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CHAPTER I
INTRODUOTION

There are several possible approaches to the task of comparing the
thought of two thinkers. One 1s the grammatical method. In this method
the concelved tesk is to 1ift out from the writings of each of the two
men the conclusions vhich they reach on the general problem and on sub=
sidiary problems. For example, Thomas sayst "It 1s impossible to attaln
to the knowledge of the Trinity by natural reason."l Augustine, on the
other hand, enjoins us to "seek the Trinity which is God, in the things
themselves that are eternal, incorporeal, and unchangeable."? Ve might
conclude from these two passages that there is a baslc and irreconcilable
difference in the two men and that our investigations have taught us
something rezerding the bellefs of the two men. But we shall be mis-
taken, for a more careful analyesis will revesl that the opposition is
much more comnlicated, for the two men mean something different by
"knowledge," "attaln to," and by "reason," With these materials, thenm,

there is no basis for adecuate criticiem.

A second type of investigation is the historical=-psychological type,

in whigh the dootrines held by each are seen as consequents of historical

Loumme hall make all my
Theologica, . 32, Art. 1, 1 Ansver, 1s
references to Thomas t; the u;otl.on o; the article in which it is found.

Unless otherwise indicated, the reference will be to I, I of the Summa.

e make all references
De Trinitate, Book ch. 4, Par. 6. I shall
to this book in this ruh}g;:. 'lhl;u otherwise stated, the reference

¥ill be to Do Irinitate.
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or psychologzical coniitioning, In thlt type, too, the dootrine of the
two men are not evaluated by principlas internsl to the statements of
the doctrines, but by = historieal vrincipls, implied by & philosophy of
history, or by a psychologieal prineiple (or principles), implied dy a
theory of psychology. That such investigations are possible and valusble
I concede, but only as illustra.tiv"e or perhaps partial proof of the
principles used in their interpretation, not as proving the aorrectness
or error of the dootrines. Such an investigation might see the Summa
as the vroduct of stolid monkishness and the De Trinitate the result of
& ropentant renmrobate. Or one might sce the Dg Trinitate as the last
great product of leo-Flatonism and the Summa as the loglcal extension of
arrogant rationalism, soon to give way to a reaction.

Tho third type of approach=-that attempted in this thesis=-is in
terms of the structure of thought in each man. An assuaption is mads
that notions of being and of knowledge and the peculiarity of the formu-
lation of the problem are determinative of the statement of the theo-
logical doctrine. If so, then any investigation which is interested
primarily in the content of the dootrines must investigate these three
determinants. This thesis will be concerned with the philosophical
determinants of the statement of the doectrine of God in Aquinas and
Avgustine. The comparison is then not between differing conclusions
Tegarding similar problems, nor between different men, but between the
doouments themselves and the structure of thought within each.

Most basioally this thesis is concerned with the problem of schism.
It attempts to dlscover the nature of the opposition between two theolo-
gles. Schisms based on statements interpreted grammitically are
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tragically naive, on personalities :ldqlutrom. It is theology and the
practical consequences of thaeology which alone can Jjustify schism. And
%o discover the opposlition betwean theologles resuires an analyals of the
basis of the statement of that theology.

I have chosen Thomas Aquinas and St. Augustine beanwae'from the
point of view vhich I have taken they represent the primary divergence
in philosophicel statement of theology. Yhat I mean by this should become
clear in Chapter Two. A% this point let me say simply that they are as

opposite as theolozies can becoms.

S—— -

TR e s TN g e———



CHAPTER II
THiE METAPHYSIOS OF TiZOLOGY

Before I can discuss the metaphysics of the doctrines of God in
Augustine and Aquinas I must state the relation botween metaphyaics and
theology. This will involve a definition of metaphysics, and this defi-
nition will fix what I mean by the term "metaphysical basis.” My problem
is to diccover the metaphysical bases in the statements of the doctrine
of God. Once discovered, I will ssek to formulate the relations between
these metaphysical bases, which will teke the form of propositions. Hy
thesis ic that these two metaphysical bases do not contradict each other,
but rother that they are neutral and equally possible ways of stating
the sams "truth." Yhat I mean by this should become clear as I demon-
strate the thesis.

Two procedures are possible, the analytic and the synthetic. I
could have sterted with tha dootrines of God, then elicited the meta-
physics from each ome, then compared them. This, because of its vague
similarity to tho so-called modern sclentific method, might be regarded
as preferabls. But there is a second possible procédure which has the
advantege of clapity, precision, and brevity, and vhich I shall there-

fore choose. From propositions which cannot be questioned I shall show
can toke, then show in

I shall

& priori the possible courses which metaphysics
which the doctrines of God in Augustine and Aguinas are set.

then discuss the relations between the two doctrines of God.

Metaphysios is the study of existence and essence. This is the
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definition I choose to give to it., The definition does co-incide with
all the primary works labsled "metaphysice" that I have resd. It also
applies to large sections of the books and essays ordinarily regarded as
epistemology. It further imoludes sections in hooks on mathematics
(Russell, Princinles of Mathemstics), theology (Tillich, Paul, Systematic
Theolozy 1), politieal philosophy (Hobbes, Leviathan), ethics (Mooras,

G. E., Principis Kthica), physics (Whitehead, Solence and the Modern
World), and meny others. The definition is equivalent to such other
common definitions as "the basic prineiples of reality," since all basic
principles of reality must involve both existence and essence, "the
elemental structure of the univerae," “being qua being," etc.

The only category which could be higher than these is being, if
belng is defined as the totality of existemce and essence. But once we
have said that it is this totality, we have finished with it, and must
now turn our attention to existence and essence. How there are two
possidble relations that existence and essence can have to each other.
Elther essence precedes existence, or existence precedes essence. By
"precedes® I mean that either existence is reified essence, or essence
18 abstracted from existence, There are several other ways of stating
this same thouzht which may help elucidate. Essence is being is possi-
iu:lty 1s form is vest. Existence is becoming is actuality is matter
is motion. This is only gemerally true. It is true for some phileso-
phers, but not for all. One may say that becoming includes being with
Whitehead or that being includes becoming with Flato. Or that possibility
includes mctuality with Lelbniz or that withia actuslity we find the
Poseitle with Hume. Or that we find form in matter with Aristotle or

LIMII![N IMWNET



6
that form precedes matter with Kant. Or that all things in motion seek
fulfillment in rest as in Aquinas, or that rest is change of motion, as
in modern physics. All of these are analogous ways of stating the same
problem. They are the basic metaphysical questions, and philesophers
may be dlvided according to which of the positions they take. Within .
each decision there are other decisions and within those decisions new
decisions, vhich sccounts for the multiplicity of amproaches to the basic
metaphysical problems. With each decision, however, (and this is impor—
tant for the thesia), the possibilities are delimited. 4nd the metaphy-
sics becomec set. Content poured into the metaphysics, such as doctrines
of God, hardens into a definite mold. The problem as to whether there
is a distinction batween content and form, or vhether one merges into
the other, is itsslf dependent upon a basic metaphysical decision.

How my basic assertion ist either esseunce precedes existence or
existence precedes essence. This proposition is tautological, therefore
a priori and therofors true. The only other possibllity s that they be
contemporanecus. | But no possible meaning can be found if. they be re—-
garded as contemporaneousj such a suppositicn is therefore absurd.

How oan one decide between them? There are two possible ways. One
can negate one side of the disjunstion, proving that the other is trus.

But this would necessitate an extranecus prinoiple, which would be some-

how prior to this proposition. But our proposition is the most basic

proposition, and therefors no pricr principle can be found. This way is

therefore fyruitless. The other way is to discover & principle which will

affirm one side of the disjunction. But for the same: reason no such

Principle can be found. Therefore this way too is unsound; and therefore
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this is no solution to the problem. There is no apriori choice.

My sclution is this. The "or" is an inclusive "or,* which mecans
that both slides could be true. But they can ba true under only one con-
_dition, that their truth ig in terms of their capability for scrving as
a metaphysical description of the universe rather than having some spe-
olally favored touch with reality. If they are judged according to their
capability, this megns that they must be Judged = posteriori. ¥hat will
it mean to Justify them a posteriori? It means that ve Jjudge them in
two ways. Ve judge them, first, as a mathematical system, in terms of
the consistency of their consequences. They must not involve themselves
in abosurdities. They must not be solf-contradictory, nor must they have
consequences which obviously do not accord with reality. The second
Justification iz in terms of comprehemsiveness. Their consequences must
involve ell of reality. If a part of reality is omitted, aod this be-
comes plain, then the principle lacks comprehensiveness and must not be
asserted as the basic principle of the universe.

Wow 1t 1s nossible that one side of the disjunction will stand the
test and not the other. But it is also possible that both sides of the
disjunction will stend it. One can discover this only by a thorough
study of metaphysical eystems. To justify it completely would require
an eto:;nity. But my resding up to this time is a partial justification
of the thesis to me. This thesis itself will serve as part of the proof.

I contend that unless one or the other side of the proposition can be

Proved apodictally false or- self-contradictory, that ve must assune that

the two ere both adequate descriptions of reality, equally consistent

and comprehensive, differing only in the ways they slice the universe.
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This mesns that they will appear different in their formulation.

At this polnt I could proceed by showing the adequacy of both in

dealing with the same problems. But such demonstration womld be infinite.
I will therefore attempt to use this prineciple in reference to the problem
of the doctrines of God. My contention is that Aquinas and Augustine
take opposite sides on this metaphyalcal question, that Aquinas believes
exlstence precedes essence and Augustine essence to precede existence.
I shall attempt to show how the decision in each affects their doctrines
of God. Before I go directly into the dootrines of God I find 4% neces-
sary to desoribe some of the secondary metephysical decisions of the two
men,

Ex:l.ut'enco procedes essence in Thomas. He says in his essay On
Being and Essence that form is the 'actuality' of matter. HMatter 1s
potential. From the potential the actual follovs.' But there are
different poasible ways of conceiving essence. Fhilosophers as widely
different as Aristotle and Vhitehead accept this primsciple. Xssences
are either definitions or relations. They are elther determinate things
or determinate relations between things. No third kind of essence is
conceivable. These exhaust the possibilities. Thomas finds his essences
in definitions of things. In Being aud Essence he sayst "Essence L
what 1s signified by the definition of the things."? Every particular
thing has an essence, which has a definition in terms of a genus and &

differentia. E.g., Socrates is a man. MNan is defined as a rational

102, St. Thomss Aquinas, Do Eute ‘et Essentis (Few York: Appleton
G“t“r?"cl‘orta. Inc., 1937’. Pe 8.

2M't Pe 7
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animal in Aquinas. BSut animal too has an essence, which in turn is
defined. The essences therefore fall into a heirarchy. This is one
possible way of troating essences within existences. The only other
way of dealing with things is as a congeries of relations, as in Vhite-
head. Since we are concerned with the dootrine of God, we have %o con=
slder this voint yst. In what mode does essence exist in God in a schema
such es this? The essence of God cammot be a definition, since that
would wean that God is ome of a genus of things, which is obviously false.
God must be defined in the higheot category of t.hl.ngl. wvhich 1s essence
and existence. Since existence 1s primary to essonce in Thomes, the
essence of God is His exlstence and cannot be described in any other
terme bLut these.’ I will treat of this in more detail in later sectlons.

Agquines then has mede two metaphysical decisions. ZXxistence precedes
ebsence. The cstence of a thing 1e its definition.

I must new undertake & siuim investigation in Augustine. Here
the opposite decision is made. In his essay On the Eree Will Augustine
shows that all the truth and wisdom which ve find in the world, mutable
and imperfect, have their source in an immutable and perfect God. This
is the essence that precedes all existeace. "For if all things which
are, will be, provided no form has been taken aways then the immtable
form 1tself, by which all mutable things subsist that they msy be ful=

filled and governed by the mumbers of their forms, ig their providence;

for things would not be, if it were not."* Tnis is the first decisiom,

30’0 m.. Pe 28,

(Hew York: G;:r’].%?';—oﬂmr'l asicm-E '.! 19295. I, 62.
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and its meaning will be further clarified as we find it developed in sec-
tion 5. ZXesences ere in terms of relations rathor than in definitions
of thingsn. This is ovident in Augustine's discusaion of tha analogles
between number and truth, whlch are always discussions of relations.
Such discussious are exiibited both in On the Frae iiill and in On the
Ixialby.

Aduinac doss not neglect relations, however. No philosopher could,
since the relutlons of time asnd space, among others, are too obvious a
part of ocur oxperience to neglect. And so ossence is attached not only
to the genus of substance, tut to the gensra of quaﬁtitr. quality, aod
the othor seven.® Dut the last aine geners ave posterior to the gemus
of substunca. One spesks of these genera only in relation te substance.
They are a part of o aubatanse. They are attached to substance as a
gemus (men i an saimsl), oe = property (man is grammstical, i.e., uses
languege), as an ascidont (man has five fingers on each hand).

In ingustine, on the other hand, there is no distinction between
subatance and the other genera. The relstions are primary, and substances
become congeries of relations. Thals can be found reflected in many parts
of Augustina, The essay On the Free ¥ill is one of Augustine's attempts
to find the primary relations of the miverse; and in this essay we die=
COver number, truth, boazuty, the goode

Thais latter distinetion, the third that I have made, also affects
the dootrine of God, Juat in vhat way I ohall discuss later in the
thesis.

Sof. Aquinse, De Ente ot Zasentls, B. 4.




CHAPTER III

THY PROBLEM OF THR BXISTZHOE OF GOD

Aquinas presents proofs for the existence of God. The history of
the proofs for the existence of God, whether they are valid and how they
are valid, is a metaphysical problem, for unon basic metaphysical deci-
slons depend the validity of the proofs, as well as the meaning of truth
and knowvledge. The proofs in Aquinas depend upon his first decision that
existence precedes essence. If existence precedes essence, then it is
the knowledge of existent things that precedes knowledge of essences.
Humen epistomoiogy begins with a noetical grasp of the essences of the
universe and then reasons from these. The search for the knowledge of
God must, 2s everything else, begin with the first essences intuited by
the mird. “%Yherefore I say that this proposition, God bxists, of itself
is self-evident, Tor the predicate is the same as the subject, because
God is Hls own oxistonce....How because we do not know the essence of
God, the proposition is not self-evident to us, but needs to be demon=
strated by things that are more known to us, though less known in their

natura-n.ﬁaly. by His offoctl.']'

S—

Therefore Thomas's proofs arve proofs which proceed from the effects
to the ceuse of these effects. All of Thomas's arguments are basically
avguments from the effect to tho camee, although they take five different

forms, the srgument from motion, from efficient cause, from possibility,

s P - Anton Pegls, editor (Mew
200 Basic iiritings of Thomas
Yorki Random Houss, 190HH), Q. 3, Art. 1, I answer.
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from the gradation of qualities, and from the final cause.Z All of them
depend upon the arguments from cause which is found in the essay On
Belng anid Essence.

Since existence precedes essence, existence is separate from
essences. Since exlstence precedes essence, an essence cannot achieve
exlstence through itself, but rmst achieve it from another. But this
would lead to an infinite regress, and therefore there rmst be something
which is self-cansed. And only o being in which existence does not pre-
cede essence can be self-caused. Therefore there must be a being vhose
existence is his essence. And this being we call God.”

Fow the other proofs can be reduced to the above proof. All effects
are motions, and no motions are not effects. Therefore there must be a
self-moved mover. Similarly all possibles are possibles as effects, and
all eifects were once possibles. The gradation of qualities is slmply
a particular kind of effect. So slso final causes are effects of effi~
clent causes.

Therefore all of the proofs are variants of one, and that one proof
depends mpon the first two metaphysical decisions. Once Aquinas has mate
these decieions, a certain kind of proof for the existence of God bascomes
possible. This constitutes the description of the metaphysical dasis
for this segm;nt of the doctrins of God.

The proof for the existense of God in Augustine takes a different

2101d., Q. 2, Art. 3, _I.m.

3S%. Thomas Aquinss, De Ente ot Zsseatls (Hew Yorki Appleton-
omwarott.. Inc., 1937 PP. Lo
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form. It ia a proof which received its classic treatment in DesCartes
with some differences and is found repeated, with variations, in platon=-
izing philosophers throughout the history of thought. Augustine was
committed to this proof as soon as he made the metaphysical decision that
essence nrecedes exiatence. ¥or 1f essence precedes existence, then
there must be somo essance whieh precedes all of existence here on earth
and upon which all of existence depends. All created things depend upon
him for their existence, all trus statsments depend upon his truth, all
beautiful things upon his beauty, all good things uvon his goodness.
Everything upon esrth reflects the existonce of God, and thorefore it is
only the fool which denies hin. ¥

It 18 only with oxtreme patienco that Augustine proceeds to prove
what is most mmnifest in the universe, tho existence of God. This task,
which is the task of book 2 of the Eseay on Free Vill proceeds from the
vaguest kind of existence, sense-impression, uw o dialectical ladder of
essences, which proceeds upwarde to number, then to ‘beanty and wisdom,
and finally to God. And the feot of the exlstence of God can now by no

means be doubted.

This constitutes the description of the metsphysical background of
Augustine's proof for the exlstence of God. Each is determined by thelr
two basic motephysical decisions. Both proofe are in a particular sense
valid. Yet bot: proofs differ because of the differing metaphysical de-

clalons upon which they rest.

itor
hseleations Medieval m;;g!m?, Richard P. MoKeon, ed
(¥ew York: cmlﬁ%crmwr'u Sons, 1929). I» 15




OHAPTER IV
ESSENCE AND EXISTEWCE IN AQUINAS

The shape of the definition of God in Aquinas and Augustine is de=-
termined by the three metaphysical decisions each made. In Aquinas the
three aret (1) existence precedes essence, (2) the essence of anything
is its definition, (3) the other kinds of being, relations, exist only
in reference to substance, and they exist in Thomas as gemus, property,
or accident. This will exhaust the metaphysical equipment which I will
use to show the shape of the doctrine of God in Aquinas.

Ve began with the proof for the existence of God. Now that we know
that God exists, we must discover His essence. But how do we discaver
an essence? As I said in seotion 3 we do so by means of an iatuition
vhich in g simple, undivided act confronts this existeant taing. Ve
grasp the esseuce of a dog when we see a dog. But we never do see God
in the same way that we see a dog. We do not see Him as a self-moved
mover, as a first cause. VYe know Him only insofar as He can be known in
His effects. As essence can be known only when the knower directly con=
fronts the existent. Our confrontation of God 1s indirect. Therefore
our knowledge of Cod is indirect. Therefore we cannot know the essence
of God, "Therefors, a created intellect cannot see tho essence of God
unless God by His grace unites Himself to the created intellect, as an
objeot mede intelligible to it."l Thomae's first question will then be

i.ti. Anton Pegls, editor (New
""‘“ House, » Qe e e | anawer.
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to coneider how He is not. He will have a diodmttvg syllogism. God
is A or B. The world is A. God is different from the world. Therefore
God 1s B.- To know God we ocan look at the existent things weo have and
dedusce from them whai we can know of God, but it will te o kind of nege-
tive knowledge.

Yovw Aguines distinguished betwsen what is known and what can be
known. CGod is not known on earth, but He is careful to supply an episte-
mological apparatus in which we can say that in heaven the blessed can
sce Gode Thomas argues that if a oreated intellect could not see God,
it conld never atiain to beatitude, But this is opposed to falth, for
the ultimzte natural goal of the human 1nte11m£ 1s to see God.?

But God provides the apparatus for knowing Him, If existence pre—
cedes essence, and essence is a definition, then in order to know, there
must be & faculty in man capable of appropriating essences. But essances
are formel. Hence the fagulty which appropriates the essences must be
formal also, since no;.hing vhich is meterial can appropriate a formal,
since knowledge is of forms. Thie i vhat Thomas mesns when, with
Aristotle, he says that the mind can in & sense become all things. It
has no substentiality of its own, It is neutral, blank. Its totality
is exhsusted in the essences which it contains. Now since God is pure
form (we need not justify this at this point), he cannot be appropriated
by the materisl. Therefors s formal faculty has the potentiallty of
seeing God. Thomas elaborates this point in Q. 12, Art. 23 The essense
of God camnot b seen through a likeness. Art. 31 The essence of God

2Ibid., Q. 12, Art. 1, I guswer.
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cannot be seen with the bodily eye. Art. 41 The created intellect can-
not by its natural povers see the divine essence. But only the blessed
see God, since only the blessed are directly confronted by God and receive
ligat fron Gode” Thomas's theology is written for men on earth, however,
and not for ths departed blessed. And His doctrine of God must be written
from the point of wview of a pilgrim on sarth, since it is nltten: by &
pilgrin on carth; although Thomas was called dogtor angelicus, he was not
blessed until after his theology was written.

Whet then can we know of God, if we cannot know his essence? Through
the effects which depend upon a first canse we "can be led from them so
far as to know of God that He existe, and to know of Him what must nsces-
sarily belong to Him, as the first cause of all things, exceeding all
thinze caused by fim. Henoe we know Hio relationghip with creatures,
that is, He is the cause of all thingsj also that oreatures diffexr from
Him, inagwmch as He is not in any way caused by them; and that Eis effects
are removed from Him, not by reason of any defect on His part, but be-
cause He superexceeds them all,"t mnia omtitutel. in swmeary all that
can be known of God by natural reason. It is, in comperison, with natural
theology in general, = pessimistic outlock on man's ability to know God.
Thomes therefore eays that "it was necessary for man's salvation that
there should be @ knowledge revealed by God, besides the philosophical

8clences revesied by human reason."5 Therefore divine revelation is

3&1@-. Q. 12, Art 5, I answer.
uM‘ ] Q- 12' Art. 12‘ .I_ “‘!!n
ss-m" Q. 1, Art. 1, _I_ SNSWers
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necessary to mels known further truths, For menr's salvation depends upocn
the truths agbout God. Hote here again that Aquinas speaks of truths rather
than truth. le speaks in this fashion because thore is not a singl.e truth
in heaven in vhich all earthly truth participates, but rather that truth
ds the adequation of thought to thing, i,e., a verbal statement which
egrees with the faots.® It is obvious here that there are many truths.
It is obvious that faith means something specific. In this context falth
means for Anuinas simply assent to truths about God not known by reason.
For other theologians falth includes a large element of trust and rellance.
Thomas has other terme to describe these elements.

Revelation supplements the truths of reason by swoplying additionsl
truths in order to complete our knowledge about God. This constitutes
the epistenological background of the doctrine of God in Thomas. Wote
that I reversed the order of discussion in Thomas, putting how we know
before what we know, which is the modern way of philosophising., Thomaa's
epistenology has as a consequence that we can best know the charaster and
strength of the mind by examining what it has given us in its best moments,
Therefore the what comes befare the how. Ontology precedes epistemology.
In this case Thomas says what would sound ridiculous to modern earst "As
hitherto ve have considered God as He is in Himself, we now go on o con=
sider how He is in our imowledge, that is, how He 1s known by oreafturnﬂ-ﬂ
A mind whose totality is exhausted by ita formal contents and has no
material part can bo known only by seeking what it does know. I accept

&m*. Qo 16. Art. 1, .I.M'
?SLE-- Q. 12, Art. 1, I aosver.
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this as & valid way. To show how it applies precisely in the field of
epistemology would require the scope of another thesis, I therefore
leave the question at this point.

Since we, the ;nhnbita.nts of the earth, cannot know the essence of
God, we proceed by seeking vhat does not befit the essence of God.2

dauinas goes on in a series of questions to show that God is simple,
since a firat cause cannot be composite. Therefore He is not a bod;.”
Nor is He compozed of matter end form.10 And now, having established that
God is a ;ou;e form, we describe the uniqueness with vhich'we deal with
the notion of God as pure form. In body there is a dilstinotion between
essence and supnoeitum. X¥.g., Soorates, the individuated being, ic a
suppositum. The essence of Socrates is man. In God there s no dis—
tinction between suppositum and essence, They are identified. The
eagsence of God ie the seme as His existence, since He 1s first cause.
If they were different, God would be caused. In thie respect also he
differs from bodies. Again, ha 1s not contained in a gemus, since there
is but one God. ¥Nor ere there accidents, since accidents occur only in
something in which essence and suppositum are different. Therefore know-
ledge about God differs from knowledge about composite things in thatd
(1) we do not paek to plese God in a gemus, (2) we do not seek accidents,
(3) we cannot know his essence or definition. What iz left? There are

four kinds of knowledge sbout a thing? We can know the genus, the property

81b34., Q- 3. Introdustion.
9Ibid., Q. 3, Avt. 1, I gaswer.
101p1d., Q. 3, Art. 2, I answer.
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the accldent, the differentia. ie have seen that there areno accidents
in God. There is no genus, since there is one God, and for that reason
also there is no differentia. That leaves property alone.

But here 2 large prohlein arisesn. i’ropartias in composite things ara
deduced from the ossence of that thing. But we cannot know tha essonce
of God. &nd therefore the properties of God, if they are %o be known,
mast be known in di:é‘farent vays. There are three ways that they can be
epplied to God. The first are names that are applied to him negatively;
as not composito, or simple. Second are the nsmes which desoribe his
relation tc his cr;aaturee. as first cause. Uhat about names applied to
God affirmatively, such as good? This problem Thomas tekes uwp in Q. 13.
Some have tried to reduce the positive terms to negative and relative,
saying that good, for example, means the absence of evil in God, or that
it refers to Gol == the cause of good things in us, Thomas says that we
means more than this by good. And so good 1s _:pradlea.ted directly of God,
but it is predicated of God only insofar as man can see the good that
1o in God. But this goodness is seen only in effects, And so Thomas seya
that "the aforesnid names signify the divine substance, but in an imper-
fect manner, even as creatures represent it imperfectly," so in the case
of good we mean "whatever good we attrilmte to oreatures pre-exists in
God, and in a higher way."! Such positive qualities, Aquinas says, apply
t0 man and God amelogically, not univocally, since the good in man and
in God are different, not again equivocslly, since God is the sourae of
the good in man. Therefore.the good in men is analogous to the gaod of

um.. Q- 1.3| Art. 2! LM‘
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God. Since we know God only through His effects, we know His goodness
only through His creatures.

One further point hers. Talking sbout God, and therefore a doctrine
of God, is always from the standpoint of man. God is simple and pure.
That we epply different names to God end can make affirmative propositions
about Him in due %o man's portial way of- looking at Him, The properties
that we know of God we know then, in three ways, nogatively, through His
relation to us, end analogically.

The £first section on the dootrine of God treats him negatively. A%
this point wa could zlmost predict 'firn broad outline wvhat Thomas will say
about Cod. Questions 3 to 1l deal with the prophrtie- of God as they
exisi in God Himself. Such are the negative properties; simplicity or
absence of composition, 1. e., of body aund of matter; then perfection,
or pure actuality, or mbsence of potentiality; then goodness, which is
positive, in that every beingz is good, but God alone is pure goodneas;
then infinity, sinco God 1g not finitoj then immutability, eince God
doas not change; then eternity, because God is timeless.

Following this come the properties of God which belong to Him be= |
cause of His relation to His creatures. Thomas expresses this first of
all in terms of God in His unity, previous to His disoussion of the

Prinity, First comes (ln question 14) a discussion of God's knowledgee.

@od has knowledge because He is imsaterial, IKnowledge. vhich Thomas

emology, which follows from His

defines in consistency with his eplst
One's

netaphysics, is the appropriation of the essences of things.
capability incroases ss his immaterial part, the soul, enlarges and his

material part, tho body, doss not obstruct him. God's knowlodgo is per—
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feot, slnce Ila is purely immaterial. 0Ood therefore knmows all., This is
also the ansver 4o tho problem of the relation of the life of God %0 the
life of the creatures, for in God to live is to know, and since He knows
all thingn, ell things live in God. -

God har will also, sinse will follows wpon intellect. The intellect
existo insofar 25 it knows, for it has no component outside of its pos-
sepsed knowledge. VYhen it doss not know, it tends toward something. This
tendency Thomas calle will, It is alweys a will tovard good, for all
thinge tend toward the fulfillment of their own natures, which is a good.
But God wills good to His creatures also, 2 for matural thinge have a
natural inclinztion to diffuse thelr good as far as possible. And 80O
Ood wills Himself to bs and other things to bag but Himaelf as to the end,
and other things ne ordainsd to that end,

There 1s, furthermors, love in God, says Thomas, quoting 1 John 11168
God i8 love,> for "love is the first movement of the will axd of every
appetitlve pover. This love is directed to every existing thing, since
He mado it, =ni it is therefores good.

God's crention is cslled Jjust, calling attentlon to His willing
that all things have what is proper to the condition of cach.2¥ There=
fore justice has been called truth, for truth is for Thomas tha equation
of the intellect to the thingj and in Ood the conception of how things

125vid., Q. 19, Art. 2, 1 gnawer.
131pid., Q. 20, 4rt 1, I ansvex.
}‘m.' Qo 21. Art. 1; lm’
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should be in accord with the way they are. God is aleo power, since power
i1s actuality, and God is pure act.ld

I will conclude the discussion of the essence and attributes of God

in Aquinas here and proceed to a comparison of the same problem in
Avgustine.

151bides Q. 25, Art. 1, I angwer.




GEAPTER V
THE DOGTRINE OF GOD IN AUGUSTIHE

4s in the case of Thomas I wish to solve this problem in Augustine
by showing that his dootrine of God, in its formal aspect, proceeds as
a recognizable conseguense of three metaphysical decisions of varying
priority. The first ie that essence precedes existence. The second is
that an essence ic a formal relation, The third is that a person is a
congeries of ralations.

How on this basis will Auguetine solve the same problems that Thomas
sets before himself, and wvhat form will the doctrine of G_od take in Augus-
tinet =

First, wve do not ses God as the cause of the effects which we see,
for we do not see assem.:a from oxiaton;a. We ses existence through essence.
We see the world through the illumination of the essence of God. Bub
vhat is the essence of God, and how do we come to know it? In Augustine
the epistemological problem is primary. In Thomas we learn about episte
mology by examining the best samples of what we know. Why was explained
previously. Kot so for Augustine. It 1s not possible to look ab a set
and finished product of the mind for Augustine, for there is no sush

thing as a determinate essence. There are infinite relations, which the

mind in a constant dialectioal process attempts to discover. "Reason

itself is surely shown to be mutable, since 1% sometimes attempis to

arrive at truth and sometimes does not attempt %o, and sometimes arrives




2k

and sometimes does not."! There 1s no point along this path which we can
feke as determinate. To discover the nature of mind, we do not look at
its product then, but rather at its funotion. And this function is des=
eribed in the dialectical semrrch for knowledge. The parallel to Thomaa's
careful reasoning about the nmature of God is the dialectical search for
God, as exemplified in the Confessions and in the dialogues On the Free
Will, among other.

Avgustine does not. reason from concepts and principles to thelir con-
Sequences, as does Aquinas. He begins with the consequences and discovers
the principles upon which they depend, scaling a ladder of hierarchical
relations uatil the mind of the Christian finds the essence wpon which
the whole world depends. Here there is no complete separation of faith
and reason, for they play o polar part in the dialgotic. Reason is the
rational procedure, faith the emotional attachment to God, the feeling
for the personal consequences of the rationsl knowledge. Fech affects
the other. EKnowledge of the wisdom of God becomes persomal in faith's
trust in it, which in turn points the mind to seek further instances of
the wisdom of God.

Actually all of the Ohristian emotions aad all of the various perts
of thinking vplay a part in this dialectic. The highest emotional elements
are faith, hope, and love, which constitute a kind of trinity. It would
b0 a mistake %o assume that Augustine uses these words consistently in
the same way, for in a dialectical process of reasoning terms are bedng

13;;!“! fra , Richard P, MoKeon, editor
(New York: 0:::1“ Beribner%s Sons, 1929)s Is 29"
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constantly transformed. However, he does reach one illuninating level
in paragraph 13, book 1, of the Solilogquys, where he defines reason as
the mind's act of looking. Reason plus vision, which is a right and per-
feot act of looking, is virtue. Faith is the belief in the thing the mind
turns to see, which being seen gives blessedness. Hope is the judgment of
the mind that 1t will see if it but looks. Oharity, or love, is the de-
sire to see.?

Revelation and reason also are in dialectical tension. A Soripture
passage informs, then becomos more meaningful in the personal and reli=
glous part of experience, which experience in turn provides a fund of
truth which will illuminate other Soripture.

The path to the knowledge of God is thus a single one with polar
elements rather than parts. Here reason and falth, the human and the
divine, are in tension, proceed upward to the knowledge of the essence
and properties of God.

De Trinitate is the most profound and camplste statement of the
dootrine of God in Augustine. It itself is written ina dialectio, al=-
though not a dialogue; such a procedure is implied by Augustine's episte-
nology.

How do Augustine's metaphysical pre-suppositions affect his state-

ment of the doctrine of God? The statement, f£irat of all, is provisionsl

and mever complete. Augustine does mot claim to have finished his dis=

oussion nor to have attained. The dialectical process is an unending one.

2 g, Philip Schaff,
C£, Soliloquys Nicene and Post-Nicens Fathers,
editor (first aerien; % York: Cai;‘;rln Scribner's Sons, 1917), III,

Bodk 1, paregraph 13.
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Han can always only approximate a knowledge of the dootrine of God. In
fact, his knovledge shifts and changes from day to day and from hour to
hour, Jor his life is lived in dialeotic. Religion is always a matter
of knowvledge. TFrom knowledge proceeds love, from reason will.

Historians of theology have recognized this and have set this against
the theology of Aquinas, whom they assert did attempt a complete and final
statement of the dootrine of God. This is a misunderstanding of the phil=-
osophic method of Thomas. Nor Thomas, although in a different way, also
believes that the search for the truth about God falls short. The state-
ment vhy they will £all short differs in Thomas and in Augustine, but the
conclusion is the same. The reasons proceed from ths metaphysics.

Truth about God is changeless and eternal. Han's truth is relative.
Let me quote McEeon on this point.

The philosophy of Thomas Aquinas, then, considers in turn the

relativity of our truths and the changeless eternal truth of

vhich the discovery of even a tentative truth is indlcative.

Ve proceed by definitions in which we attempt to expreess the

quiddities of things; then we make Judgments by compounding

and dividing concepts. Our definitions by genus and difference

seek to state the real, yet the real is not constituted of

gemus and species. From the very begimming of knowledsge, ;h':"

fora, we are doomed to fall short of absolute truth. The hun

for definitions expressing ossence (venare quod quid est) 1s
never at an end.

In Augustine ultimate knowledge is achleved whe
in the universe ore contained in a single perception in a single mind.

Thie 4o possible only in God. This is a direct consequence of his deci-
Knowledge is of

n 211 the relations

slon to call relations the essences of the universe.

essences, and essences are of relations. Total knovledge is therefore of

Mokeon, gn. oit.. II, 1952
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all the rolations. Dialectic serves to discover these relations. Higher
relations will contaln lower relations. The lawv of inertia, for example,
oontains the expressions of innumerable occurrences within the universe.
This leads Auzustine to belleve that there is an ultimate unity, which
contains all relations within it, This is God. Insofar as man attains
a knowledge of these he has attalined s knowledge of God. The task of
knowledge is also the task of converaion and salvation, for man's beati-
tude is the sight of God. It is clear to see why Augustine says that we
figee through a glass darkly.®

Wow I will use this materisl to estadlish a further point in Augus-
tine. If knowledge is of relations, then our knowledge of God must be
of relations, Therefore, a discussion of the doctrine of God or De
Zrinitate in iugustine will be a dialectical attempt to dlscover ths
primary relations in God and in the universe.

The lower relations, which are more immediately present to man, de=
pend upon the higher. And all depend upon God. To know the higher we
begin with the lower. Our material in the employment of the dialectic

will be sense, reason, and Soripture.

The lower relations deal with sensation, the higher with the rational

elements, the aighest with the ultimate categories of belng. The cate=

gordes themselves are congeries of relations. The procedure in De Trini-
tate therefore must necessarily be from the lower to the higher.

begin on a higher level. And so his
jons which are high. These

In actual fact Augustine can

beginning is on the second level with relat
In a dialectic vhich runs through the

ical

are the mathematical relations.
]
whole scale, as that in book two of On the Free ¥ill, the ma thema
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relations do not come until two-thirds of the dialogue has been completed.’
Even vhen the highast categories are reached, however, we do not leave the
mathematical relations., Augustine sayst

But when we began %o turn about as if wwards, we found that

numbers also transcend our minds, and that they remain immut-

able in truih itself....The learned....and the scholarly, the

more romote they are from earthly blemish, the more they look

upon both mmber and wisdom in truth itself and hold both dear.d

Now 1% may seem implous to the folk plety of many with lesser'or
greater touches of obscurantism that God should be discussed in mathemati-
cal terms. Hathematics has been the criterion of truth for many philoso-
phors in many ages, because 1t offered the possidility of attaining pre=
cision and comprehensiveness. And for a theologlan who sees the knowledge
or vision of God as the primary end of 1ife, it will be self-understood
that he will seck to employ the most sophisticated apparatus his eplste=
mology can employ. That ie mathematics for many philosophers. Ve might
say here that the key to the understanding of the dootrine of God in
Avgustine is to learn that 1t is put into mathemntical terms.

Augnstino 1s therofore concerned with the unity of God. He discusses
i% in discuseing the problem of the incorporeality, the eternality, and
the substance of God. The "unit® is the primary torm in the discussion
of God, and his first task is to discover the unitary elemeats of God.
Therefore, in book 1, chapter 2, he seeks to show that the Trinity =
one God = only God = true God., Following this is a diacussion of the

Problems regarding the relations of ome person in the Trinity to the

llgt. dbvid., I, 47,
sm-l P. 48,
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other. The final conclusion will bal the Father = the Son = tho Holy
Ghost. This will arise after Augustine has reduced terms like "glorify,"
®gent," "honor," to mathematical terminology. E.g. (book 1, chapter &),
If the ¥ather glorifies the Son, does that mean that the Father is greater
than the Son? Or in symbolic terms, is F>S? No, for the Holy Ghost also
glorifies the Son. Therefore (in symbolic terms):

(F>s) (m3>5)
-=(R37 8
=(F>5

Following this is the problem of Jesus. Vhat is the relation of ths
servant of the Lord to God the Son? Here again is equality. The servant
of God = God the Son., DBut this becomes clear only with the distinction
in chapter seven between fashion and reality. Only in fashion is he less,
for he appeared in humble circumstances, slthough he contained the full
reality of his divine nature.

In book seven Augustine goes into Christology in more detail, The
redemptive activity of Christ too is translated into mathematical termi-
nology. Man cannot perceive the truth sbout God and his condition because
of the chaos in his 1ife. This occurs through the immoderate desires of
his Pﬁilleal nature. Because of this we face two deaths, the death of
the body and tho death of the soul. Christ saves us by his one death.

This one death of Christ saves us from our two deaths becsuse of the
harnony of one to two. This unites the physical and the material, which
expresses the basic harmony in the universe and achieves a congruity,

God
sultableness, concord, or consopance, For the goul in men dies when

leaves it, and the body dies vhen the soul leaves it. But Christ as

timate
God with a soul and body dies and is rem..gtq.l. This is the ultima
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unity. Man, perceiving this unity, can bring hie 1life into harmony with
God, for he sees in Christ thaa_o twvo relations, the dependence of the soul
upon God, and the depenience of tha body upon the soul. This is the love
of God, who wlshes good for wman, and good for man is the life of harmony.
The entire atonement, with 2 definition of the good, is put into mathe=
matical terne.

The ultimate problem of Dg Trinitate is to dlscuss the relation be-
tween the three persons of the Trinity. For this the mathematical aections
are preparatory. The atonement, for exaumple, is desoribed several more
times, oach time in more comprchencive teras. In book 7, chapter b,
Augustine distinguishes between substance and essence. The distinction
1s based on the proposition that it is different for God to be and to sub-
siat. To wubstance we attribute properties absolutely, to essence those
properties wailch we attribute relatively, i.e. in relation to another
somothing. I.e., wa can say that God is good ebsolutely or in Himself.

We cen say that Fis zoodness bears relations to others. Substance is the
ultimate unity. Uader escense exists the highest relationships. Thie
too is a mathematical statement of the doctrime of God. Regarding the
substance of God we can say that greatnsss s wisdom = goodness. However,
these three terms, which represent the highest categories of being, may
be attributed respectively to the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost.

The search for the essences of the persoma of the Trinity is an

endlesa one, for the Trinity 1a seen in its traces in the universe, which

because 1t is the orested effect of a Trinity, reveals trinitarian rela=
tions on all levels. "The Trinity ic seen as these analoglee are drawn.

One of the first is a mathematical one. The Father is mn.t" L

m
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produces form, and the Son is the form of the Father. A unified form is-
order, analogized to the Holy Ghost, who proceeds from the Father and the
Scm.6 Augustine also uses measure, number, and welght to express the
Trinity.” He spends much time also in the relations which exist in the
human mind, for the human mind is regarded as the acme of the creative
activity of God and will therefore be closest to the Trinity. Hs closes
the bonk, statinz the difference between this final analogy and the Trinity
with the drawn observance that we see now through a glass darkly.

I have omitted mention of many cruclal questions in Augustine which
- are necessary to understand his conception of God. I belleve that what
I have said is sufficient, however, to indicate the mammer in which Augus-
tine's metavhysical principles have determined his statement of the know-
ledge of God. I belleve, furthermors, that any orthodox Christian,
ascepting Augustine in his own terms, will find himself in agreement with
Augustine, will £ind himgelf thrilled by the wealth of meaaing flowing
out of his thougint. But he may first have to stifle his prejudlce re=
garding the form and structure of the preseatation. IZ he wishes to
eritioime, he must do so in terms of the metsphysical pre-suppositions,
showing that there is some fundsmental reason vhy they camnot contain
the Christian dootrine of God. I have yet to see such criticism which

could be successfully defended.

First, however, before we proceed $o a gomparison of Thomas and

Gw. op oit., book 11, chapler 10, peragraph 17.
7Ibid., book 11, chapter 11, paragraph 18.
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Augustine, it 13 necessary te go back to Thomas and to aee what ho haa
to say on the Trinity.




CHAPTYR VI
THE PRUBLEN OF THY TRINITY I AQUINAS

The problem of God and the problem of the Trinity are more sharply
dietinguished in Thomas than they are in Augustine. For Augustine the
knowledge of the Trinity necezsarily precedes the knowledge of God in
the epistemclogical scale., This is true bdecause knowledge can never be
severed from its dialectical context. The reason for this, derived from
the metaphysical basis, was given in the last chapter. In Thomas, how-
ever, the queations can be divided, for the distinstion between the per—
sons of the Trinity and the unity of the divine essence can be made at
any time in the discuseion. This 1a in accordance with Thomas's episte-
mology, s dimcussed in chapter three. Verbal distinstinctions are
primary. Then comes the formmlation of the question from words determi-
nately defined. Then comes the solution. In Augustine one begins with
the question, then proceeds to terms end distinctions. In Thomas know-
ledge i a series of true propositions. In Augustine it is the percep-
tion of terms and distinotions. That the same "truth" can be contained

in both of these forme will, I hope, becoms clesr in the outline of the

problem of the Trinity in Thomas.

Thomas therefore begins with terminology. He Degins vith procession

in auostion 27, which is defined in terms of genus and differentia as

an intelligible cmanation. Then he defines relation in question 28,

Relations exist in reality, not merely ia thought. In God relation

end essence do not differ in belog, for the relations are real. This -
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too is a definition. Then follows a definition of person, which is an
individual rational substance. A person is a subsistence, 1.e., exists
in itself and not in another. It is a thing of nature, for it underlies
& common nature, as & suppositum unjerlies an essence of gemusi it is a
hypostacis, for it also underlies accidents. This guestion lconcludel
with Thomas showlng that e dlvine verson is a relation, for relation is
the divine essence itself.

iilta this vroparation Thomas can say in question 30 that there are
three persons, because an oxhaustive emmmeration of the possible oppo=
site relations in God yleld two. And two relations means three persons.
These two are the nrocession of the Word and of Love. This is prepared
for already in cuestion 27.

At this nolat there enters a short article on the mathematics of
the Trinity. Its relative uniuportance follows from the fact that
number ie nothing real for Thomes, as it is for Augustinme, but is a
specles of discrate quantity. As such 1t belongs to a secondary genus
and has no other reality outside of its inherence ina gubstance. The
detailed problems of number in Augustine ave solved rather in terms of
the rolations of persons. Thomas's mathematics follows, it is clear,
from his dlstinction of the category of substances and other categoriss.
The same problems are therefore solved in different terms.

Thomae then zoes on o the individual persoas. The Father is
prineiple, the Son Vord and Image, the Holy Ghost Love it

is interesting to note that Thomas uses two nsmes 10 charasterize the
and its variants omly.

It

Son, Word and Imoge, while Augustine used words

JFH'T i
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Thomes's use of word proceeds from his epistemology, too involved a prob-
lem to enter at this volnt. Augustine's epistemology permits "wora" to
have a more general meaning. Therefore Thomas must find another term,
"image," to‘'convey the meaning which Augustine can convey in the one
term "word."

How up to this point Thomas haes considered each person absolutely.
At this point comes the discussion of the persons in reference to the
divine essence. This procedure is just the opposite of that which Augus—-
tine followed. Thomas begina with the persons, proceeds to the relations
between persons. Such a procedure is necessitated by his metaphysical
decisions, which assert that the primary source of knowledge is essence,
conceived as a definition, and that relations follow from these defini-
tions. In Auguatine.‘ on the other hand, \n. bogin with relations and
proceed finally to a general understanding of person, which we perceived
88 a congeries of ossences. This 1s in accordance with Augustine's basic
metaphysical decision also, as outlined ia section 2,

Thomas therefore treats of the relation of person aud essence in
question 39, the relation and person again in W0 (not person and rela=
tion as in question 28), then the motional acts, then equality and like.
Each is treated differently from the way that they are treated in Augus=
tine, for the treatment is in terms of attributes which cen be correctly
applied to determinative substantives, vhose determinatenesses have been
achieved elther through definition or ressoning from definition. This
Ve sav Augustine making voluminous
explicitly that we camnot

is not to exclude the Soriptures.

use of the Soriptures, and Thomss says quite

ive
discover the truths of the Trinity from natural reasons but must rece
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them from the Scriptures. Hls treatise is an attempt to place the truths
of Soriptures inio his wetaphysics, an indispensible step to meaning.

It shonld bo cloar at this point how Thomas's metaphysical vrinci-
ples have affected his treatment of the Trinity. The gensral impreseion
that ve receive is that, generally speaking, Thomas treated of the same
set of problems that Auzustine did, but in different terms, and also
that, generally epesking, he came to the same conclusions. But this 1s
difficult %o nerceivo, since the treatment of the prodlems in each inatance
becomes transformed. To compere the one in the terms of the other, or
to compere them both in a third set of terms wonld bring distortion. The
oaly alternative 1s to pormit each to spesk in ite own terms and to eval-

uate each in those torma.




CHAPTER VII
COHOLUSIONS

1 can say in a general way that Augustine and Thomas deal with the
same problems and come to the same conclusions, but in such a different
way that it 1e difficult to recognize and to compare them. Actually,
hovever, there is no precise way in which I can determine whether or
not they deal with the same problems and, above all, that they express
the same "truth.” For although truth has both form and content, it is
impossible to express truth without form, and therefore the two cannot
be separated. It is not possible to take avay the shell and get at the
kernel. What it would mean to see $ruth without the form in which 1%
is ceot is sorething I cannot oven imagine. But it is neverthelesa
possible thet two formal presentations of the same body of truth may
be true, although differing in form. I should not say trus, but rather
adequate, For truth can be ascertaised only within the form within
which it is expressed. It is therefore impossible to say that two
different forms of the same truth are trus. That would imply & higher
form to which they comply. And this 1o certalnly an implication I would

not accept.

What then is the basis of oriticism and comparison? I believe that

such can be made after a fashion on the practical and on the theoretical

the samae, We
although

level. If the practical consequences of two theories are

may assume that the thecretical bases are in reality similar,

the
appearing the same. This may seem like the fallaoy of affirming
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consequent. And in most sylloglems it certeinly would be. But the case
of mfsta.phynics is different. And while two causes within the universe
may produce the same effect; ro two basic structures of a universe will
produce the same result. Two formal presentations of that structure,
although eppeering different, will express that basic reality if their
consequences are the same. The formal presentation of that structure will
be the closest that we can come to it., This is expressed by saying that
the basic realiir is an "I kcow not what."

This affords a basis for unity in eoclesiastical matters. Although
it is wnheard of in eccloeiastical olrcles, it has been strongly and in-
telligently urged in political controversy. And I believe the analogy
between the religious and the political holds in this instance. In the
politicel sphore the practical consequences deal with internatlonal law,
human rights, and governmental structure. In the ehurqh the practical
consequendes are the purpcse of worship, the moral and religious being
end activity of the Christian, and the operation of the church itself.

Howewar, practical consequences will differ, and here oriticism
must be made within a system and in terms of s system. In the case of
Thomas we must show where he misunderatood Soripture or where he employs
his terms inconsistently. The same may be sald of Avgustine, bt here
the task is far more difficult, for everything he says is in the ZOBMexh

of a dialeotic and therefore provisional.
cal basis, and by this 1 mean a

ecumenical creeds.

One may aleo unite on a theoreti
body of Oonfessions or a creed, such as the three

Since terms are not defimed and metaphysics not explicit, the statements
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are ambiguous. Then it 1s upon this very ambiguity that comparison and
unity is o be achleved. Both Thomas and Amlting-.'m‘l accept the
Nicene Creed. The individusl words would mean different things. Yet
both would read their own meanings into the Creed and would accept it.
Finally their beliefs would not differ to any significant amount.

HNo eyntem of thought can be discredited because it happens to be
cast in an unpopular metephysies. This is not to say that theological
differences do not exist. Little in the universe is more obvious than
that they do. 3ut theological differences seem much greater vhen viewed
from the mountain top of a rival metaphysico. The differences acquire
their truo opnosition only when seen within the same metaphysios. 1f
the body of Christ must be divided, it onght at least be divided for
religlous remcons. We shonld not permit metaphysical differences to ba
crucial. Any sot of terms, carefully used, may comvey truth, just os
any langusge might., It is impossible to decide between the netaphysics
vhich Augustine and Apuinae used through an a priori principle. And
there are strong probabilities that both are true. And so we must
accept both Thomns and Augnstine and listen carefully $0 what they have
0 say 0 us. If the men anl women vho profess Christ today are truly
to 8ee the church as their mother end the saints of all ages as thelr
brothers and sisters, then they must not permit metaphysical prejuiices
blind them to the words which those who have gone before have to say %o
them. Dare I end this thesis with the humble suggestion that other
Imtherans might benefit wush fron the wise and pious seyisgs of 5t-

Augustine and St. Thomas Aquinas?
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