearly suzgssting
that names are predicated of God and man according to the
120
analogy of one to another,
On textual grounds alone, the exclusion of the analogy

A

of proportionality from his later works stronzly sugzests that

Aquinas had come to abandon this form of analogy. Klubertanz

in his work, St. Thomas Aquinas on Analozy, offers such a
conclusion,

from a textual standpoint *the absenze of any
subsequent text [after De Veritati) which tea-hes
proper proporticnality between rod and cr=atures
constitutes strong evidence that St. Thomas guietly
abanioned this do~trine after 1256,

121

At Dbest we could say that* the analozy of proper

@3]

proportionality was tauzht by 3%. Thomas for a short period of

T

oo



time in his career, After this, it drops out of sight, Again
we find Klubertanz's corments germane to *this pcint:

For a period of soms months around the year 1256,

St. Thomas either held or considered holding proper

proportionality as the intrinsic analogy explainingzg

the ontological similarity between Zod and creatures.,

This position he had not held previously and would

never develop again in subsequent writings.,

122
In view of *the omissior. of proportionality in the later

works, one naturally wonders why Aquinas came to abandon this
form of analogy., In attempting to answer tris question we finrd

Es)

ourselves in the province of spenulation for nowhere does
Thomas provide any reasons for his changs of thought,

One possible reason for the abandonment of this type
of analogy is found in its very structure and the consequences
this has for the Judeo-Christian conception of God. We will
recall that this type of analogy has a four term structure. In
addition it is claimed that the analogous name, in both its
instances of use, signifieiéa’prépertY'intfinsically possessead
by eacnh of the analogates. ’ For example, when we say that bobth
man and Jod are '‘good", this entails that what "good" signifies
in each instance 1s possessed by both Goi and man,

In its theistic employment, this form of analogy claims
that there is a proportional likeness obtaining between the way
in which certain at*ribu%tes of God are related to Yis natuvre and
the way in which certain attributes of creatures are related to

thelr natures. Schematically, this has often Deen expressed in

the following manner:
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God's qualities creature's qualities

God's nature creature's nature
We ars cautioned not to interpret the eguality sign mathematically,
as the relation between the two proportions is only similar and.
not identical,
It is primarily the relational structure of this form
of analozy that creates difficulties, as the following clearly
indicates:

Ingenious as this theory 1is E},e, the analdgy of pro-
per proportionalityﬂ, it nevertheless creates serious
difficulties of its own. It relies upon the possibility
of establishing a ratio between two mutually incommen-
surable orders, the temporal and the eternal, which shall
justify us in asserting: as the finite is to the finite,
50 the infirite is to the infinite. But according to
Aquinas' own teaching, this would seem to be impossible.
A finite substance, such as a man, does indeed stand in
relation to its own attributes, so that we can speak of a
man possessing the quality of goodness., But Aquinas him-
self has claimed to demonstrate that God is not a sub=-
stance, and that in him there are no accidents. God does
not zossess goodness, God 1s goodness. Goodness and being
in him are identical. We have assumad that there is a
differertiation in the infinite corresponding to the
relation of substanze to quality of whrich we are aware in
the finitej; but our assuvmpticn 1s false, for such differ-
entiation is incompatible with the divine simplicity.

124
The preceding difficulty centres upon a tension betwesn
the structuare of proportionality and the simplicity of Fod. The
analogy of proportionality derands that a disﬁinctiOn be made
between God's nature and his gqralities. While cne can do t*-is
with respect to man's nature and hi: gualities, such a distinection

is not possible in *he case of Jod. Trhis follows from Aquinas'
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insistence that God is neither subject to comvosition nor com-

vosed of substance and accidents. Thus it would seem that the

very structure of this species of aralogy is at odds with Aquinas'

conception of Jod. Possibly, Aquinas came to realize this,
If so, it would perhaps explain the omission of proportionality
from his mature works.,

In his later writings, Aquinas repeatedly considers

analogy in terms of a two-fold division that includes (a) the
125

analogy of many to one and (b) the analogy of one to another,

The followinz passazes from the Summa Contra 3entiles and the

Summa Theologica clearly display Thomas' use of this division:

From what we have said, therefore, it remains that the
names said of od and creaturss are predicated neither
univocally nor equivocally but analogi~zally, that is,
according to an order or refersnce L0 something ONSe o oo
This can take place in two ways. In one way, acnording as
many things have reference to something one. . .. In
another way, the analogy can obtain according as the
order or reference of two things is not to something else
but to one of them. . .. Mow the names said of God and
things are not sald analogically according to the first
mode of analogy, since we should then have to posit some=-
thing prior to God, but according to the second moda.

127

We must say, therefore, that words are used of God and
creatures in an analozical way, that 1s in accordance with
a certain order between them., We ~an distinguish 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 thrird
thinz, . .. Secondly, there is fthe case of the same word
used of two trings because of some relation that one has
to the other. . .. In this way some words are used neither
univocsally nor purely equivocally of od ard creatures,
but analozically.

128

126



L8,

While taken from different works, these selections have
a number of featurss in common. Firstly, in both we find no men-
tion of the analogy of progvortionality. This tends to support
our earlier claim regardineg Agquinas' abandonment of this form
of analogy. Secondly, while the analogy of attribution is men-
tioned, it 1s not assigned a role in religious languagze. This
is rot surprising in view of what was said sarlier about its
shortcomings. Thirdly, and most important, we discover Aquinas
singling out the analogy of propbrtioh as the type of analog
rost suitable for predicating names of 3od and man. This emphasis
upon the analogy of proportion is rot peculiar to the Summa

Theolorica and the Summa Contra ®entiles., One also finds it in

considering relevant sections of De rotentia and the Compendium
129
of Theology .

Those who stand in the tradition of Suarez would agree
with this point regerding the primacy of the analogy of pro-
‘portion in Thomas' la*er thought. They would also claim that
this analogy 1is characterized by intrinsic denomination. This
additional qualifier occasions a fair amount of dispute between
those who adhere to the Cajetanian interpretation and others
who favour the Suarezian approach. The lat*er accord priority
to analogy of proportion azcording to intrinsic denominaticn.
Further, they view the analozy of proportionality as havinz no

significant role to vlay in Aquinas' doctrire of analozy. The

Cajetanians stard firmly opposed to this view on a rnurber of

[
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counts. Firstly, they emphasize the analogy of proper propor-
tionality. Sec~ndly, they classify the analogy of proportion as
an instance of the analogy of attribution, and thus they view
it as beirs characterized by extrinsic dernomination.

In this dispute, we find ourselves siding with the
Suarezian point of view. As a first move in defence of such a
position we would claim that the Tajetanian insistence on the
primacy of progortionality cannot be supported. This has already
been established on textual grounds, for we have found that in

his later works, Aquinas makes no reference to proportionality

wher he discusses analogy and religious languaze. In addition,

L
textual considerations strongly sugzest that the Suarezians f
are corre~t in claiming & major role for the analogy of pro- |
portion in religious discourse. Aquinas' vrepeated corments on
the importance of tris analogy for such discourse offer strong -
support td the Svarezian claim,
_ The second point in the Suarezian cosition is more i
difficult to establish, for rowhere does Aquinas clearly come §

out ard say that the analogy of proportion is subjsct to in-
trinsic denomination. In spite of tris reticence con Thomas!

part, we do thirk that one can argue in favour of the Suarezian
demand for intrinsic deromination. The basis of such an arsument
is to be found in Aquinas' insistence tigé the names predizated

of God express somethin? of what He is.

In the thirteenth que:tion of the Summa Theologica

2 A mva 2 e~ ~Y -2 1 o
find Aquinas claimin® t nams
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131
the category of substance.” By this Thomas means that such

terms refer to the nature of %od, siznifying scomethinzg that is
intrinsic to Fis nature. Terms predicated in tris fashion are
substantlal because they express somet'ing of what God is, for
example, when we say that "God is good", the predicate term is
to be understood as signifying somet®inz that is in God, this
being the property or "perfection" of goodness, In other words,
Thomas 1is arguing for arn interpretation of the divire names that

emphasizes their intrinsicality. -

Given Aquinas' concern for substantial predication,
and the twofold division of denomination into the intrinsic and
extrinsic varieties, it would seem that intrinsic denomination

most readily accomodates his desire for predication "in the

7 .

we W

11 remember that this form of

.....
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category or su

h

s

anc
denominaticn entails that

o)

analogous name, in both instances,
signifies a property that inheres in each of the anologates.
it

Clearly, extrinsic denomination is rot at issue here, for
merely provides one with a relational account of the divine
names., For Aquinas tris is rot sufficient, as the names ascribed
to %od wrust say something of what he is. Given Aquinas' convern,
intrinsic denominati~n becomes necessary for it guarantees that
when a term is used aralogically of 5od, it will signify some-
thing that is intrinsic to His nature. The derand for substantial
predication can be met only if one allows for *the element of
intrinsic denomination in the analogical ascription of names to

[e¥aYs!
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The preceding remarks about intrinsic denomination

3

complete our presentation of the Suarezian interpretati-n of
Aquinas' positi~n on analogy and relizious discourse. In de-
fending this view we have at*empted to argue *wo points. Firstly,
that the analozy of one to another (i.e., the analogy of pro-
portion) is the form of analogy thatAquinas visws as being the.
most applicable to religious language., We tried to show that

this follows from (a) the ommission of the analogy of propor-
ticnality in Thomas' later works and (b) his repeated claim

that names are ascribed to God and man on the basis of the analogy
of proportion. The second point we dealt with focused on the

claim that the analogy of proportion is characterized by intrinsic

o e i o e

denominaticn. While admitting that this was a more difficult
point to establisﬁ, we sugzested that this type of dernomination |
is required in view of Aguinas' insistence that the divine names
be predicated substantially,

For those who stand in the Cajetanian camp, the
Suarezlan account remains unacceptable because of a conseguence
whizh is thought to arise with the adoptior of intrinsic
denomination, The problem can be clarifisd by considerinz these
statements: (1) Peter is good, (2) Jod is good. Fere the
common term 1s understood to be aralozous by the analogy of
one to another. In additiocn, the analo:y is claimed to be
subject to intrinsic denomiration. This crucial qualifier
means that the analozous name, in both (1) and (2), sigrifies

a property (ie., goodlness) that is formally possessed by each



of the analozaies. For the Cajetanian this consfitutes the
crux of the difficulty. He would claim that its inclusion is
tantamount to saying that both analozates (ie., Jod and Feter)
share in a common property. Now if this is the case, it would
seem that the common term has lapsed into univocity. On this
reading the zvpeal to intrinsi: denomination appears to open
the door to univocity and its attendant anthropomorphism.

The Suarezian response to this objection draws upon
4dquinas' conception of the GOd/créaturé relationship. We will
remember that in this relation, God is viewed as *the cause of
creaturely perfections. further, His causality is not to be
construed as univocal in character. On the contrary, it is
eguivocal.or, as Aquinas sometimes says, analozical., With this
in view, the Suarezian would make the additional point that
the theolozical use of the analozy of proper proportion (ie.,
the analozy of one %o another) is squarely bassd upon the
cgusal relationship between God and crestures, Now if we bear
this in mind, the Suarezian argues, it then becomes difficult
to see how the inclusion of intrinsic denomination leads to the
univocal consequences alledged by the Cajetanian. The elucidation
and justifization of this point turns upon an analysis of the
similarity and difference that is at play in the 3Jod/crezature
relationship. With respect *to this relation, we krow *tha®t the
likeness obtaining between a created perfection and its divine
counterpart is not of the type that leads to univocity. In %terms

of the precedinz example, this means that the zommonality between



man's goodness and Jod's gocdness is not reducible %to a
sameness of form. for Aquinas, the likeness (ie., commonality)
is to be rezarded as anslozical.

If we turn to consider the element of differenze *that
holds between man's goodness and divine goodness we find, the

Suarezian claims, additional grounds for rejecting the Cajetanian

objection. Aguinas repeatedly says that created perfections are

imperfect and deficlent with respect to their divine counterparts.

Such deficiency stems, in part, from the fact tha‘t created
perfections exhibit a dependent and compositemode of existence.
If we consider this point in relation to human goodness, it
then becomes apparent that such a perfection cannot be said to

be the same as the divine goodness. Thus, it would seem that

(=

there is no foundation for univocity in this case,
The preceding points about the similarity and

difference that obtain between the created and divine perfections

shovld, the Suarezian claims, effectively serve to ov:

Toome any

(O]

fear that the use of intrinsic denomination in theolo

un

ical
analozy leads to univocity.

In the preceding sections we dealt with a number of
issues relating to Aguinas' dis-~ussion of religious lanzuaze.
We have seen the reasons underlying his rejection of both
ur.ivocity and equivocity, along with his snbsequent turn to
analozy as a way to acrount for *the meaninz of the terms

ascribed to @od. We also considered the question of *the type of

analogy Aquinas thinks most applicable to relizious lanzuaze.

e e e
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%“hile recognizing the difficulty in providing a definitive
answer to this question, we sugzested that the anslogy of one

to another (analozia unius ad alterum) was the most likely

candidate for the job. In addition, we tried to show that *this
form of analogy is consistent with in*rinsic dencmination.
Durinz the dourse of these investizations we have also

been tryinz to display *he importance of an underlyin

metaphysics in Thomas' handling of religious lan . His

uss

ul
[} 8]
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handling of univo=zity and eculvool*y ara indizative of thisj
for, in both cases we find Aquinas repeatedly appealing to the
Jod/creature relationship so as to establish and justify his
case. This way of treating matters clearly sugzests, we think,
133
that Aguilnas' response to questions concerning relizious language
is dependent upon and conditioned by his conception of this
relationship between the finite and the infinite. Nowhere is
this dependency upon an underlyving metaphysics more pronounced
than in the aralozical application of terms to Jod and man,ifor
the very possibility of such usags rasts upon the unigue
relationship obtaining between creatures and Jod., Acuinas'!

cormments in the 3Summa Theoloziza bear this out:

In this way some words are used neither univorcally
nor purely equivocally of 3Fod and »reatures, but
nzlogically, for we cannot speak of God except in
the lanzuaze we use of :2reatures, ani so whatever
is said of both God and cr=atures is said in
virtue of the order tha%t cereatures have to God
as to their scurce and cause in which all the
perfections of things pre-sxist transcendently.

134
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The a%tempt to articulate this dependency that
Aguinas 1s talking of requires that we considier one funda-
mental condition that must be met in order that theolozizal
135

analogy be possible, #or Aquinas such usage is only

possiblz if there exiests a likeness on the part of the things

T

to whi~h the analozous name 1s applied, It 1s this simili*ude

>

that justifies the imposition of the analogous term in the
136
of this "ontological™ likeness,

:

first place. In the abs
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equivocity would result; for, in equivbcation we have a
sameness of name, but no likeness on the vart of what the
term siznifies in its instances of use., The basic requirement
for the analogical extension of terms to 3od is that thers be
some sort of likensss obtaining between creatures and God.

#ith the recognition of this requirement, the 3o0d/

-

creature relationship assumes crucial importanczeyj for,it

provides the reqguisite element of likeness. “We will remember

fromour7eéfiieridi§éus§ion thatrthis reiafionshipiﬁetween

God and man (creatures) is a causal one. In this scheme God

is viewed as the cause of creaturass and the sour-e of the
various perfections they exemplify. In so far as this
relationship is causal it must adherz *to the principle which
claims that there 1s no effect that do-=s nof, in some way,
resemble its cause. This means. that%t creatures, as the effects
oi God, bear a likeness to theilr creator, with the recognition
of this similitude Aguinas fesls that he has the warrant for

claiming that certain terms can be predicated znalozinally of

e
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man and God. Bezauss creaturss arz ordered to God in svch a way

: o137 , . . .
as to resemble Tim, one is therefore justifisd in emvloying
names, culled from the former, to say somethirg abou% *he latter.

The

n

ort of likeness reguirsd by theolozizal analozy is to be
located in the God/creature relationshipj; for, on the basis of
it there is a similarity obitsining beiween what the aralogous
term signifiss when used of man and what it signifies when used
of God. Thus, the final justification for theologzizal analogy
lies within the God/creature relationship:
Aquinas' justifirnation of theologizal languaze rssis
on his interpretation of the God-creature relationship.
According to his interpretation of this relationship,
finite reaslity bears some similarity to Him because every
effect resembles its cause., This interpretation of the
Jod-creature relationship authorizes the use of human
languags,.because finite reality itself points to Fod.
138
Before ~onzluding this section we should like to make
soms zensral comments on the way in which Aguinas handles the
subject of relizious lanzuaze. ln dealing with matters pertasining
to such usags, Aguinas repeatedly displays an approach that is
both linzuistic and metaphysical in charaster, His consideration
of univozity and equivocity is a «ase in point. While each have
to do with a certain form ol lirguistic usage, we find Adninas
evaluatinz *hem upon the basis of certain metaphysizal facts-
most notably ths relation of creatures to Zod. Sinmilarly

in the case we have just examinel, the metaphysical element goes

o]
juv)

4

h

W

nd in zlove with *that of the linzuistic, On the one hand we
fini Thomas recommending and describinz a particulsr form of

usaze (ie., analozizal) which he thirks is most avpnlinable

L

e
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to relizions discourse, Tror this parspective the discussion
has a definite lin:uistic charaster aboubt it. Yowever, on the
other hand we find Aquinas quick to observe that such usaze
hés a metaphysical bazkbone because it is based upon the

likenress of creatures to God. ALl of this 3zoes to show that in
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ing on religious lanzuage, metapghysical considerations

are naver far removed from those of the lin

4]
T

ni
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tic sortv. This is,
we think, an important point to beaf in mind, especially in

lizht of the current tendenzy to view Acuinas' handiing of

analogy and religious discourse in purely linzuistic terms. One
finds this type of approac?3gepeatedly emerging in the contemporary

literature on *he subject.

treatment is that

L]

Our basic complaint with this type o
it provides a rather one-sided visw of Aguinas. With its emphasis
upon usage, it only provides a partial azzount of Aquinas'

positionj for, it often tends to isnore (or at least minimize)
the important metaphysical elements that provide the undervinning
for his position. The preceding investizations into univo~ity,
equivocity and aralozy have repeatedly attempted to show the
siznificance of the metavhysical dimensionh in Aquinas'
examination of religious language. We hope that such considerations

have also shown that as adecguate understanding of Aguinas!

-

thirking can only be acheived when both the linguistis and

S

metaphysical character of his enterprise is taken into ascount.

e i



ITT

THE MODUS SIGNIFTJANDI-RES STINIFICATA DISTINCTICN

We now turn to consider yet another strand in Aquinas!
treatment of analogy and religious language, namely, the distinct-
ion between a term's mode (or way) of signification (its. modus

significandi) and the tb&ng (or object) that the term signifies

140

(its res significata). This distiction has relgvance for
141

"the words we use to attribute perfections to God" » From an

interpretive standpoint this distinction presents a difficulty.
This is mainly due to a lack of detailed explanation on Agulnas'
part. While he repeatedly appeals to this distinction in his
handling of religious language, one finds that his azcounts of
itiéferduifewbrief; In édd&tibn;Viittieiéééigfanéé isiéroéidéar
by way of the commentators, as they, for the most part, are
divideduon the question of how this distinction is to be under-
stood.l ° In spite of St. Thomas' brevity on the matter, and

the precedinz lack of unanimity, we still think that it is possi-

ble to provide a fairly thorough account of the res/modus

distinction. wWe shall now proceed to do this in a somewhat round-
about faihion by briefly examining Aquinas' theory of signifi-
143

cation. Once tris is accomplished, we shall then offer an

arcount of the distinection itself. The consideration of the

(58)
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theory of significstion is undertaken for the following reasons.
Firstly, the res/modus distinction functions as a component
within Thomas' theory of signification. Accordingly, the theory
provides the necessary framework within which to best understand
this distinction. Secondly, ard most important, Aquinas' ac~ount
of the res and modus of a term draws upon a number of points tﬁat
are tied up with his theory of signification.

Thomas' conception of signification can be seen to

14k -

have its basis in Aristotles. Following Aristotle, Aquinas
regzards hames as signifying things as they ars known to exist
in reality. The signification is, however, not direct, for between
the name and the thing (or object) it is imposed to designate

there stands the intermediary of thought. We find thi

being brought out in De Potentia:

But it must be observed that the signification of a term
does not refer to the trhing immedistely but through the
medium of the mind: because words are tokens of %the souls
- - . impressions, and the conzeptions of the mind are imazes. . S
of things, aczcording to the philosopher.

145

A similar view on the signification of names is to be found in

the Summa Theolozica:

Aristotle, says that words are sizns for thouzhts and
thioughts are 1likenesses of trinzs, so words refer to

nings indirectly through thouzhts. Yow we refer to a
thing depends on how we understand it,.

146

For Aquinas, a name signifi a trirz via a concept

or idea (often termed a rat 'o) that tre intellect has formulated

of the referent. Strictly speakinz, what a word irmediately refers
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to 1s not a tring, but rather the result of an act of under-

147

standing -- the concept or ratio,

In turn, the concept is

thought to be a representation of the objsct,

Aquinas!' theory is characterized by a triadic view of

signification, for “there is the name, the concept and the tring

or object that the name is employed

the concept assumes scme importance
148
itute the meaning of a name.

to designate., In this schreme

as it is trought to const-

In this theory of signification we find an intimate

relation obtaining between thouzht and languaze. This shonld

Fal

already be evident on the basis of our comments about the triadie

character of signification and the

meaning with the concept of what it

words are imposed upon things as signs of what we know of them,

Conception plays an important role

designation of an object by means o

thousght:
I reply that it sbhould be said

i

g

!
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identification of a name's :
I

sigrifies. for Aquinas, ) :
149 i

!

in tris scheme, for the !
i

f a name 1is dependent upon r

that sinece, according to

the Philosopher, names are signs of what is understood, it
is necessary that the process of naming follow the process

of cognition.
150

Aquinas' point about the dependency of languaze upon

thouszht is also expressed in De Yer

151
itate. There he makes

two imsortant observations. Firstly

word" (i.e., the conzept or

]

atio)

"exterior word", (i.e., the written

the body of the article, hs

(43

0es Con

, be says that the "interior
is "naturally prior®' to the
or spoken word), Later, in

to note that the inner word
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is to be seen as the final cause of the outer word, for *:hs
purpose served by the spoken (or written) word is that of

152
expressinz the interior word.
The close relationship between lanzuase and thouzht

>

élso finds expressicn ir. Thomas' repsated diztum that we name
153

things as we know them, This observation should come as ro .

surprise in visw of his insistence that names are imrosed upon

things as signs of what we know of them. For St..Thomas, the

very possibility of our being ablevto,emp oy a hame to signify

a thing depends upon our having some knowledge of it. Thus, a

basic reguirerent for the use of a name is that there be a krow-

ledze of the tring that is to be sigrified. The enistemological

foundation in the naming process becomes apparent once wé realize

that names pr

[qN]

suppose concepts that are tremselves expressive
of what is krown oI the objects that are named.
Before leaving Aquinas! theory of sigrification

one additional point needs to be rade. "is crnception of the

o2

naming process should not be taken to imply a bi-furcation of
languaze and the world. In as far as names immédiately signify

intellectual conceptions (conzepticnes intelledtus) they do,

albeit indirectly, have a foothold in the real order, for these
c~ncervtlons are thouzht o be representations of material things.
In Aquinas' view, the scunds and marks of scoken and written
languaze do engage us with reality because they immediately

154
signify rationes which are themselves about trings.

e e
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Having outlined Aquinas' theory of signification,

count of the ras sigznificata =

we shall row proceed to offer an ac

155

modus significandi distineti-n, While Adguinas discusses
156

this distinction in a number of works, we shall begin our

account by examining %Juestion Thirteen, Ariticle l‘hree of the

Summa Theolozica (Prima Pars). There we find Thomas saying that.

there are two things to consider in "the words we use to attribute

157
perfections to God." Firstly, there are "the perfections
. 158
themselves that are sigrified ---goodness, life and the like" .

159

Secondly, there is the "way in which they are sigrified."

The first part of this distinction refers tc the res significata

b
b
. 1 . s oz . ¢
of a term, while the second refers to a term's modus significandi. ;
. s e . : - i
For Aquinas, the res sisgnificata is to Dbe understood
as the "thing", or more precisely, the perfecticn that the -
word signifies. For example, the res siznificats of the term, .

"zood", would be the property of goodness, It is important to

_note that the terms Aquinas is concerned with her

2\l (0 T a2 LS I N ¥ AN bW L LI O S
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of a
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special type - being those that siznify "simple perfections". .

Such terms
eeo5imply mean perfections without any indica*ion
of how these perfections are possessed - words,
for example, like "being", '"good", "living", and
SO0 on. : -
160
Althcugh the idea of simple perfection is rather obscure, the
basic point seems to be this. Some terms have a certain in-
determinacy about them because they signify perfections that are

not bound to any one rode of realizaticn. Tor instance, the term



"knowledge"
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with respect to what it signifies, is not limited

to either human krowledge or animal krowledze. This name, along

with others of its type, sigrifies a giv

of any specific mode of realization. Aqu

this is to c=a

perfsction is si

indication of how 1t is possessed. Such

(T)

n perfection independent
inas' way of expressing
gnifisd witrout any

terms are the only

ones that can be predicated analogically of 3od.

*n contrast to the preceding type of names there are

those that

terms denote perfections that are irrevoc

ien
’:4

1fy "mixe

mode of realization., In

names of perfections

things. For example, the

16

d perfections”,

effect, this mea

term "sensation"

1
For Aquinas, these

ably bound to a specific

ns that they are the

that can only be found in finite, material

is of this sort because

it signifies knowledge in its specific mode of realization in

162

an organic faculty.

The term "stone"

would also be grouped

in this elass because it SLgnlfies scmetrinz that 1s 1nextr1“ably

bound to the material and finite dimension. For Aqu nas, rms

of this sort cannot be used analozically of Jod as they signify

163

perfections that are limited to the corporeal world.

With the first part of the res/modus distinction

explained, we now turn to the second part. 4 term's modus

significandi can best be understood by viewing it within the

context of Aquinas' theory of signif

icati

,-

i-n. In focusing on

the modus of a term Aquinas 1s, in effect, considering the way

(or mode) in which it siznifies a ziven perfaction (i.e, the

term's res si

gnificata),

At this point the

treory of sigrification

e

¢
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comes into play, for on the basis of it we know that the term
siznifies the perfection by way of a concept that the intellect
has formulated of the perfection. This accords with Thomas'
164
basic principle that "words sigrify thinzs by way of troushts."
In view of the importance that thouzht or conception =

assumes here, we offer the following account of the modus. For

Aquinas, a term's modus significandi is to be identified with

the way in which the human intellect undersgands or conceives
1

L}

of perfection that is sigrnified by a term. In saying this,

we would be the first to acknowledge that guch an interpretation
166

of the modus differs from other accounts. On the other hand,

1=

e

Wwe are not alone in adopting this approach to the modus signifi-

candi, for one finds a similar aczount being provided by Copleston
167
and Maritain.
Up until this noint we have been explaining the res/ %

modus distinction apart from the specific context within which
“Aquinas considers it = the predication of certain terms of Fod.
In viewing terms this way, Aquinas makes two important obser-
vations about their res and modus. Firstly, he claims that terms,
with respect te their res siznificata, apply most properly to

168
God. Secondly, he notes that terms, with respect tc their L

modus significandi, are used inappropriately of God, for they6
169

"have a way of sigrifying that is anpropriate to creatures",

Thus, in the names we use of 3od trere is a mixture of both

propriety and impropriety.
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The first point about the appropriateness of a ternm's

res significata can best be understood within the context of

Aquinas' conception of the 3Jod/creature relationship. We will
remember that according to this scheme, God is viewed as possess-
ing all of the perfections that He causes in creatures., For
example, the perfection of goodness as realized in creatures,

is claimed teo pre-i§ést in 3od ir a much more eminent (or

transcendent) way. From this point of view, we find that

terms, with respect to the res sigrificata, can be properly

attributed to God for the perfections they signify truly exist
171
in God. Accordingly, Aquinas observes that:

So far as the perfections signified ares concerned the
words are used literally of God, and in fact more app-
ropriately than they are used of creatures for these
perfections belong primarily to 5o0d and only secondarily
to others.,

172

Barlier we said that the modus sighificandi primarily

~refers to the way in which the intellect understands the res

siznificata of a term. In view of our current interests, this

characterization of the modus assumes some importance, as the
intellect's way or mode of understanding constitutes one of the

reasons for Aquinas' condemnation of the modus significandi.

This point becomes apparent with a consideration of Aquinas'
account of the human understanding.
Aquinas views the human intellect as being able, in

cognition, to grasp the essen:e or uriversal elerent (i.e., the

IS TR y - s : M, 4
intelligible form ) that erial *hings. Tris

uQ
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much is clear from his discussicn of the name "intellect":

The name intellect arises from the intellect's

ability to know the most profonnd elements of a

thing; for to understand (intelligere) means to

read what is inside a thing (intus legere). Sense

and imagination know only external accldents, but

the intellect alone penetrates to the interior =
and to the essence of a thing.

173
The proper object of the human intellect is "a nature
17
or'whatness' found in corporeal matter", #hile admitting this,

Aguinas is also quick to point out that the intellect 1s very
much dependent upon sense experiencej for, it is this that
furnishes the material from which there is derived the

175

intelligible elements necessary for intellectual knowledge.

R

The dependency of the intellect upon this empirical
foundation finds expression in the well-known principle,

"nihil in intellectu quod prius non fuerit in sensy" (nothing

is in the intellect that is not first of all in the senses).

— T R . - -

Another indication of *his dependency Is to be

f,

found in Thomas' claim that the human intellect can only

176

understand by having recourse to sense imazes or phantasms:

It 1s impossible for our intellect, in i%ts present

state of being jolned to a body capable of receiving

impressions, actually to understand anything without 3
turning to sense images,

177
sarlier, we noted that the proper object of the
intellecet is a% intelligible form or nature as Tound in union
17

with matter, The recognition of this leads Aquinas to say

that what the intellect understands is not a bare form (or
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nature) as such, Rather, in the act of understanding the intellect

e
épprehendstbe formal =lement as it exists within a particular

thinz. Thus, the form of a material thinz carnot be ftruly known
> b

179

"except in so far as it exists in a particular thing". With

[

this in mind, the devendency of the intellect upon the senses

readily emerges:

Now we apprehend the particular throuzh the sensss
and imagination. Therefore if it is actually *o
understand its proper object, then the intellezt must
nesds turn to sense images in order %to look at
universal natures existing in particular things. 5
130

In explairing a term's modus significandi, we found

that the notion of understanding was centraly for, to talk of

e e g e o

the modus is, in effect, to consider the way in which the

intellect understands the perfection that is signified by

the term, At this point the preceding epistemological g

&

considerations become germane for they serve to delineatse

the nature and scope of such an understanding. With respsct

to the res/modus distinction, these epistemological observations ;

imply that our intellect is able to understand a given perfection

(ie., the res significata) only upon the basis of our sensible
experience of the perfection as it exists within finite thinzs.
This is the import of Aquinas' insistence tha* the intellec

only understands by re:ourse to sense imagss, and *he additional

claim that it always zrasps the form as it exis%ts within a

particular material obje~t, Illustrative of *this is the tern,
good" ‘rom the perspective of the res siznifinata a tarm
e A . b d e v d MJ_—‘LA‘L_La»A‘J\.A’ 11 Loiil
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denotes the property of zoodness. Because of the naturz of

the human understanding, we cannot help but conceive £hi

et
w

perfection in terms of its existence in those thinzs that we

are most familiar with experientizally., In effect, this means that

9]

we understand goodness by way of our experi

D

It canno®% be any other way, given Thomas' account of the
intellect's mode of understanding. Thus our understanding of

whata term siznifies proceeds upon aur sxpsrience of the
_ , 181
perfection as it 1s found to exist in creatures. Accordinzly,

we find Aquinas saying this:

ees30d is known from the perfections that flow from
him and are to be found in <reatures, yet which exist
in him in a transcendent way. We understand such
perfections, however, as we find them in creatures
and as we understand them so we use words Lo

speak of them,

182
Because we have to rely upon our experience of
creaturely perfections in order to understand a term's res
siznificata, Aquinas will say that terms "have a way of -

183

siznifying that is approoriate *to creatures', Another

way that Thomas expresses this is by saying that "words have
a bodily context not in what they mean but in the way they
o ] 184
signify it."
As we shall see, the inappropriateness of the modus
derives,in part, from our understardinz being structured in

such a way as to require that we advert to our exparisn-e of

created perfections so as to understand the res siznifi-ata

of a term. Yet this is only part of the story, for *the

nce of human goodness.



impropriety of a term's modus significandi also stems from the

nature of those thinzs that the intsllsct has recourse to in

m

its attempts to understard the res signiizcata. These things are

to be identifizd with the perfections that ars found in creatures.
Their relevance to Aquinas' characterization of the modus bezins
to emerge when we consider them within the context of the

Jod/creature relationship. “rom what we have seen of this

ct
@

ffa
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ts of

]

relationship we know that these perfections are

he
housght to bear

o

Jod's causal azency. As causzd by Jod, they are

some degree of likeness (or resemblance) to the divin

185

erfection. While resembling Jod, they are also thoueht to
o )] =1

0]

gy, e

be dissimilar. Aquinas usually eswuresses this by saying that

the creaved perfections are merely deficieanbt or imperfezt
186
likznesses of 10d. Thus, in considering the goodness of

creatures we find him saying that
Cne may thereforzs call *things good_and existent
by reference to this first thing [ie., 3Jod], existent
and good by nature, inasmuch as they someheow partisipate
and resemble it, even if distantly and deficiently.lS?
The imperfection and deficiency that Adquinas is

o
L

talking of follows from the recognition that creaturely

goodness exlists in a derivative modej for, it is causzd by

God. In -zontrast to this, 5od 1is said to be good by nature. é
An additional point of difference emerzes when we realize that

the goodness of th

D

creature exists in such a way as to involve

]

composition. In effect, t*is means %hat ~reated goodness is

e

always found fo exist in something, thus presupposing a
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1388
distirction between "the haver and the thinz had". This

subsistent mode of existence, and the composition it involves,

~

is peculiar to the perfections of crea*ures, It does not

pertain %o Zod who is devoid of composition, beinz absolutely
189

simple.

" In view of the preceding discussion about the intellect's

mode of wuvnderstandinz and the naturs of created perfections we
can now offer an aczcount of why Aquinas deems the pmodus of a term
inappropriate when .it comes to be used of God.

Barlier we said that the modus significandi is to be

identifisd with the intellect's way of understanding a term's

res significata. In the -~on%text of Aguinas' analysis of human

intellection, such an understanding can only be obtained
throuzh our experien-ce of the perfection as 1t is found in

-

creatures., for example, this would mean that we understand the

ras significata of the term "intelligence" by way of our

experience of human in%zlligence. If our zonzepition of the term's

res significata arises in this way, then we would have to admit

that such a zonception is imperfect and deficient, as it is

derived from things which do not, in their likeness to 3od,

(D

fully -conform to His perfection. Azsnordingly, in fthe predicating
“ha

t its
190
modus siznificandi is inappropriate and must be denied; for,

of the term "intellizence" of Jod, Thomas would say *

it refers to a way of understaniing the res siznificata that is

determined by an experience of human intelligence, and this, he
1Q7
L 4L

insists, is different from the divine intellizence, In this

S A
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case and others the denial of the modus s2rves as & prohibition

against understanding a term's res significata in our customary
192 .
way. While it is only natural for us to understand the res

significata of a term by way of its embodiment in crestures, we

should, nevertheless, realize that tris procedure car lead to
ar.trropomorpric conseguences when the term 1s used of Zod. For
instance, in affirming the term "intelligzence" of Jod we could

all too easily be led to think of its res significata exclusively

in terms of our con-ception of intellizenzce which is of the human

sort. The derial of the modus significandi is undertaken in order

to circumvent this tendency.
The preceding analysis has acheived two objectives,

Firstly, it has shown why Aquinas thinks that the modus signifi-

candi of a term is inappropriate when it is predicated (ana-
logically) of God., 3Secondly, our analysis has revealed the key
features that are at play in 4Aquinas' notion of the modus

sigrificandi. Broadly speaking, we can say that these features

are epistermological and ontological in character.,

As already noted, the modus sigrificandi of a term
primarily refers to the way in which the human intellect under-

stands the perfe-tion (i.e., the res sigcificata) siznified by

a given term. In considering the nature and scope of suc™ an
understanding, we are, in effect, focusing upon the epistemological

side of the modus sigrificardi. Here we find that tre intellect

1s naturally order=d to knowing material trings. Specifically,

Aquinas would say that the intellect sseks to comprehend the

™
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intelligible form (or nature) of *he material object. As we have
seen, this can only be accomplished by recourse to sense experience.
In the final analysis t*is means that the intellect's under-

standing of a term's res significata is squarely based upon a

sensible experience of the perfection as it exists in material
things.

The ontolozical side of the modus significandi arises

in the wake of the preceding epistemological considerations.
This becomes apparent when we realize that the perfection, as
found in material things, is what the intellect has recourse to

in its attempt to comprehend the res siznificata of a term.

This involvement of the created perfection in the intellect's
process of understanding constitutes the ontological factor that

is at play in the modus significandi.

In the preceding section we explained the res/modus

=

distinction and began to show how it is ermployed by Aquinas in

s

the predication of names of God. We can continue to do this by

considering Question Seven, Article Five of De Fotentia. In

this section we find Aquinas briefly discussing the res/modus

distinction. After this he goes on to observe that, as regards
193
their meaning, the rames ascribed to Zod are rather vague.

such vagueness is trouzht to result becauseuthe rodus sigrificardi
19
of these terms is not appropriate to Jod. Following the

lead of Psgudo~Dionysius, who figures prominently in Thomas'
thinking on religious languasze, Aquinas goes on to talk of the

three steps that are involved in the attribution of names to Zod.

™
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« « .these terms are aprli~d to God in three ways. First-
ly, affirmatively: for instance, God is wise: since we
must needs say this of 5od because in himr there is a like-
ness to the wisdom that derives from him --- Nevertheless
seeing that wisdor in Sod 1s not such as that which wse
understand and name, it can be truly deried, so that we
may say: 3od_is npot wise. =-- Again, since wisdom is rot
denisd of 3od as though he were lackirg in wisdom, but
because in hi~ it transcends the wisdom we indicate and
name, we ought to say that Zod is super-wise. 5

19

For Aquinas, these three steps aopply to any name that
is predicated analogically of God. They reflect, in their move-
ment, a growing awareness of what one-is up to when they speak
of God. These steps are important because they serve as a means
whereby our discourse about God can be made increasirgly apvro-
priate.

The first step is primarily concerned

res sigrnificata. Here we find that in applying a term to 7od

we are, in effect, affirming that it's res significata truly

exists in Him, For example, we affirm the term "wisdom" of 7%od,

-3
iy
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meaning by this that He possesses the property (or perfection)

of wisdom. The warrant for such a move is, as we have seen,

located in Aguinas' conception of the Jod/creature relationship.
In moving to the second step in this naming process,

we find ourselves focusing upon a term's modus significandi. With

this stage we also find a zrowing sophistication emerginz on the
part of one who predicates names of 35od.

The second step differs substantially from the first,
for rather than affirminz "wisdom" of Jod, we find ourselves

denying it, saying thzt "Jod is rot wise", In doing tris we are

T



74,

not, Aquinas insists, sugzesting that God lacks the property
of wisdom. Rather, thris move 1s a dramatic way of making the
point that the modus significandi of the term is not appropriate

196
when it is applied to God. rrom cur woint of view what we

understand and name first of all 1s the property of wisdom as
it is found in finite thingzs. In subsequently applying tris

terrr to God we must realize that its res sicerificata is rot

the wisdom that we are familiar with., The derial of tre state-
ment "God is wise" seeks to bring this point home, impressing
upon us the fact that God's wisdor "is not such as that which

we understand and name." This move towards nezation is a

Jr—

sophisticated one because it proceeds upon a recogrition of the
differepce betweer: God's pearfections ani those of creatures,

In part, the second step in the process of applying
terms to Jod is undertaken by Aquinas to head off an undesirable
consequence that could arise from the first step. Tor instance,
in affirming that Jod 1s wise we could unwittingly be lesd to
thinz of such wisdom alonz the lines of human wisdom. This is é
quite possible in view of the empirically oriented character
of human thought and langva:e., This trait is clearly evident in
the human 1intellect's dependency upon sense experien~e, and
its habit of relyinz upon creaturely perfections in order to

nnderstand the res sigsnificata of a term, Lanzua e also partlaes

of this feature, for words in St. Thomas' scheme immediately

-+

signify conceptions which are tremselves abeut trinzs, If lef

unchecked, all of t*is could con rkin

mn
3
)

e

ire to lead ns into t

A
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and speaking of God in a thorouzhly anthropomorphic fashion. Such
a consequence is somethinz that Aquinas will ftry to avoid at
197

all costs. Accordingly he attempts to circumvent it in a

rather startling way in the De Fotentia passage by saying that

"Jod is no* wise". In doing this, Aquinas hopes to lead us to -
the recognition that ZJod's wisdom "transcends tre wisdom we
indicate and name'",

The t-ird and final step in the naming process has g
two-fold obje=tive. Here, in saying tﬁat "30d is super-wise",
we are tryinz to make the point that the preceding denial of the
statement "God is wise™ is not to be understood to imply that |
God lacks the perfection of wisdom. *ore postively, the state-

ment "God is super-wise" expresses the point that wisdom exists

e
I.—J\

more perfectly in dim than ift does in cr=atures.

The preceding steps, peculiar to the ascription of
names to 5od, amply attest to Aquinas' commitment to the via
negativa and via affirmativa. Both have their basis in the

198 ;

writings of Pseudo-Dionysius who Agquinas readily admits he

is following in his account of the three steps. As employed in
Dionysius, and subsequently by Aqguinas and others, ttre positive
and negative ways are regarded as two ways of agproaching Zod.

Th

4]

former is concern=d with affirminz of God those created
perfections tha*t are trouzht to be appropriate to His nature.
Such t-ings are said to exist in God, altrough in a more perfect
199

fashion. The possibility of such arn arfirmation is based

upon tre principle w-ich claims "that the perfactions of creatures
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200
must be found in the Cresator in a super-eminent fashion."
The first step in the naming process desnribed in

De Totentia clearly reflects Aquinas' adheren-e to the via

affirmativa. There we saw that a name is applied to God affirnm-

atively because it 1is thought that its res significata really

exists in Him. The third step of this process is also expressive

of the via affirmativa, for when one says that "God is super-

o
L

wise" they are, in effect, claiming that this perfection exists
in God in a more transcendent or excellent fashion.
201
The negative way functions, in part, as a deviee
202
for securing scome knowledge of 5od. The procedure itself

-

T

consists in denying of 3od those characteristics peculiar to
finite things which are incompatible with His nature. By means

of a series of such denials it is t*ought that one is able to
203 -
attain a limited knowledge of God ¢

Mow, in considering the divine substance, we should
especially make use of the metkod of remotion. For, by
its immensity, the divine substance surpasses every form
that our intellect reaches. Thus we are unable to appre-~
hend it by krowinz what it is. Yet we are able to have
some knowledze of it by knowing what it is rot.

204

The knowledge arrived at is of a peculiar sort,
consisting of the awareness that God is different from all other
things.zo5 In part, the aim of negative theology (i.e., the

via negativa) is to elicit such a krowlsdge. There is, however,

arother side to it, one which seeks to dissuade us from think-

ing that we can formulate adeguate-cconneptions of the perfections
206
that are affirmed of 3od.
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In this context, the via negativa can be viewed as

an attempt, on Aquinasécpavt, to instill an "intelle~tual
asceticism" within us. 7 This type of asceticism endeavours

to discourage us from thinking that because we car attribute
perfections to Jod we are therefore capable of fully under-
standing such thinzs throuzh our creaturely conceptions of them.

For example, in affirminzg gocodness of God, we could b

I'_|j

lead to

[

celieve that this can be completely understood in terms of our
conception of goodness which is derivsd from an experiencze of
created goodness., In this case and others, Aquinas would say

that the disparity between our conception and the perfection

n

a—

we are trying to understand is so great that the former canrot
208
allow us to fully grasp the latter.
Mowhere 1s the need for this peculiar brand of asceticism

more pressing than in the process of applyinz names tc God. For

here we do have a natural propensity to view the r=s sigrificata

of such names within the framework of conceptions that are
derived from, and most appropriate to, creatures and their
properties, Accordingly, we do find the element of negative
theology emerging in the second step of the process described

in De Fotentia. The procedure Aquinas employs here is quite

similar to that of the via negativa, for he proceeds by way of

denial, saying that "God is not wise", Agairn a similarity is

to be found in terms of purross, as Thomas undertakes such a

derial in order to show us that God's wisdomr is no* to be iden-
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sort). By means of this move we are lezd to realize that Jod's
wisdom is different from its «created counterpart. This accords
with negative theology's goal of making the difference between
God and all other trings known. Through emphasizing suchk a
differen~e, negative theology also seeks to dissuade us from
thirking thst our conceptions can adeguately represent 3od,

In showinz us that J0d's wisdom transcends the wisdom we under-

stand, Aquinas can be seen as pursuing a similar goal, for with

,..

this he is attempting to discouraze us from thinking that we can

formr an adequate conception of the divine wisdom by recourse
to our idea of created wisdom.

In a more general way we find Aquinas' use of negative

{7

theology vis vis the divine names beinz expressed in his

claim that the modus significandl of a tarm be deried when it

is predicated (analogically) of God. In effect, this move
amounts to a derial of those finite elements peculiar to our

understanrding of the regs sizgnificata which are not compatibls

with Jod's perfection. Moreover, the derial also serves to
emphasize the great difference that exists between *he divine

perfection and its created counterpart.



IV

AQUINAS' AGNOSTICZISH ANVD THZ PROBLEM 07 THZ RATIC COMUNIS

The preceding chapter dealt with Agquinas' modus

significandi-res significata distinction. In our treatment of
this distinction, we wanted to show its significance and role
vis a vis religious language. In order to do this, we found it

necessary to consider the placs that the via negativa assumes

e

in Aquinas' account of the divine names, Undoubtedly, the res/

-

modus distinction and ths tiva

fd
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<
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ia neg: romnrise important

m
aspects of Thomas' position. At the same time, however, it is
important to realize that there is another elament in Aguinas!

interpretation of religzious language, namely agnosticism. As

we shall see the agnostic element overshadows, and, in fact,
renders problematic Thomas' treatment of religious discourse.

St. Thomas' agnosticism is acknowledged, for example,

.

by ¥, Copleston in his work Aguinas. Therein he offers us the
following description:

In Aquinas' account of our natural knowledge of the
Divine nature there is. . .a certain agnosticism. When
we say that God 1s wise we affirm of 7Jod a positive
attribu*e, but we are not ablzs to zive any adeguate
description of what is objectively siznified by the
term when it i3 predizated of Jod. If we are asked what
Wwe mean when we say that God is wise, we may answer
that we mean that ;o1 vpossesses wisdem in an infinitely

(79)
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higher degree than human beings. But we cannot provide
any adequate description of ths content, so to spesak, of
this infinitely nigher degres; we can only approximate
towards it by erploying the way of negztion. What is
affirmed is positive, but the positive content of the
concept in our minds is determined Dby our expesri=snce of
creaturely wisdom, and we can only attempt to purify
it or correct its inadegquacies by means of negations,
Obviously enouzh this process will never lead to an
adequate positive understanding of the objective meaning
of (that is, of what is objectively siznified by) the
terms predicated of God.

209

Clearly, this is a peculiar form of agrnosticism, for

it does not mean that Aquinas has doubts about the axis*ence

<

of God. Nor does it imply that he thinks there

[¢]

an be no krow-
ledge of 3od. Rather, this type of agnosticism, in taking

its cue from the finite character of human cognition and the

transcendence of God, claims that in our thought and speech ve
cannot grasp the nature of God. Try as we may, God still remains

Deus Absconditus. On this point Aquinas is quite insistent:

The first cause surpasses human understanding and speech,
He knows Jo0d best who acknowledges that whatever he thinks
and says falls short of what o1 really is.

210

The most we can know of 3od during our present life is

that He transcends everything that we can conceive of

Him -~ as is clear from Dionysius.

211
In this case, the inadequacy of thought and languaze

stems, in part, from the limited krowledsze we have of Jod. This
griowtedge comes to play a key role in explaining the limitations
inherent in cur thouzht and speech about %03 when we view it
in relation to Themas' dictum tha®t we name th-inzs as we know

212
(or understand) tham. Religious discourse is rot exempt from

i
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this principle as 1is evident in Ag%inas' observation that
"we speak of God as we know Him", ] For Thomas, the knowledge
we have of 3od precedes and renders possible any discourse
about Him, Thus if we had not knowledge of God, we could

21k
not say anything about Him.

The importance of the epistemolozical factor also
follows from what we have said about Thomas' theory of sigrifi-
cation., We will remember that in talkinz of this theory we noted
that things can be named only to-the degree to which they are
known. Names, as signs of what we know, presuppose concepts
which are themselves expressive of what is known of the things
that are named. Thus, the employment of names tc designate

Il

or epistemological

b
[¥2]

objscts is, for Aquinas, dependent upocn a pr

(A

i

foundation. To the extent that religious languaze 1is concerned
with the predication of names to jod, it too must possess such
a foundation.

In-addition, Agquinas would also claim that the char-
acter of what we say of God is very much dependent upor the
nature oif the knowledge that we have of Him. Thus, if our know-
ledge of 35od 1s comprzhensive and thoreugh, then our langnage
about Tim will be precise and unambizuaous. On the other hand if

o T

our knowledze of Tim displays sorme imperfection, then our language
215

abcut Him will also ke imperfect, Aguinas' allegiance is

with the second position and because of th