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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

There are several possible approaches to the task of comparing the
thought of two thinkers. One is the grammatical method. In this method
the conceived task is to 1ift out from the writings of each of the two
men the conclusions which they reach on the general problem and on sub=
sidiary problems. For example, Thomas sayst "It is impossible to attain
to the knowledge of the Trinity by natural reason. "1 Augustine, on the
other hand, enjoins us to "seek the Trinity which 1s God, in the things
themselves that are eternal, incorporeal, and unchangea.bla.“z We might
conclude from these two passages that there is a basic and irreconcilable
difference in the two men and that our investigations have taught us
something regarding the beliefs of the two men. But we shall be mis-
taken, for a more careful analysis will revesl that the opposition is
much more complicated, for the two men mean something different by
"knowledze," "attain to," and by "reason.' With these materials, then,
there iz no basis for adeguate criticiem.

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

in which the dostrines held by each are seen as consequents of historical

15%‘1@-, Theolozica, 3. 32, Art. 1, I Answer. I shall make all my
references to Thomas to the section of the article in which it ie found.
Unless otherwise indicated, the reference will be to I, I of the Summa.

I shall make all references

2 4, Par. 6
De % 15, Ch. s Ve
Trinitate, Book 15, v the reference

to this book in this fashion. Unless otherwise gtated,
will be to De Trinitate.

BUTRENET T
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or psychological conditioning. In this type, too, the doctrine of the
two men are not evaluated by principles internal to the statements of
the doctrines, but by = historieal vrinciple, implied by a philosophy of
history, or Ly a psychological principle (or principles), implied by =
theory of psychology. That such investigations are possible and valuable
I concede, but only as illustrative or perhaps partial proof of the
principles used in their interpretation, not as proving the correctness
or error of the doctrines. Such an investigation might see the Summa
as the product of stolid monkishness and the De Trinitate the result of
a repentant reprobate. Or one might see the De Trinitate as the last
great product of Weo-Platonism and the Summa as the logical extension of
arrogant rationalism, soon to give way to a reaction.

The third type of approach=-that attempted in this thesis--is in
terms of the structure of thought in each man. An asswaption is made
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 doctrines must investigate these three
determinants. This thesis will be concerned with the philosophical
determinants of the statement of the doctrine of God in Aquinas and
Augustine. The comparison is then not between differing conclusions
regarding similar problems, nor between differeat men, but between the
documents themselves and the structure of thought within each.

Most basically this thesis is concerned with the problem of schism.
It attempts to discover the nature of the opposition between two theolo-

gies. Schisms based on statements interpreted grammatically are
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tragically naive, on personalities :ldqlatroua. It is theology and the
practical conseguences of theology which alone can Jjustify schism. And
to discover the opvrosltion batween theologles resuires an analysis of the
basis of the statement of that theology.

I have chosen Thomas Aquinas and St. Augustine because_from the
point of view which I have taken they represent the primary divergence
in philosophical statement of theology. What I mean by this should Dbecome
clear in Chapter Two, At this point let me say simply that they are as

opposite as theologies can become.

Tt
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CHAPTER II
THE METAPHYSIOS OF THEOLOGY

Before I can discuss the metaphysics of the doctrines of God in
Augustine and Aquinas 1 must state the relation between metaphysics and
theology. This will involve a definition of metaphysics, and this defi~-
nition will fix what I mean by the term "metaphysicel basis." My problem
is to discover the metaphysical bases in the statements of the doctrine
of God. Once discovered, I will secek to formulate the relations between
theee metaphysical bases, which will take the form of propositions. My
thesis is that these two metaphysical bases do not contradict each other,
but rather that they are neutral and equally possible ways of stating
the same “truth." What 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 started with the doctrines of God, then elicited the meta-
DPhysics Zrom each one, then compared them. This, because of its vague
similarity to the so-called modern scientific method, might be regarded
a8 preferable, DBut there is a second poseible procedure which has the
advantage of clarity, precision, and brevity, and which I shall there-
fore choose. From propositions which cannot be questioned I shall show

a priori the possible courses which metaphysics can take, then show e

which the doctrines of God in Augustine and Aquinas are set. I shall
then discuss the relations between the two doctrines of God.
This is the

Metaphysics is the study of existence and essence.

I lakaki
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definition I choose to give to it. The definition does co-incide with
all the primary works labsled "metaphysics" that I have resd. It also
applies to large sections of the books and essays ordinarily regarded as
epistemology. It further includes sections in books on mathematics

(Russell, Principles of Mathemstics), theology (Tillich, Paul, Systematic

Theolozy 1), political philosophy (Hobbes, Leviathan), ethics (Moore,

G. E., Brincipis JNthica), physics (Whitehead, Science and the Modern
World), and many others. The definition is equivalent to such other
common definitions as "the basic principles of reality," since all basic
principles of reality must involve both existence and essence, "the
elemental structure of the universe," "being qua being," etc.

The only category which could be higher than these is being, if
being is defined as the totality of existence 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. Now there are two
possible relations that existence and essence can have to each other.
Elther essence precedes existence, or existence precedes essence. By
"precedes” I mean that elther existence is reified essence, or essence
is abetracted from existence. There ars several other ways of stating
this same thoucht which may help elucidate, Essence is being is possi-
i)ility is form is rest. Existence is becoming is actuality is matter
is motion. This is only gemeraslly true. It is true for some philoso-
phers, but not for all. One may say that besoming includes being with
Whitehead or that beins includes becoming with Plato. Or that FoReibEISCy
includes actuality with Leibniz or that within actuality we find the

poseible with Hume. Or that we find form in matter with Aristotle or

ST



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 analozous ways of stating the same
problem. They are the basic metaphysical questions, and philosophers
may be divided according to which of the positions they take. Within
each decision there are other decisions and within those decisions new
decisions, which accounts for the multiplicity of approaches to the basic
metaphysical problems. With each decision, however, (and this is impor-
tant for the thesia), the possibilities are delimited. And the metaphy-
gice becomes 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 bestween content and form, or whether one merges into
the other, is itself dependent upon a basic metaphysical decisiom.

How my basic assertion ist elther essence precedes existence or
existence precedes essence. This proposition is tautological, therefore
a priori and therefore true. The only other possivility is that they be
contemporanecus. But no possible meaning can be found if they be re=

garded as contemporaneous; such a supposition is therefore absurd.

How can one decide between them? There are two possible ways. One

can nesate one side of the disjunction, proving that the other is true.

But this would necessitate an extraneous principle, which would be some=

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

is
proposition, and therefore no prior principle can De found. This way

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

4 h
affirm one side of the disjunction. But for the same reason no suc

herefore
principle can be found. Therefore this way too is unsound; and the
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this is no sclution to the problem. There ie no apriori choice.

My sclution is this. The "or" is an inclusive "or," which mecans
that both sides could be true. But they can be true under only one con-
~dition, that their truth is in terms of their capability for scrving an
e metaphysical description of the universe rather than having some spe=-
cially favored touch with reality. If they are judged according to their
capabllity, this megns that they must be Jjudged a posteriori. What will
it mean to Jjustify them a posteriori? It means that we 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 absurdities. They must not be self-contradictory, nor must they have
consequences which obviously do not accord with reality. The second
justification is in terms of comprehensiveness. Their consequences mus®
involve all of reality. If a part of reality is omitted, and this be-
comes plain, then the principle lacks comprehensiveness and must not be
asserted as the basic principle of the universe.

How it is possible 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 stand it. One can discover this only by a thorough
study of metaphysical systems. To justify it completely would require
an eternity. But my reading uwp to this time is a partial jJustification
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 we must assume that

the two are both adequate descriptions of reality, equally onslstent

iverse.
and comprehensive, differing only in the ways they aLige. ShoavRae
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This means that they will apnear different in their formxiation.

A% this poiat I could proceed by showing the adequacy of both in

dealing with the same problems. But such demonstration wonld be infinite.
I will therefore attemot to use this principle in reference to the problem
of the doctrines of God. My contention is that Aquinas and Avgustine
take opposite sides on this metavhysical question, that Aquinas believes
existence precedes essence and Augustine essence to precede existence.
I shall attempt to show how the descision in each affects their doctrines
of God. Before I go directly into the doctrines of God I find it neces-
sary to describe some of the secondary metephysical decisions of the two
men.

Bxiaténco precedes essence in Thomas, He says in his essay On
Being and Zssence that form is the 'actuality' of matter. Matter 1s
potential. From the notential the actual follovo.l But there are
different possible ways of conceiving essence. Fhilosophers as widely
different as Aristotle and Whitehead accept this primciple. EIssences
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 and Dssence he says! "Essence is

whet is signified by the defimition of the things."2 Every particular

thing has an essence, which has a definition in terms of & genus and a

differentia. %.z., Socrates is a man. Man is defined as a retional

1Gf. St. Thomes Aquinas, De Ente et Essentia (New York: Appleton=

Century-Crofts, Inc., 1937): D+ B

2&@3 » Pe 7.
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animal in Aquinas. But animsl too has an essence, which in turn is
defined. The essences therefore fall into a heirarchy. This is one
possible way of treating essences within existences. The only other
way of dealing with things is as a congeries of relations, as in White~
head. ©5ince we are concerned with the dootrine of God, we have to com~
slder this vpoint yet. In what mode doss essence exist in God in a schema
such as this? The eesence of God cannot be a definiticn, since that
would wean that God is one of a genus of things, which is obviously false.
God must Ve defined in the highest category of things, which 1s essence
and existence. Since existence 1s primary to essence in Thomss, the
esgence of Cod is His exlstence and cannot be described in any other
terms but these.d I will treat of this in more detail in later sections.

Agquines then has made two mebtaphysical decisions. Hxistence precedes
essence., The essence of a thing is ite definitionm.

T must new undertake a similar investigation in Augustine. Here
the opnosite decision is made. In his essay Un the Iree Will Augustine
shows that all the truth and wisdom which we find in the world, mutable

and imperfect, have their source in an immutable and perfect God. This

18 the essence that precedes all existence. "¥or if all things which

are, will be, provided no form has been taken away, then the immutable

"ﬁ-
form itself, by which all mutsble things subsist that they may be T

filled and governed by the numbers of their forme, ig their providence;

for things would not be, if it were not.“"' This is the first decision,

30f. ibid., p. 28.

4Sglgctions from Mw?' Richard P. McKeon, editor
(Hew York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1929). I, 62.
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and its meaning will be further clarified as we find it developed in sec-
tion 5. TFesences are in terms of relations rathor than in definitions
of things. Thig is evident in Augustine’s discusaion of tha analogles
between number and truth, which are always discussions of relations.
Such discussions are exhiblied both in On the Free Nill and in On the
Srinity.

Aguings does not neglect relations, however. Ho philosopher could,
eince the relutlons of time and space, among others, are too obvious a
pert of our experience t0 neglect. And so essence is attached not only
to the genus of substance, but to the genera of quantity, quality, and
the other seven.f’ But the last nine geners are posterior to the genus
of substunce. One speeks of these gensra only in relation tec substance,
They are a part of o substance. They are attached to substance as a
genus {men is en enimal), ae & property (man is grammetical, i.e., uses
languege), as an asceldent (man has five fingers on each hand).

In Augustine, on the other hand, there is no distinction between
substance and the other genera. The relations are primary, and substances
become congeriecs of relations. This can be found reflected in many parts
of Augustine, The eesay On the Free §ill is one of Augustine's attempts
t0 find the primsry relations of the universej and in this essay we dis=

¢over number, truth, beauty, the good.
Pais latter distlinction, the third that I have made, also affects
the doctrine of God. Just in what way I shall discuss later in the

thesis,

5cf' Aq\linaﬂg Bi_ Entg _B_t' ?‘.Bsgn!ig, De L,




CHAPTER III
THY PROBLEM OF THE BXISTENCE 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 valld, is a metaphysical problem, for upon basic metaphyeical deci-
sions depend the validity of the proofs, as well as the meaning of truth
apd knowledge. The proois in Asuinas 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.
Human epistemology bogins with a noetical grasp of the essences of the
universe and then reasons from these. The search for the knowledge of
God must, s everything else, begin with the first essences intuited by
the mind. “Pherefore I say that this proposition, God exists, of itself
is self-evident, for the predicate is the same as the subject, because
God is His own oxistence....low 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
nature=-namely, by His effects. "t

Therefore Thomas's proofs are proofs which proceed from the effects
to the cause of these effects., All of Thomas's arguments are basically
arguments from the effect to the camse, although they take five different

forms, the srgunent from motion, from efficient canse, fronm possibility,

L7ne Basic iiritings of Thomas Agulnas, Auton Pegls, editor (Vew
York: ~Random Houss, 1944), Q. 3, Art. 1, I answer.

R
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from the gradation of qualities, and from the final cause.? All of them
depend upon the arguments from cause which is found in the essay On
Being and Essence.

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

How 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 e/fects were once possibles. The gradation of qualities is simply
a particular kind of effect. So also final causes are effects of effi~
clent causes.

Therefore all of the proofs are variants of one, and that one proof
depends upon the first two metaphysical decisions. Once Aquinas has made
these decisions, a certain kind of proof for the existence afikfodabanoues
poseible. This constitutes the description of the metaphysical basis
for this segmént of the doctrine of God.

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

2.!2.‘.-‘1-- Qe 2, Art. 3, 1 answer.

Ist,. Thomas Aguinag, Ente ot Issentia (Wew Yorks
Century-Crofts, Inc., 1937) pp. 24 £

Appleton=
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form. It is 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 existence. For if essence precedes existence, then
there must be some essence which precedes all of existence here on earth
and wpon which all of exlstence depends. All created things depend upon
him for their existence, all trus statsments depend upon his truth, all
beantiful things upon his beauty, all good things upon his goodness.
Everything upon earth reflects the existence of God, and therefore 1% ie
only the fool which denies hin.%

It is only with extreme patilence that Augustine proceeds to prove
what is most manifest in the universe, the existence of God. This task,
which is the task of book 2 of the Essay on Eree Will proceeds from the
veguest kind of existence, sense-impression, up a dialectical ladder of
essences, which proceeds upwarde to number, then %0 Peauty and wisdom,
and finally to God. And the fact of the existence of God can now by no
meaﬁs be doubted.

This constitutes the deseription of the metaphysical background of

Augustine's proof for the existence of God. ¥ach is determined by their

sense
two basic metaphysical decisions. Both proofs are in a particular

valid. Yet both proofs differ because of the differing metaphysical de=

cleions upon which they rest.

itor
heeleations from Medieval Philosophers, Richard P. McKeon, edit

(New York: Charles Scribmer's Sons, 19295- I, 15.




CEAPTER IV
ESSENCE AWD EXISTENCE 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 are: (1) existence precedes essence, (2) the essence of anything
ie its definition, (3) the other kinds of being, relations, exist only
in reference to substance, and they exist in Thomas as genus, property,
or accident. This will exhaust the metaphysical equipment which I will
use to show the shape of the doctrine of God in Aquinas.

We 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 discover
an essence? 4s I said in section 3 we do 80 by means of an intuition
which in a simple, undivided act conironte this existent thing. Te
grasp the esseuce of a dog when we see a dog. Bubt 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. We know Him only insofar as He can be known in
His effects., As egsence can be known only when the knower directly con=
fronts the existen. Our confrontation of God is indirect. Therefore
our knowledge of God is indirect. Therefore we cannot know the essence
of God, "Therefore, a created intellect cannot see tho essence of God

unless God by His grace unites Himself to the created intellect, as an

object made intelligible to it."l Thomas's first question will then be

1 i Anton Pegis, editor (Vew
The Basic Writinge of Thomas Aguinas,
York: Random House, 19447, Q. 12, Art. 4, 1 answer.
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to consider how He is not. He will have a disjunctive syllogism. God
is A or B. The world is A. God is different from the world. Therefore
God is B. To know God we can look at the existent things we have and
deduce from them whai we can know of God, but it wlll te a2 kind of negs-
tive knowledge.

Yow Aguinee distinguished between what is known and what can be
known. God 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 God, Thomas argues that if a created intellect oould not see God,
it condd never attain to beatitude, But this is opposed to faith, for
the ultimate natural goal of the human intellect is to see God.?

But God providee 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 essences
are formal. Hence the faeulty which sppropriates the essences must be
formal also, since nothing which is material can appropriate a formal,
since knowledge is of forms. This is what Thomas means when, with
Aristotle, he says that the mind can in a sense become ell things. It
has no substentislity of its own, It is neutral, blank. Its totality
is exhausted in the essences which it contains. Now since God is vure
form (we need not justify this at this point), he cannot be appropriated
by the material. Therefore s formsl faculty has the potentlallty of
seeing God., Thomas elaborates this point in Q. 12, Art. 23 The essence

of God cannot be seen through a likeness. Art. 33 The essence of God

2Ibid., Q. 12, Art. 1, 1 snswer.




16
cannot be seen with the bodily eye. Art. 41 The created intellect can-
not by its natural povers see the divine essence. PBut only the blessed
see God, since only the blessed are directly confronted by God and receive
light from God.” Thomas's theology is written for men on earth, however,
and not for the departed blessed. And His doctrine of God must be written
from the point of wview of a pilgrim on earth, since it is \rrittan_‘ by a
pilgrim on earth; although Thomas was called dogtor angelicus, heu was not
blessed until after his theology was written.

What 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 exists, and to know of Him what must neces-
sarily belong to Him, a6 the first cause of all things, exceeding all
thinge caused by Aim. Hence we now His »elationship with creatures,
that is, He is the cause of all things; also that creatures differ from
Him, inasmuch ns He is not in any way caused by them; and that His effects
are removed from Him, not by reason of any defect on His part, but be-
cause He superexceeds them all,"¥ This oonstitutaﬁ in summery all that
cen be known of God by natural reason. It is, in comperison, with natural
theology in general, = pessimistic outlook on man's ability to know God.
Thomes therefore says that "it was necessary for man's salvation that
there should be & knowledge revealed by God, besides the philosophical

sclences reveaied by human reason. 15 Therefore divine revelation is

BB’.!Q-- Q. 12, Art 5, 1 answer.
lbm.. Q. 12, Art. 12, 1 answer.

51—."&" QO 1. Art. 1. _I_&Eﬂ":.
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necessary %o meke known further truths, For man's salvation depeads upon
the truths about God. Note here again that Aquinas speaks of truths rather
than truth. IHe speaks in this fashion because there is not a single truth
in heaven in which all earthly truth participates, but rather that truth
is the adequation of thought to thing, i,e., a verbal statement which
agrees with the facts.® It is obvious here that there are many truths.
It is obvious that falth means something specific. In this context faith
means for Aquinas simply assent to truths about God not known by reason.
For other theclogians faith includes a large element of trust and reliance.
Thomas has other terms %o describe these elements.

Revelation sunplements the truths of reason by supplying additional
truths in order to complete our knowledge about God. This constitutes
the epistenological background of the doctrine of God in Thomas. HNote
that I reversed the order of discussion in Thomas, putting how we know
before what we know, which is the modern way of philosophising, Thomas's
epistemology has as & consequence that we can best know the character and
strength of the mind by examining what it has given us in its best moments.
Therefore the what comes before the how. Ontology precedes epistemology.
In this case Thomas says what would sound ridiculous to modern earsi Us
hitherto we have considered God as He is in Himself, we now go on %o con=
sider how He is in our lmowledge, that is, how He ie known by cregf.ures.ﬂ?
A mind whose totality is exhausted by its formal contents pngd, has ng

material part can be known only by seeking what it does know. I accept

6.1.'9_1.1-. Q. 16, Art. 1, I gnswer.

7M‘D Q. 12, Art. 1, L answer.
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this as a valld way. To show how it applies precisely in the fleld of
epistemology would require the scope bf another thesis, I therefore
leave the guestion at this point.

Since we, the .’g.nhabitants of the earth, cannot know the essence of
God, we proceed by seeking vhat does not befit the essence of Gocl.8

4guinss gZoes on in & series of questions to show that God is simple,
since a first cause cannot be composite. Therefore He is not a body.g'
Nor is He composed of matter and form.10 And now, having established that
God is a -puz:e form, we describe the uniqueness with vhich we deal with
the notion of God as oure form. In body there is a distinction between
essence and suppositum. H.g2., Socrates, the individuated being, is a
suppositum. The essence of Socrates is man. In God there is no dis-
tinetion between suppositum and essence, They are identified. The
essence of Cod iz the same as Hie existence, since He ie first cause.
If they were different, God would be caused. In this respect also he
differe from bodies. Azaln, he 1s not contained in a genus, since there
is but one God. Nor sre 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 1 thad
(1) we do not seek to place God in a gemus, (2) we do not seek sogAdsu,
(3) we cannot know his essence or definition. What iz left? There are

four kinds of knowledge about a thing? We can know the genus, the propertys

81vig., Q. 3, Introdustion.
9&!’5' L] Ql 3. Art, 1. l &Eswﬁro
10;-?_1&' L] Q.- 3[ A»rt- 2| _I- M‘
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the accldent, the differentia. ¥e have seen that there areno accidents
in God. There 1s no genus, since there is one God, and for that reason
also there is no differentia. That leaves property alone.

But here a large problem arises. Properties in composite things are
deduced from the essence of that thing. But we cannot know tha essence
of God. And therefore the properties of God, if they are %o be known,
mast be known in di}‘:‘ferant ways. There are three ways that they can bas
appnlied to God. The first are names that are applied to him negatively,
as not composite, or simple. Second are the nsmes which desoribe his
relation tc his creatures, as first cause. What about nemes applied to
God affirmatively, such as good? This problem Thomas takes up 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 God as the cause of good things in us., Thomas says that we
means more than this by good. And 80 good is predicated directly of God,
but it ie predicated of God only insofar as man can see the good that
is in God, But this goodness is seen only in effects. Aund 80 Thomas says
that "the aforessid names signify the divine substance, but in an imper—
feect manner, even as creatures represent it imperfactly," so in the case
of good we mean "whatever good we attribute to creatures pre-exists in
God, and in a higher way. 01l guen positive qualities, Aquinas says, spply
0 man and God analogically, not univocally, since the good in man and
in God are different, not sgain equivocally, since God is the sourae of

the good in man. Therefore the good in man is anslogous to the good of

lll—bu'. Qe 13: Art. 2, L answer.
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God. Since wo know God only through His effects, we know His goodness
only through His creatures.

One further point here. Talking about God, and therefore a doctrine
of God, is always from the stendpoint of man. God is simple and pure.
That we apply different names to God and can make affirmative propositions
about Him is due to man's portial way of. looking at Him. The properties
that we know of God we know then, in three ways, negatively, through His
relation to us, and analogically.

The first section on the doetrine of God treats him negatively. A%
this point we could almost predict in broad outline what Thomas will say
about Cod. Questions 3 t0 11 deal with the properties of God as they
exist in God Himself. Such are the negative properties, simplicity or
absence of composition, i. e., of body and of matteri then perfection,
or pure actuality, or absence of potentiality; then goodness, which is
Positive, in that every being s good, but God alone is pure goodness;
then infinity, since God is not finite; then immutability, since God
does not changej 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 filrst of

all in terms of God in His unity, previous to His discussion of the

3 :
Trinity. firet comes (11’! quegt‘lon 1!{-) a diBOuSBion of God's knowlﬁdge

Knowledge, which Thomas

God has knowledge because He is imaaterial.

defines in consistency with his epistemology. which follows from His
| ?
metaphysice, is the appropriation of the essences of things. One’s

his
capability incresses as hie immaterisl part, the soul, enlarges and

materdal part, the body, does not obstruct him. God's knowledge is per=
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fect, since e is purely immaterial. Ood therefore knows all, This is
also the answer %o the problem of the relation of the 1life of God to the
life of the creatures, for in God to live ias to know, and since He knows
all things, 2ll things live in God. -

God hes wlill aleo, since will follows upon intellect. The intellect
exista insofar as iY knows, for it has no component outside of its pos-
sessed knowledge. When it does not know, it tends toward something. This
tendency Thomas calls will, It is alvays a will toward good, for all
tnings tend toward the fulfillment of their own natures, which is a good.
But God wills gooed to His creatures a.lso.""2 for natural things have a
natural inclination to diffuse their good as far as possible. And soO
Cod wills Himself to be and other things to bag but Himself as to the end,
and other thinge as ordained to that end.

There is, Pupthsrmors, love in God, says Thomas, guoting 1 John 1116
God is love,~> for "love is the first movement of the will and of every
appetitive power. This love 4s directed to every existing thing, since
He made it, and it is therefors good.

God's crestion is celled just, calling attentlon to His yilitng
that all things have what is proper %o the condition of ea.ch.lb gaze:
fore justice has been called truth, for truth is for Thomas the equation

of the intellect o the thingj and in God the conception of how thinge

12@-- Qe 19, Art, 2, 1 gnsver.
13&@-" Q‘ 20’ Art 1. “I_ ans_!gro

:}u-I_b-E" Q.O 21| Art. 1| _I- a.nswgr.
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should be in accord with the way they are. God is also power, since power
is actuality, and God is pure act. 1)

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

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

Auzustine.

151bid., Q. 25, Art. 1, I answer.




CHAPTER V
THE DOCTRINE OF GOD IN AUGUSTINE

As 1n the case of Thomas I wish to solve this problem in Augustine
by showing that his doctrine of God, in its formal aspect, proceeds as
a recognizable consequence of three metaphysical decisions of varying
priority. The first ie that essence precedes existaence. The second is
that an essence is a formal relation, The third is that a person is a
congeries of relations.

How on this basis will Augustine solve the same problems that Thomas
sets before himself, and what form will the doctrine of Gf:d teke in Augus~
tine? |

Pirst, we do not see God as the cause of the effects which we see,
for we do not see essem.:e from axisten‘ee. Ve see exlstence through essence.
We see the world through the illumination of the essence of God. Bub

what is the essence of God, znd how do we come to know 1% In Augustine

the epistemological problem is primary. In Thomas we learn aboub episte-

mology by ecxemining the best samples of what we know. why was explained

previously., Nat so for Augustine. It is not possible to look at a set

and finished product of the mind for ivgustine, for there laiinofsuoh

thing as o determinate essence, There are infinite relations, which the

n
mind in a constant dialectical process attempts o discover. "Reason

{tself is surely shown to be mutable, since it sometimes S

3 ives
arrive at truth and sometimes does not attempt to, and sometimes arr
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and sometimes does not."l There is no point along this path which we can
take as determinate. To discover the nature of mind, we do not look at
its product then, but rather at its function. And this function is des=
eribed in the dialectical serrch for knowledge. The parallel to Thomas's
careful reasoning about the nature of God is the dlalectical search for
God, as exemplified in the Confessions and in the dialogzues On the Free
Will, among other.

Augustine does not reason from concepte and principles to thelr con-
sequences, as does Aquinas. He begins with the consequences and discovers
the principles upon which they depend, scaling a ladder of hierarchical
relations until the mind of the Christiasn finds the essence upon which
the whole world depends. Here there is no complete separation of faith
and reason, for they play a polar part in the dialgotioc. Reason is the
rational procedure, faith the emotional attachment to God, the feeling
for the personal consequences of the rationel knowledge. Fach affects
the other. EKnowledge of the wisdom of God becomes personal in faith's
trust in i%, which in turn voints the mind to seek further instances of
the wisdom of God.

Actually all of the Christian emotione aad all of the various parts

of thinking vlay a part in this dialectic. The highest emotional elements

are faith, hope, and love, which constitute a kind of trinity. It would
be a mistake %o assume that Augustine uses these words consistentiy in

the same way, for in a dilalectical process of reasoning terms are being

l---...........__ johard P, McKeon, editor
Selections from Medieval Philosgphers, R ;
(New Yorks Charles Seribmer's Sons, 19295- I, 29.
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constantly transformed. However, he does reach one illuminating level
in paragraph 13, book 1, of the Soliloquys, where he defines reason as
the mird's act of looking. Reason plus vision, which is a right and per-
fect act of looking, is virtue. Falth 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 1f it but looks. OCharity, or love, is the de-
sire to see.?

Revelation and reason also are in dialectical tension. A Scripture
pagsage informs, then becomes more meaningful in the personal and reli-
glous part of experience, which experlence in turn provides a fund of
truth which will illuminate other Ecripture.

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

De Trinitate is the most profound and complete statement of the
doctrine of God in Augustine. It itself is written in a dialectic, al-
though not a dialogue; such a procedure is implied by Augustine’s eplste-
mology.

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

ment of the doctrine of God? The statement, firs® of all, is provisional

and never complete. Augustine does not claim to have finished his dis-

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

- Fathers, Philip Schaff,
cf, Soliloquys The Nicene and Post-Hicene Pathers,
editor (first agg"ilgs: Yew ?;;l;t-g Gharles Scribner's Sons, 1917), 111,

Boak 1, Paragraph 13.




26
Man can always only approximate a knowledge of the doctrine of God. In
fact, his knowledge shifts and changes from day to day and from hour to
hour, ¥or his life is lived in dialectic. Religion is always a matter
of knowledge. From 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 doctrine 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 why they will £all short differs in Thomas and in Augustine, but the
conclusion is the same. The reasons proceed from the metaphysics.

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

The philosophy of Thomes Aquinas, then, considers in turn the
relativity of our truths and the changeless eternal truth of
which the discovery of even a tentative truth is indicative.

We proceed by definitions in which we attempt to express the
quiddities of things; then we mzke Judgments by compounding

and dividing concepts. Our definitions by genus and difference
seek to state the real, yet the real is not constituted of
genus and species. From the very beginning of knowledge, there—-
fore, we are doomed to fall short of mbsolute truth. The hunt
for definitions expressing essence (venare quod quid est) is

never at% an end.

In Augustine ultimate knowledge is achleved when all the relations

in the universe are contained in a single perception in a single mind.

This is possible only in God. This ie a direct consequence of his deci-

sion to call relations the essences of the universe. Knowledge is of

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

BMCKGGR' m- gi_t.ut in 1'52'
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all the relations. Dialectlic serves to discover these relations. Higher
relations will contain lower relations. The law of inertia, for example,
contains the expressions of innumerable occurrences within the universe.
This leads Augustine to believe that there 1s an ultimate unity, which
oontalns all relations within it, This is God. Insofar as man attains
a knowledge of these he has attained a knowledge of God. The task of
knowledge is also the task of conversion and salvation, for man's beati-
tude is the sight of God. It is clear to see why Augustine says that we
"gee through = glass darkly."®

Wow I will use this material to establish a further point in Augus-
tine. If knowledge is of relatioﬁs. then our knowledge of God must Dbe
of relations, Therefore, a discussion of the doctrine of God or De
Trinitate in Augustine will be a dialectical attempt to discover the
primery 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 semsation, the higher with the rational

elements, the highest with the ultimate categories of being. The oate~

gorles themselves are congeries of relations. The procedure in De Irini-

tate therefore must necessarily be from the lower to the higher.

h
In actual fact Augustine can begin on a higher level. And s0 ie

beginning is on the second level with relations which are high. These

h the
are the mathematical relations. Ina dialectic which runs throug

whole scale, as that in book two of On the ¥ree yill, the mathematical
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relations do not come until two-thirda of the dialogue has been completed.l
Even when the highest categories are reached, however, we do not leave the
mathematlical relations. Augustine saysi

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

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

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

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

upon both mumber and wisdom in truth itself and hold both dear.”

Now it 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. Mathematics has been the criterion of truth for many philoso-
phers in many ages, because 1t offered the possibility of attaining nre-
cision and comprehensiveness. And for a theologlan who sees the knowledge
or vigion of God as the primary end of life, it will be self-understood
that he will seck to employ the most sophisticated apparatus hie episte-
mology can employ. That ie mathematics for many philosophers. We might
say here that the key %o the understanding of the doctrine of God in
Augustine is to learn that it is put into mathematical terms.

Augnstine is therefore concerned with the unity of God. He discusses
it in discuseing the problem of the incorporeality, the eternality, and
the substance of God. The "unit® is the primary term in the discussion
of God, and his first task is to discover the unitary elements of God.
Therefore, in book 1, chapter 2, he secks &0 ghow that the Trinity =
one God = only God = true God., Following this is a discussion of the

Problems regarding the relations of one pereon in the Trinity to tho

4cf0 1big.. I. Ll-?.
Sm.' Pe 48,
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other. The final conclusion will bet the Father = the Son = the 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>S5? Xo, for the Holy Ghost also
glorifies the Son. Therefore {in symbolic terms):

(F>s) (H3>8)

-{Ra > 8)
-(F>§)

Following this is the problem of Jesus. Vhat iz the relation of the
servant of the Lord to God the Son? Here agzain 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, although 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 about God and his condition because
of the chaos in his life. This occurs through the immoderate desires of
hie Dﬁysical nature. Because of this we face two deaths, the death of
the body and the death of the soul. Christ saves us by his one death.
This one death of Christ saves us from our two deaths because of the
harmony of one to two. This unites the physical and the material, which
eXpresses the basic harmony in the universe and achleves a congrui ty,

God
sultableness, concord, or consonance. Tor the soul in man dies when

leaves 1t, and the body dies when the soul leaves it. But Christ as

timate
Goq with o soul and body dies and is reaurrgatedo This is the ultima
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unity. Man, perceiving thie unity, cen bring his 1ife into harmony with
God, for he sees in Christ thes.e two relations, the dependence of the soul
upon God, and the dependence of the body upon the soul. This is the love
of God, who wishes gocd for man, and good for man is the life of harmony.
The entire atonement, with a definition of the good, is put into mathe=
matical terns.

The ultimate problem of De Trinitate is to discuss the relation be-
tween the three persons of the Trinity. For this the mathematical aections
are preparatory. The atonement, for example, is described several more
times, each time in more comprehensive terms. In book 7, chapter &4,
Augustine distinguishes between substance and essence. The distinction
is based on the proposition that it is different for God to be and to sub-
sint. To substance we ettribute properties sbsolutely, to eesence those
properties which we abttribute relatively, i.e. in relation to aanother
something. I.e., we can say that God is good absolutely or in Himself.

We can say that His zoodness bears relations to others. Substance is the
ultimate unity., Under essence exists the highest relationships. This

t00 is & mathematical statement of the doctrine of God. Regarding the
substance of God we can say that greatness = wisdom = goodnses. However,

these threec terms, which represent the highest categories of being, may

be attrivuted respectively to the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost.

The semrch for the essences of the persons of the Trinity is an

endless one, for the Trinity is seen in its traces in the universe, which

because 1t is the crented effect of a Srinity, reveals trinitarian rela-

tions on all lsvels. fThe Trinity is seen as these analogles are drawn.

One of the first is o mathematical one. The Father is unity. Unity

P'IMEEN
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produces form, and the Son 18 the form of the Father. A unified form is
order, analogized to the Holy Ghost, who proceeds from the Father and the
Bon.6 Augustine also uses measure, number, and weight 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. He closes
the book, stating the difference between this final analogy and the Trinity
with the drawn observance that we see now through 2 glass darkly.

I have omitted mention of many crucial questions in Augnstine which
are necessary to understand his conception of God. I believe that what
I have said is sufficien$, however, to indicate the manner in which Augus-
tine's metavhysical principles have determined his statement of the know-
ledge of God. I believe, furthermore, that any orthodox Christian,
accepting Augustine in his own terms, will find himself in agreement with
Augustine, will find himself thrilled by the wealth of meaning flowing
out of his thought. But he may first have to stifle his prejudice re-
garding the form and structure of the presentation. If he wishes %o
eriticize, he must do 8o in terms of the metaphysical pre-suppositions,
showing that there is some fundamental reason why they cannot contain

the Christian doctrine of God. I have yet to see such criticism which

could be successfully defended.

First, however, before we proceed %o a comparison of Thomas and

6Scnats, op cit., book 11, chapter 10, paragraph i7.

7Ibid.. book 11, chapter 11, paragraph 18.
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Avgustine, it is necessary to go back to Thomas and to aee what he hag

to sey on the Trinity.




CHAPTER VI
THE PRUBLEM OF THR TRINITY IN AQUINAS

The problem of God and the problem of the Trinity are more sharply
distinguished in Thomas than they are in Augustine. For Magustine the
knowledge of the Trinity necessarily precedes the knowledge of God im
the epistemological scale. This 18 true because knowledge can never be
Bevered from its dialectical context. The reason for this, derived from
the metaphysical basis, was given in the last chapter. In Thomas, how=
ever, the questions can be divided, for the distinction between the per—
sons of the Trinity and the unity of the divine essence can be made at
any time in the discussion. This is in accordance with Thomas's eplste—
mology, me Adiscussed in chapter three. TVerbal distinctinctions are
primary. Then comes the formulation of the gquestion from words determi-
nately defined. Then comes the solution. In Augustine one begins with
the ouestion, then proceeds to terms and distinctions. In Thomas know=

ledge is a series of true propositions. In Augustine it is the percep=

tion of terms and distinctions. That the same "truth" can be contained

in both of these forms will, I hope, become clear in the outline of the

problem of the Trinity in Thomas.

Thomas therefors begins with terminology. He begins with procession

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

an intelligible emanation. Then he defines relation in question 28.

ion
Relations exist in reality, not merely in thought. In God relat

al. This
end essence do not differ in being, for the relations are re
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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
a common nature, as & suppositum underlies an essence of genus; 1t is a
hypostasis, for it also underlies accldents. This guestion lconcludes
with Thomas showing that o divine person is a relation, for relation is
the divine essence itself.

Witnh this oreparation Thomas can say in question 30 that there are
three persons, because an exhsustive enumeration of the possible oppo-
site relations in God yield two. And two relations means three persons.
These two are the nrocession of the Word and of ove. This is prepared
for already in cuestion 27.

At this point there enters a short article on the mathematics of
the Trinity. Its relative unimportance follows from the fact that
number ie nothing real for Thomas, as it is for Augustine, but is a
species of disecrate quantity. As such 1% belongs to & secondary genus
and has no other reality outside of its inherence in a substance. The
detailed problems of number in Augustine are solved rather in terms of
the relations of versons. Thomas's mathematics follows, it is clear,
from his distinction of the category of substances and other categories.
The same problems sre therefore solved in different terms.

Thomae then goes on o the individual persons. The Father is

prineiple, the Son Word and Image, the Holy Ghost Love and gift. It

the
is interesting to note that Thomag uses two names to characterize

ts only.
Son, Word and Image, while Augustine used words and its variants ¥y




35

Thomes 's use of word proceeds from his epistemology, too involved a prob-
lem to enter at this ooint. Augustine's epistemology permits "word" to
have a mors general meaning. Therefore Thomas must find another term,
"image," to convey the meaning which Augustine can convey in the one
term "word."

How up %o this vpoint Thomas has 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 Augustine, on the other hand, ve begin with relations and
proceed finally to a general understanding of person, which we perceived
as a congeries of essences. This is in accordance with Augustine's basic
metaphysical decision also, as outlined in section 2.

Thomas therefore treats of the relation of person aud essence in
question 39, the relation and person again in 40 (not person and Fece

tion as in question 28), then the notional acts, then equality and like.

t they are treated in Augus—
tly

Each is treated differently from the way tha

tine, for the treatment is in terms of attributes which can be correc

en
apolied to determinative substantives, whose determinatenesses have be

. This
achieved either through definition or reasoning from definition

oluminous
18 not to exclude the Seriptures. Ve sav Augustine making v

t we caunot
use of the Seriptures, and Thomas says quite explicitly tha

must receive
discover the truths of the Trinity from natural reason, bub
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them from the Scriptures., His treatise is an attempt to place the truths
of Seriptures 1ln%o his metaphysics, an indispensible step to meaning.

It shonld be clear at this point how Thomas's metaphysical orinci-
ples have affected his treatment of the Trinity. The general impression
that we receive is that, generally speaking, Thomas treated of the same
set of problems that Auzustine did, but in different terms, and also
that, generally spesking, he came to the same conclusions. 3ut thie 1s
difficult to perceive, since the treatment of the problems in each instance
becomes transformed. To compare the one in the terme of the other, or
to compere them both in & third set of terms would bring distortion. The
only alternative is %o pormit each to cpesk in its own ferms and to eval-

uate each in those terma.




CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSIONS

1 can say in a2 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 ie difficult to recognize and to compare them. Actually,
however, 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 Loth form and content, it is
imposeible to express truth without form, and therefore the two cannot
be separated. It is not possible to take away the shell and get at the
kernel. What it would mean to see fruth without the form in which it
is cest is something I cannot even imagine. But 1t is nevertheless
possible that two formal presentations of the same body of truth may
be true, although differing in form. I should not eay trus, but rather
adequate. For truth can be ascertained only within the form within
which it is expressed. It is therefore impossidle to say that two
different forms of the same truth are trus. That would imply & higher

form to which they comply. 4nd this is certainly an implication I would

not accent.

]
What then is the basis of criticism and comparison? I belleve tha

tical
Buch can be made after a fashion on the practical and on the theore

two theories are the sama, we

although

level. 1If the practical consequences of

May assume that the theoretical bases are in reallty similar,

ing the
appearing the same. This may seem like the fallacy of affirming
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consequent. And in most syllogisms 1t certainly would be. But the case
of metaphysice 1s different. And while two causes within the universe
may produce the same efifect, no two basle structures of a universe will
produce the same result. Two formal presentations of that structure,
although apvearing 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 basiec reality 1s an "I know not what."

This affords a basls for unity in ecclesiastical matters. Although
it is mmheard of in ecclesiastical circles, 1t has been strongly and in-
telligently urged in political controversy. A4nd I believe the analogy
between the religious and the political holds in this instance. In the
political sphere the practical consequences deal with international law,
human rights, and governmental structure. In the church the practical
consequences ere the purpcse of worship, the moral and religious being
and activity of the Christian, and the operation of the church itself.

Howewer, practical consequences will differ, and here eriticism
must be made within a system and in terms of & system. In the case of
Thomes we must show where he misunderstood Scripture or where he employs
his terms inconsistently. The same may be sald of Augustine, but here

the task is far more difficult, for everything he says is in the context

of a dialectic and therefore provisional.

One may also unite on a theoretical basis, and by this 1 mean a

8.
body of Confessions or a creed, such as the three eounenical creed

tements
Sinee terms are not defined and metaphysice not explicit, the sta
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are ambiguous. Then it 1s upon this very ambiguity that comparison and
unity is %o be achieved. Both Thomas and Augustine'would accept the
Nicene Creed. The individusl words would mean different things. Yes
both would read their own meanings into the Creed and would accept it.
Finally their beliefs would not differ to any significant amount.

o system of thought can be dimcredited because it hanpens to be
cast in an unpopular metaphysics. This 1s not to say that theological
differences do not exist. Little in the universe is more obvious than
that they do. But theological differences seem mch greater when viewed
from the mountain top of a rivel metaphysice., The differences acquire
their true opnosition only when seen within the same metephysics. If
the bady of Christ must be divided, it ought at least be divided for
religiouns reasons. We should not permit metaphyeical differences %o be
crucial. Any set of terms, carefully used, may comvey truth, Just as
any language might. It is impossible to decide between the metaphysics
which Augustine and Ayuinas used through an a priori principle. And
there are strong probabilities that both are true. And 80 ve oust
accept both Thomas and Augustine and listen carefully to what they have
to say to us. If the men apd women vho profess Christ today ere truly

? helr
to see the church as thelr mother and the saints of all ages a3 the

ices
brothers and sisters, then they must not permit metaphysical prejudic

to say to
blind them to the words which those who have gone before have >4

her
them. Dare I end this thesis with the humble suggestion thatl othe

s of St.
Lutherans might benefit much from the wise and pious saying

Augustine and St. Thomas Aquinas?
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