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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—— -
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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
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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



36
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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