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Chapter 1
What is Metaphysics?

I. ON THE DIVISION OF SPECULATIVE
SCIENCE!

BJECTIONS. 1. It seems that speculative science is
O not suitably divided into the three parts: natural
science, mathematical science, and divine science.
For the parts of speculative science are those firmly and
freely established dispositions ( babitus)? which perfect
the contemplative part of the soul. But the Philosopher
in the sixth book of the Ethics® states that the scientific
art of the soul, which is the contemplative part of it, is
perfected by three such dispositions, namely, wisdom, sci-
ence, and understanding. Therefore the parts of specula-
k tive science are these three and not the three aforenamed.
| 2. Augustine says in the eighth book of The City of
_ God* that rational philosophy, namely, logic, is contained
| under contemplative or speculative philosophy. Therefore
: the proposed division, since it makes no mention of logic,
seems to be inadequate.
. 3. Philosophy is commonly divided into the seven lib-
i eral arts, among which neither natural philosophy nor
. divine science is included, but only rational philosophy
[logic] and mathematics. Therefore natural philosophy
% and divine science ought not to be reckoned as parts of
speculative science.

|
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4. The science of medicine seems 1O be especially oper-
ative, yet in it one part is deemed speculative and another
practical. So likewise, in all other opcrative sciences there
exists 2 speculative patt. Hence in this division mention
ought to be made of ethics of moral philosophy, regard-
less of the fact that it concerns action, on account of the
part of it which is speculativc.

5. The science of medicine is 2 certain part of physics
[or natural philosophy] and there are other arts that are
called mechanical, as the science of agriculture, alchemy,
and the like. Because these are oPerative sciences, it does
not seem that natural philosophy ought to be classed with-
out qualiﬁcation under speculativc science.

6. The whole should not be divided in opposition to any
of its parts. But divine science seems to be a whole in re-
lation to physics and mathematics, since the subjects of
the Jatter sciences are parts of the subject of divine science.
For the subject of divine science, which is first philosophy,
is being, of which a part is mobile substance, which natural
philosophy considers, and another part quantity, which

mathematics studies, as is clear from the third book of the
Metaphysics® Consequently Jdivine science ought not t0
be divided in opposition to natural philosophy and mathe-
matics.

7. Sciences are divided as things are divided, as Aristotle
points out in the third book of The Soul® But philosophy
s about being, for it is the knowledge of being, as Diony-
sius says in his Letter to Poly carp.? Now it is by the one
and the many, by substance and accident, that being is first
of all divided in accordance with its [ulrimate and all-in-
clusive] division into potency and act; and thus it seems
that the parts of philosophy ought to be distinguished in

the same manner.
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g :i.c;ll'l:;:eare many other divisions of beings concernin
o thete are ;c:lences. more essential than those prog-
T thg o I:ctpil' ance with the divisions into the mobile
grethe obile, the al)sti:act and the non-abstract. For
imorpm,.e ]er; are she divisions into the corporeal anil the
lac nl;tur: L ’;‘ he animate and the inanimate, and others of
.y shoul.d A erefore the division of the parts of philos-
ophy shou e made on the basis of differentiating factors
et (s:pert, rather than !:hrough those proposed here
ot o b rriicc upon which other sciences are base(l
e divp or to them. But all other sciences depend
S it tme science as their foundation, because it be-
According]yo (%ir(i)r‘:: St(l:iie principles of the other sciences.
ordcr,?eforé Iyme 5 r:pce ought to be put in its proper
ro. That mathematics is pri i
i ematics is prior to natural philosophy i
e :li;cli:i; zfl learning is evulcnced by the factP that cll:ilc)li'ég
seele) Whpa}rln mathematics easily, but not natural phi-
= poy,ex ich can be learped only by those advancei)l in
ps L Etbipcl;iclz_rlice], as Aristotle states in the sixth book
grice Lits ; hence, in the_ sciences the order of learnin
- e my th e ancients is said to have been this: ﬁrsE
e ,’nom[ }311: ematics, thirdly natural philosophy, after
pnon rpaﬁosophy, and finally divine science. There-
it cs ought to come before natural science {0
P! phy of nature]. The division pro d :
ol proposed thus appears
byot[}l\ ;l—; hcj:p)ntrali;y, the adequacy of this division is proved
Ryt | sopher in the sixth book of the Metaphysics
v et il e
: , Dam i i
[philosophy of nature], and [n:tﬁiatllailliir:;ncs; P
oreover, in the second book of the Pby%z?:sm three
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=" ., .
odes of scientific knowledge are dl’:‘:tl!fl. st.xed, :ﬁ: t::zc
aidently pertain to the aforesaid division mto
hilosophical and theo_ren_cal sciences. : PR
P Further, in the begmmng of. the Almage
ivision.
315;-" gz:?r}lsli ?ri\::::e;: rsna?d that the theoretical ﬁr s(})_e;}:-
lative intellect is distinguishcd.properly fr{;n:i :e t;ntzucct
i ractical intellect in th1s:. the specu a ot
i end the truth which it considers, whereas
o f(')cr:z:ltsim:cllcct: orders the truth reﬁectc@ upor}: to :t;
Dt to its end. For this reason the Phxlospp ers {
?Pe:;utct.:x}r?isbook of The Soul that the spccylau;e_ am:1 (ti _:;
mr:ctical intellect differ from each othcx: in ttiscxsra iz t};at
and in the second book 9f the Meta}f:bystzlcsr :as S
the end of spcculative s-c1encc is trutn, whce o s
operative science is action.!® Naturaily t l ]he S
1 ruent with the end; consequently tf ]h' -
meLbe (;Otl;lg, ractical sciences must be those things whic '
T be s de gr done by our work, so that knowledge ;:
c:\nr:ec:nnabe ordered to operation as to an en(.’li:’Bn;:‘j ; e;
:uf)'ect-matter of the specula ive sciences must eh coﬁ-
} not made by our own work. Therefore the o
th:r: 5;;.:ion of such things cannot be qrdered_to' opc;-;und
= tg an end. And it is according to dlﬁcrenns{uons found
:\srithin this order of things that the speculative sci€

istinguished. . .
ha}fe ::u:: S;sbogr:;s in mind, however, that while habtiti\:s_
or ;owers are distinguished by objf;cts. theyt aarﬁ ?:tthesc

ingui 3 kind of difference 2 ;
tlgg?:??&? 2:'1:‘: dizr:i}r:guished, rather, in ac.cordaml:e wx::l(;
:h(}):e ciiﬁ'erentiating characters that essentially belong «

3 Thus it is merely acci-
: objects precisely as objects. .
iz:a?tgihe ssI;nSiblc as such that itbe an animal or a plant.
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It is not, then, on any such accidental ground that the
senses are distinguished, but rather on the basis of color
and sound.* Therefore the speculative sciences must be
divided according to differences of speculable objects, pre-
cisely as such.

Now for that speculable entity which is the object of a
speculative power, something is required on the part of
the intellective power and something on the part of the
habitus of science whereby the intellect is perfected. On
the part of the intellect it is required that the object be
immaterial, because the intellect itself is also immaterial;
as regards the habitus of science, the object must be neces-
sary, because science is of necessary things, as is proved in
the first book of the Posterior Analytics.*> Every neces-
sary thing, as such, is immobile, since whatever is moved,
so far as it is moved, can be and not be, either in an ab-
solute or in a qualified sense, as is said in the ninth book of
the Metaphysics.*® Consequently, separation from matter
and motion, and relationship to them, is essential to
that speculable entity which is the object of speculative
science. Hence it is according to the order of abstraction
from matter and motion that the speculative sciences are
distinguished.

There are certain objects of speculative knowledge
which depend upon matter existentially because they can-
not exist except in matter. These are distinguished as fol-
lows. Some of them depend upon matter both for their
being and their being known, such as things in whose defi-
nition sensible matter is included, so that they cannot be
understood without such matter. In the definition of man,
for example, it is necessary to include flesh and bones. It
is of such things that physics or natural science treats.!?
But certain other things, though dependent upon matter
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do not so depend for their being
definitions of them sensible matter is
not included. Such is the case with lines and number. And

of such things mathematics treats.1® There are still other

objects of speculative knowledge, however, which do not
y can exist

depend on matter for existence because the
without matter: either they are never found in matter, as
God and the angels, or they are in some cases in matter and
in other cases not, as substance, quality, being, potency,
act, one and many, and things of this sort.1® The science
that treats of all such things is [natural] theology, that is,
divine science, its pre—eminent object being God. By an-
other name this science is called metaphysics, that is to say,
trans-physics, because it is propcrly to be learned by us

after physics [or natural philosophy] , for it is from senst-
of departure in

ble things that we must take our point

order to arrive at the knowledge of non-sensible things.

This science is also called first philosophy, inasmuch as all

the other sciences, receiving their principles from it, fol-

low after it. Now, it is impossible that there should be

things which dcpcnd upon matter for their being known

but not for their existence. For the intellect, considered in
jtself, is jmmaterial. Consequently there is no fourth ge-

neric division of philosophy in addition to the aforenamed

three.

for their existence,
known, because in

Answers to objections. 1. The Philosopher, in the sixth
book of the Ethics,2® deals with the intellectual habitus
inasmuch as they are intellectual virtues. And they are
called virtues SO far as they perfect the intellect in its op-
cration, for a virtue is that which makes its possessor good
and his work good. Hence, according as the intellect is

erfected in diverse ways by means of diverse spcculative
habitus of this soft, so are its virtues diversified. One way

——————— —
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in whi .
LSt & e T e N ot
e inc inciples, wher
:,T}?e:-h:vnags art;:1 known self-evidently. Itpis perfect:ctl) };'rnc:::
grher W ty when conclusions are known as demonstrated
f- lowepnnmples, _whephcr the demnonstration proceeds
g0 ;‘ ;aﬁm as in science, or from the highest causes.
_ m i € their obj
ans,mbt)l;1 :}:ﬁr I;ahnes of which they trea{ And inb]s?:::ts’ :v};::
ST parts of speculative philosophy distinguished
i Xx Alr;1 the sixth book of the Metaphysics.2 i
apb.y;j ;522 ;totle makes clear in the beginning of the Met-
Pt t t} spec.:ulai.:we sciences treat of those things the
o igocp which is sought for its own sake. The ob-
Jec mga c bea]s with, however, are not inquired into that
souyht 3 sy e kpovt‘rn for their own sake, but they are
1ogigc * 2 :t celrtam aid to the other sciences. For this r{ason
logic s 1 l(: assed under speculative philosophy as one of
spepula til‘l;?: P]-Ets’ but as.somcthing reduced, so to say, to
FreceeT itspins tc:;phy, masmuoh as it provides speZh]a—
o i I cnts—sylloglsms, definitions and other
e oo hic we need in the speculative sciences
Porp}; i ethius also observes in his Commentar :
hyry; logic is not so much a science i e
of science. AT e
3 ‘The seven liberal arts do not provi
$:rcnizc;ns of theoretical philosophy. Rell)thc‘;l,d:s ;-tllu;?leg? aStt:'?:
Rriceor s :t);s in the third book of his Didascalon,?* the seven
r because. ,t ::5 c;;si%ci r\::xttth ih; theoretical sciences sim-
/ at thos i
ph{lplsc;phy were first instructed. OT;;:: :r‘:sls\}::‘: (:i;se;m
gp;sue fmto a group of three called the trivium andn-
group of four called the quadrivium, so that (as Hugl:
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says) “by them, as by certain roads, the keen mind might
enter into the secrets of wisdom.” This pedagogical de-
velopment is quite in accord with what the Philosopher
lays down in the second book of the Metapbysics, namely,
that the method of science ought to be sought before the
sciences themselves.? The Commentator also, remarking
upon the same text,2® says that, before all the other sci-
ences, one ought to learn logic, which teaches the manner
of proceeding in all the sciences. And to logic the trivium
pertains. Further, in the sixth book of the Ezhics, the Phi-
losopher says that mathematics can be learned by children,
but not physics, which requires experience.?’ Thus are we
given to understand that logic ought to be learned first,
and then mathematics, to which the quadrivium pertains,
so that by these pathways, as it were, the soul is pre-
pared for philosophical disciplines of another nature. Now,
among the other sciences, logic and mathematics are called
“arts,” for not only are they cognitive but they also issue
in a certain work, which is immediately that of reason it-
self, such as the orderly arranging of thoughts, forming
syllogisms, regulating speech; or [in mathematics] num-
bering, measuring, constructing {the mathematical bases
of] musical harmonies, and computing the course of the
stars. Other sciences, however, either are not ordered to
making but only to knowledge—as are divine science and
the science of nature, which cannot claim the name of art,
because art is productive reason, as is said in the sixth book
of the Metaphysics®*—, or the sciences besides logic and
mathematics are concerned with some corporeal work, as
are medicine, alchemy and the like. Hence they cannot be
called liberal arts, because in them man is engaged in oper-
ations belonging to that part of him wherein he is not free,
namely, his body. But although moral science is ordered
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to operation, that operation is not the act of science but of
v1rtu. e, as is clear from what is said in the Ethics.?® Moral
science, ther.efore, cannot be called an art; rather, in moral
ggfeirat(llon's virtue assumes the role of art. Thus th; ancients
ned virtue as the art of living well and ri
o . g and righteously, as
Gocg;;o remarks in the fourth book of The City of
4. As Avicenna states in the beginni i
A X ng of his
A./Ied:f:me,-“. the “theoretical” and %he “pgl"actical”ba(l(;kd‘i):
:lhr::g;;fgzgl 1an done w_aylwhen philosophy is divided into
e nd practical, in another way when th
divided into theoretical and i Y 1 in still another
. practical, and in still anoth
way when medicine is so divided. F losophy
S 5 . For when philesoph
:i[::d]eviril the arts are distinguished as theorel:icallJ and ;Fac)z
ﬁn:fi t; s;odt;tlrtxcngn 1:nust;)e taken in reference to their
, 50 that what is or. ered solely to the knowled.
ofdtruth is to be c_alled theoretical, wzereas that W‘;i:hgi:
ogi lered to operation is called practical. However, when
phi osophy as a u{hole and the arts are thus classi’ﬁed, it
i-i fl:;g(l):tagt tha:i: in the division of philosophical science
¢ be made to man’s last end, namely, beat
which the whole of human life i : Ry i
: - : is ordered. For, as A
it;ne says in The City of God,*? quoting Varro,?? “';'l'hg::;
2. ;:breison why man should philosophize except that
fhoreh 3:1 de lr)nay b.e happy.” So it is that a twofold felicity
oh ed by p!ulosqphers: the one contemplative, the
e as::twc, as is pointed out in the tenth book of the
& l:lt;‘.ifl.osoAlllld coxill'espondingly they distinguish two parts
phy, calling moral philosophy * ical,”

- _ ' practical,” natu-
i'al ;:d“ra;luonal'phll’t’)sophy [i.e., philosophy of nature and
tng ]“ t eoret.lcal. However, when certain arts are said
2 e ;peculanve” and .others “practical,” reference is be-

g made to some special ends of these arts, as when we
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say that agriculture is 3 practical art but that dialectics is
theoretical. But when medicine is divided into theoretical
and practical, it is not with reference to the end of medi-
cine, since if that wWere the case the whole of medical
science would come under the heading of “practical,”
medicine being [entirely] ordered to operation. The afore-
caid division, on the contrary, is made on the grounds of
the proximity to Or remoteness from operation of the
things dealt with in medical science. Thus, that part of
medicine is called “practical” which teaches methods of
healing; for instance, that in the case of such and such
S toms, such and such remedies are tO be applied. But
we call “theoretical” that part of medicine which teaches
the principles by which the physician is guided in his op-
eration, though not proximately; for example, that the
[healing? ] powers are three, and how many different kinds
of fevers there are. Hence, if a certain part of an opera-

tional science is called “theoretical,” that part need not be

classed under speculative philosophy.
5. One science is contained under another science in

two ways: 1) asa part of it, because its subject is a certain

part [or type] of natural body, e.g-, the science of plants

is comprised under natural science as 2 part; 2) subalter-
nated to it, that is, when in the supcrior science there is
assigned the explanatory cause (propter quid) of those
things about which, in the lower science, it is known only
that they are; thus is music, for example, placcd under
arithmetic. Medicine, then, is not classed under physics as
a part of it, since the subject of medicine, as such, is not a

art of the subject of natural science. For although the
curable body is 2 natural body, it is not the subject of
medicine so far as it is curable by natureé, but so far as it
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isc v
a!soull)abl:r[zy art. But since in the healing which is effected
natura)Ir O“,r art 1(;5 the minister of nature (because some
g e}; l er, ai ed by art, is the cause of healing), the es-
sential explanation (propter quid) of the operation which
e reasz ased upon ic properties of natural things
R n medicine is subalternated to physics aﬁcl
- scienz:;: a(‘)l;:ll:lmy, the science of agriculture arid all
gscien € same order. It remains ,
sp:ysms in it?elf arid in all its parts is SPeClllatix;eth?;; that
r:s'lc Kpcrauve sciences are subalternated to it » although
¥ l;ein th;u};gih htl:le subjcct.s of the other scienc;cs are parts
follow gtliat tﬁos:as :(1:1 i bject otimeRPLIsS K doesP .
j iences are parts of i
each science smudies a P of metaphysics. For
ac ady part of being under a ial i
hlg;ll;l; aspect, distinct from that in which bcinsg ?:1::1(1;1 =
gmperin r:etalp?ysms. The subject of such a science is fir(:l-
becauseyit }:i»seanottlg, a part fof the subject of metaphysic:’
gL t a part o being in that as in
?t:lg‘gv:;s the subject of metaphysics.?® Rathe fiﬁtv\;’rpﬁreu;
mnderc:c;n ;i[;:li:ir Off viewing reality, each SP"-‘;ial SCien:eoiS
b o ct from every other one. However, a sci-
- o ermed a part® of metaphysics if it l::e con-
e potency or act or unity, or anything of th
consider :gzllllszs tl(iiese plo:ipciples call for the same rgnode o;
oes being, of which metaphysi
. sics tr
mznn ":'rthetrparts [or modes] of being reqﬂj:); the sza;::;
R eatment as common being3® because they also
o wi:Il:es?:: tl:pondmattn;r. Hence the kind of scienc{ that
4 such modes o bein i
w;n?hWMCh treats of cornmogi ggfnsgnm: giler fromjthe
. e various additional divisions . i
- of reali i
objection sets forth are not essential diﬂ:erenugd:ghlfzgtthe
OIS
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of those things considered precisely in s0 far as they are
knowable. Consequently, the sciences are not differenti-
ated by such factors.

. Although divine science 1s the first of all sciences,
nevertheless for us other sciences are naturally prior. For,
as Avicenna says in the beginning of his Metaphysics,®
the position of this science 1S such that it is learned after
the natural sciences, in which many things are established
which this divine science makes use of: generation, for
example, corruption, motion, and the like. So, too0, it is
learned after mathematics. Thus, for theology to acquire
knowledge of separated substances, number and the order
of the celestial bodies must be known, and knowledge of
these things is not possible without astrology, 2 science to
which, in turn, the whole of mathematics s prerequisite.
Indeed other sciences—music and ethics, for example—con-
¢ribute to the full development of divine science. Nor, be-
cause the same science [natural theology or metaphysics]
which supposes those things that are proved in other sci-
ences is the very science that proves the latter’s principles,
is there a vicious circle here. For the principles which an-
other science, namely, natural philosophy, receives from
first philosophy do not prove those things which the first

philosopher appropriates from the natural philosopher. On
the contrary, such things are proved by different, self-
evident, principles. It is because the first philosopher does
not prove the principles which he passes on 0 the natural
philosopher by principles he receives from the latter, but
by other self-evident principles, that there is no vicious
circle in the first philosopher’s definitions. Moreover, the
sensible effects from which demonstrations in natural sci-
ence or philosophy proceed are more known to us at first.
But when through them we have asrived at 2 knowledge
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of first ca

of firs esseplstp:i :;oxln these latter there will be evident to
el Pmceedinp ;matory cause (propter quid) of those
S g from which, by way of demonstration
g the foet estab!oin}.:m:tzo quz_a), the existence of the first
s e enie)! shed. In this way natural science con-
oS samet l:l_gttohclwm-e science, and yet it is through
uine lscieges ft e prmcrples of natural science are
yrade know iast- 4 iprt l:hls lreasnn do.es Boethius place di-
e knowmg.. e ultimate science in the order of

10. Al i

oo ma:::;ﬁg natpral pl'ulosophy comes to be learned
Al rcs, since the .umversal teachings of natu-
derstandinp }r:e :qu]:re experience and time for their un-

. namm%], ertheless natural things, being sensibl

y more accessible to our knowledge thail

zl
ON THE NATURE AND EXCELLENCE
OF METAPHYSICs*

bA:rtl;p f}lliiilosopher teaches in the Politics,*! when 2 num
pstof | mr:lgsi :re orde]red to a single thing, one of thal:
be regu ative or directive arld
l:fg:}l,t“:,g or directed. This indeed is evident i;hihztl;ers
pLthe e c1lon o‘i; the soul and the body, for the soul naturalllSe
g souls :Ll .the hody obeys. So too, within the power);
s , the irascible and the concupiscible, by a natural
s armg;1 ::e) Ip(p\fernied by the reason. Indeecl all scienc:s
ained to one thin ’ i

. ordaine r g, namely, th

% :n;n,ustwgich is his beatitude. Hence, a)rrnon; P:fllei:lc:lim

e the mistress of all the others which rightll;
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lays claim to the title of wisdom. For it is the office of the

wise to order others.

‘What this science is and what it treats of can be ascer-
fully considers how a person is qualified
he Philosopher says in the work alluded

owerful in intellect are naturally the

0,2 just as men P
rulers and masters of others—whereas men physically ro-

bust yet deficient in intellect are naturally servile—, so, that
science is by right naturally mistress of the others which
is in the highest degree intellectual. This science, however,
is the one that treats of the most intelligible things.

The latter we can regard in three ways: firstly, from
the standpoint of the order of knowing, for those things
that are the source of the intellect’s artainment of certitude
seem to be the more intelligible ones. Thus, since it is from
causes that the intellect achieves ¢he certitude of science,
the cognition of causes apparcntly is in the highest degree
ntly that science which considers

intellectual. Conseque
first causes evidently is regula ive of the other sciences.

Secondly, the supremely intelligible objects can be con-
sidered from the point of view of the intellect’s relation
to sense knowledge. For, although the latter is the cogni-
tion of particulars, intellect seems tO differ from it in this,
that intellect comprehends universals. Thus, the science
which is maximally intellectual is the one which treats of

rinciples supremely universal. Now, these are being and

those things [or principlcs] that follow upon being, as one

and many, potency and act. Such principles, however,
inate,43 since

ought not t0 remain complctely indetermy
without them full cognition of things proper to 2 given
enus or species cannot be had. Moreover, since each genus
of beings needs these principles for the very knowledge
of itself, they would with equal jusdﬁcation be treated in

tained if one car¢
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any particular science at all. It foll inci
any P follows that principle
Sdcnc:qr ?11; er;zi tohbe dealt th}} in any orl:e parl:ic:dzwf'
sclence, There tht: the task of dealing with such principles
vl highgst i at S{ngle common science which, bein
in the b gree intellectual, is regulative of the otheg
. T
Thirdl i igi
cposl o2 37;) zhz os:sEgcmcly intelligible objects of which we
speak can be nitil er? fron? the standpoint of the intel-
S E - gn. hus, since every thing has intellec-
CY sl bseequencc_of its freedom from matter
e s Bearat pre-eminently intelligible which exis;
e oaiehs s 53 lla ion from matter. The inteiligible ob-
J5°T andcue i cmc;ct: musti]:iye.proportioned to each other.
B e are m act genus,* since the intellect and the in-
o e :t}c. Now, those things are in the high-
from signatcpm:tt::er I“1‘(::5“ c;?)a;t::uw?kh e
, .
s;[lg)y’ Oﬁwhich natural science® tr;:ts,{?{)rti]: \:;]:z: al;mver-
at rg::()zr :;'?:]n ts‘;:ensxbl.e mattsr—and not only accosl':ir?: i
I s ;xiste :c emausal objects do, but also in rcspec%
dently, therefore,c,tilse‘z::ti};rg: (i}?nd e intelligence& =
is supremely intellectual and thea::h(;::? SIders' e st
o) or mistress of the
No i
o ‘:oth:o f((i}ir:cgomg !:hrcefold consideration belongs b
2 et rse sciences, but to one science. For th);
gerarices S cai?::s frefcrred to above are the universal
g o fixes causes of actual l?emg. But it pertains to one
genus and the genucsei::el‘f:ogzc}:risth; D il
Eaa 0. If. , for instance, tha
B Off)t;xlic::s;gher shtudxe_:s .the principles of th’e na';ut::;
R Of necs ty, then, it is the task of the selfsame sci-
sider not only separated substances but also



18 METAPHYSICS OF ST. THOMAS

common being,* which is the genus of which these sub-
stances are the common and universal causes.

From what has been said it is apparent that, although
this sciencet” considers the three things just mentioned,*®
it does not take this one or that, indifferently, as its subject,
but only common being. The subject of a science is pre-
cisely that whose causes and passions we seek to know, not
the causes themselves of any genus that is inquired into. It
is the knowledge of the causes of a genus which is the end
of scientific thought. Although the subject of this science
is common being, the latter is predicatcd of entities that
are wholly separated from matter, existentially as well as
logically. For among things said to be separated existen-
tially and logically are found not only those that never
can exist in matter, as God and intellectual substances, but
also those that can be without matter, as common being.4?
This however would not be the case if they dcpended
upon matter in their being.

Therefore, in accordance with the aforesaid three things
from which the perfcction of this science is derived,?® it
receives three names: “divine science” or “theology™* in-
asmuch as it considers the substances in question;f'2 “meta-
physics” inasmuch as it considers being and the things that
follow upon it—for these transphysical principles are dis-
covered in the process of resolution as the more common
after the less common—; and “first philosophy” inasmuch
as it considers the first causes of things. Itis evident, then,
what the subject of this science is, and how it is related to
other sciences, and how it is named.

Chapter II
The Subject of Metaphysics

I. ON BEING AS BEING!

ECAUSE a science ought to investigate not only its

proper szub]e.ct but also the latter’s essential at-

s tt;{t;:t;z, itjs&rsxﬂ;:)jfztszys_nthat t:ht?rel exists a science

. ei rec

“those things which belong to bgeir[:g inm:gma: :F Ctl;. e

natur.e,” namely, being’s essential attributes oy
. ijxstotlc here uses the expression “bein .in so far as i

is being” })ccause the other sciences, whicgh treat of B
Flcularfbexlngs, do indeed consider being, for all the ESI::
zcli i(:] ;cgilrltc:: atll-;s b:(l)r:tgs(,) gn;t Fhey do not consider being
line, f'ire, or something of the lf:l::g’ SR N

] Anstot.:le employs the phrase “and those things bel
ing to bem-g in virtue of its own nature,” not simgsl “t?lng-
thxpgs which a_ppertain to or exist in being,” irllb grderO:e
5?:51;: :)1-1;11:1 thmi1 it 1s not the office of 2 scien(,:e to conside(:'
gs that exist in its subject i

those that are present in it esserlltialli;fc"l[c’ilfz:aH);ol;:ettonly
not concerned with the question whether a tri,aﬁ le is r;y dl ;
of copper ot of wood, but only with its absolgte mm.:l N
according to which it has three equal angles.® It does =
therefo;e, appertain to the science whose subject is bn'Ot’
to consider all that exists in it accidentally. sixice it leig
then be taking into account accidents w};ich are ir‘:rzls]dd
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gated in all sciences. For although all ac‘cide:nts exxs:1 in
some being, not all accidents. exist in a bf:mg inasmuc u;s:
it is being. Thus essential acc1dent§ of an_mferlof or :1 sthe
ordinate thing are accidcn.tal acc1dents_ in relation to he
superior; for example, accidents essential to man are n
jal to animal.* ' _
ess’}l;\t;a:.ecessity of this science qf metaPhysms,.whmh ?;snt-
templates being and its esscnr.l'al attributes, t:s mani e 1;
such things ought not to remain unknown dccaus: s
upon them that knowledge of other .thmgs h?pen }3, es
on the knowledge of common or umvcrs'al things hing
the knowledge of proper or mdlv-ldual things. e
That this science is not a partlcular science, ns}ot e
shows by the following argument. No partlcular sc1enc<;
considers universal being as such, but only some part od
being cut off from its other parts, and of this ;cpara.tel
part it examines the essential attribute. Thc mat em&}uga
sciences, for instance, inve.s.tigate a partlcular kind o e
ing, namely, the quantita‘tlve,“ wl.lereas the.commolr)x is:x-
ence, metaphysics, COIlSldC.I’S u.mversal. being as e lg.
Therefore it is not to be identified with any particular
SC!{:_!: el.narticular science treats of being as being, that 1s;
being-in-commeon, nor doe's any partu‘:ular ;meqcet :::::
of any particular being, simply as being. kor Ins g
arithmetic does not consider number 2s being, but as num
ber. It is the office of the metaphysician, h.owiver, to con-
sider any and every being, precisely as being. .
And because it pertains to ?he same science to c’:,onm er
being as being, “and, concerning being, what it Is, hl;amc}:
ly, its essence (for every thing has actual existence throug
its essence), so it is that the parncular scnoer.xces .. .are r.lot
concerned with the problem of determining what being

e ——
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is—its quiddity or essence and its definition, which signifies
the essence. Rather, from the essence such sciences pro-
ceed to other matters, using the presupposed essence, as if
it were an already demonstrated principle, in order to
prove other things.”

Just as no particular science determines the essence of
its subject, so none of them says regarding its subject, that
it is or is not. And understandably so; for it belongs to one
and the same science to settle the problem of existence and
to discover the essence. ... Itis proper to the philosopher,
to him who studies being as being, to consider both prob-
lems. But every particular science presupposes concerning
its own subject both that it is and what it is, as Aristotle
states in the first book of the Posterior Analytics. And this
shows that no particular science treats of being as such,
nor of any being precisely as being.?

2. THE MEANING OF BEING (ens)
A. In RELATION TO THE AcT oF ExisTiNG (esse)

That which first falls under the intellect’s grasp is being
(ens). Thus the intellect necessarily atcributes being to
everything it apprehends.’ Being means that-which-is, or
exists (esse habens). 20

The verb is consignifies composition,!! because it does
not signify this principally but secondarily. Is signifies
primarily that which the intellect apprehends as being ab-
solutely actual, for in the absolute sense is means to be in
act, and thus its mode of signification is that of a verb. But,
since the actuality which is principally signifies is uni-
versally the actuality of every form, whether substantial
or accidental, when we wish to signify that any form or
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any act whatever a(:t)tqalllgr exists in a subject, we €xpress
this verb 1.
tha’lt'lf:c:v?));d being (ens) is imposed from the }:rcry ac;
of existing, as Avicenna remarks, whereas tufdd‘ivorls
thing (res) is imposed from thf_: essence cn'_nlcjact ut),t;'e_
Being properly signifies: som-ethmg-famsu?gg - .this ’
ing means that—whicl:)h.—hasl;emstence-m—ac ! ,
which subsists. ‘ .
Su?;:: z}. of existing (esse ) is that by Whlf:h ;ubstir‘::;:i is
given the name of beinglg ens).t This act is the actuality
orm or nature. _
Of&rte;{“fl call esse is among all princ1ples.th¢; most pzlx:;
fect; which is evident from the fact thatactisa wc:il);so rrxrln c
perfect than potentiality.*® Now, any demg;ia;e form 15
understood to exist actually qnly in virtue of the fa - that
it is held to be. Thus, hum?mty or fire can be cogs:'nc d
as existing in the potentiahty of matter, or as :ex:lsnli ngt o
the active power of an agent, or also as existing '1_n intel
lect. But that which has esse 1s made actt}ally emstenli. o
evident, therefore, that Wha!: I. call esse 1s tt}e act;lautyer-
all acts, and for this reason 1t 1S the pcrfectlole of a d[:i T
fections. Nor is it to be thought that something 1s a S
to what I call esse which is more f_ormal than fzs;e i ;0;
thus determining it as an act determines a POtﬁnUi Lt)‘;hiCh
the esse I speak of is esscntlall).z cher t.hal-'l ;: 2: 0
it is added as a certain determining principie. .
Now, nothing can be added to esse that is ext}:'ianec?;son_
it, since nothing is extraneous to it except no1;1 ng aom;
ens). ... Esse, then, is not determined by anot ;r a:nﬁ,l:cd
tentiality is detemﬁne.dl_by an a;:lt,::cll: ie;si his; ‘::; gincd
a potentiality. . . . .
232nd?§;:nghEd from znother esse, namelgf, ha(icordmg
as it is the esse of this nature, or essence, or ot that.

S ———
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Esse is what is innermost in each and every thing, and
what 1s deepest in them all, for it is formal in respect of
all that is in a thing.2

Esse itself is act in relation to both composite and simple
natures. Composite natures are not made specifically what
they are by this act, but rather by the form in them, for
specification concerns a thing’s essence whereas esse evi-
dently pertains to the question whether a thing is. Nor are
angelic substances so specified. Rather, their differentia-
tion into species is based on those simple subsisting forms
which they themselves are, and which differ specifically
according to their own grade of perfection.?

Taken absolutely, as including in itself every perfection
of being, esse is superior to life and to all other subsequent
perfections. . .. Yet if esse is considered as it is participated

in any thing whatever which does not possess the total per-
fection of being, but has imperfect being—and this is the
case with all creatures—, then clearly esse in union with the
superadded perfection is higher. Accordingly Dionysius
says that living things are better than mercly existing
things, and intelligent things than merely living things.24

Esse, as such, is nobler than everything that follows
upon it.?® Thus, considered absolutely and in itself, this
act is nobler than the act of understanding. . . . Indeed,
that which excels in being (in esse) is purely and simply

nobler than any thing which excels in any perfection con-
sequent upon being. . . .28

B. IN ReErLaTION TO EssENcCE

Being (ens), understood as signifying the entity of a
thing (entitas rei), is divided into the ten categories, and
thus taken, being (ens) is convertible with thing (7es).#

e ————
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The name essence is taken from being expressed in the
first mode [namely, asitis divided into the ten categories],
not from being expressed in the second mode [namely, as
it signifies the truth of propositions] . For, as is clear in the
case of privations, in the latter mode we call some things
beings which do not have an essence. . . . Because being
said in the first mode is divided into the ten categories,
essence must signify something common to all natures,
through which diverse beings are placed in diverse genera
and species. For instance, humanity is the essence of man,
and so with other things.?

Moreover,?® since that by which a thing is constituted
in its proper genus and species is what is signified by the
definition indicating what the thing is, philosophers have
taken to using the name quiddity for the name essence.
The Philosopher frequently calls this the quod quid erat
esse:30 that by which a thing is a what. It is also called form
inasmuch as form signifies the complete essential determi-
nation®! of each thing. . . . Also, itis called nature . . . ac-
cording as nature is said to be that which can be grasped
by the intellect in any way; for a thing is intelligible only
by its definition and essence. . . . But “nature” also seems

to signify the essence of the thing as ordered to its proper
operation, for nothing is without its proper operation. The
name quiddity, on the other hand, is derived from that
which is signified by the definition, whereas essence means
that through which and in which a thing has its act of

existing.

Chapter II1

Modes and Divisions

of Being (ens)

I. WAYS OF PREDICATING ‘‘BEING”’

eing is spoken of in many ways. In one way, some-
!:hmg 1s called a being because it subsists in, itself;!
. in ano.ther way because it is a principle of subsist’-
ing bolpg, as in the case of form; thirdly, because it is
disposition of a subsisting being—for instance, o quali aj
fou.rthly, because it is a privation of a dis osition (fl i
sisting being, such as blindness.2 4 jiArie
Bemgﬁ expressed in one way, is divided into the t
categories, and it then signifies something existing in 5
ture, whether it be a substance, as man, or an accﬁien =
color. In a second mode, being signifies the truth ot’f s
proposition, inasmuch as it is said that an affirmation is 1:rua
when it s:gm'ﬁes that that which is, #s, and 2 negation s
true w_hen it signifies that that which is not, is no% Bein 3
taken in this sense, signifies the composition wh.ich tli;
mlfellect, pomposing and dividing, introduces. Thus, all
thmgs which are called beings in the first way- are be,ina
also in the.second way, for everything that has natugsi
being 1.n‘t}ungs can be signified to exist by an aﬁ"u‘matira
proposition, as when it is said: color is, or man is. But -
all. those entities that are beings in the second r;lod o
beings also in the first mode. For an affirmative propos?tiacf:
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. . s
is made regarding a privation, such as bhndness., whet} l'tn
said: blindness is And yet blindness is not a being lemst} t)g
: . it i tual entity.
i s ae. it is the loss of some ac :
in the nature of things; . e tine
ivations and negations are ¢
In a word, even privatio s resar s
i nd mode, but not the hrst. 1
according to the seco DUt T B erse
ver, being is predica _
both these modes, however, 35 | R
i first mode, being 15 a su ial |
ways. Taken in the _ = e
1 the question, what 2 thing 15;
cate, and pertains to : . he
secc;nd mgde, being is an accidental predicate . .. and p
L
i i hether a thing 1s.
ains to the question, W in
: Being®is got placed in the definition of c;eqtur.?, bciilp:;:
. - rtici-
ing is nei or a difference. Being 15 p
being is neither a genus nor a rie
i i i om the essence O
a reality not exisung fr of th
e and i jon, whether a thing 15,
i ason the question, '
thing; and for this re o, b e h
i jon, what a thing 15. INOW,
is other than the question, ; N
i ide the essence of a thing may .
as everything outside ! i e e i
i 76 that esse which pertains to q
el “accl » ‘The Commentator
‘o is. is an “accident.” The Co
whether a thing 1s, 18 2 acame 2
tion, “Socra
tates . . . that the proposition,
[avans e i 1 predication, accord-
is,” in the class of accidental pre !
o i being, or the truth of
i it 1 entity of real being, )
ing as it Imports the AT
iti it is true that, so far as it 1mp
roposition. Yet it 18 . e e
i ich this act of existing gs, th
subject (7es) o whi g o i
ing signi he essence of such subjects,
name being signifies t : et amcip
ivided i ories—though not uni ¥y
divided into the ten categ ‘ ¢
cause actual existence does not belong to all things accor
i .
ing to the same concep . .
%Note that esse is not an accident geneglcta:lly s;) tcal(l::;d,
isti substance—
igni he act of existing ol the
where esse signifies ¢ iy
is 1 e essence—, but esse 1 ‘
for this is the act of th 1ce- e
ess, seeing tha
“acci » because of a certain likeness, i
accident” be :
act is not a part of the essence any Mmor¢ than an acci

dent is.®
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Being?® is twofold: being-of-reason and being-of-nature.

Being-of-reason is predicated properly of those inten-
tions which the reason discovers in the things it considers,
such as the generic, the specific, and other like intentions—
which indeed are not found in the nature of things, but
follow upon the consideration of reason. And this kind of
being, namely, being-of-reason, is properly the subject of
logic. Now, intelligible intentions of the sort spoken of
are paralleled by beings-of-nature, since all beings-of-na-
ture come within the purview of reason. The subject of
logic thus extends to all the things of which being-of-
nature is predicated. Aristotle therefore concludes that
the subject of logic is paralleled by the subject of philos-
ophy, which is being-of-nature, real being. Hence the
philosopher proceeds from the principles of real being
itself in order to prove whatever has to be taken into ac-
count respecting its common accidents. In the considera-
tion of these matters the dialectician,!® on the other hand,
proceeds from intentions of reason, which are extraneous
to the nature of things.

There!! is, however, a fourfold division of being: into
essential being (ens per se) and accidental being (ens per
accidens), into real being, or being-of-nature, and being-
of-reason, into the ten categories, and into actual and
potential being. Observe that the division of being into
essential and accidental is not the same as the division of
being into substance and accident. . . . It is by the absolute
consideration of being that it is divided into substance and
accident; e.g., whiteness, so considered, is called 2n acci-
dent, and man 2 substance. Accidental being, however, can
be grasped [not absolutely or in itself, but] only through
the comparison of accident to substance. And this com-
parison is signified by the verb is, e.g.: the man is white; a
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redication which, taken as 2 whole, is an .m.sFancefcg ?:-
cidental being. Thusitis evidcpt that the dmsnonho erln eg_
into essential and accidental arises from the fa-_c';lt at S:cci-
thing is predicated of a tt.nng- either essentia g orddcnt,
dentally. The division of being nto substance an hsilc dents
on the other hand, results from the fe_tct that a thing
nature is either a substance or an accident. s )
Accidental being,!? again, 15 Fpoken ofint -gee ::ZY :
firstly, when an accident is predlcated of an accl Zt:: cid;:gn.:;
“the just [man] is musical”; sicondly, Yvhen an aopcen
is predicated of 2 subject—e.g- the man 1§dmusxc‘-.‘1th,e iy
ly, when a subject is p,l;edxcated of an accident—
is 2 man. ' - '
ca%ﬁ}iﬁ?l respecting the mode of essential .bemg,'nAtli':-
totle first distinguishes it into .the ten categ{)rlez, Pmc a]le(g]
out that being in this que is extramental and 15 T
“perfect" or complete being. _Sccon.dly, he npteshanmind
mode according to which. being exists .only 1(1'11 tc: o di;
Thirdly, he divides being nto potcnnahty ;n. a ;;ame] :
vided, being is more common than perfect i;ng, - i)ai
than being as divided into tl:le ten cat.cgonefs. or 111)3 et
being is being onlyina quahﬁed anq imper ef:t se t;solute
totle asserts that those things are.sald to be., in an abe e
sense, which signify the categorics. Now it mustd Ay
understood that being cann.ot be _hmlted to sorneii e_-ted 2
nate entity in the manner 1n which a g.enus is n’:ince °
species through differences. For 1t4he dxffe%nclcl, pectt
does not participatc in the genus,™® 15 quts: ;13 the cnce £
of the genus. But nothing can be_ outs:de.t cbes?ddidon
being so as to constitute some species of b;x.ng Y s
vo being; for what is out51de. being is not ml:g. f}us H
the Philosopher had proved in the third book o
physics'® that being cannot be a genus.
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Thereforel® being must be limited to diverse genera
in accordance with diverse modes of predication—which
themselves follow upon diverse modes of existing, because
in as many ways as something is predicated, in just so many
ways is something signified to be. And for this reason those
things into which being is first divided are called predica-
ments, because they are distinguished according to the
various modes of predicating.

There'? are indeed some predications in which the verb
is does not explicitly occur. Let it not be supposed that
in such cases (e.g., in “the man walks™) being is not predi-
cated. Denying such a false inference, the Philosopher lays
it down that in all such predications something is signified
to be. In fact, every verb is reduced to this verb is, and
its participial form [be-ing). There is, then, no difference
between saying that a man is convalescing and that he con-

valesces; and so in all other cases. It is therefore evident
that in as many modes as predication is made, in just so
many ways is being spoken of.

2. THE DIVISION OF BEING BY POTENCY
AND ACT

The primary simple principles cannot be defined, for in
definitions there can be no infinite regress. Act is such a
principle. Therefore it cannot be defined. Yet, through
the proportion of two things to each other, it can be seen
what act is. So if we take the relation of the builder to the
buildable, and of one who is awake to one asleep, and of
that which sees to that which has its eyes closed while
having the power of sight . . ., proportionally, from such

particular examples, we can arrive at a knowledge of what
act and potency are.'8
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Potency*? is spoken of in relation to act. But act 1}«.: t‘.l.slro-
fold: first act, which is form, and seoond act, which is
operation. As the common understanding of toe oerin m;
dicates, act was attributed first of al! to action; 2 ;n;};l
everyone understands act to mean this. Howe_ve:r.,f rthc
this meaning the term act was lfransferrec‘l to 51gdm y the
form, seeing that form is a principle of action, an an € t(;
Potency, then, is hikewise t.wofold: active pot;ncy,th_
which the act that is operation corresponds—fm tc(; is
the term potency?® seems to have })een attribute Per]l-
marily—and passive potency, to }vhlch first act, namely
the form, corresponds—and to this tho term potency was
likewise, it seems, attributed secondan‘ly.

Now,?! in any two things wl_latever, if one of th.emhcorn}
pletes the other, then the relanoo between them 1s tl at o
act to potent_iality; for nothing is brought to co?p eno(r:i,:
fulfilled, except by its own act. . . . But 1t 1s the act o
existing itself which complete.s, .fulﬁlls, the ex1sltmgf ;sluv:
stance; each and every being is in act as a resu t of ha .
ing the act of existing. It follows that in every one od
the aforesaid substances?? there 1s 2 composition of act an
PO;ZE?:;?ZL in a thing that which is .derived froman agent
must be act; for an agent’s office is to make something

actual. But it was proved earlier t}}at all substances.e%-
cept the first have existe:nce .from it. In every c;?se it 151:
because they receive their existence fron} somet ng €
that caused substances themselves are. This very ex}:;;enc'c,
then, is present in caused substanf:e§ as their act. That 1:
which an act is present 15a potentlal{ty. Indeed act ads sucl:)
is referred to potentiality. Hznce, in every created sub-
is potentiality and act.

sz;ZiﬂTe\;hatzvcr partgipates in something is related to

——
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that which is participated as potentiality to act.2® For,
through that which is participated [received] the partici-
pator is actualized in such and such a manner. But it was
shown previously that God alone is being in virtue of His
own essence, while all other things participate in the act of
existing.?! Every created substance, therefore, is related to
its own existence as potentiality to act.?s

Further. It is through an act that a thing becomes like
its efficient cause; for an agent produces its like so far as
it is in act. But every created substance attains likeness to
God through the very act of existing (ipsum esse), as was
proved earlicr. Therefore, existence itself (ipsumz esse) has
this status with respect to all created substances: it is their
act. Thus, in every created substance there is composition
of act and potentiality.

In?® every composite being?? there must be act and po-
tentiality. Indeed no plurality can become one in an abso-
lute sense unless in it something be act and something else
potentiality. [Complete] entities actually existing do not
form a unit, except, as it were, by way of conjunction or
aggregation; and thus united they are not one in an abso-
lute sense. But even in such wholes, the parts themselves
are potential with respect to their unification, since they
are unified actually after having been unified potentially.
- . . Moreover, every composite, precisely as composite, is
potentially dissolved, although in certain things something
is present that resists dissolution. But what is dissoluble is
in potentiality with respect to non-existence.

Every®® thing other than God has being participatively;
so that in it substance [or essence], sharing the act of ex-
istence, is other than this act itself which is shared. But
every participator is related to that which is participated
in it as potentiality to act. Hence, the substance of every
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created thing whatever is to its own existence as poten-
tiality to act. So it is that every created substance is com-
posed of potentiality and act, or, as Boethius says, of
what-it-is (quod est) and act of existing (esse).

3. THE REAL COMPOSITION OF ESSENCE
AND ACT OF EXISTING

It is clear from what has been said already that in every
created thing essence is distinct from existence and is com-
pared to the latter as potentiality to act.?® Every cr_eate.d
being participates in the act of (?xl.stmg;” God alone is His
act of existing.®* The act of existing of every ﬁ.mife thing
is participated, because no thing outside God is its own
act of existing.3® i
Whatever® is participated is related to the participator
as its act. . . . But participated act of existing is limited by
the [receptive] capacity® of the participator. Hence God
alone, who is His own act of existing, is pure and mﬁmt_c
act. In intellectual substances, indeed, there is a composi-
tion of act and potentiality; not, however, of matter and
form, but of form?® and participated act of existing.
Now,8 act of existing, as such, cannot be letE.l‘SC;M yet
it can be diversified by something extrinsic to itself; for
instance, a stone’s act of existing is other than that of a man.
God’s®® act of existing is distinguished and set apart from
every other act of existing by the fact that it is self-sub-
sistent, and does not come to a nature [or an essence] ott\er
than itself. Every other act of existing, being non-subsist-
ing, must be individuated by the nature and s.ubstance
which subsists in that act of existing. And regarding these
things [namely all creatures] it is true to say thaf t_he act
of existing of this one is other than the act of existing of
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that one, inasmuch as it belongs to another nature. So, if
there were one color existing in itself, without matter, or
without a subject, by this very fact it would be distin-
guished from every other color; since colors existing in
subjects are distinguished only through those subjects.

Because®® the quiddity of an intelligence?® is that ve
intelligence itself, its quiddity or essence is that which it
itself is, and its existence, received from God, is that by
which it subsists in the nature of things. Some therefore
have said that substances of this kind are composed of
that-by-which-they-are (the gquo est) and that-which-
they-are (the quod est}, or of that-by-which-they-are and
essence. . . .

Whatever*! does not belong to the concept of essence
or quiddity comes from without and enters into composi-
tion with the essence, for no essence can be understood
without its essential parts, But every essence or quiddity
can be understood without anything being known of its
actual existence. For example, I can understand what a
man or a phoenix is and yet be ignorant whether either
one exists in reality.4? It is evident, then, that act of exist-
ing is other than essence or quiddity—unless, perhaps,
there exists a reality whose quiddity is its very act of
existing.** And there can be only one such reality: the
First Being. . . . In every other being, act of existing is
other than quiddity, nature, or form.

The* act of existing belongs to the first agent, God,
through His own nature; for God’s act of existing is His
substance. . . . But that which belongs to something ac-
cording to its own nature, appertains to other things only
by participation. . . . Thus the act of existing is possessed
by other things, from the First Agent, through a certain
participation. But that which a thing has by participation
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is not its very own substance. Therefore it is impossible
that the substance of anything except the first agent should
be the act of existing itself.

Now,* the composition of matter and form is not of
the same nature as the composition of substance and act
of existing, though both compositions are of potentiality
and act. This is so, first of all, because matter is not the
very substance of a thing. If it were, then all forms would
be accidents, as the ancient Naturalists*¢ thought. Rather,
matter is a part of the substance. Secondly, this is so be-
cause the act of existing itself is not the proper act of the
matter, but of the whole substance. For esse is the act of
that whereof we can say: it is; esse is not said of the mat-
ter, but of the whole. Matter, therefore, cannot be termed
that-which-is. On the contrary, the substance itself is that-
which-is. Thirdly, the aforesaid compositions are diverse,
because the form is not the act of existing, though between
the two there exists a certain order. Form is compared to
the act of existing as light to the act of illuminating, for
instance, or as whiteness to the act of being white. Finally,
there is this consideration: existence is act even in relation
to the form itself. For in things composed of matter and
form, the form is said to be 2 principle of existing because
it is what completes the substance, whose act is esse itself;
just as the air's transparency is the principle of illumina-
tion because it makes the air a proper subject for receiver]
of light.

To sum up: in things composed of matter and form,
neither the matter nor the form can be designated as that-
which-is, nor even can the act of existing be so designated.
However, form can be called that-by-which—a-thing-is, or
exists, (quo est), inasmuch as it is a principle of exist-
ing. Nevertheless, it is the whole substance which is that-
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which-is (quod est), and the act of existing i
which the substance is denominated a being. g is that by

In intellectual substances (which . . . are not composed
of matter and form, but form in them is itself a subsisting
§ubstance) form is that-which-is (quod est), whereas esse
is act and that-by-which the form is (quo est). So in them
there is but one composition of act and potentiality, name-
ly, the composition of substance and act of existing, which
by some is called a composition of that-which-is (quod
est) and act of existing (esse}, or of that-which-is (quod
est) and that-by-which-it-is (quo est).

On the other hand, in substances composed of matter
and form there is a twofold composition of potentiality
and act: first, that of the substance itself, which is com-
posed of matter and form; second, that of the substance,
thus composed, and its act of existing. This composition
also can be called one of that-which-is (guod est) and act
of existing (esse), or of that-which-is (quod est) and that-
by-which-it-is (quo est).

Itis ‘evident, therefore, that the composition of act and
potentiality is more comprehensive than that of form and
matter; matter and form divide natural substance, poten-
tiality and act divide universal being. Accordingly, what-
ever follows upon potentiality and act, as such, is common
to bf)th material and immaterial created substances, as to
receive and to be received, to perfect and to be perfected.
Yet, all that is proper to matter and form, as such, as to be
ger.zemted and corrupted, and the like, appertain to ma-
terial substances only, and in no way belong to immaterial
created substances.



Chapter IV
The Analogicity of Being

1. SOME PRIMARY CONSIDERATIONS

cated analogically, not univocally, come within
the field of one science. Now being (ens) is in
this manner predicated of all beings. Consequently all be-
ings are embraced in the scope of that single science
which treats of being as being.!
In predications all univocal terms are reduced to one
first non-univocal, analogical term, which is being (ens).?
Being (ens) is not a genus, but is predicab]e analogically
of all things in general; and the same must be said concern-
ing the other transcendentals.®
There is something analogically common to being and
non-being* because non-being is itself called being analogi-
cally, as is clear from the fourth book of Aristotle’s Meta-
physics® Therefore the distance of nature between the
creature and God cannot stand in the way of 2 community
of analogy between them.®
As the Philosopher says, the term being, or that-which-
is, is used in various senses. It must be borne in mind that
a term is predicated of diverse things in several different
ways. 1) In some cases the term is predicated according
to a concept altogether identical, and then it is said to be
predicated univocally, as animal, said of the horse and the
cow. 2) In other instances the term is predicated accord-

!LL the things of which one common term is predi-
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ing to concepts altogether diverse in meaning, and then it
is said to be predicated of things equivocally, as dog, said
of the aflimal of that name and of a certain heavenly t;od

3) In still other cases the term is predicated according t}:::;
concepts diverse in some respect and in some respect not—
diverse inasmuch as they entail diverse relations, but one
in that these diverse relations are all referred to ;orne one
term. A thing is then said to be “predicated analogically,”
that is, proportionally, each member of the analogy bcin’

predicated according to its relation to that one term.” 3

Now?® a term is predicated analogically in three ways:
1) solely as regards the concept involved; 2) as regards the
act of existing, but not the concept; 3) as regards both the
concept and the act of existing.

The first mode of analogical predication® is present when
one concept is attributed to 2 number of things by priority
and posteriority, yet is realized in but one of them. Thus
the concept of health is applied to the animal, to urine, and
to diet in various ways, according to priority and pos:teri-
ority, though not according to a diverse act of existin
because health exists actually only in the animal.10 7

The second mode of analogical predication!! is in effect
when several things are put on an equal footing under one
and the same common concept, although the nature that
the)( share in common exists diversely in them. Thus all
!:)odlcs [however diverse they may be in their actual ex-
istence] are on a par so far as the concept of corporeity is
concerned. Thus the logician, who considers intentions
only, says that the term body is predicated univocally of
alt b?dl_es, and yet corporeity does not exist in corruptible
and in incorruptible bodies in the same mode. Hence, for
t_he metaphysician and the philosopher of nature, who ::on-
sider things in their actual being, neither the term body

e —
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nor any other term is said univocally of corruptible and
incorruptible things, as is clear from what the Philos-
opher’? and the Commentator say.

The third mode of analogical predication13 is found
where there is no equality either with respect to the com-
mon concept involved or to actual existence. It is in this
mode that being (ens), for instance, is predicated of sub-
stance and of accident. And in all such cases'* the common
term must exist in some way in each of the things of which
itis predicated, while differing with respect to greater of
Jesser pcrfection.us

[t36 happens in two ways that a term is predicatcd of a
number of things according to different concepts. In one
way, according to concepts completely diverse, having no
relationship to one [common meaning]. And such things
are said to be equivocal by chance, because it is only for-
tuitously that a man applies one name to one thing and
another name to something else, as is particularly evident
in the case of different men who are called by the same
name. In another way, one name is prcdicated of a num-
ber of things according to concepts not totally other but
agreeing in some one thing—sometimes, indeed, in the fact

that they are referred to one principle. Thus a thing is
called mrilitary either because it is a military man’s instru-
ment—a sword, perhaps—or because it is his clothing, such
as a cuirass, or because it is his vehicle, for example, a horse.
But sometimes those concepts agree in being all referred
to one end, as medicine is called bealthy because it pro-
duces health, diet because it conserves health, urine be-
cause it indicates health. In other instances, however, terms
agree according to different proportions to the same sub-
ject, as a quality is called a being because it is a disposition
of per se being, namely, of substance, quantity because it
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1s 2 measure of substance, and so forth.}? Fin

may agree according to one proportion t:u gi:rg:':etes;?s

r::(.:ts.18 T!’IUS sight is in relation to the body what intell :

Is n relation to the soul, so that just as sight is a powe CC;

ahbodlly organ, so intellect is a power of the soullzn w}fi:h
the quy doe‘s not participate. Aristotle therefore says that
gzg;) lxztplred;:;ted of many things, not through concepts

ely different, as with things equiv

chance, -but rather by way of analoggy, 211“(;:,3'1:))}:‘;21}5’&&)’
proportion, seeing that all goods depend upon one ﬁrs:
Rr;inmple o_f goodness, or are all ordered to one end. For
. stotle th not mean that that separated Good wa.s the
ldc?a :-md intelligible form (ratio) of all goods, but their
prmc1RIc and end. Or, again, all things are said to be good
accm:dmg to. analogy or the same proportion in this %va
that just as sight, for example, is a good of the bod 3:::
mlsellect is a good of the soul. Indeed Aristotle prcferz this
thlrd_ mod_c of .analogy“’ because it is based upon the good-
ness inhering in things. In the first two modes invoglvin
:1$1i :lhcy do predication in respect to the sepamt‘ed good,§
e g ;sn:(;: so properly denominated good as it is in the

2. APPLICATIONS: THE PROBLEM OF THE
ANALOGICAL COMMUNITY BETWEEN
CREATURES AND GOD

It?! must be said that nothing can be predicated univocall

of the creature and God; for in all univocals the intelligible
nature 51gruﬁe.d by the name (ratio nominis) is comrncogn to
each of the things of which that name is univocally predi-
cated. Thus, with respect to that nature, univo)c:al;s are
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equal, although in its actual existence one can be prior or
osterior to another. For example, so far as the concept of
number itself is concerned, all numbers are on a par, yet in
fact one number may be prior to another. Now, however
much it may imitate God, no creature can ever attain to
this, that anything the same in its very intelligible essence
should be common to it and to God. For, those things
which, as regards the same intelligible essence, are present
in diverse subjects, are common to them in point of sub-
stance [second substance] or of quiddity, but are distinct
in point of existence (esse). But whatever is in God is His
own proper act of existing; for just as essence in Him is
the same as act of existing, so science ( scientia}, for ex-
ample, is the same in Him as His actual scientific knowing
(scientem esse). Consequently, since the act of existing
proper to one thing cannot be communicated to another,
it is impossible that the creature should have anything in
common with God quidditatively, even as it cannot pos-
sibly acquire the same act of existing as His. Similarly in
our case: if for instance in Peter, man and the act of being
a man did not differ, it would be impossible to predicate
man univocally of Peter and Paul, whose very existences
are diverse.2? Yet it cannot be asserted that whatever is
predicated of God and creature is predicated in 2 purely
equivocal sense, because if there existed no real likeness of
creature to God, God’s essence would not be the likeness
of created things, and thus in knowing His own essence,
He would not know creatures. Likewise, in that case we
would be unable to attain to any knowledge of God from
creatures. Nor, then, among names befitting creatures??
would any one of them be predicable of Him in preferenca
to any other; for in regard to terms purely equivocal it
matters not what name be used, seeing that there is no like-
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ness in reality between them. Therefore it must be said
the.n: thc.name science® is said of God's science and of ours
neither in an altogether univocal sense, nor purely equivo-
f:ally, but by way of analogy; which simply means accord-
ing to a proportion.

Now proportional likeness can be twofold, giving rise
toa double c9rnmunity of analogy. 1) There exists a cer-
tain conformity among things proportioned to each other
because ‘of a mutual determinate distance or some other
[.dctenmnate] relation between them, as two is propor-
tioned to one by being the double of one. 2) Sometimes
we ﬁn_d a mutual conformity of two things between which
t'here Is no [determinate) proportion, but rather a mutual
hkenFss of two proportions; e.g., six is “like” four in this
that just as six is the double of three, so four is the double:
of two. The first kind of conformity is thus one of pro-
portion, the second, of proportionality. So, in accordance
with that first kind of conformity we find something predi-
cated analogically of two things one of which is rle)lated
to the other, as being (ens) is said of substance and of ac-
cident through the relation that substance and accident
have to each other, and as bealthy is predicated of urine

and of animal because urine has a certain likeness? to the
health of the animal. But sometimes a term is predicated
analogica.lly according to the second kind of conformity
[Pfoportlonality], as the name wvision is said of corporeal
vision a.nd of intellectual vision by reason of the fact that
just as sight is in the eye, so intellect is in the soul. [As was
sald]., in things predicated analogically in the first way [ac-
cord.mg to proportion] there must be some determinate
relation between the entities to which a term is common
b)f analogy. It is therefore impossible for anything to be
said of God and creature by this mode of analogy. For no

3
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creature has a relation to God such that, through it, the
divine perfection could be determined.? But in the second
mode of analogy no determinate relation exists between
those things to which something is common by analogy.
Therefore nothing prevents some name from being predi-
cated analogically of God and creature according to this
mode of analogy.

There are, however, two modes of predication by way
of proportionality. 1) Sometimes the name to be predi~
cated implies in its primary meaning something respecting
which no likeness can obtain between God and creature.
... Such is the case in all things predicated of God sym-
bolically, as when words like lio or sun are said of Him.??
For in the definition of such terms is included matter—
which cannot be attributed to God. z) Sometimes the
npame predicated of God and creature involves in its prin-
cipal signification nothing that could prevent the afore-
said mode of community [proportionality] from existing
between the creature and God. Such is the case with all
names whose definition entails no imperfection,” nor any
actual dependence upon matter. This [absence of limita-

tion] we find in the terms being, good, and the like.2®

3. THE BASIS OF METAPHYSICAL ANALOGY:
DIVERSITY IN ACT OF EXISTING

... TWO principles are to be considered in a thing, namely,
its nature or quiddity and its act of existing. Now in all
univocals there must be community according to nature
and not according to act of existing, because one act of
existing only is present in each thing. Thus human nature
does not exist in two men according to the same act of
existing. So it is that when the form signified by a name
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is th}fi act of existing itself (ipsum esse), it cannot appertain
to things univocally; neither therefore is bei
dicated univocall},r.)‘:o s being {ens) pre-
The act of existing of each and eve ing 1
P act of ry being is proper to
it and is distinct fr isti
bcing,m om the act of existing of every other
Diversity with respect to act of existin
. ith. revents th
univocal predication of being (ens). . . . ifc)liverse wa;

of existing (div ] : A
o g (diversus modus existendi) bars such predica-




