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f'rom the gradation of' things, f'rom the subjection ot 

things to guidance ( this lest slso called the argument 

from design).54 

O:f' the nature or God it can be said that He is per­

:i"ect1on, goodness, wisdom, lif'e, intelligence, and all 

other such guul1 ties that contain 1n them no imperfection 

(reason 1s able to determine wat they are). By saying 

this, we are say1n~ something different from the asser­

tion that He is pure Being. Because or an~logy, it does 

mean somethi11g to us to attribute qualities to H1m. st. 

Thomas ,-1as not interested 1n retaining t..lie remoteness s..wid 

t.·:1 thdrawn self-suf'fic i ency of' Aristotle •s god; he, there­

f ore, attemptF.d to avoid it by the doctrine of' analogy and 

by the insistenca t hat God does kno\1 all creatures 1nd1v1-

duall.y by name, though 11how l-Je does so must be in great 

part, at least, his O\'ln secret. nS5 

4. .9m1. 1iYli. the up1yerse 

God is, for Thomas, transcendent; He is "in all things 

by essence, but by H1s own essence.n56 The universe is 

the outcome of His goodness, "a f'1n1te subsistent part1cai-

54o•Arcy. pp. 154 f't., has en extensive and lucid de­
fense of these arguments. 

55D•Arcy, pp. 174 f'f'. 

Ia., q. 181 a. 3. Qioted by D'Arcy, P• 177. 
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P tion w1 th an order in 1 t bnsed on the degree of resem­

blance to the divine prototype, 11 5'7 a creation which leaves 

the Creator unchm1ged Cactio m, .n passol; cr eation 1s not 

a change but a rela tion to b~:1.ng itself' which includes 

a l so conservation. 'Jhether creation were in time or All 

aeterno could not be proved, lj;homas thought, by reason: 

cr ea tion means only t hat beings 1n c reation are contingent 

on the Creator; as far as reason is concerned, tbe con­

tingency could be .f 1n1 te or 1n1'1n1 te e1 ther in number or 

duration or in both.56 

5. Nature and !In 

The world i s made up of bodies composed of matter 

and fozm. 1'11e presence ot matter is shown by passivity, 

d1vi s i b111ty, a r eadiness to suffer change; form 1s re­

sponsible for the distinctness and determinateness and 

activ:t ties of bodies., Man 1s 

one being, composed or matter and form: there can 
be onl y one .form in a substance, as 1t is the fom 
which determines the subject to be wha t 1t is. The 
soul in men 1s the form of the body, d et e'ND1mng 1t 
to be a human body; but the soul has en activity 
t1h1ch intrinsically is immaterial • • • • i}iere­
f'ore the s oul itself', ·the subject g6 this activity, 
must be immateria l am subs.:I.Stent. 

57D•Arcy, P• 179. 

58orabmsnn, sm,. cit. , p. 112. 

59D•Arcy, p. 211. Our soul, unlike our body, 1s not 
limited by time and space. It 1s1 therei'ore, an 1rnrne,ter1a1 
substance and not subJect to end. See note 63 above. 
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Finally, a word about thonas I ethics. PJ.s 

general s tandpoint can be easily summed up as f'ol­
lot'1s : man is composed of' matter and spirit. Hav­
ing such a nature he als , haG a definite end or 
good, and that tr11ll be good f'or h1m which is 1n 
a ccor dance with the law oi' his nature and tends to 
1 ts perf'ection. But being sp1r1 t, \oJ1 th the 1mma­
nent activity of' a sp.trit, he is conscious or himself 
to some extent and or the law or his being; again, 
be ing spirit, be 1s aware of' objective truth and 
objective goodness; 1n other words, he 1s aware of 
an absolute stanciSI•d. lie must bow to tl'\1.th and 
follo\'1 goodness as <iuty. It is his reason which is 
1'.is ::ipec1f'ic c haracteristic, and it 1s reason which 
gives him absolute standards. Therefore, he must act 
according to J:•ight reason, and he must regulate 
the various tendencies in him by tb1s criterion. 
All that tends to the perfection of his manhood will 
be good because 1 t is natural; but as this nn ture 
i e revealed to him in comciousness 1n his rea.::;on, 
he must d evelop his body, his sensitive powers, his 
instincts, bis social, mental aai artistic 1ncl111a­
tions, not irresponsibly, but by the rule revealed 
to him 3.n consciousness, ,,hic:h is for him as .t'unda60 mental as the first pr.l.nc1ples of being and truth. 

Ultimate happ! 1ess 1s this that one know · even as one is 

known, that one has the Beatific Vision, that one knows 

God's Essence. 



CHAPTER III 

THE 10RD IIi THE COlllMEN'.rARI ON F'I RST CORI MTHIANS 

Keeping this philosophical structure 1n mind, we 

turn to wha t Saint ~omas seys 1n his commentary on F1rst 

Corinthians with regard to the ·:ord of God. Xhe sub3ect 

will be treated under the foll \•;1ng seven headings: 

The ·,•ord in its: a ) preaching-teacbing function; b) nor­

m tive function; c) salutary function; d) relation to 

nat ur al knowledge; e) relation to . the Incamate Word; 

f') relation to the Church; g) relation to love end f aith. 

Tt•;o preliminary observa tions are in order. First, 

the II ord of God, 11 treated 1D this \'Jay, is to be under­

stood, as I have already stated·, 1n its general sense 

of intelligible revelation of the superna tural, that 

which cannot be attained by human reason ~ithout revela­

tion, though it can (e.nd should) be 11pro:ved and defined 

against those who deny 1t.nl It i ncludes the spoken Vord, 

the written Word, and the Incarnate 'i.-"ord, but as a general 

term implies no distinction. Secondly, that revelation 

1s °\'Jithout error and without contrad1cti011 for Thomas hel'd-

1.y needs proof; such was the general assumption of his 

IJ. van der Ploeg 11 :Che P1ace ot Holy Scriptures 1n 
the Xbeology of Saint i\,omas,• ·hp• X (194'7) 1 3911-
422. F. Olgiat1 .nie._ ~ lQ .t.M..~~1111- ~ Xho~ 
transle.ted by Jobs." Zj1iuri ~- s: r.-neraeiYk 
Co., 1925). 
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time and there are abundant indica tions ot it in the F1rat 

Corinthians commentary.2 

P.. Preach1ng-Teach1ng Function 

Saint i't,o.t!k"lS recognizes a necessity f'or the admonition 

that Paul as apo~tle gives the Corinthians.3 It is neces­

sary to speak the Word of' God; it is necessary to preach. 

In preaching, furthermore, the ttisdom and the potior of 

the preacher matte a difference in the effect of the i ord • 

• • • Christ sent apostles for both (preaching and 
baptizing] , in such a way, however, that they would 
do the preaching themselves in person ( ner seipsos), 
as t hey themselves said in Acts 6:2 • • • • He 
wot1ld baptize, hot·1ever, through the lesser minis­
ters, and this i s due to the fact that in baptism 
the sincerity or the virtus of the baptizer effects 
nothing: for it is of' no import whether the baptism 
i s given through a greater or lesser minister; but 
in the preaching of the Gospel the 111isdom and Virtus 

2 110ne sin.~le error 1n the Bible or 1n the dogma tic 
teaching or the Church would be sufficient to undermine 
the whole of religion." Pierre Rousselot, .'D!!t, ~e11ectu­
~ of st. !of!s• translated by 1c•r. James o• ~ ony 
"{1iewYork: See and 'la rd, 1'953) 1 P• 72 (note). A dis­
tinction is to be made, however, in locating an error. 
"When ,-;e kno\-J from revelation that Christ 1s man, or that 
man must serve God, the idea •man• has become the object or revelation. Therefore, Saint ~homas analyzes it and 
many other ideas 1n order that we migbt better Wlderstand 
the sense of' revealed truth. ih1s understanding 1s, of 
course, human, fallible, and not to be 1de11t1fied with 
faith. It 1s the product of' theological think1.ng." J. 
van dt-: r Ploeg, 9Jl.• ~-, P• 413. 

3super Enf sto1ss §.. .fAgU Lel:ura, ed. v111 revisa, 
cura P. Raphaeis, O. P. llloiiie~r1ett1, 1963) 1 I, Sec­
tion 21. The location of the quotations will be indica ted 
henceforth by a simple numera1, usually 1n parentheses 
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of the preacher have much effect, and so the office 
of' preaching the apostles, as the greater m1n1sterp. 
exercised, just as 1t is said of \..hrist Himself', John 
A:2, thnt He did not baptize but His disciples did. 
(39J 

'lhe most effective preaching is that done by the wisest 

preacher, that is, the preacher who knows most or the 

things of God, and by the most "virtuous" preacher, that 

1s, the preacher t1ho has most of' the po"t1er of' God. 4 Is 

the wisest s nd most powerful preaching the most effective 

because it hinders less the Spirit--and the perfect sermon 

\1oulcl be the perfect channel of' the Sp1r1t--or does . it 

have a more positive function, apart from the Spirit ~orking 

t hrough it? Saint Thomas has more to say on the subject 

when he wr-ites of' sap1ent1a and its use. He says, rela­

tive to ~aul's not preaching with the wisdom of' man (mm, 

!n sapientia verb11 1 Cor. 1:1?} 1 that a distinction must 

be made between teaching Jn sn»1ent1a vgfbi and using u.­
p1entia verbi in teaching. 

He teaches with wisdom of' word who takes the wisdom 
ot the word as the principal root of his doctrine, 
in such a way, namely, tbat he accepts only those 

f'ollo\'11ng the quotation or reference, the numeral .referring 
to the feftion of' the comnentary. ~1th regard to citation 
I haveo owed this practice: ~uotations occurring 1n 
the text ot this thesis I have translated as literally as 
possible (and, therefore, often crudely} into l!hg3.1sh. 
1'hose occurring in the footnotes I have retained in the 
original Lstin. 

4Th1s is a conjecture as to the exact meaning of 
v1rtus here. 
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things which contain wisdom of word and rejects those 
things ~h1ch do not have ~1sdom of word; and this 
tends to ~or:rupt i'ai th. He, on the other hand, uses 
wisdom of the word who, having accepted the fundamen­
tals o f the true fa1 th (suppos!tts vYaie fidei funda-
ment1s), uses 1n the service o he th anything 
that he may find ot5truth in the teachings of the 
philosophers. (43) 

Ii'or ·whoever 

lea..ris principally on teaching w:1 tl wisdom of \•Jord as 
such makes the ci,oss of t.hrist in vain Ceyacuat). 
There:f'ore, to t each \'Ji th wisdom of \ JOrd is not a 
proper manner for ~hr·istian faith. This is why 
[ Paul] says , "lest the cross of l.hr1st be made ot 
none effect,n that i s , lest, if I should want to 
preach with wisdom of words, faith be removed from 
the power of the cross of Christ. (46) 

And this is a violation of the root of Christian teaching, 

viz., sa lvation througb the cross of Chr1st.6 The word 

of t he cross, tha t is, the proc.lamat1on .of the cr oss of 

~hrist,7 1s, therefore, central to Christian teaching 

and preaching.a 

So it seems that theology 1s just11'1ed 1n using phi­

losophy and preaching 1n ~sing oratory, a distinction being 

made between teaching \d th wisdom of words and l1Sing wisdom 

6ct. also 77: "Ut sc111cet supra dixit quod non fuit 
1ntentionis quod sua praedicatio n1teretur philosoph1c1s 
ration1bus, ita nunc dicit non tw.sse suae 1ntentio.n1s 
n1t1 rhetor1c1o persuas1on1bus." 

6"Pr1nc1pale •. •• autem 1D doctrine f1de1 cllristia­
nae est salus per crucem Christi tacta." 45. 

• • 
711verbum cruc1s, id est annunt1.at1.o crucis ChrisU 

• ~" 47. 
8Apollos showed from lb!. Scriptures Jesus as Christ. 136. 
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ot \olor<ls in teaching, the latter being permissible. In 

other wor ds, the princ1pal1s radiX is not sapientia but 1s, 

rather, the ppesuppos1.t1ons of i'aith: what determines the 

truth of a thing is not whether it is understandable but 

whether it is a part of revelation. To the presuppositions 

of 1'a1th is added 1n gbseguium ficle1 whatever in the t each-

1nss of the philosophers is true. But how does one dis­

cover what are the vera in these teachings? Or from 

where do t he sup;gosita fundamenta f1d.e1 derive? Thomas 

does not say explicitly. However, one might conjecture9 

that the believer can j udge what is true, since the cross 

i s foo~1shness on]J, because of a detectus sapientiae which 

is the chnra,cteristic of non-bel.ievers. T.he defect is 

removed: I'aul 

shows how God removes (supplet) the stated defects 
[or wisdom, ot power, and of righteousness ] 1n His 
preachers through Christ. First as to the detect 
or \iisdom, when He says, "who, 11 namely c·t-...rist, 111s 
ma.de unto us" preachers or faith, and, through us, 
to all the faithful, "wisdom, 11 because we are made 
wise by clinging to Hi~, Who is the wisdom or God, 
end by participating in Him through grace •••• 
Christ is said, moreover, to have been made our 
rir,hteousness inasmuch as through faith in H1m we 
are justified •••• We are sanctified through 
Christ, i nasmuch a s through Him ,-1e are Joined to 
God~ in ~<tbom is true nob1l,,1tas. (71) 

Preaching does in some way remove the defect 1n man. 

911 
••• Considerandum quod id quad est in se bonum, 

non potest al1cui stultum v1der1 1 n1si propter defectum 
sapientiae. Haa:est ergo causa quare verbum cruc1s quod 
est s al,ttirerum credent1bus, guibusdam v1detur stultit1a, 
quie. aunt 1ps1 sapientia privat1. 11 49. 
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Through f aith in Christ, by ~,hom we are Joined to God, ,,,e 

acqu1~e wisdom. Apparently faith is, then, the acceptance 

of ·what revel ~t t1on says as true without unders·tanding the 

rationale of it:. an acceptance of the fundamenta f'ide1 

·which is not based on the "wisdom of 'Word" 1nli:erent 111 . 

them. i,11saom consists in not letting human v•anity pre­

vent the acceptance of those fundamenta by faith. Bu·t 

the fai t h t ha t brings Christ into the heart is caritatel-0 

format a ; 11 i 't not only accepts as true t:Jhat revelation 

says but dnsires the Revealer.12 It 1s van!ty too, ap­

parently , which rejects cari tas. li'or S~1nt Thomas says 

or vanit y : 

As a discipl e comes to know the ,:,~sdom of his teacher 
t h:rough the words \'/hich he hears from him, so man 
was able to come to kno·wledge of the 'l-11sdom or God 
through the creatures made by Him • • • • But man, 
be cause of' the vanity of his heart, strayed f'J"om a 
righ t know;J.edge o f God (recMtud~e divw cggpi-
tionis) ••• and so Qod, le st e fait to a 
s aving knotJledge of Him throu8h other th1!'.gs, which 
are not round in the structure Crailo) of the crea­
tures themselves because they are regarded as foolish 
b:, l'Jorld.ly men, who con~ider only the structure of 
human things. 1'\nd o~ this kind are the teachings 
(documenta) of faith. It is as though a teacher, no­
ting that his meaning 1s not unders·tood by the hearers 

10caritas: 11 a love given entirely to God." Anders 
ltlygren, .A151:1pa sg, EJ:•os I trP..nslated by Philip s . ~·Jatson 
(London: s. P. C. K., 1953), P• 622. 

11155. 
12Nygren, 2Jl• sll•, pp. 626 ,tt., believes that rrotes­

tant objections to the scholastic idea of sraco and of 
se.lvation Miss the point in. ·not centering around the m1sta­
lten notion or love in scholasticism. see also pp. 642 tt. 



.. 40 

in the words that h.e has used, seeks to use othei-­
words through which to make clear wh:it he has 1n 
his heart. (55) ' 

Because man i..~ his van11;yl3 han strayed from a knowledge 

of God, God had to "get through" to h1m by dif'f'erent meth­

ods. Divine wisdom (J... Jl•, lmO\'lledge of i.'lho He is and 

how He acts} 1s no longer grasped by man. t"heret'ore, 

God uses t he cross. It is as though I should explain to 

someone 1n words who and what I'am; that someone does not 

understand \•Jhat I am trying to say; consequently, I show 

it by action. f .s.nkind 1s sim1.larly deaf to the words of' 

God ancl so has t o tur.u to the cross which 1 t can see. 

I-:resumabl:,, the11 1 God has revealod His· essence in the 

Old Testamentl4 (and through philosophy?), but most people 

miss the :point becauee of their vanity. Ergo the Son 1s 

born and is crucif ied. Though ma11 is deaf to God• s words, 

he cmi see with his physical eyes God's wisdom and God 1s 

power in the cross.15 

And y-a.:; -;;:hat he sees se.ens i'oolishness to man. 

On accou.~t of the defect of sapie,tia lmen] think it 
impossible that God be made man, o suffer death 
according ·to His bumnn nature; on account of a de­
fect of prudentia. however, they consider it irapropei-

13This ·would seem to make man•s estrangement from God 
moraJ. rather than epistemolog~cal. 

14see h't1eone Gilson, l'ml S¥1rit 2', ~.ad ev3 Ph11oso­
g (New York: Charles Scribner s Sons, c.193 6 • 

I5ffote: the word of' the cross .is stult3,t1a. 
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Cinconveniens) that a man would bear' a cross, 0 de­
sp1s1ng the shame," as 1s said in Hebrews 12:2. (49) 

P.e continues: 

It. seems to be against the nature (ratio} of human 
wisdom tha t God should die and that a just and wise 
man should voluntarily expose himself to the most 
1r~o:mi.n1ous death. (58) 

In what sens e 1s 1 t .foolishness to man? As a logical c:on­

tradiction ? A con·trediction to everyday e.~perience? A 

contradiction to what man•s vanity would dictate--that 

is to say , one who has power (God) wotll.d never $1Ve 1t 

up by dea th, and one who is \eJise (1,. !.• 1 who lives ac­

cording to his own best interests), 1.f' he is also just 

Ci.!.•• is not a cr1minal)}6 would not volunter!lydie? 

Does the world n11sunderstand iustus, theref'ore, also? 

If so, to 1-1h t does van1 ty pervert 1 ts meaning? The wis­

dom of God 1s such k.~owledge as l eads to Rod (179); is 

the .foolishness o.f man, in contrast, that \'lhi.Ch laads a\-1ay 

f1•om God? Thomas does not give a full answer in this 

commentary, but he hints at it. Take another p3ssage: 

••• God 1s in all creatures--in which He is by 
His essence, power, and presence--, f1.lllng all 
things with Bis gooclness (bonitates) • • • • But 
sp1rituall.y God 1s said to live 1n the saints--aa 
one lives in a ho!D.e--whose mind can grasp God (9-
pax est Det> throuf!h knowledge and love (!!19J:.), 
evan--ai"ou~ they themselves may not kno~ snd love 
(d1w:sj in a.ct, until they have the babif~of 
f~i love (charitas) by grsce, as 1s p 
cone • ming baptized children. t\nd knowledge without 

16or does 1ustus here mean "f'ai.th.tul"? 
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love (d11ect1o) is not enough for the ind:weUJ.ng of 
God• according to 1 John 4:16: "lie that d\-Jelleth 
in love, dt-mlleth in Goel and God 1n h1m." So it 1s 
that many know God either through natural kno111ledge 
or through inform faith in tJhom, ne:vertheless, the 
Spirit of God does not live. (173)~7 

As s uch a house , or temple, of God man can be corrupted 

either by f a lse doctrine or by mortal sin (174); that 1s 

to say I he csn be corr,upted. either by word or by 1Aork. 

The t emple of God is 'tJhere He lives u. s aving .2sw,. or in 

which He dwells as Spirit. It can be defiled by false 

teachi ng, when something 1s said of God ~hich 1s not 1n 

accord 11 th Him as He rea lly 1s,18 or by mortal sin, when 

somethi ng is brought 1nto the temple that does not befit 

God. 

I may know God, let us say, as first cause (by natural 

kno,,11eoge) or as pure being ( by metaphysical kno,1ledge or 

inform f aith accepting the revelati~n of "I am that I am"), 

but t hat is not saving knot1ledge 11' it is not kno\'Jn 1n 

love. I may know, for example, that my father supports 

the family, but 1:r I do not lovel9 the father who does it, 

my lmowledge \':111 not IJlake me a real part or the family. 

Not,, where in 1s man•s sin? Be can have knowledge or God 

17The quotation from John, t1here love is caritas, in­
dicates tha t Thomas uses caritas and dilectio interchange­
ably. er. also 155. 

18\:ie can know God as He really is to a 11m1 ted ex­
tent. See above, pp. 25 tt. 

191,. ,1.., strive for ontological union with the ob~ect. 
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l-11 thout 1 ts being a saVing knowledge; his van1tas, presuma­

bly• prevents bis knowing Jm4. loving. And what k1nd of 

knowledge 1s 1t? Thomas would answer that it 1s proposi­

t1011al1 expressed 1n judgments; knowledge that recognizes 

true statements about God. Fjdes 1nform1s accepts the 

knowledge ~s true but has no love of the Truth itself'. 

By way cf illustra tion, let us say that I know Peter is 

in a dark room. I may kno\'1 1 t by cngn3 tip if I know that 

t he main light s t•;itch in the building has been thrown. 

Or I may lmo,1 1 t by tai th if' he has told me ( and I believe 

him) that at this time of' the evening he alw9¥s sits 1n a 

dark room. By either ,-1ay I am certain of what I know. 

But I may have no desire to sit 1n the dark myself', no de­

sire to approach, as it were, the level of Peter: then 

I have no "love11 tor him. So it is possible to have know­

ledge 0£ God by tides 1nform1s ,r11thout having a desire to 

be joined to Iiim, to reach His level. It I do ranch His 

level, that is the same as having the Ho~ Spirit dwelling 

1n me in a sav.ing way. 7he question of what it is that 

prevents me i'rom loving Him, whether that is the result 

or a perverse will that is my heritage as 2 child of Adam, 

1s not ans'l1ered in the c0D1Dentary on First Corinthians, 

although. the £act that I do love Dim is clearly ascribed 

to g~ace ~lone.20 

20cr. J. Maritain, .DI, Rang Rf. Reason (New York: 


