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THESIS

Reality and Truth in Thomas of York: Study and Text

(Abstract)

Thomas of York was a member of the English province of the Franciscan

Order who wrote around the middle of the thirteenth century. He became a

master at Oxford in 1253, and lectured there possibly until 1256, when he

was appointed the sixth regent of the Franciscan Stadium at Cambridge. The

approximate date of his death is generally set at 1260.

His principal work is the Sapientiale, most of whose seven books, with

the exception of Book VI, have been edited in doctoral theses submitted at

the University of Toronto since 1951. The present thesis consists of an edition

and study of Book VI, which has hitherto remained only in Gothic script dating

from the first half of the fourteenth century. The earliest of the three extant

manuscripts used for the edition, Florence, Conv. Sopp. A. 6. 437 , was

chosen as basic.

If we view the history of Western philosophy as a perennial dialogue be-

tween platonism and aristoteliaiiism, Thomas of York can be said to have

written the Sapientiale at a unique moment in that history. For Christian

thinkers, it marks the first time that a wholesale confrontation with aristoteli-

anism was even possible. Previous to the spread of the Latin translations from

the Arabic during the first half of the thirteenth century, the philosophical

works of Aristotle were, for the most part, unavailable to the Latin West.

One of the most distinctive features of Thomas of York is the extent to which

he, a Franciscan schooled in the Christian platonism of Augustine and Anselm,

endeavours to assimilate the thought of ' the Philosopher' . Thomas of York

was aided in this task by the neoplatonic character of the Jewish and Arabian

writings that entered the West in translation along with Aristotle, notably

those of Ibn Gabirol, Avicenna and Averroes.

The natural learning of Aristotle was probably the factor that gave Thomas
of York the philosophical inspiration for the Sapientiale , --an inspiration dis-

tinguishing it from the customary theological commentaries and summas of the

age. In this monumental work. Book VI occurs at the end of a general meta-
physics that is preceded by a natural theology and followed by a special meta-
physics, or philosophy of nature and man. It is devoted to an appreciation of

created being as found in reality and in the truth of the human mind.

The investigation is conducted through a study of opposites into which

being is divided. These opposites are principally the one and the many,
potency and act, truth and falsity. By this method, which recalls the method
of dichotomous division in Plato' s Dialogues , Book VI treats of four major

topics that have recurred in philosophy from ancient to modern times: actual

being in terms of one or many; potential being and secondary causality; the

nature of truth; and finally, the nature of knowledge.

Throughout his consideration of these topics, Thomas of York is mainly

concerned with upholding the perfection of creatures, instead of emphasizing

their manifest imperfection when contrasted with the absolute perfection of



God. Subordinate to this concern, yet closely allied to it, is the theme of

unity, which is woven into the whole fabric of his thought.

In his treatment of actual being, he adopts the doctrine of universal

hylomorphism. common to Augustine and Gabirol, according to which all

creatures, spiritual as well as corporeal, are composed of matter and form.

The forms received by successively less perfect matters proceed from God as

light proceeds from the sun, with the result that a hierarchy arises of specifi-

cally different kinds of form. First, there is the spiritual form of angels and

human souls; then, the incorruptible forms of heavenly bodies; and finally,

the corruptible forms of bodies confined to the earth.

Against this background, Thomas of York develops his philosophy of

being, with the aid of the De Unitate , a treatise of Gundissalinus. A creature

exists onlv when its intrinsic principles of matter and form are joined together

to constitute a unity. The principle of this unity within the Individual is

form, but the unity that it possesses and gives to maner and the composite

comes from another. Ultimately, this ' other" is God. For corporeal beings,

however, there is a source of unity second to the Divine, but first among

creatures. This is the spiritual form of angels and human souls, from whose

unity is derived the unities by which all creatures exist. Accordingly, although

reality is materially many, insofar as different kinds of matter receive unity

in a variety of ways, it is formally one by virtue of the unity of spiritual form.

In keeping with Gabirol, Thomas of York seeks to attribute sufficient

being and perfection to the passive potency of matter in corruptible bodies for

a created agent to bring this potency readily into act. Moreover, as in the

thought of his renowned contemporar)', Bonaventure, the movement from

potential to actual being is further facilitated by the presence in matter of

active potencies or incomplete forms. These forms are not wholly actual.

If they were, as in the doctrine of the latitatio formarum of Empedocles,

there would be no need for generation or generating agents. On the other

hand, they are not just passively present in the potency of a matter that simply

receives forms from an avicennian dator formarum . for this would destroy the

aristotelian notion of nature as an intrinsic active principle of change. Instead,

they are present in a manner that avoids the error of these extremes; they are

present as incompletely actual forms that can be brought to completion by

secondary causes. These forms, described by Averroes as 'active natural

potencies' , are none other than the 'seminal principles' of Augustine. Ac-

cording to Thomas of York, the unity of these potencies or principles, taken

collectively, constitutes what Aristotle means by ' Nature' . Thomas of York

maintains that 'seminal principles' is an apt expression, because it brings to

mind the role of an efficient cause, just as the term 'seed' brings to mind a

planter or cultivator. Although this causalit)' belongs to the accidental order,

it nevertheless remains a true causality, God, therefore, is not the sole cause

of change; the being possessed by the passive potency of matter and the further

perfections of active natural potencies make it possible for created agents to

exercise a causality of their own.

In addition to the actual and potential being of reality, there is the

beingof truth, which man possesses in his knowledge. Like actual being, the

being of truth is essentially a unity. The two kinds of truth that exist in our

minds--the complex truth of propositions and the simple truth of definition--



are both reducible to the same unity as being as reality itself. The simple

truth of a definition expresses the essence of a thing, and the essence of a

thing consists in the indivision of form from matter, or simply the indivision

of being. Complex truth consists in the indivision of the predicate from the

subject, and the predicate can be regarded as a kind of form, and the subject

as a kind of matter. Since, therefore, reality and truth are both reducible

to the indivision or unity of being, they are not radically diverse, bat essentially

the same. Although the truth of a thing is conceptually different from the

thing itself, it remains the ' essentiality' or determination by which a thing

is what it is.

The essential sameness of reality and truth is mirrored in the sameness

of the sources from which they arise. Ultimately, of course, their sameness

is grounded in God as the origin of all unity, being and truth. But in the

created order, just as there is a first unity that is the source of the unity by

which things are real, so too there is a first truth that is the cause of the many
truths in our knowledge and the many truths of things. The first truth is the

same as the first unity, namely the spiritual form of angels and human souls.

Holding the highest place in the hierarchy of creation, man' s soul, together

with the angels, contains the forms of corporeal things in a virtually more

perfect manner than they are contained in things themselves.

Although all forms flow from God as light from the sun, the forms in

man' s soul are present to it through a special divine illumination. The light

received in this illumination is unique, because it contains the forms of all

things. Like William of Auvergne and Roger Bacon, Thomas of York parts

company with Bonaventure in maintaining an extreme brand of augustinianism,

according to which divine illumination provides man not only with the light

whereby he forms true judgments, but with the conceptual content of his

knowledge as well.

Like potential forms in matter, however, forms in the soul are not

wholly actual prior to our knowledge of them; they are not ' innate species'

.

But neither are they wholly passive in a mind that resembles a tabula nuda and

receives forms from things by way of aristotelian ' abstraction' . Although they

were wholly actual in man before original sin, they are now incompletely

actual or habitual. In man's present state sensible things must stimulate his

intellect to bring these forms to complete actuality. In this way, Thomas of

York, under the influence of Aristotle, assigns a causal role in knowledge to

things and to man' s own faculties of sense and intellect, but he does so only

because of the theological doctrine of original sin. By nature man possesses

truth through divine illumination, but after the Fall he accidentally requires

the assistance of things and his own powers in order to know the truth.

Original sin, however, has not destroyed the basic nature of man's soul.

The soul' s spiritual form continues to be the first created unity by which things

are real, and the first created truth by which the truths of our knowledge and

the truths of things are true. Like things themselves, truths are materially

many, but formally one; they are one. first, by virtue of their immortality

in the human soul. With the angels, therefore, man' s soul represents a kind

of exemplar cause, after which the whole of creation is modelled and to which
all creatures tend, in their striving for unity, being and truth.



Historically, Thomas of York, along with Grosseteste, Roger Bacon

and the Pseudo-Grosseteste, to whom his thought and actual words sometimes

bear a striking resemblance, helped to prepare the way for the famous synthesis

of augustinianism and aristotelianism in Duns Scotus. In his own right, Thomas
of York has succeeded in gleaning from a variety of sources a wisdom that en-

visages the world shot through with intelligibility and light, a vision that sees

man standing at the summit of creation, and a conviction that man can come
to a knowledge of God while still in this life by knowing His creatures.
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Introduction

Thomas of York vas a member of the English province

of the Franciscan Order, who lived around the middle of

the thirteenth century. He was a personal acquaintance

of Robert Grosseteste, although Thomas came to Oxford pro-

bably after Grosseteste stopped lecturing in 1235. From

the correspondence of Adam Marsh, the first regent of

the Franciscan Studium at Oxford, we learn that Thomas

was studying the Metaphysics of Aristotle as early as 1245.

He incepted in Theology at Oxford in 1253, and lectured

there, possibly until 1256, when he became the sixth

regent of the Franciscan Studium at Cambridge. The approx-

imate date of his death is generally considered to be

1260. Thomas • extant writings include: the treatise,

Manus (^uae Contra Omnipotent em . which appears to have played

a prominent role in the struggle of the mendicants with

the seculars, and is defended by Bonaventure in his Apologia

Pauperum . written in 1269; a Sermon on the Passion; two

Letters, preserved in the correspondence of Adam Marsh;

his monumental work in metaphysics, the Sapientiale ; and

the opusculum, Comparatio Sensibilium . which treats in a

brief manner much of the material contained in the

Sapientiale .

i



Bor"- tinll"^ --'J lo -"

.USX n

c>c}t>')r:t 9H

(.'"':: Biii f>jrsoa > ssi aQfivr , ..c;-j-

f1-. J lo ; j ni ;^

id nx 3iM;*a9v -..-•... ^j. ^^^ —

J den. "lo i>9VTast»nv^.
,



ii

Book VI of the Saplontlale . the subject of the present

2
study, which precedes the edition of the text itself,

treats of four major topics that keep recurring through-

out the history of philosophy: the problem of the one

and the many; the existence of secondary causality;

the nature of truth; and a theory of knov/ledge. Inter- st

in the problen of the one and the many extends from Par-

menides and Plato down through the ages to the contempor-

ary scene v.ith William James. In the ancient Greek world,

the monism of Parmenides aroused such widespread dispute

that it became one of the dominant themes of Platens

Dialogues . Accordingly, we find Socrates telling Pro-

tarchus in the Philebus that "The one and many become

identified by thought ... They run about together in and

out of every v.ord which is uttered ... This union of them

will never cease, and is not now beginning, but is ..• an

everlasting quality of thoiight itself, which never grov;s

old."^ The fact that twenty-three centuries later, in

our own day, we find William James seeing in a man's sol-

ution to the same problem a basic criterion of his whole

philosophy,^ testifies to the truth of Socrates' assertion.

James, in his famous division of philosophers into the

"tough-minded" and "tender-minded", aligns monism with
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iii

rationalism and idealism under the "tender-minded", and

pluralism v;ith materialism and empiricism under the "tough-

minded".

Viewed in the li^ht of history, the primacy of unity

might be emphasized to the extent that it subordinates and

absorbs multiplicity, as does the *3eing* of Parmenides,

*the One* of Plotinus, *the Infinite Substance* of Spinoza,

or the Absolute' of Hegel. In contrast, leaving aside

the extreme pluralism of the ancient atomists, Leucippus

and Democritus, and the radical materialism of a Hobbes,

we might maintain with Aristotle that unity belongs essen-

tially to individual substancei with the result that each

substance is one among many. Accordingly, we would not

be able to affirm the unity of any one substance without

also affiriTiing a plurality of substances.

The problem of secondary causality is closely allied

v;ith that of the one and the many, since change, which

gives rise to multiplicity, is impossible in a parmenldeian

universe, and without change there is no call for second-

ary causality. Even when the reality of change is con-

ceded, the difficulty of knowing its cause remains. The

cause could conceivably be identified exclusively v;ith

God. V/e night then agree v/ith Berkeley that there are
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iv

no natural causes and "Nature ... is a vain chimera intro-

duced by those heathens who had not just notions of the

5
omnipresence and infinite perfection of God." On the

other hand, we might try to solve the parmenidean diffi-

culty of understanding how being can come from, or pass

into, non-being, by recourse to Aristotle's doctrine of

potency and act, according to which potency is neither

being nor non-being absolutely speaking, but a mode of

being. Similarly, in opposition to Berkeley, we might

tiy to support the efficacy of secondary causes, without

detracting from the omnipotence and omnipresence of God,

on the basis of Aristotle's 'eduction' of forms from

matter.

Likewise, the meaning of truth, and v;hether the truth

of things is one or many, are questions that have never

ceased to engage the attention of philosophers since the

days of Socrates and Plato. Apart from an idealist like

Hegel, philosophers generally conceive truth to be an

agreement or correspondence betv/een the mind and reality.

Some, however, x.'ishing to avoid the implicit dualism of

subject and object in this definition, naintained that

truth is an identity, an indivision, or unity of the mind

with reality, instead of a mere correspondence. Plotinus,
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for example, says that "The object known must be identical

with the knowing act ... If this identity does not exist,

neither does truth . . . Truth cannot apply to something

conflicting v.ith itself; what it affirms must also be."^

The problem whether the truth of things is one or many

closely parallels the same problera v;ith respect to things

themselves. Accordingly, philosophers like Plato, Plo-

tinus, Augustine and Spinoza tend to emphasize the oneness

of truth, whereas Aristotle upholds the truth of the in-

dividual substance, with the result that he considers the

truth of each thing to be one araong many.

Finally, concerxning human knov/ledge, philosophers and

scientists from Plato to Freud fomi a common front against

the sophists, sceptics, and "intellectual nihilists",' v/ho

deny any distinction between truth and falsity, or con-

sider truth to be unattainable by man. But there is wide-

spread disagreement about the source and criterion of truth

in our knowledge. Ultimately, there are only two possible

sources of the truth we possess about things in the natural

order, namely things themselves, or God. In the history

of thought, we find philosophers maintaining each of these

positions. Plato, Augustine, and Descartes, for example,

tend to regard the intellect as innately endowed by God
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vi

with truth, or at least, with the germinal principles of

truth. Aristotle, on the other hand, holds that truth

is acquired from things by way of an act of abstraction

on the part of the intellect from sensible experience.

In the former, the very presence of truth in the intel-

lect assures the basic certitude of our knowledge, since

God is the source of that truth, and accordingly, the in-

fallible guarantee of certitude. In the latter, no such

guarantee can be found; instead, the existence of truth

and certitude depends solely upon the trustworthiness of

sense and intellect.

In the light of this analysis, we are faced with two

different approaches to philosophical issues, namely, that

of platonisra and neoplatonism on the one hand, and that of

aristotelianisra on the other. From the viewpoint of this

dichotomy, Thomas of York is writing at a unique moment in

the development of Western thought. For Christian thinkers,

it marks the first time that a wholesale confrontation with

aristotelianism was even possible. Prior to the thirteenth

century, the philosophical v/orks of Aristotle were unavail-

able to the Latin Uest, and in their absence, the mind of

the West was informed by the platonism and neoplatonism of
Q

of authors like Augustine, Boethius, and Pseudo-Dionysius.
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But by the tirue that Thomas of York was composing his

Sapientiale in the 1250 's, Christian authors had gained

access to the whole of Aristotle mainly through Latin

translations from the Arabic. They had acquired as well,

in translation from the Arabic, many of the writings of

the Arabian commentators Averroes, Avicenna, Algazel and

Alfarabi. These were accompanied by numerous treatises

in Arabian science, the Fons Vitae of the Jewish philo-

sopher Ibn Gabirol, and The Guide for the Perplexed of

Moses Maimonides, which was translated from the Hebrew

in 1240.^^

The acquisition of these renowned thinkers was made

possible, first of all, by the labors of the translators

themselves, among whom are found Gundissalinus and John

of Spain in Toledo around the middle of the twelfth cen-

tury, Gerard of Cremona in the latter half of the tv/elfth,

12
and Michael 3cot and Herman the German in the thirteenth.

Secondly, it was made possible by the spread of the trans-

lations, which began in England as early as the end of

the twelfth century through the efforts of such scholars

as Adelard of Bath, Daniel of Morley, and Alfred of

13
Sareshel. "^
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viii

The work of assimilating this new learning commenced

with the independent treatises of Gundissalinus himself,

to vfhom Thomas of York frequently shows his indebtedness. ^

It was taken up by Vallian of Auvergne on the continent,

who concentrated on Avicenna and an understanding of

Aristotle by way of Avicenna. It w^as carried on in

England by the most distinguished teacher of the day at

Oxford and the first Chancellor of that University, Robert

Grosseteste, whom the Franciscans secured as their first

17
lecturer from 1229 to 1235. Grosseteste's teaching of

Aristotle, v/hose works he \.'as engaged in commenting upon

and translating from the Greek original, proceeded unim-

peded by any ecclesiastical prohibitions such as those at

1^
the University of Paris in 1210, 1215, 1231 and 1245.

He was well acquainted with the writings of the Arabs, but

confined his attention more especially to their scientific

treatises, notably Alhazen's Perspectiva . a vork on optics

19
translated about the end of the twelfth century.

It was left to Thomas of York to be the first to use

on a grand scale the philosophical wisdom of Aristotle and

the Arabs, as well as the Jewish v.'riters. His object is

to integrate as much of the nev; learning as possible

within the context of augustinianism, to which school
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he belongs. Of all th« authora acquired during the period,

he aeeka first and foremost the favour of Aristotle.

He is aided in thia endeavour by the neoplatonism that

already charactoriaed the interprotationa of Aristotle

provided by the Arab and Jewish thinkers. This noo-

platonia^i sten-jned partially Tron the blending of Plato

and Aristotle in the Greek comrientator on Ariatotle,

Alexander of Aphrodioias, whom the Arabic world had in-

herited. It also st<ajnied £ron the famed Liber de Cauaif;

and tiie ao-called ThooloKV of Ariatotle . w.'iich were

ascribed to Aristotle, but were in fact of neoplatonlc

origin. The forttier was excerpted fron the '.-^h. :

Thf-"OJlOf",icfi of Proclus, and the latter i/aa borrowed from

Plotinus, Enneads . Books IV-VI. '-^ Baaldea the neo-

platonism which QiaorGed Troa those sources in tiie writings

of the Arabs and Jev/s, rhonas of York fell heir directly

to tha neoplntonisn of the Liber de Cauais . tho author

of which Thomas takes to be Cl^riatian. It io not sur-

prisinc that Christian thinkers found in the whole of thia

recently acquired neoplatonian something akin to tho

traditional neoplatonisni of the '-est.'^^ The new learning,

therefore, provided Thomas of York not only vith Aristotle,

but to a great extent with the means of reconciling the
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philosophy of the otagirite v/ith his own augustinian

fonnation.

The natural learning of Aristotle and the Arabs was

undoubtedly the factor that evoked in Thomas of York the

philosophical inspiration for the Saoientiale. - an in-

spiration distinguishing it from the custoi.iary theological

coiamentaries and sunmas of the age. It is true that

other men, including such renowned names as Bonaventure,

Albert the Great, and Aquinas, ware subject to the same

influence, and yet none of them wrote a work, the size

and scope of the iapientiale . that was so exclusively

metaphysical. We know, however, that learning at Oxford

proceeded along scientific lines, in marked contrast with

25
the speculative development at the University of Paris.

Similarly, it would sean that iinglisii thinkers were in-

clined to take a more exclusive interest in philosophy

than were tiheologians on the continent. Just as the

scientific treatises of the Arabs had a peculiar fascin-

ation for Grosseteste, so too the philosophy of Aristotle

and the Arabs held a special appeal for Thomas of York.

The reason for the appeal would seem to rest in Thomas*

awareness that if there was to be any reconciliation

between the wisdom of the Christians and the wisdom of
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Aristotle and the Arabs, it v^ac to be sought on the level

of natural reason. Very much concerned, as he seened to

be, v.'ith missionary activity, ' and obviously interested

in education, it is quite possible that he v'rote the

Sapientiale to promote a syrupathetic understanding of the

'pagan* n.ind among the students of an Order engaged in the

work of evangelisation.

The Sapientiale is not confined to any one field of

inquiry in metaphysics, but is intended to present a com-

plete uetaphysics of being. It deals not only v;ith being

in general, but vvlth being wherever it is found, whether

in God, man, hvunan knowledge, or physical nature. From

the structure and content of the work, the reader can

readily see that its author respects philosophy or irieta-

physics as one wisdom enlivening many areas of investiga-

tion within it. The Sapientiale is divided into three

Kiajor parts of unequal length. The first par-t is de-

voted to the being of God, and comprises Book I, vdth

forty-eight chapters. The second part considers being

in general, or being as being, and is comprised of five

books, with a total of one hundred and forty-one chapters.

The first of these. Book II, is a study of creation, or

29
of the origin of the world. Book III is concerned v.ith
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xii

those divisions of being in general whose members bridge

the created and uncreated orders; one member belongs to

God, and the other to creatures, as in the division of

being into being by essence and being by participation.

Books IV and V constitute a study of the division of being

into the categories, or into substance and the nine acci-

dents. Book V, which treats of discrete quantity or number,

tine, motion and place, and the relation of number to the

other categories, consists only of eight chapters, and

might be regarded as an appendix to Book IV. Book VI

is concerned with the divisions of created being. Unlike

Book III, it studies those divisions both of whose members

belong to the created order, or both of whose members are

30
treated primarily as belonging to the created order.

These divisions include the one and the many, potency

and act, the finite and infinite, whole and part, prior

and subsequent, truth and falsity. Finally, the third

part of the Saoientiale is devoted to a study of special

being, namely the being of the world and the being of man.

This third part is confined to the twenty-three chapters

of Book VII.

From this survey, we see that Book VI is located in

a General Metaphysics, between a Natural Theology and a
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xiii

Special Metaphysics. Within this General Metaphysics,

it is subsequent to the study of being as predicated of

God and creatures, and to the study of being as divided

into the ten predicaments. In Book VI, as in the re-

mainder of his General Metaphysics, Thomas conducts his

31
investigation of being by way of division into opposites.

Through a study of these opposites in relf'tion to one

another, a method that recalls the procedure of dichotoraous

32
division in Plato *s Dialogues, he seeks to achieve an

understanding of created being. Chapters 1-5 are con-

cerned with the division of being into the one and the

many; chapters 5-10, viith the various kinds of opposition,

taken from Boethius* Commentary, On the Categories of

Aristotle , and explained v/ith the assistance of various

writers, notably Aristotle himself, Averroes and Avicenna;

chapters 11-12, with potency and act; chapters 13-16,

with nature as opposed to art, - art being given special

treatment in chapter 17, chapters 1^-19, with the in-

finite and finite; chapter 20, with the whole and the

part; chapter 21, with the prior and subsequent; chapter 22,

with the comparable and non-comparable, the proportional

and non-proportional, the univocal and non-univocal, the

equivocal and analogical. Finally, chapters 23-32 are
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concerned with being in the intellect or truth, as opposed

to being outside or thinp;8 thenselves.

Out of this wide range of subject matter, it is only

possible to choose for consideration material pertinent

to the major topics in the Book. Chapters 1-5 on the one

and the many, and to some extent, chapters 6-10 on oppos-

ition, provide material for our treatment of unity;

chapters 11-17 on act and potency, nature and art, provide

material for our treatment of causality; and chapters 23-32,

the last ten chapters of the Book, provide material for our

treatment of truth and knowledge.

Except for a passing reference in the first chapter

of our study, no mention is made of another topic, con-

sidered by Thomas in Book VI, that would merit attention

in a comprehensive presentation of his philosophy of material

being. This is Algazel's division of being into the finite

and infinite, - a division which is subsidiary to Thomas*

prior concern with causality and nature as a whole. In

his treatment of the subject, found in chapters 1^ and 19,

Thomas uses Aristotle to show that the infinite does not

actually exist, but that it does exist potentially. It

exists through division in the order of continuous quantity,

and through addition or apposition* in the order of discrete
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35
quantity. Concerning the nature of the infinite, the

infinite cannot be defined as 'that outside of which there

is nothing*. On the contrary, this is the definition of

a *whole*, and a whole is not infinite, insofar as whole-

ness and perfection accrue to a being from its limits.

Instead, the infinite should be defined as 'that outside

of which there is always something', as in the division of

a continuum and in the addition of number.-' Accordingly,

the finite is that which is received from the infinite,

and the infinite has being insofar as there is always some-

37
thing outside to be received. Matter, as the receiver

and as that to which the privation of any limit is joined,

is the principle of infinity in physical being; form, as

that which is received and as the compl«nent of matter,

is the principle of finitude.

Against this background, Thomas takes exception with

Algazel's position that there is an infinity of souls, - a

position based on the erroneous premise that time and motion

39
are infinite. The number of souls in existence up to

the present is in the order of accomplished fact, and accord-

ingly, these souls constitute a determinate number. Po'-en-

tially, however, in the order of successive becoming, an

infinite number of souls can come into being.
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xvi

Finally, Thomas naintains that infinity cannot exist

in the physical order as such, but only when physical being

is considered mathematically. Insofar as all physical

beings tend toward a definite size, and insofar as they

require a certain minimal quantity to remain in existence,

physical bodies, as physical, cannot be infinite either

by way of addition or by way of division. They are in-

41
finite only from the viewpoint of mathenatics.

Despite the autonomy of VI as a distinct Book of the

Sapientiale , it can be regarded as a climactic resolution

of problems raised earlier in the v^ork with respect to
42 43

unity, causality, and knowledge. It also provides

a helpful background for Thomas* doctrine of the world

44
soul and of the human soul in Book VII, For that matter,

no one Book can be considered apart from the others without

running the risk of error or misinterpretation. Thomas

of York conceived the Sapientiale as a unity, in v/hich the

prior becomes significant in the light of the subsequent,

and the subsequent in the light of the prior. Accordingly,

although the present study is confined to an analysis of

Book VI, it contains references to relevant passages and

uses supporting material from the reriiainder of the work.

Two themes pervade Thomas' thought on the four major

topics of the Book. The first constitutes an emphasis
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on the perfection of creatures, rather than on their mani-

fest imperfection when contrasted with the absolute per-

45
fection of God. Accordingly, Thomas seeks to uphold

a primal principle of unity in the created order, a cer-

tain efficacy on the part of secondary causes, a first

truth that belongs to creatures, a theory of knovrledge

that would afford man*s intellect and things, as created

agents, a role in human knowing, and v;ould establish a

guarantee of certitude on the natural level. The second

theme is subordinate to the first. It consists in a vision

of being - the being of reality as well as the being of

truth - in terms of a unity that does not exclude multi-

plicity. Things exist insofar as they are one, but

they are simultaneously many; nature is a unity, but it

is comprised of potencies and causes that allow for multi-

plicity; truth is a unity, but this does not prevent us

from viewing it as a rightness or correspondence of the

mind with reality; finally, v/hether we are considering the

truth in things or the truth in man*s intellect, there is

one truth in creatures, but there are also many.

These themes are realized within the context of an

august inianism that constantly seeks the support of Aristotle,

and within the broader context of an attempted reconciliation



bs*qmsJ:^B ns 'lo *; ... , -...:. o'id en^ . *..^lw bat



xviii

between the sapient es Dei and the sapientes mundi . The

former are the traditional Christian authorities; the

latter include not only Aristotle and his commentators,

46
but the hermetical writings of i'rismepistus, Avicenna's

Book of Medicine , and such renovmed classical Lr.tin

authors as Cicero and Seneca. ^^ The reader could readily

be deceived by the nunerous references to this wide divers-

ity of writers into thinking that the Sapientiale is the

work of a mere compiler or even of an eclectic. In fact,

however, nothing could be further from the truth. Thomas'

remarkable ability to select and adapt the thought of others

to suit his own purposes leaves his augustinianism essen-

tially intact. Expressions like Pico iF,itur . which occur

frequently, are not to be regarded as nothing more than

personal transitions; they mark definitive statenents of

his own position in the light of the preceding arguments

pro and con. In this respect, they are comparable to the

Respond eo used by Aquinas to introduce the body of an article.

Sometimes Thomas of York will incorporate large portions of

Aristotle, but these portions are set v/ithin the framevjork

of his basic atigust inianism. At other times, his august-

inianism is cast in the mold of aristotelianism, but never-

theless, it remains augustinianism. For example, his
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approach to being through division is conducted on the basis

51of the four modes of opposition in Aristotle, but this

does not preclude the possibility of a platonic metaphysics.

Nor does the fact that his treatment of reality precedes

52
his treatment of truth'^ necessarily imply that he considers

reality to be prior to truth. Following Aristotle's order
53

of treatment does not necessarily entail Thomas* accept,-

ance of any metaphysical presuppositions that might accom-

pany it.

Finally, the reader might be inclined to approach the

Sapientiale as a work written by an immature aristotelian,

who did not as yet have the opportunity to become adequately

acquainted v.ith the works of *the Philosopher'. Thomas'

interpretation, which often appears to be at variance v,'ith

Aristotle's true meaning, could then be explained on the

ground of ignorance. Such an approach, hov/ever, would be

unfortunate. Far from misinterpreting Aristotle's thought

through ignorance, Thomas, with his thorough knoivledge of

the Stagirite, is able to discern the latent platonism of

the aristotelian text, and to choose those elements that

are adaptable to axigustinianism. In the chapters to follow,

we can best appreciate Thomas of York's position when we
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view it not as that of an immature aristoteliaa, but that

of a mature augustinian seeking to integrate, through

a 'benign interpretation', the wisdom of 'the Philosopher'

and the sapienx.es mundi with the wisdom of Augustine and

the sapientes Dei.
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Chapter 1

The Primacy of Created Unity

The prominent role that Thomas of York attributes to

unity is reminiscent of the role that unity has in the doc-

trines of Thierry of Chartres, Clarenbaldus of Arras and
1

Alan of Lille. In coimnon v;ith them, Thomas views unity
2

as the primary source of being and perfection in things.

He likewise agrees that this unity is realized first in

the Uncreated Unity of God, and then in the created unity

3
of creatures. x\fter an earlier treatment of Divine

4
Unity, however, he devotes special attention in Book VI

5
to the role of created unity. At this point in the de-

velopment of the Sapientiale . his main object is to show

that there is a created unity v/hich is basic and first in

importance among causes in the created order.

The reason for this attention to created unity may i/ell

be connected v.dth the entry of the *nev; learning* into the

Latin West. In the process of assimilation, one of the

elements that VJilliam of Auvergne rejected vjas the doc-

trine of 'mediate creation* in Avicenna. According to

this doctrine, multiplicity in creatures could not proceed

immediately from Uncreated Unity. 'From the One, inas-
6

much as it is one, only one effect can proceed.*
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Consequently, a series of Intelligences had to mediate

between the inviolable unity of God and the multiplicity

of creatures. The result v/as that creatures were removed

from the immediate governance and control of the Creator.

In opposition to this doctrine, V^illiaia of Auvergne

maintained that God is Lnmediately present to creatures

through the unity of the Divine Being. Moreover, he

held that the Divine Unity is the root of being and intel-

ligibility in things, as v^ell as the immediate source of
9

multiplicity. In fact, the immediacy of God to creatures

becomes so dominant in his mind that creatures, considered

in themselves, assume the aspect of a void that can be

filled with nothing less than the Divine presence.

Accordingly, although creatures enjoy an immediacy to God

denied them in the metaphysics of Avicenna, they are, by

virtue of that same irjuediacy, v.'ithout any unity or per-

fection of their ovn.

Now we know that Thomas of York was acquainted v/ith

the writings of V/illiam of Auvergne, since he refers to

thBSn on different occasions in the Sapiential©. Further-

more, it would appear from Thomas* treatment of created

nature, which we review in our next chapter, that he was

aware of the tendency in the thought of his predecessor
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to sacrifice the perfection of creatures for the sake of

preserving the absolute omnipotence and omnipresence of
12

God. It is conceivable, therefore, that Thomas of York,

in elaborating his doctrine of created unity, was reacting

against this tendency, and supplying in its stead a view

pf creatures that would see them possessing a perfection

of their own on the created level.

Likewise associated vcith the 'new learning', there is

a more tenable reason for the special interest shov;n by

Thomas in a created unity. Aristotle's empiricism, with

its inquiry into the immediate reality of the v;orld around

us, had already begun to make its presence felt among

Christian thinkers, as we can see, for exasaple, from the
13

writings of Robert GrossetestP- Similarly, at the 'Jbty

beginning of Book VI, we find Thomas of York briefly con-

sidering Aristotle's arguments against Zeno's contention

that unity does not exist. The problem, according to

Aristotle, arises out of Zeno's failure to recognize the

existence of anything but corporeal magnitude, and his

failure to distinguish between discrete and continuous
14

quantity. Thomas feels obliged to draw attention to

the problem, even though, on the basis of Christian neo-

platonism, he is convinced that unity exists in a most
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4

evident manner. In other words, Thomas Indicates from

the outset in Book VI how aware he is of the confrontation

that must take place between the 'this-worldliness' of

Aristotle *s philosophy and the 'other-v/orluliness' of

Christian neoplatonisrn. This av;areness uight v/ell have

inspired Thomas' endeavour to find in the created order a

basic unity that reiaains on the level of creatures.

In any case, he maintains tliat there is a created

unity tliat constitutes the source of all being and per-

fection in things. At the same time, he holds that al-

though this unity participates in the prior imity of God,

15
it retains its own identity as a created principle. To

formulate the doctrine, he relies heavily on a work called

the De Unitate jet Unq . whose authorship is unl-cnov.n to him,

but which was, in fact, v.ritten by Gundissalinus. The

greater part of it comprises a skillful linking together

of word-for-word quotations from the Fons Vitae of Ibn

Gabirol, a work belonging to the Jewish and Arabian neo-

17
Platonic tradition. But it also includes some quotations

from the IJew Testament . as well as niiraerous excerpts from

the v/ritings of Soethius and Augustine. These excerpts

do not constitute a merely perfunctory recognition of

Christian authorities, but bear v/itness to a striking
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reseiTiblance between Christian, Jev;ish and Arabian neo-

platonism.

In keeping v/ith the thought of Boethius, Augustine

and Ibn Gabirol, as expressed in the D^ Unitate . Thomas

says that unity is the cause of all the perfection and

goodness of being, as v/ell as the cause of being itself.

Unity is that by virtue of wliich each thing is said to

be one being, since it is impossible that something be one

without unity, just as that which is white cannot be white

without v/hiteness, or as that v/hich is quantified cannot
20

be quantified v/ithout quantity. But to say that beings

are one by virtue of unity is likewise to say that they

are beings by virtue of that same unity. Unity is that

wliich is, since everythirig v;hich is, not only is one, but
21

is, because it is one. Beings are natures composed of

matter and form, and although the perfection of 'being'

( esse ; belongs to form, it does not belong to form alone,

but to form in matter. It i;3 the uniting of form with

matter that causes a thing's being. Just as a thing is

destroyed through the separation of form from matter, so

22
too being results from the union of these same principles.

In accordance, therefore, with the neoplatonism of

the De Unitat^ . Thomas maintains that 'being' and 'being
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one* are s^rnonymou'- , Matter and fom, the tv.'o co-prin-

ciples of evftry created being, are united through the

povrer of unity, v;bich bf^lon^s to every being sinply by

virtue of its being. Accordin^lj'-, the unity proper to

the being of each thing becomes the primary cause of that

thing.

To support his position, Themes dravfs attention to

the fact that tbe properties used by individual authors

to describe unity all bespeak this priciacy. Au:[;ustine

says that equality, consistency and measure are found in

unity, Boethius, that Hhe one' ^ is lovable, delectable

25
and appetible. Gabirol states that 'unity causes and

retains multitude, contains and exists in all the parts of

»26
multitude, retains an^i sustains all things. From this,

Thomas concludes that dignity, singularity, indivisibility,

and even power belong to unity. ' 'The ability to con-

tain' may also be attributed to unity, because, as Avicenna

says, 'everything that is, inasmuch as it is, is one.'

Finally, the property of communicability belongs to unity,

since, as Dionysius says, 'there is nothing that does not

participate in unity, just as every number participates

in unity. '29 Although these properties belong primarily

and principally to the First Uncreated Unity, Who is
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precisely Perfection, Goodneaa, Coaservationi and per se

all the above attributes, the/ also belong to the partici-

30
pated Uiiity o£ creatures.

Despite the fact, hov/ever, tiiat created unity and

Uncreated Unity share some of the same attributes, they

renjain distinct from one another. As explained in the

Je Unitate , Uncreated Unity is irmautable, without be-

ginning or end, v/hile this is not true of created unity.

The pi'inciple that distinguishes tiiem is matter, to which

created unity is joined. " This does riot mean that matter

sxisTis independently of unity. Of itself, matter would

cease to exist; it would be entirely multiple, dispersed

and divided. Only \^'hen cciribined with unity, can it exist,

be retained in existence, collected and united to issue

33
in actual being. Understood accordingly, the matter of

creatiires constitutes the ground of the distinction betv;een

tne two unities.

Here in Book VI, as vjell as earlier in Book II, where

3/
he treats specifically of matter and form, *" Thomas, like

the other augustinians of the thii^teenth centiiry, adopts

the doctrine of 'universal hyloiuorphisra' . According to

the doctrine, which is inherited from Aiigustine and

35
Gabirol, uiatter is the principle that distinguishes all
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a

creatures, including spiritual substances, froii: the Creator.

This is not to say that there is a coiupletely homogeneous

matter existing throughout the whole of creation. On the

contrary, as Thomas learns from the D_e Unitate » there is

a gradation of specifically different kinds of matter which

join with corresponding unities to comprise a hierarchy of

being in the created oider.-^

First, there is the riatter of the IntGlllgencos and

human souls, which is brought into being by a unity that

is most truly one in its simplicity and indivisibility,

since it exists closest to Uncreated Unity. Secondly,

there is the natter of heavenly bodies, which is rarified,

simple, inseparably joined with unity, and removed from the

opposition that exists between contraries, which opposition

is at the root oi all corruption. For although these

heavenly bodies are subject to change, they are not subject

to corruption, because their unity has no end, despite the

fact that it has a beginning. Thirdly, there is the matter

of corruptible bodies, which is gross and lacking in enorgy,

joined in a loose and feeble manner to unity. These bodies

are subject to change and to corruption as well, because

their unity has both a beginning and an end, insofar as

their matter can be deprived of the unity that it needs in
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order to exlj^t. Accordingly, the three grades of natter

account for the three oi'ders of created being, nar.iely the

order of tlie Intelligences and hionian souls, that of heavenly

37
bodies, and finr-lly that of corruptible bodies.

But although natter accounts for the different orders

of created being, as veil as for the nultiplicity v/ithin

each order, it c'ces not account for the condition of ri.uta-

bility under which created unity exir.ts in corruptible and

incorruptible bodies, ITultiplicity does not explain muta-

bility, nome source, therefore, other than matter is needed

to explain the phenomenon of change. For Thor-jas, the nature

of this source is evident from the writings of Aristotle,

3^
Averroes and Eoothius. Mutability ir. caused by opposition

in beings, since change occurs betv/een things that ere con-

trary to one another, such as hot and cold, vliite s.nd black,

good and bad. Nov^ there is a first opposition, nanely that

of *place*, to v.hich all othex" kinds of opposition car* be

reduced. It ic this opposition that is the cause of all

opposition aniong the substantial and accidental forms of

the elements. Consequently, substantial and accidental

changes occur insofar as things participate in the basic

39
opposition of 'place'.
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10

This doctrine becomes intelligible only after we real-

ize that 'place* oould not refer to the accident of 'place',

si .
-; - frp-^* -v. t-i o^der cannot be the

cause of oppo3ition in thr substantial order. On the

contrary, 'nlace' is to be considered as a thing, a nature,

'0
->' substance.'^' 'Place', understood in thir5 v/ajr, is

the root of all change. It is participated in by two

different kin^s of body: First, by the heavens, espec-

ially the moon, vrhich orders the sublunary bodies in 'place';

secondly, by these sane bodies, which nre ordered in 'place'.

In this lov'er realm, 'place' is participated in by the four

elements in decreasing proportions: first, by fire,

secondly air, then v^ater, and finally earth. Since f>arth,

for example, participates in 'place' less perfectly than

fire, the 'place' of earth is related to the 'place' of

fire as 'privation' ( privatip ) is to 'possession' ( habitus )

.

The consequent ooposition that exists between the 'privation'

and 'possession' of 'place' on the part of the four elements

gives rise to the opposition that exists in the orders of

substantial and accidental forms. The p-reater or lesser

participation in 'place', therefore, and the opposition

that ensues, constitute the ground of mutability.

To recaoitulate, v/e have seen that there is a created

unity that is the fount of all perfection and being in
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creatures. Although shnrtng in the same attributes as

Uncreated Unity, this unity, insofar as it is united with

matter to form creatures, is distinct from Uncreated Unity.

The hierarchy of perfection in creatures is based on the

various kinas of matter, which are differentiated from one

another by a stronger or more feeble union with unity.

Matter, wnich gives rise as well to the multiplicity

within each order of created being, is a principle dis-

tinct from unity, although it owes its very existence to

the conseiwing povjer of unity. Likewise, the mutability

of corruptible and incorruptible bodies does not arise

from unity, which is a principle of perfection, but from

the opposition that follows upon the degree to v.hich things

participate in 'place*. Accordingly, multiplicity and

mutability exist in creatures without detracting from the

integrity of unity as the basic principle of perfection

and being.

In reflecting on Thomas' position, the major question

to be asked is this: VJhat is created unity? If it is

not God - and it cannot be, since it is created - what

kind of being or principle is itV

Although Thomas' answer cannot be found explicitly

in Book VI, it is, nevertheless, implied. V,e can see,
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first of all, that he does not regard created unity as

some kind of being existing apart from matter, because he

adopts the doctrine of ^universal hylomorphisni* , according

to which every creature i? a composite of matter and form.

Nor can the unity be a compositej because the being of a

ccraposits cannot be caused essentially by something com-

posite, and ^^e have seen how unity causes the composite

to e.rist and to be one. If, therefore, creat€Kl unity

exists, it must be a principle of the composite, that is,

either matter or form. It cannot be matter, since unity

is a perfection that joins with matter to constitute actual

bein^. Created unity, then, must in some way be identified

with form.

It cannot, however, be identified absolutely with form,

in such a v;ay that form would be the ultimate source of

unity, since creatures are not the cause of their own unity

any more than t'ney are the cause of their own being. God

alone is the ultimate source of all ujiity and being, and

consequently unity, absolutely speaking;, can only be identi-

fied with Hin. But if form ^.ere the principle through

wliich natter and the compofdte received thoir u.nity from

God, form v?ould then become a principle of unity, or simply

unity in a derivative sense. That this is Thopas* position.
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can be inferred immediately from his saying that form is

a principle of being, and that being is equivalent to

42 43
unity. I-ioreover, he speaks of zona uniting with matter,

and then of unity uniting with matter, which implies

that he considers form to be unity or a principle of unity.

If, however, the forn of every composite constituted

a unity, there would be as many unities as ohere are forms.

Since there are as many forms as there are cor.iposite beings,

and there are many composite beings, there v.ould be as many

unities. It would seem, therefore, that Thomas should

speak of created 'unities' rather than of created 'unity'.

In a sense, this is a minor difficulty, since it is possible

to speak of foru in a universal uianner, that is, of form as

common to all actual beings. This universal form would

then be the created unity that Thomas has described as

'causing, containing and sustaining all things.* Still,

we have seen that Thoiuas upholds the doctrine of a hierarchy

45
in creation. ile would maintain, therefore, that the

created unity 'thereby all things have their ueing belongs

principally to ti^e highest form or uait.y in one hierarchy.

This is the form or unity that unites with the laatter proper

to Intelligences and human souls.
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As long as we confine our attention to Book VI, these

inferences cannot be explicitly verified. But when we turn

to Thomas* treatment of hyloiaorphism in Book II, we find

tiiem fully corroborated. There, first of all, Thomas re-

peatedly points out that tliero is no intenaediary between

tlie simplicity of God and the coiupositioa of creatures.

He maintains tliat just as in numbers, tv/o follovs immedi-

ately upo.. one, so also the duality of matter end form

follov/s imniediately upon Divine Unity, th?t is, without

the assistance of an intermediary. Every crvature, as

creature, is coraposed of these two principles, namely

matter and form, and of these tv/o principles alone, v;ith

zhe result that there is no possibility of f,. third nature

existing between God and composite being. "or is a third

nature actually needed to unite natter and form, since the

unity of the composite is acquired directly from God. The

Divine V.'ill, without the assistance of any intermediary,

47
unites matter and form by simply impressing; unity on them.

But althou-;h God is the direct cause of the union of

matter and form, Thomas maintains, nevertheless, that insofar

as natter and form are amenable to union and desire unity,

they, thsraselves, can be considered causes oT unity. Matter

is the cause of union, insofar as It: is Inclined towards
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form as that through which it seeks perfection and unity.

Form is a cause in a more «ninent v-ay, insofar as it con-

fers the perfectIon of unity, ;:hich it receives from God,

upon natter. Ifith the provision that form is understood

to exist in the conponite, Thomns dOf=s not henitate to
id

speak of forn as an int'-^r.-iGdiar^'' betv/oen God anf^ matter.

Form, then, constitutes a principle of unity vithin every

creature. Unity belon'^s to forn in the ssme v;ay as being

itne]_r; just as a thing does not hav3 being except through

U9
forn, so neither does it have unity except tlirough fonn.

In oth»r v.'ords, Thonas ia 3a3'"inf3 that the fortr, of the in-

dividual creature receives its beini: and unity from God,

and servos as a principle of being and unity for matter and

the composite.

Finally, insofar as every creature is composed of

niatter and form, it is fittin^p; to speak of a 'universal

matter' snd a 'universal fonn' 5n the sense thnt matter and

form arc cor^jnon to every creature. Understood in this

vray, there is a universal form correspond inc to a universal

51
matter, and wher^sn-? -mlv^.-rsal natter is a principle of

division and multiplicity, universiil form is a principle

52
of unity. In fact, Thomas expressly identifies uni-

versal "'-^rr-i with unity. He describes this unity as being
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received from God and infused into the whole of matter,

whereupon it 'conquers, and contains all things'. In

other words, the unity with \vhich Thoraas identifies uni-

versal or coiU.aon fomi is the same unity about which he

speaks in Book VI,

There is, however, ..lOre than one universal form, just

as there is more than one universal matter. There is a

universal natur-al foria co.iunon to the forms of corruptible

bodies; there is a universal corporeal form co.imon to the

forms of corruptible and incorruptible bodies; and there

is a universal spiri^^ual form coiijuion to ohe for.ns of the

Intelligences and human souls. To explain this diversity

of foi'ins and Uheir relation to one another, Thomas uses

Gabirol's analogy of li^ht, according to which, the dif-

fusion of form in matter is compared to the diffusion of

lijiht in air. Li^iht becomes progressively weaker as it

proceeds av/ay from the sun into a greater and {greater den-

ity of air. similarly, in the diffusion of form, there

is a hierarchy of hi^Jier and lov/er forma proportionate to

the various degrees according to which matter is removed

from God as the source of all form. Koreover, in this

hierarchy, the lower flows from zhe higher j so >ihat the

higher is said to contain the lower. "* Accordingly,
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universal natural form contains the particular natural forms

of individual corruptible bodies; luiiversal corporeal form

contains universal natural fona; and universal spiritual

forci contains universal corporeal form. As the highest

in the hierarchy, universal spiritual form contains the per-

fection of all the lov.er fonas, and constitutes the created

source of all forms in the created order. Insofar as

form is unity, this universal spiritual form is the created

unity that Thomas describes in Book VI as ^most truly one

in its simplicity and indivisibility, since it exists

closest to Uncreated Unity.*'' T-.is universal form or

unity is, in particular, the created unity that constitutes,

for Thomas in Book VI, the primary created cause of all

perfection in creatures. The unity that belongs to the

corporeal world is the unity of miiversal corporeal form,

which receives its perfection from the hi{_;her unity of uni-

versc^x i^i^iritual form. lo is, in other \;ords, the unity

of a *world soul', wliich Thomas considers in the seventh

and final book of the Capientiale . The essential point,

liov/ever, is Liiat i'homas identifies unity v/ith fcmi, and

that this form belongs to the created ox'der.

There is a more fxindamental question to be considered,

namely: why does the intellect conceive of universal form
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as a unity specifically, rather than as something else?

What is there about the nature of unity that would afford

it the role of a primary caur° "^"th respect to all things?

yie have seen that composite beinp;s arise from the uniting

of matter and fom by unity as the principle of that union.

To this extent, tho question has already been answered.

But the primary causal character of unity becomes fully

explicit only vfhen Thomas considers the basic meaning of

unity and the first unity to v;hich this meaning applies.

Let us now turn to this inruir^' in Book VI.

Of itself, the problem concerning the basic meaning

of unity presents no problem for Thomas. All authorities,

notabl3r Aristotle and Avicenna, agree tb^t unity is synonym-

ous vfith indivisibility, and Thomas similarly maintains

that unity means *the indivision of being*.-'" There is

a problem, hovrever, vhen he seeks to determine the primary

instance of unity from which all other unities are derived,

because he is confronted vdth tvro distinct replies. Accord-

ing to Aristotle, the basic kind of unity is that of sub-

stance. Unity, he sssys, is nrimprily found in that v/hich

is not divided or diversified according to any mode of div-

ision, neither accordinf' to time, place, definition, nor

anything else. This unity, Aristotle says, is found first
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In the category of substance, then in the unity that is

the principle of nuraber in the category of quantity, and

finally ia the unity of a poixit to w-.ich ia added the notion

01 position.

On the other hand, Avicenna raaintains that numerical

unity is most truly one, because no nature is added to it.

This is in contrast to the unity of a point as vifell as

the unity of a i Intellii;;eace, v/h.^re the u<:turGS of position

and non-position are added respectively. It woiild seem,

therefore, that the oerm 'one', insofar as it connotes

simplicity and indivision, should be predicated primarily
62

of nuiiicrical unity. Thomas observes that Aristotle

himself seeias in some places to support this position,

despite his statement upholding the priiuacy of substantial

unity. For example, in the fifth book of the Metaphysics ,

he says that 'the essence of one is some kind of principle

of nuraber'. ^ Later, ia the tenth book, he aaintalns

that the aost simple, indivisible nature, or iii other vords

unity, in ev ry category constitutes a *iiieasui^e' wliereby

the content of the cato£;ory is knovvii. j?i,is notion of

'measure*, Aristotle says, arises frora the function that

nuEierical unity possesses as the measure of nui/iber in the

cate-ory of quantity. '' -^ccordiiogly, it v;ould appear
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that both Avicenna and Aristotle maintain that the temi

*one* applies primarily to numerical, rather than sub-

. , . 65
staiioial uiiity.

Eut hov/ could Aristotle hold at one time that the

bacic kind of unity is the unity of substance, and at

auother, vi.at it is the unity vv..ich is ihe principle of

number? Moreover, hov.' can unity as a principle of nurri-

ber in the category oT quantity be prior to the unity of

substance, since quantity is an accident, and as such,

«66
is subsequent to substance?

Thomas solves these difficulties in two ways. First,

he says that the unity to which Aristotle refers aa *a prin-

ciple of nunber* is not an accident and is not in the genus

of quantity. On the contrary, this ^u^aity v.'Llch is a

principle of number* is predicated analogously of both the

67
unity of substance and the unity of quantity. To support

his interpretation of Aristotle, Thomas appeals to Averroes,

who states that there are tv/o kinds of number, aamely

quantitative and formal. Ilarlior, in Book III, as we

shall see, Thonas shov/s how *forual number' refers to the

multiplicity of individual beint,s that proceed.s from form

as the active cause of individuation, Ilultiplicity , when

nuribered or ncasuj'ed by the unity of fonn, gives rise to
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69
formal number. Accordingly, *unity which is a principle

of number* is not only predicable of quantitative unity,

which is a principle of quantitative number, but also of

substantial or formal unity, which is a principle of for-

mal number. In other words, *unity which is a principle

of number*, understood in this manner, can be predicated
70

analogously of both quantitative and substantial unity.

Secondly, according to Aristotle, there is a sense

in which quantitative unity is prior to substantial unity,

even though the opposite is true insofar as substance pre-

cedes accident. Quantitative unity, he maintains, is

prior as the 'measure* of substance. Nothing, including

substance, can be the measure of itself, with the result

that substance must be measured by the only other thing

existing outside of substance in the created order, namely

accident. We speak of the most simple nature, or the

unity, in every category as the 'measure* of everything

in that category, and the terra 'measure* originates with

quantitative unity. Accordingly, the accident of quanti-

tative unity, considered as a 'measure*, is prior to every

other unity, including that of substance. That unity,

therefore, which is a principle of number in the category

71
of quantity, considered as a 'measure*, is most basic.
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Thomas then seeks to corroborate his conclusion by

observing that we cannot conceive of anything more indivi-

sible than the unity of 'one* in the category of quantity.

In other words, the basic character of quantitative unity

is evident from the fact that, of all unities, it is the
72

most absolutely indivisible.

In the light of his references to Aristotle, the pos-

ition that Thomas is taking can be explained in the follow-

ing manner: There is a basic unity of nature in every

category, which unity is common to the individual members

of that category. In substances, the principle of this

basic unity is substantial form; in accidents, it is

accidental form. The form, in each instance, is the

source of perfection for the multiplicity within the cate-

gory. It is, as well, that whereby the multiplicity is

73
known.'-' Now v;e express the relationship between the unity

of form and the corresponding multiplicity in terms of

^measure'. Accordingly, we say that there is a unity in

every category that is the 'measure* of multiplicity or

number* in that category. But the term 'measure* is

basically a quantitative term used to express the relation-

ship between unity and number in the category of quantity.

When unity, therefore, is understood as a 'measure*.
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quantitative unity becomes prior to the unities of all the

other categories. It is in this way that quantitative

unity is prior to substantial unity.

For a deeper understanding of Thomas* position, it

is necessary to review his treatment of substance and acci-

dent in Book III, where he conceives of the ontological

function of substantial form in relation to quantitative

unity. Just as quantitative unity, through a process of

enumeration, numbering, or multiplication, gives rise to

niimber in the quantitative order, so too the unity of sub-

stantial form acts in an *enumerative' capacity to give

rise to ^number' in the substantial order. Substantial

forra is an active cause of individuation, and insofar as

multiplicity follows upon individuation, substantial form

becomes as well an active cause of multiplicity. At the

same time, matter co-operates as a passive cause of indi-

viduation, since its receptivity for form constitutes the

ground and root of all multiplicity. Multiplicity, there-

fore, among individual substances, results simultaneously

from the active individuation of form and the passive indi-

viduation of matter.

Now this process of individuation and multiplication

can equally well be understood as a kind of * enumeration*
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or 'numbering* on the part of the unity of substantial

form. From this viev/point, the multiplicity of individual

substances that follovs upon individuation constitutes a

kind of 'formal number'. The unity of substantial form,

as an active principle of ' enumer^ition' , actively 'numbers'

matter, thereby giving rise to a number of substances,

with respect to v^'hich the unity of substantial form becomes

the measure. Matter simultaneously functions as a passive

principle of enumeration, or as that which is 'numbered'.

Insofar as it is totally v;ithout form, which constitutes

the active principle of number, matter is said to possess

a passive or negative unity of its own. In brief, 'number'

in the substantial order is the result of active enumeration

on the part of the positive unity of substantial fomi and

passive enumeration on the part of the negative unity of

prime matter.

This dual enumeration, which Thomas calls 'formal*

and 'material' as well as 'active* and 'passive', similarly

accounts for number among accidents. As opposed, however,

to the production of substances, which follows primarily

upon active and formal enumeration, the production of acci-

dents follows primarily upon passive and material enumeration,
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since matter is the cause and principle of accidents. How-

ever, unless matter is united with substantial form, or in

other words, unless it is actively nurabered by the unity

of substantial form, it cannot serve as a principle and

subject of accidents. Accordingly, accidental number

follows upon substantial number, since the unity of sub-

stantial form, which causes substantial number, also

causes accidental number. The unity of substantial form,

therefore, is the proximate cause of number or multiplicity

aniong accidents, although matter remains the basic cause.

Throughout this account of multiplicity among sub-

stances and accidents, we have seen that the quantitative

concepts of *eniimeration* , 'numbering', and 'number' it-

self, constitute the media through which Thomas understands

the ontological causality of matter and form. Even the

'unity' of substantial form, when understood as 'a prin-

ciple of enumeration and measurement', is a concept de-

rived from the function of quantitative unity. The con-

cept of substantial unity, therefore, considered as a

measure and cause of formal number among substances and

accidents, is preceded by the concept of quantitative

unity.
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Against this background, Thomas' position in Book VI

concerning the primacy of quantitative unity becomos more

significant. Its primacy is not based merely on the fact

that v.'hen we describe substantial unity as a 'measure*,

v.e are using a terra borrowed from the order of quantity.

Nor is its primacy confined solely to the order of know-

ledge. It is true that just as quantitative unity is

called a 'measure* insofar as it is that whereby quanti-

tative number is known, so too substantial unity is called

a 'measure' insofar as it is that whereby substances are

known. But the primacy of quantitative unity runs still

deeper. In keeping with the dictum, which Thomas likes

to repeat, that 'a principle of knowledge is also a prin-

75
ciple of being', the unity of substantial form is a

measure, because, as a principle of enumeration, it act-

ually causes number, that is, the formal number of sub-

stances along with their accidents. In other words,

quantitative unity is not only prior as a measure in our

knowledge; it is prior as the cause of beings, insofar

as beings constitute number.

Seen in this light, Thonas' quotation from Pseudo-

Dionysius to the effect that 'nothing exists which does

not participate in unity, just as every number participates
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76
in unity' becomes more meaningful. It is to be inter-

preted in a literal manner, since the multiplicity of

things in existence actually constitute a number. This

number arises from the active numbering of matter by for-

mal unity, considered as a principle of enumeration.

Similarly, when Thomas uses the words of Augustine and

Ecclesiastes to extol number as synonymous with, or approx-

imating wisdom, this praise stems from his vision of reality

as a kind of number proceeding from the enuinerative capacity
77

of the unity that belongs to substantial form .

Thomas* approach to the primacy of ontological unity

through the primacy of numertcal unity and the accompanying

conception of reality as a kind of nuraber together consti-

tute a common ingredient of mediaeval neo-platonisn. By

way of Plotinus, it stems from the pythagoreanism of Plato's

Tiroaeus and Plato's suggestion in the Parmenides that plural-

ity unfolds itself from unity by a necevssary mathematical
7a

process. This insight into the nature of being by vray

of mimber is epitomized in the v'ords of Plotinus, when he

says: "In numbers the sharing in unity is what gives

rise to quantity; here, the trace of the One gives rise

to reality, and being is nothing more than the trace of

the One. And were we to say that the wor*d einai (to be)
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is derived from en (one), v/e would no doubt toll the
79

truth". Similarly, Thomas of York maintains that the

duality of matter and form in composite being follows upon

Divine Unity in the same way that the number 'tv/o* follov/s

80
upon 'one*. Moreover, ho holds that belnc exists inso-

far as it is one, v/ith the result that composite being

exists insofar as its dual principles of matter and form

^1
constitute a unity. The unity of substantial form gives

rise to the unity of the individual composite, and simul-

taneously, as a principle of enumeration, it gives rise

to multiplicity, or formal nimber. In other vjords, the

unity and being of the individual composite, as vi/ell as

multiplicity itself, proceed by way of the unity of sub-

stantial form from Divine Unity, the ultimate source of

all being, perfection and unity.

For Thomas of York, however, the manner in which crea-

tures proceed from God differs from the manner in v/hich the

v;orld proceeds from *the One* in Plotinus. Unlike Plotinus,
83

for whom *the One* transcends all being, Thomas identi-

fies the First Supr©ne Unity v/ith Divine Being. Given

this identification, creatures could not proceed from God

by v;ay of Plotinian emanation without becoming a part of
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the Divine. In other words, crnatures would not be

creatures at all, and all unity would be a Divine Unity.

On the contrary, Thomas maintains that creatures proceed

from God through a simple act of creation, which does not

allov: for the necessitarianism and mediacy of Plotinian

emanation. According: to Thomas, God did not have to

create, nor did He act throuf^h the intermediary of a *Nous',

or subordinate Intelligence, as *the One^ does according

to Plotinuc. Instead, matter and form, the txvo prin-

ciples of created being, stem from a free creative act

of the Divine V.'ill that simultaneously causes their union.

It is true that this union, which gives rise to actual

being, takes place through the mediation of form. Never-

theless, since form, along with its co-principle, matter,

is intrinsic to the being of the creature, form does not

constitute an interm.ediary between God and the creature

as a whole, but between God and natter. As an intrinsic

principle of created being, it remains strictly on the
37

created level, yet sharing in a secondary mrnner the

attributes of the Divine, from which it receives its

perfection of unity.

There are certain difficulties, posed by Avicenna in

the order of knowledge, thnt Thomas considers before bringing
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to a clo33 his treatnent of unity. Bearing in mind that,

for Thomas, what is true in our intellectual knowledge is

also true in reality, it is necessary that his doctrine

of unity satisfy the requirements of both knowledge and

being, Avicenna's first difficulty poses a threat to

the primacy of unity. V.Tien unity is defined as 'that

in which there is no multitude', it i^^ould seejn that the

concept of multitude is orior to the concept of unity,

since the definition of anything must be better known than

the thing bein,T defined.

In keeping with the manner in v;hich Avicenna answers

the objection, Thomas maintains that u_nity cannot be de-

fined, but only described, and that the above 'definition'

of unity is not truly a definition, but a description.

This judgment is based on the premise that the concept of

unity is primary and irreducible; there is no previous

concept in our intellect through which unity can be under-

stood. But although unity is primary, and therefore

better known to the intellect than multitude, yet multi-

tude is better known than unity to the imagination. Accord-

ingly, insofar as imagination is a v.^ay to understanding,

the image of multitude can serve as a means of more fully

comprehending the concept of unity. This is precisely
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the case v/hen we say 'vhat miity is *that in which there is

no uultitude'. Here *iaultitude' is an iLAge, through

which we approach an understanding of unity in the con-

ceptual order. Therefore, far from denying the primacy

of unity in our intellectual knowledge, the 'definition^

implicitly affirms it, ?ho concept of multitude is sub-

sequent to the ir^xa^e of multitude, and it is by means of

90
the latter that unity is being 'defined*.

The second difficulty, considered by Tlioriaa, presents

an obstacle to accepting unity as the cause of nultitudo,

when unity and multitude arc tvjo distinct and opposed

concepts. According to Aristotle, -Tor example, they

are opposed in many v/ays, but especially in terms of

'possession' ( habitua ) ajid 'privation' ( privatio ). liulti-

tude 'possetises' the perfection of division, whereas unity

constitutes the 'privation' of this perfection, which
92

'privation' is expressed by the term 'indivision'. But

how can unity be opposed to multitude, if unity causes

and constitutes Multitude? i>econdly, hov; can unity, under

any circusistances, le re£;arded as a 'privation', if unity

93
Is the prip.fcry cause of all things?

V.'ith Avicexuia, Ihomaa sees the first difficulty as

ouperficial. The problem disappears when we distinguish
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between unity and multitude in themselves, am! in their

properties. In thenselves, unity and multitude are not

opposed; but in their properties of division and indi-

vision, they are opposed according to 'possession' and

privation'. Moreover, vhen unity is considered as a

measure, and iiultitude as that v/hich is measured, they

are opposed accoMing to 'relative opposition', in the

same v/ay, for e:cajnple, as double and half, and father and

son are opposed. This is not to say, Thomas adds paren-

thetically, that 'unity' and 'measure' are synonymous

terms, because unity v:ould then be opposed in itself to

multitude. Considered in themselves, therefore, u ity

causes and constitutes multitude, but according; to their

94
properties, they remain opposed.

With respect to the second question, Aristotle main-

tains that 'privation' is knov/n by v;ay of 'possession',

as sickness, for exaiaple, is knoi/n throutih health. Simi-

larly, indivision or unity is known through division or

multitude, with the result that Multitude is a 'i>ossession'

95
through which unity is known as a 'privation'. On the

other hand, Gabirol holds that unity is a perfection that

causes and retains multitude, gives it being and exists in

all its parts. 'Privation', however, doos not ?.ive being
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to *ponnession*, but, ay tha word itself signifies, de-

96
privos i" of being.

To dispel the disagre^aent , Tliomas lias onl.' to recall

his earlier distinctioii betv/een imagination and under-

standing.' ^ As Avicenna has said, unity is better knovm

to the intellect than multitude. This is synonymous with

saying that unity, when considered absolutely, or accord-

ing to nature itself, ir. better knov/n than multitude, vhoreas

multitude is better known than unity to sense and imagin-

ation. In apprehension, which takes place by v/ay of

sense and insgination, v;e arrive Pt an intellectual know-

ledge of unity through the image of multitucie in tho

senses. In this respect, multitude becomes a ^possession*

or perfection in relation to unity as the corresponding

'privation*. According to nature, however, or with

respect to the intellect alone, the contrary must be main-

tained; unity is a 'possession*, and multitude a

99
'privation*. In other \7ords, Aristotle and Gabirol

are both right, but Aristotle is speaking according to the

process of knovdng, while Gabirol is speaking according

to nature and intellectual truth.

The next inquiry concerns the kind of unity tliat is

opposed to multitude. V'e have seen that there is a sense



c;* .Jiio C--J f.SfiO'";' «,"-jw.©'?'i;j/.ei*- or'C leqB.tb cT

pr::- ;! slA'T ,eb^;^) i;UJin r!.,A^) Cr>o! '
' ' ^riJ orf

-: ''
. ,.

OP



34

in which the unity that causes and measures multitude is

Quantitative unity. Is it this sane unity that is opposed
100

to multitude, or in it ontolo-icnl unity, or is it both?

As a propaedeutic to his ov/n reply, Thoiaas presents

the solution of Averroes. Accortling to Hho Conaaentator*

,

ntjr".rrical or ci.nntitntlv© unity is opposed to multitude

in the oruer of quantity, but not to multitude in the order

of being, unless we identify, as Avicenna does, numeirical

unity vdth ontolop-ical unity. ^ But if we properly dis-

tinguish between these two kinds of unity, then 'the one*

and »the many' in the order of quantity are both subortl-

inate to »the one' convertible with being. Accordingly,

it would be impossible to conceive of an opposition between

ontolop;ical unity and quantitative nultitucJe, or between

102
nurierical unity and entitatlve multitude. Here Thanas

draws attention to the fact that Averroes, who insists on

103
the primacy of ntinerlcal unity, "^ still maintains that

nifiaerical unity cannot be opposed to entitative multltiKie.

In other v/ords, even though Averroes considers numerical

unity to be the most basic kind of unity, he denies that

it is the imity that is opposed to entitative multitude.

Prt)ceedlng to ontolO;:lcal unity, it is evident that

this unity is opposed to multitude, because being is
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divided into Hhe one* und *the many*, which fere mutually

opposed to one 9nother, On the other hand, it vrould seem

that *the one' and *the I'lciny* cannot be opposed, but are

co-extenslve vrith one another, insofar as *the many* exists,

or possesses bein£,, - nd bein£ is. convertible vith 'the one*.

Averroes, however, r? solves this difficulty by distin-

guishing betv.een the mode of signification and the subject

of sisnifi cation. In the sirnification of any tenri, there

is the equality, notion or mode according to vfhich the term

signifies, and there is the subject or thing signified,

flow slthoiigh *one' and *being* signify the same thing

according to subject, they do not tignlfy the same thing

according to mode. The term *one*, according to its r.iode

of signification, contains the quality of indivision, v?hich

distinguishes it from the signification of *being*. It

is by virtue of this qua.lity of 'indivision*, which belongs

to the signification of the term 'one*, that 'the one' and

•the many* in the order of being are opposed, or that onto-
105

logical unity is opposed to ontitative multitude.

From Thomas* presentation, it v-ould appear at first

that he is adopting the solution of Averroes as his own.

But if he v/ere, Tliomas* doctrine of unity would be subject

to the same inconsistency that he observed in the thought
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of *the Conmentator* . Ontolo^ical unity, and not mmer-

ical uaity, v/q-:!'-^ h-y. oriposed to ent5t?tlve rr!'ultltu''.e, RV'5n

though numerical unity is more prirnnry and more '.-/'orthy to

be called *one*. On the other hand, he cannot affirm

that numerical unity, considered wholly in the category

of quantity, is opposed to entltative multitude, because

this is only possible v/hen nuTserical unit}' is identified

v.ith ontolosical unity. To do this v.-ould be to repeat

the error of Avicenns that was duly criticized by Averroes,

Althourh Thomas seeks to understand the function of onto-

lo~ical ujiity in the light of nunerical unity, and accord-

ingly considers numerical unity as primary, he neverthe-

less draws a distinction between the two.

Thomps tries to escape the dilemma by tranncending

the cleavage between the two kinds of unity. Ke maintains

that the quality of indivision belongs not only to onto-

logical unity but to numerical unity as veil. Conse-

quently, just as Averroes holds that ontological unity,

through its quality of Indivision, is opposed to entitative

multitude, so too nuraerical unity is similarly opposed.

The tvro unities are different from one another not through

their common quality of indivision, but through their

respective subjects, which place them in tv-o diverse
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order?, namely th^tt of qngntlty "in distinct fron thit of

b'^lnpr. Viewed, however, in relntion to their conmon

quality of iniivision, both unitirs are equally opposed

to the division of any kind of multitude. In this manner,

Thomas endeavours to oppose numerical unity and entitatlve

multitude, vrithout falling into Avioenna*3 error of v/holly

identifying mmerical and ontolo.^ical unity. The altern-

ative Rolntion of ^ve^roes, which maintains th-'.t onto-

logical unity alone is opposed to entitativs "lultitude,

is not satisfactory to Thomas, since it detracts from the

primacy of nuTnerlcal unity.

Simultaneous vith Thomas' inquiry concerning tie kind

of unity that is opposed to entitative multitude, v/e have

<»:alned a further insi";ht into his position on the primacy

of numerical unity. Considered in its complete signi-

fication, that Is, accordin,'^; to both mode and subject,

numerical unity is di-^tlnct from, and subordinate to onto-

locical unity, similarly considered. But when numerical

and ontolo^^lcal unity are viewed solely in rel?tion to

their common mode of si/^nification, or in other vords, in

relation to their common quality of inrfivision, numerical

unity is prim.arj^. This is true because the notion of

indivision has its origin in nxwierical unity rather than
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in ontolocic*>l unity. For this reason, Thomr.s has said

that since ve cannot conceive of anj'thing nore indivisible

thp.n the unit" of *one' 'n tVip rrtofor"" of" f^uantit'", t^is

107
unity is r.bsolutely ono, and prior to all other unities.

To climax Thomas* philosophy of unit3r, there is one

^1 nr 1 nuf'Rtion, ^''>l^ r^h cnnrerrip whet-.' ^r or not the propos-

ition Only one eyjr.ts is true. It v^ould appear that since

beinp; is divided into 'the one* and *tho many*, any pro-

position thPt exclii''e«- '^he riciny* is ^^alse. Moreover,

as a corollary to the conclusion that ever]' unity is op-

posed to multitude, it v/ould se«n to follovr that the pro-

position Only one exists is absolutely frlse. For the

term 'one*, throuf:h its quality of indivision, ?lvrays

excludes *the man}'-*, even when *one* represents ontological
lOS

unity.

VTien, hoi-zever, ve take into account both aspects of

Rijp:nification, we realize thst the exclusion can be m?de

v'ith respect to eith<^r the mode or the subject of sif:ni-

ficatlon. Movr since ontolo^ical unity is convertible

with being, the subjects of *one', understood ontolofically,

v-ill be equivalent to the subjects of *being*. According

to subject, therefore, the term *one*, understood onto-

lof^ically, is all-erabracive, since there is nothing outside
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of ontoloijical unity to be excluded, just as there is

nothing out5i<le of le5-nc. ^n this i^espect, 'the many^

is included in the signirication of the term *one*, vith

the result that the statenent Cnly one exists is true.

But according to the node of si^^nification, the teiiJi 'one*,

tl-irou^h its quality or notion of indivision, excludes *the

many' v/ith its opposing notion of division. V/hen the benn

'one' is viev/ed in this manner, the proposition is false.

Thomas does not resolve the question further, but concludes

that a decisive answer must wait for a more profound in-

109
vesti^ation.

In actual fact, however, Thomas has already given his

ansv;er, but it is one that favours neither side to the

exclusion of the other. The pjroposition Only one exist a

is true and false at the saiue time, but in different

respects, consequent upon the ambivalent nature of signi-

fication. From the viewpoint of the quality of indivision,

which belongs to the signification of the tern 'one', the

proposition is false, since 'the I'lany' ir excluded. From

the viewpoint of the subjects of the terra 'one', the pro-

position is true, since *the many' is included under *the

one', just as 'the many' is included under 'being'. On

the basis of Thomas* forraal manner of procedvur-e in dealing
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with a problem, v/e can be reasonably sure that this is

his position. As a rule, he presents 'ohe two sides of

a question, and then affirras the truth of both sides in

different roepects, rather tlian decide in favour of one

to the exclusion of the othor. In the present instance,

therefore, if he reiiains true to forrti, he is roaintaining

that the proposition Only one exists is true and false

at the same time.

I'foreover, vrhen we consider the subject-natter involved,

the probability of this beins Thor.ias* true solution approxi-

nates certitude. The sinultaneous affirmation and denial

of the proposition is the only solution compatible vith

the stand he takes throughout his exposition of unity. A

solution tiiat i.nvolved an exclusive affirmation or denial

would vitiate the vfhole trend of his thought. At the very

beginning of Book VI, he rejects the position that every-

thing is one to the exclusion of many, and similarly, that
110

everything is many to the exclusion of one. He then

proceeds to develop his doctrine of unity, constantly

bearing in mind the existence of multiplicity. Tacitly

accepting multiplicity as a fact, he seeks for its causes

in the passive nafribering of natter and the active numbering

of substantial form, 'wnich leads him to the prijfiacy of
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numerical unity as an active cause and neasiire of nunber.

Finally, the difficulties in the order of knowledge, nuch

as the *definition3' of unity in terms of multitude, and

the opposition betveen unity and multitude, stem from his

assent to the existence of multiplicity. His whole philo-

sophy of unity, which is in the neoplatonic tradition of

an all- encompassing unity, is tempered by the empiricism

of Aristotle, with its recognition of multiplicity as an

indisputable fact of experience.

Under the influence of the Aristotelian inquiry into

the v/orld of nature, and, perhaps, in reaction to the ani-

verse described by 'Villiara of Auvergne, Thomas has, philo-

sophically speaking, proceeded beyond the School of Ghartres

to emphasize the role of a created unity. His doctrine is

inspired nainly by Gabirol, Boethius and Augustine, and is

nourished throughout by the effective use of Aristotle,

Avicenna and Averroes, It is universal form in general

that constitutes created unity. Specifically, -vjhen ve

take into account the hierarchy that exists in creation,

it is the highest form, namely universal spiritual Torm,

that constitutes created unity. This unity, through

which spiritual creatures exist and become one, contains

as veil the lov;er unities of a universal corporeal form.
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through wiiich corruptible and incorruptiblG bodies 3xist

and become one, and a uaiversal natural form, through which

corruptible bodies ecist and become one. None of ohs^e

universal forms exists as such, but each is 'universal*

in the sense o± something co:araOii to the many substantial

forms of existing conposites. The uaity, through which

each conposita exists and becomes one, is the individual

substantial fom ox the composite. Althou^jh this unity

is received immediately from God, THio is the primary soui^ce

of all unity and perfection, its perfection in the created

order is first present in the hi^jhest fonn, namely the

universal foiTa of spiritual substances,

Concommitant with its unifying function, the unity

of substantial fonn actively nuribers matter to cause 'formal

number', or multiplicity aniong substances and accidents.

The primacy of nuraerical unity is implicit in this role of

substantial unity, since the notion of numbering originates

with nxinerical unity. Tliis primacy is also realized from

the fact that the essential perfection of unity, namely

indivisibility, is found first in naraerical unity. But

the basic reason why Thomas considers numerical unity as

prior to all other unities is that he views the being of

reality, in its multiplicity, as a kind of nuraber, and
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number is measured and caused by numerical unity. In

brief, created unity Ic . : t.-sal form, ^,.:...rily universal

spiritual form; and tlie perfection of unity possessed by

form i!3 fundftraentally the perfection of numerical unity.
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Chapter 2

Created Nature and Secondary Causes

In his doctrine of unity, we have seen Thomas of York

presenting a metaphysics of created being in terms of a

primary causal unity. Turning now to his doctrine of

created nature, we see him endeavouring to show how one

kind of being, namely that of corporeal substance, can

produce other beings of a similar nature. Just as he

attributes to creatures in general a fundamental unity of

their own, so too, in this new endeavour, he seeks to attri-

bute to corporeal creatures the capacity necessai*y to gen-

erate their kind.

The significance of Thomas' effort can be appreciated

in the light of V/illiam of Auvergne*s reaction to Avicenna's

doctrine of 'mediate creation'. According to Avicenna, the

First Cause has only one immediate effect, a first Intel-

ligence, which arises from the First Cause through a neces-

sary intellectual procession. Similarly, a second Intel-

ligence proceeds in a necessary manner from the first, a

third from the second, and so on, down to the tenth and

lowest of the Intelligences. The forms of all things

that exist, or can exist, are contained in this last In-

telligence as possible beinf';8 with an existence of their
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own. These 'possibles' or fonas are constantly and neces-

sarily being radiated into the matter of the universe below,

and accordingly, the Intelligence from which they emanate

is aptly described as a dator formarum . or a *giver of

forms'. Whether beings actually come into, and remain

in existence is contingent upon the disposition of matter

for the reception of form. If matter is suitably dis-

posed, a form is necessarily received, and an actual being

results; if not, no form is received, and no being results.

Moreover, when the matter of an actual being ceases to be

suitably disposed, the form necessarily departs from matter,

and an actual being ceases to exist. The contingency of

material being arises from matter; its necessity, from

the necessary emanation of form. An actually existing

material being, therefore, when considered in relation

to the dator formarum . and ultimately to the First Cause,

exists necessarily, and at the same tir^e, considered in

itself, retains the possible existence it has independently

of its union with matter. For this reason, Avicenna can

describe an actually existing material being as a 'possible-

by-it self-necessary-by-another' .

William of Auvergne finds fault with this metaphysics

on two counts: first, the explanation of the procession
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of creatures from God, and secondly, the status attributed

to creatures in themselves. With respect to the procession

of creatures, he is opposed to the restriction of God's

immediate causal efficacy to one effect, and to the Intel-

ligences sharing in the creative causality of God and

mediating between Him and creatures. He is also opposed

to the necessitarian character of this procession, accord-

ing to which forms proceed necessarily from a separate

Intelligence, and in which a series of Intelligences pro-

ceeds necessarily from God as the First Cause. V.'ith

respect to the status of creatures in th«nselves, he is

opposed to making matter the cause of contingency, and

to the notion that things have a possible existence of

their own apart from any outside cause. Finally, he is

opposed to the pre-supposition on v;hich the latter is

based, namely that potency exists with a being of its own
2

prior to its actualization.

The world of V.illiara of Auvergne can be viewed as a

reaction against these elements of Avicenna*s thought. Con-

cerning the procession of creatures, William of Auvergne

maintains that God is more iirimediately present to creatures

than they are to themselves, for He is at the heart of

3
every creatiore. Accordingly, the separate Intelligences
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cannot perform the role of * creative* substances interposed

between God and His effects, nor can they act even as simple,

'motive' substances. There is, therefore, no series of

mediating causes through v/hich the work of the creator is

channelled. On the contrary, creatures derive their exist-

ence as well as their natures and operations directly from

God.^

Concerning the status of creatures, William holds that

the causal power of creatures is nothing but the will of

the Creator; their contingency and operations are solely

dependent upon the Divine V.ill, and not on the disposition

of matter. Accordingly, God is not only the proper and

unique cause of things, but the sole cause; created causes

are not really causes at all. Everything outside God is

but a window, through which passes the lir;ht of Divine

5
causality, vvith the result that, outside God, everything

is false in itself. The universe in itself does not exist,

since it cannot exist by virtue of an intrinsic nor an ex-

trinsic cause. It cannot exist by intrinsic cause, since

only falsity and nothingness exist in the universe, con-

sidered in itself. ^Jor can it exist by an extrinsic cause,

since there is nothing in the universe, considered in it-

self, to receive existence from an outside agent. The
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possibility of the universe is to God as air is to light,

insofar as air has no illuminative capacity of its own.

In other words, potency in itself does not exist; it

possesses existence only in actual being, since actual

being is the only kind of being that exists.

It is against this doctrinal background that Thomas

of York enters the picture. UTiether or not his opponent

is actually William of Auvergne is difficult to establish,

but it is certain that he is opposed to those who accept

the kind of universe described by Mlliam. In particular,

he objects to the notion that God alone is a true agent

or active pov;er, and that created causes are not really

causes at all. He objects as well to the subsequent

position that potency cannot exist prior to its actualiz-

ation. Some men ( aligui ) . Thomas says, have maintained

that potency does not exist prior to Its actualization, -

that it exists only when actualized. But to say that

potency exists only when it is actualized amounts to saying

that potency does not exist at all. V^hen potency becomes

actualized, potency no longer exists as potency, since it

has passed into act. Moreover, potency and act cannot

exist simultaneously, or something cannot be in potency

when it is in act, because potency is opposed to act.
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Unless, therefore, potency exists prior to its actual-

ization, it does not exist at all. Those who say, con-

sequently, that potency does not exist prior to its

actualization, and that it exists only when actualized,
10

deny the existence of potency entirely.

Thomas points out that to make such a denial v.'ould

be to affirm the various impossibilities outlined by
11

Aristotle against the Megarian school. Nobody v;ould

be a builder except when he is building. Even if one

should admit that a man could be a builder vrhen he is not

actually building, and yet should deny that potency pre-

ceded act, a man would be a builder v.-hen he did not have

the capacity to build. Sensible things, for example

that which is hot or cold, would not exist except when

they are actually being sensed. The same animal on the

same day would be alternately blind and seeing, because

as often as he closed his eyes, he v/ould be blind; he

would have no capacity or natural aptitude to see. It

vrould also follow thst nothing could exist that does not

already exist, snd this is impossible. It would be neces-

sary for one who proposed this doctrine to deny the exist-

ence of prime matter, because prime natter is essentially

a potency to form. Likev;ise, a person who is nov/ sitting
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would always be sitting, because he would not be able to

rise. Furthermore, when someone performs an act, either

he performs an act for which he had a prior capacity or

not. If he had t?iis capacity, then potency would exist

before act; if not, then he performs the impossible.

There would be no difference between the possible and the

impossible, with the result that the impossible could be

said to follow from the impossible.

According to Thomas, those who maintain the contrary,

namely that potency as such does not exist, were of the

opinion that only actual beings exist, and that there is

only one agent, the First Cause, that possesses any active

potency or power. They maintained that there is nothing

in caused beings except passive potency, and consequently,

God was considered to be the immediate active cause of all

12
things.

In the light of our review of William of Auvergne»s

thought, there is no doubt that the position Thomas of York

is attacking belongs either to v:illiam of Auvergne or to

someone v.hose views bear a striking resenblance to those

of V.illiam of Auvergne. Assuming that the aliqui to whom

Thomas refers is actually V.'illiam of Auvergne, Thomas is

saying that according to him, if potential being possessed
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an existence of its ov^n, as Avicenna maintains, created

causes might be regarded as capable of rendering this

being actual. But if potency in itself did not exist,

created causes would be pov;erless to bring beings into

existence, since they could not actualize that which did

not exist. The only way in which actual beings could

come into existence would be through the creative power

of God. He could then be regarded as the iininediate

active cause of all thincs, to the exclusion of all other

causes. Because this is the very position that V.'illiam

of Auvergne wishes to assert, he denies the existence of

all potency in creatures except passive potency, and main-

tains that potency does not exist prior to act. The

result is that not even passive potency can be considered

to exist outside of actual being. Moreover, since po-

tency cannot exist simultaneously with act in actual

being, Thomas argues that this position entails the denial

of potency altogether in creatures.

Having shown the irrational conclusions to v.'hich such

a denial leads, Thomas rejects the doctrine that inspired

it. He states that if God were the immediate, active

cause of all things to the exclusion of all other causes,

there would be no multiplicity of operations or pov:ers.
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or principles of operation. If there were no multipli-

city of pov.'ers, there would be no multiplicity of essences

to v/hich pov.'ers belong. In other words, all things would
13

be one, - a position v/hich Thomas dismisses ac absurd.

With this, Thomas brings to a close his arguments against

the kind of liniverse described by Killiam of Auvergne.

He then begins to explain iiis own position on the

nature of potency and the existence of active potencies

and causes in creatures. On the nature of potency, he

maintains that although potency does not exist as being

14
absolutely, it is not non-being or nothing. If potency

did not have some kind of being, that v/hich is potential

in things could not have actual existence in our knovledge;

it could not be knovm. Moreover, definitions of potency

and act imply the existence of potency as well as act.

Potency and act are relative to each other, and accordingly,

the definition of one iivolves the definition of the other.

To exist actually is to exist, and not merely potentially,

whereas to exist potentially is indeed to exist, but not

15
actually. Potency, then, does exist. It is neither

being absolutely nor non-being. It exists with a degree

of being between these two extremes.

The amount of being that Thomas attributes to potency

can be seen from the way in which he regards potency in
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terms of its relationship to different kinds of act. Act

is basically of three different types. There is, first

of all, the division between perfect set, vhich is the com-

planent and form of matter, and imperfect act. The latter

is tv/ofold. There is imperfect act, which is perfectible,

nsmely motion, and there is imperfect act, vhich is not per-

fectible, namely the parts of a continuum. V.'ith respect

to the latter, some potency alv.ays remains attached to the

act of any part, so that potency for further division

accompanies successive acts to infinity. The first two

kinds of act - forai and motion - are truly and properly

acts; the third kind is not truly act because of its

accompanyin£; potency.

To each of these acts, there is related a correspond-

ing potency. Accordingly, the potency of matter for form

and the potency for movement are truly and properly poten-

cies; they are related to acts that complete and fulfill

them. On the other hand, the potency in the division of

a continuum is not truly and properly potency, since it is

not related to an act completing and fulfilling it. Instead,

it is related to the individual parts that become actual

through the division, which parts arc in potency to further

division, and so on, to infinity. '
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The potency with which Thomas i? concerned is proper

potency, - th^ kind of passive capacity for act that exists

in matter and motion. Speakinf^ of this potency, he says

that it is impossible for something to be eternally in

potency without ever passlnr into act, because it is in-

possible for something possible never to become actual.

Otherv-rise, potency would be purposeless, and there is

nothing purposeless in nature. As Gabirol says, *the

cause of potency* s existence is thst its perfection passes

19
into act'. For example, a thing is not corrupted by

the pover of somp agent, but through the potency or capa-

20
city of the possible to become actual. This is to say

that the true cause of the change involved in corruption

is not found in the efficient cause, but in the potency

for change in the subject. Given the existence of potency

for corruption, actual corruption must 8oon«^r or later

occur. The beins of potency is such that it must pass

into act; othervrise, potency would not be potency.

The kind of being, therefore, that Thomas considers

potency to have is a mode of being between absolute being

and non-being, with such an exigency for act that it could

not exist unless it were to become actual. In advancing

this position, Thomas is preparing the v;ay for attributing
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some role to efficient causes in nature. If one admits

a sufficient measure of perfection and beinc to potency,

one can consider created af;ents to be capable of rendering

such being actual. We shall see that this is the direc-

tion his thought takes, - the r.anc direction, it ni.^ht be

added, thr.t v;as taken by his renovmed contemporary,

St. Bonaventure. In a vein similar to Thomas of York,

Bonaventure maintains that act and potency are simply two

different modes or dispositions of being v/ith a real con-

tinuity between them permitting the developra'?nt of one

from the other. The difference, he says, separating

tliese modes of being is not very ^reat, since the action

21of a created agent can bridge the sap between them.

Nor does the resemblance betvreen their doctrines of

potency and causality end here. Like .Ot. Bonaventure,

Thomas of York proceeds to make the task of secondary

causes still less difficult vdth a doctrine of 'active

22
potencies'. According to Thomas, although that which

is potential must become actual, it needs the act to \-?hich

it is in potency in order to become actual. The passive

potency of matter becomes actualized only upon the reception

of form or active potency. Now there are two possible

sources Tor this fora or active potency. It may be
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received from an outside a^^ent, or It may co-exij?t in some

way within the passive potency of matter. In vorks of

aiTt, the fom is received from the r.rtist, vho in outside

the product of his art. Similarly in the case of the

Intelligences and the hLinan soul, the form is received

by laatter from God as an extrinsic cause. The matter

of Intellif^ences and hxanan souls is purely passive, and
23

consequently, their forms must come from without.

But in natural things belonging to the material order,

matter cannot be purely in a state of passive potency re-

ceiving forias from outside, because then there would be

no active principle of change in nature itself. Nature

vrould assume the aspect of violence, in ifhich forms are

forced upon a subject, or art, in v^hich forms are impressed

upon a subject. As opposed, therefore, to the purely

passive potency of matter foun- in subjects of violence

and art-products, as well as in Intelligences and himan

souls, the matter of natural bodies must be accompanied

by active potency or form, if nature is not to lose its

24
meaning as an ^intrinsic active principle of change*.

To explain his notion of nature as an 'intrinsic

active principle of chsnge*, Thomas turns to the second

book of the Physics , vhere Aristotle defines nature as
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'a principle of motion and rest belonging to that in which

25
it exists essentially and not accidentally'. Aristotle

explains thet 'belonging to that in which it exists' dis-

tinguishes nature from things that are not natural, in

which the principle of motion comes from vdthout.

'Essentially* distinguishes it from art, which exists in

the artist, but is by its very nature operative v;ith respect

to the art-product in which it exists accidentally. Of

course, sometimes the art is operative with respect to the

artist himself, but this is accidental, as in the ca?e of

26
a doctor curing himself. Nature, on the other hand, is

a principle of motion that exists essentially in that v/hich

moves, and not in another. It is not a principle existing

in another, but in the essence of the thing moving, inas-

27
much as it is the essence of the thing as moving.

Not only does Aristotle describe nature as 'a prin-

ciple of motion', Thomas continues, but also as 'a prin-

ciple of rest', because Just as something is naturally

moved, so it nay naturally be at r^st. Just as move-

ment to form is natural, so rest in that form is natural

29
insofar as the movement is ordered to that form. Nature,

therefore, is a principle of movement to form as to an

end, and a principle of rt^st in that form as in an end.
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For Aristotle, accordingly, the term *nature* is predicated

primarily of form, and only relatively of matter and the

composite. It is predicated primarily of form, because

form is the essential and primary principle of movement

and rest in natural thin£;s. It is predicated relatively

of matter and the composite, because matter receives form,

30
and the composite already possesses form.

Thomas concludes that in viev/ of Aristotle's explan -

ation of 'nature', the 'nature' of a thing might be aptly

described in the words of Averroes as an 'active natural

. 31
potency'. T^ature', understood in a universal sense,

would signify all ^active natural potencies', taken collect-

ively. Thomas explains that 'active potency' is the term

used to describe any active principle of movement or change.

The term 'natiiral' is used to distinguish the active po-

tencies of nature from those of art, v.-hich exist first in

the artist, and then accidentally in the thing made by the

32
artist.

In this v/ay, Thomas identifies Aristotle's conception

of nature v.'ith the doctrine of active natural potencies.

He is saying that, according to Aristotle, unless forms

are already in matter prior to the existence of actual

being, they ^;Ould have to come from an outside agent.
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This would make nature no different fron art, or reduce

it to a kind of violence. TJature, as an 'intrinsic active

principle of movement*, would cease to o::ist, with the

result that nature could no longer be described in terras

of 'active natural potency*. Nature, as defined by-

Aristotle, would be destroyed if these active potencies

did not exist in the passive potency of matter prior to

the becomins of actual being, because nature is one with

these potencies.

In order to make such an identification, Thomas has

had to take considerable liberty vrith the original doctrine

of nature and change in Aristotle. Although Aristotle

speaks of natures or forms as 'intrinsic active principles

33
of change', he does not mean that they are active powers

present in matter prior to generation. He means, rather,

tliat they are intrinsic to the actual being of the com-

posite, ia which they are active principles of operation.

The forms of composites exist only in coapo sites; they

do nov pre-exist actually in matter. It is the privation

of form, iiot form in some inchoative sense, that pre-exists

in matter as its subject. Although Aristotle speaks of

forms existing potentially in matter, this merely means

that matter is in potency to receive form, or that it is
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inclined towards rorni as its end. This pottncy or inclin-

ation can only be fulfilled through the reception of form

from an outside agent, since there is nothing in matter but

tne privation of form, and matter , in itself, is purely
34

the passive capacity for form and the substratuiu of change.

For xhomas, on \jhe other hand, il forms were received

by a purely pa^.sive matter from an outside agent, nature

v.ould lose its ineanirxg as an intrinsic active principle of

change. i'he forms must in some way be present in matter

prior to change, and vje have seen ho\/ Thomas chooses to

speak of their presence in matter as 'active natural po-

tencies' .

lo explain the kind of being th£.t these potencies

possess, Thomas finally turns to the true souxxe of his

doctrine, namely Augustine's doctrine of nature. Accord-

ing, 00 Augustine, the customary course of nature has certain

laws of ius own, certain determined inclinations, directive

forces, primordial causes, nunibers oi roots. irom these,

arise die birtii and development, the hartiony and proportion,

as well ao the ueabn and corruption of all things.'

because tneir perfection reseiables the germinal pov.er of

seeus, these laws or forces of nature are called x^ationes

Sfaiiiiiaales or 'seminal principles'.''
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Augustine tells us that t?iese seminal principles

,

Vw'hether they be called potencies, causes or numbers, do

not possess material quantity, but quantity in the lorm

of power. Their nature cannot be divided quantitatively,

since it is wholly present in each individual part. For

example, a v;hole tree or a-.imal can develop from half a

37
seed, and many can be born from just one seed. They

are invisible; the eye cannot see the hiuden nature of

a thing any more than it can see boyhood in a boy or youth

in a young man. But although hidden to the eyes of sense,

their nature is not hidden to the eye of the mind. They

39
are incorporeally v/oven into corporeal things. From

these potencies or 'numbers', arises everything that exists

in the natural order. All things that come into being

from these hidden 'seeds* ov;e their origin, development

and formal differences to them as original, regulative

causes. The qualitative and quantitative perfections

of things ov;e their existence to the immaterial nature of

these causes. Consequently, it might be said that there

is traced in the corporeal nature of matter that v/hich

does not yet exist, or even that which is hidden, but

vhich will exist or appear in the course of time. Accord-

ing to iiUgustine, therefore, nature is composed of seminal
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principles that are virtually, imnatcrially and invisibly

prr^sent in natter, ind constitute the source of all mate-

rial being.

Thomas r-173 that these seminal principles are what

hn himself hnr. riescribed as 'active natural potencies',
42

and that they comprise what Aristotle means by 'nature*.

They are the aristotelian forms or natures, although, as

they exist in matter, they are incomplete, since they are

in a state of privation vrith respect to the complete forms

43
of actual com'^oaites.

Thomas now proceeds to state his true riotive for main-

taining the doctrine of active natural potencies. He

says that the incomplete being of these forms, active po-

tencies, or seminal principles requires an efficient cause

44
to brinr, them to completion. Th? incomplete forms,

hovever, r.re not affected essentially as forms by the agent

or efficient cause, but only accidentally, insofar as they

are in the passive potency of matter. It is their pre-

sence in natter that requires the agency of an efficient

cause. The forms of Intelligences and human souls, v;hich

are not in matter previous to the actual existence of the

Intelligence or soul, are not caused, even accidentally,

by some created agent. But since the forms of bodies
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already exist as active potencies or seminal principles

in matter, they accidentally require an efficient cause,

insofar as they are in the passive potency of matter, al-

thoTOgh they do not require one essentially. Even though

T'lomss has in this manner reduced the role of efficient

causes to th-^ accidental order, the fact remains that he

regards then as necessary, and he claims that the various

names attributed to the forces of nnture by Augustine

bear out this necessity. 'This is the true reason*,
46

Thomas says, *for using these names to describe nature'.

In other xvords, the terra 'seminal principles', for example,

aptly expresses the meaning of 'active natural potencies',

because thene potencies are like seeds, which have to be

nourished and cultivated by an extrinsic cause in order

to develop and grov/ to maturity. 'Seminal principles*

is a most suitable expression to describe nature or active

natural potencies, because it brings to mind the extrinsic

role of an efficient cause, just as the terra 'seed', itself,

brings to mind a planter and cultivator.

To render his I'osition on active potencies and causes

in nature more evident, he points out its advantages over

tv-jo opposing positions, V;hich he regards as erroneous.

These r-re the doctrines of the dator forr.iarum in Avicenna,
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and the latitatio Xormarun, vdiich Tiiomas attributes to

Empedoclas.

Avicenna's position that all forms proceed Tron a

separate Intelligence that acts as a dator form arum is un-

acceptable, because this would destroy any notion of nature

as an intrinsic active principle of change. VJe have al-

ready seen that every creature receives its perfections

and modes of being fron hidden and invisible principles

within the creature itself. Everything contains before-

hand in a hidden, virtual and causal manner that vrhich

comes forth aad unfolds at a fitting time in the progress

of nature. This is so true that all forms nay be said

to have * seeds* in matter. Just as the art-form is po-

tentially in the artist, so the natural form to be gener-

ated is potentially in the *seed'. As Averroes says,

in the same vay that in things generated from seeds, the

forms are from the gen^ratin?; seeds, so in things not

generated from seeds, the forms arise from that which re-

sembles seeds. The *ss3d' from which the complete being

of a t'ling develops is implanted in nature by Hod. Con-

sequently, the form that develops from the *seed* is not

given, any more than the *seed* itself, by some created

dator formarun mediating betvroen God and creatures. ^^
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Similarly, if active potencies are like seeds, the

error of Empedocles in maintaining that forms are completely

actual, but hidden, is evident. Natural forms do not

exist as completely actualized forms in * seeds*, but only

virtually and causally. If the forms are hidden in the

'seeds' or principles, they are hidden in the same way

that effects are hidden in causes, that is to say, natur-

ally and potentially. Thomas then concludes with the

statement that because the forms are only potentially in

L9matter, they need an efficient cause to actualize them.

Prior to ti;eir actualization, therefore, forms are

not merely potential in matter after the manner of passive

potency. This would mean that matter has nothing more

than the passive capacity to receive forms, as in the

doctrine of the dator formaruiq . In this doctrine, the

forms are received completely from without, leaving no

room for efficient causes in nature. Nor are they present

as wholly actual, because then there would be no need for

an efficient cause to actualize them. For this reason,

Thomas concludes that Aristotle chose wisely a position

mid-way between the doctrine of a latitatio fomairtun and

the doctrine of a dator formarum . The mid-position

to which T?iomas refers is his ov;n doctrine of active
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natural potencies, according to which forms are present

in matter as seminal principles. Of course, as we have

seen, this is not the position of Aristotle, but Thomas'

interpretation of it, in the light of his basic august-

inian forroation and his reading of Averroes. The

doctrine of active natural potencies is a *wise* choice,

because in Thomas' eyes it is the only one of the three

doctrines that affords secondary causes any place in

the universe.

St. Bonaventure suggests the same three possible

solutions to the problem of secondary causality, namely

that of a dator formarum , a latitatio formarum . and thirdly,

that of rationes seminales . or 'seminal principles', which

52
he similarly accepts as the true solution. Like Thomas,

St. Bonaventure describes these principles as forms exist-

ing virtually in matter that give rise to actual forms.

They are essentially forms in a state of incomplete being.

In the minds of both, the germinal and incomplete character

of these principles requires that there be an extrinsic

agent, v/hich causes the seminal principles to develop and

become actual. According to St. Bonaventure, the only

real function of such an agent is to excite and awaken

53the potentialities existing in these principles.
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The doctrines or active potency and efficient caus-

ality become clearer when Thomas considers the principles

involved in natural phenomena as opposed to miracles.

Thomas says that there are two kinds of principles:

those that exist only in God, and those that exist in

creatures as well as in God. The latter exist as com-

pletely actual in God, but as partially potential in

matter, where they exist as active potencies, or prin-

ciples that constitute the laws of the customary course

of nature. Things that come into being in the usual

manner do not owe their existence to a dator formarum ,

nor to the prior presence of completely actual forms in

matter, however hidden they may be. Rather, things owe

their existence to principles that are concreated with

matter, called 'active natural potencies'. They are

not potentially in matter simply in the sense that matter

can receive them from an extrinsic source, nor are they

present in matter as wholly actual, although hidden.

They are present, rather, as incomplete forms that can

only be completed through the agency of an efficient cause.

They are present as seminal principles, whose generative

power produces all corporeal things with the co-operation

of an efficient cause.
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Thomas says that besides these principles of nature,

there are other principles, which God possesses in Himself,

concealed from creatures. That is to say, they are not

given to those things that He has made. These are the

principles of those events that happen outside the oi?din-

ary course of nature, such as the miracles described in

Scripture: *Dry wood without roots flov/ering from earth

and water and bearing fruit; a sterile woman giving birth;

or an ass speaking, and things of this kind.*^^ Although

nature does not possess these principles actually, or as

active potencies, it does possess them in passive potency,

or in the sense that matter can receive them from an ex-

trinsic cause. This cause cannot be found in the created

order; it can only be found in God, the First Cause and

Creator of all things. Accordingly, Thomas says that

although God did not give these principles to nature as

active natural potencies, He gave them in another way, so

that nature v;ould be subject to a more powerful will than

nature itself. These principles resemble the 'Ideas'

of Plato, with whom, according to Thomas, Aristotle may

have disagreed nore in word than in fact. 'Because

Aristotle did not know these principles', Thomas says,

'or because he knew that they did not exist in the
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production of natural things according to the customary

course of nature, he denied the existence of a dator

fonnarum absolutely. However, these causal principles,

are, perhaps, v;hat Plato meant by the Ideas, which, he

maintained, vvere necessary for generation, and which he

regarded as datores formarum . Although Aristotle and

Averroes opposed his position, it may have been more a

56
verbal than a true disagreement.'

Thomas, therefore, does not rule out absolutely the

doctrine of a dator fomarum, but uses it to explain the

miraculous. In his philosophy of nature, he wishes to

allow for the possibility of events outside the ordinary

course of nature that come into being directly from God

as the *giver of forms'. Besides active potencies, then,

there exist in matter passive potencies for the reception

of forms beyond the natural order. The incomplete forms

of active potencies can be brought to completion by

created efficient causes. The passive potencies, how-

ever, can only be actualissed by God, since they consti-

tute nothing more than the passive capacity of matter

to receive forms.

In this respect, Thomas* doctrine of passive poten-

cies in matter is the same as the doctrine of 'obediential
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potencies' in St. Bonaventure. St. Bonaventure defines

'obediential potency' as the possibility inherent in

created nature to become v/hat God can ;vill and does v/ill.

As such, it is a purely passive potency, v/hich unlike the

active potencies of seminal principles, excludes all apti-

57
tuae for self-realization.

Throughout Thomas' explanation of active natural po-

tencies, he has consistently shovm hov; the doctrine calls

for the presence of efficient causes in nature. This can

be seen in his description of these potencies as seninal

principles, in conjunction with his treatment of the ad-

vantages that his position holds over those of Avicenna

and anpedocles. Similarly, his delineation of the

natural in contrast to the miraculous serves to bring into

relief the effective role of secondary causes in nature.

As seminal principles, active natural potencies require an

outside a^:ent to awaken their virtual pov;ers and to culti-

vate and nourish them to maturity. This position is a

'wise* choice over those of a da tor forraarum and a lati -

tatio rorrnarum, because it alone allov^s for the presence

of efficient causes in created nature. Ag principles

of nature, active natural potencies can be brought to

completion by created agents, while the passive potencies

of miracles can only be actualized by God.
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In Thomas' notion of nature as a whole, we have seen

that he attributes to creatures the perfection that William

of Auvergne's philosophy denies them. In opposition to

Avicenna, , illiam of Auvergne maintains that there is

nothing but passive potency in creatures. Inasmuch as

this passive poteiicy has no existence of its ovm prior

to act, no created agent can draw being out of potency

into act. The result is that God is the only true cause.

Thomas disagrees with this conclusion, and proceeds to

refute what he considers to be the premise on which it is

based. It is not true to say that potency has no exist-

ence of its ov;n prior to act, because this amounts to

saying that potency does not exist at all, and this is

absurd. On the contrary, not only does potericy exist,

but it exists in such a way that it must, of necessity,

become actual. .accordingly, matter, which is an example

of potency, possesses a being of its own and an inner

necessity for act. In addition, it possesses active

potencies, incomplete forms, or seminal principles, which

have a germinal pov;er and directive energy to develop into

the complete forms of actual beings. Since matter contains

these caoacities for self-development, Thomas does not

find it necessary to call upon God as the only cause
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capable of assisting in the * education' of forms from

mstter. Created agents arc equal to the task. It is

true that active potencies do not essentially require an

efficient cause to actualize them, since they already

possess a degree of actuality. Nevertheless, the incom-

plete forms of active potencies accidentally require an

efficient cause in order to become wholly actual, since

they exist in the passive potency of matter. In short,

the desire to attribute an efficacy to created agents

underlies Thomas' whole conception of nature, which in-

volves his doctrines of potency r.nd active natural po-

tencies.
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Chapter 3

The Unity of Created Truth

bp to now, Thomas of York has been concerned with

the nature of being in the real order. First, he has

shown that there exists in things a created unity that

is the first created source of perfection and being in

creatures. Secondly, he has shown that there exist

natural active potencies, which, with the aid of created

a^ients, give rise to physical being. In attributing a

basic unity to creatures, and a causal efficacy to crea-

ted agents, we have seen that he is trying to uphold the

perfection of created being.

But there is another kind of being to consider,

namely the being of truth, or the being of things as they

exist in our minds. Is the nature of being in our minds,

like the nature of being in reality, essentially a unity?

Moreover, can truth, like unity and causal efficacy, be

attributed to creatures? In other xvords, are creatures

true by virtue of a created ti^uth proper to them, or are

they true solely by virtue of Divine Truth?

Thomas poses the question concerning the created or

uncreated nature of truth not only in these terms, but in

terms of the problem of »the one and the many* in the



&11S>.

- 1 V - i 1 f , .T J-. v^ J i .. .- \.' . :y » %. V v' • J. o i*J c !.»

9-iy.- J si . ti/o nf cTslxa

cJ ij to f>ij;niv

10 oq sfiBioriT

n .'-i as. _ A'-iUiRti bft^fieTonw

ef{J rtl 'x^jWEi 9flcJ bnf, eno srirf* to jHsIo'onq arid' lo airrsir



7ft

order of truth. If the truth by v/hich creatures are

true is Divine Truth alone, truth will be one; if the

truth by vhich creatures are true is not only Divine

Truth, but created truth as veil, then there v;ill be at

least these two kinds of truth. Not only that, but in-

sofar as every creature is a true creatxire, there will be

the same number of truths as there are creatures. Accord-

iiiglyi truth will be many. But, as in his doctrines of

unity and causality, Thomas is fundamentally interested in

the perfection that can be ascribed to creatures. Do

creatiires, then, possess a truth of their own, or is it

simply the presence of Divine Truth in them that causes
1

then to be true?

The problem arises out of the Christian platonism of

Augustine and Anselm. Plato himself was understood by

mediaeval writers like Vv'illiam of Auvergne to maintain

that things possess no truth in tliemselves, but are true

2
solely in the one separate Idea of truth. Similar to

tliis interpretation of Plato, Augustine and Anselm hold

3
that there is only one truth, namely the Divine. At

the same time, however, they both speak of truth as though

it were many. Thomas recognizes that the seeniing contra-

diction stems from their common understanding of the nature
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of truth. Consequently, before presenting the argvunents

pro and con, as vrell as his resolution of the problem,

Thorn? 8 inquires into the augustinian-anselmian conception

of truth.

Every truth, Thonas says, is an 'adequation* or

'ri^htness'. The notion of truth as an 'adequation* can

best be understood from vhat is meant by a man*s speaking

the truth, A nan speaks the truth when a thing is as he

says it is, or in other xvords, when there is an adequa.tion

or correspondence between his words and the thing. Simi-

larly, but in a more perfect manner, truth can be oaid to

exist in the mind when there is an adequation of the con-

cept with the thing. Even Divine Truth can be understood

in terms of 'adequation*
,
provided that we conceive of

God as Adequation Itself as v;ell as That Which Is Adequated,

since He is an absolutely simple being.

Truth can also be understood as a 'rightness*, since

adequation is a kind of rightness. Anselm describes the

truth of anything as a rightness, insofar as that which is

true, is true when it is *right*, or v;hen it is vrhat it

'should* be and does what it *should* do. For example,

a proposition is truR \:hen it signifies v;hrt it should.

A man holds a true opinion when vv'hat he thinks of as
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existing, actually does exist, and when what he thinks

of as not existing! actually does not exist. In other

words, a man holds a true opinion v^hen he thinks as he

should, or vhen his thought is right. A will is true

when it v;ills what it should, or when it wills that for

the sake of which it vas made. An action is true v.hen

it is right, or when it is vrhat it should be and does what

it should do« Similarly, the senses rre true v/hen they

report what they should. Finally, one can regard the

truth of things as a Tightness , because tl eir truth is

v.'hat they are in the highest Truth, V/lien a thing is

v.-hat it is there, it is vhat it should be, and since

everything that exists corresponds to its source in God,

7
everything that exists, exists rightly B.nd truly.

Anselm goes on to say that the Tightness of truth,

as seen in these examples, is not visible to the eyes of

sense, like the Tightness or straightness of a rod. The

Tightness of truth is? ? Tightness seen only by the intel-

lect upon reflection. Accordingly, Anselm defines truth

ft

as "a Tightness perceptible to the mind alone". The

notion of truth as adequation, understood in tenns of

'Tightness*, runs throughout Thomas' entire explanation

of the nature and existence of truth.
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Thomas, lowever, is interested in a still more funda-

mental definition of truth, - a definition that is basic

not only to Anselin*s conception of truth, but to all the

definitions he has inherited. He is in search of a defin-

ition that will most completely express the very essence

of truth wherever it is found in the created order. With

this as his object, he proceeds to reviev the various ways

9
in which created truth is divided and defined.

Created truth, he says, can be divided into the truth

found in things, and the truth found in a knowing pover

such as the human intellect. In turn, the truth of

things can be considered materially or formally. Form-

ally, the truth of a thing is its conformity to the Divine

Mind, or its adequ-^.tion with the First Truth. It is this

formal truth of a thing that Anselm defines as "a rightness

perceptible to the mind alone"; it expresses the way a

thing should be in relation to the mind of the Creator.

Materially, the truth of a thing, Avicenna tells us,

is a property of its being. "* It is, as Isaac Israeli

says, 'that by which a thing is what it is', or *that by

which a thing truly exists', whereas what is called 'the

13
true' is simply 'that which is'. This does not mean

that truth and being are synonymous, but that truth is
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a property of leing, since, accordinn to Au^URtine, vhere

14
there is no truth, there can be no being.

Besi'^es the truth of things, there is, as well, the

truth that exists in our minds. This truth is defined

15
as 'an adequation of the intellect and the thing'.

Insofar as things can be simple or composite, there vrill

be, therefore, the correnponding kinds of truth in our

intellects, which Aristotle describes as 'incomplex'

and 'complex*. Incomplex and complex truth differ from

one another respectively as the essence of that which is

16
simple from the essence of that which is composite.

According to Aristotle and Averroes, the incomplex truth

of a simple object is merely its 'quiddity' or definition,

while the complex truth of a composite object consists

17
in the truth of a proposition.

This brings to a close Thomas' review of the common

divisions and corresponding definitions of created truth.

But there is one final definition that does not belong

exclusively to any one of these divisions. It is the

definition that "truth is the indivision of bein^ or of

reason and of beins* , which Thom?.3 ascribes to Avicenna

IS
and Gabirol. For Thomas, this definition expresses

the essence of both complex and incomplex truth.
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'Indivision of reason* refers to the indivision of a pro-

position, which constitutes conplex truth; 'indivision

of being* refers to the indivision of a definition, which

constitutes incomplex truth.

Seeking even greater simplification, Thomas maintains

that the expression 'indivision of being' alone adequately

defines both these kinds of truth. Speaking first of

the inconplex truth of definition, he says that its indi-

vision consists in the indivision of form from matter,

since being and truth are essentially the same, and being

issues from the union of form viith matter, or from their

indivision. Phrasing it in another way, just as being

is the indivision of form firom matter, so too incomplex

truth is the indivision of forra from matter, since the

bein^ of a thing and its truth are one and the sanie.

In this manner, inconplex truth is seen as the indivision

of being.
^°

Similarly, complex truth can be regarded as the indi-

vision of being, and not merely as the indivision of reason.

The truth of a proposition consists in the inOivision of

the predicate from the subject. Since we can consider

the predicate to be a kind of form and the subject to

be a kind of matter, ve can consider the truth of a
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proposition to be the indivision of form from matter.

Accordingly, complex truth can be understood as the in-

division of form from matter, or simply as the indivision

of being. Truth in the human intellect, therefore,

whether complex or incomplex, can be defined as the in-
21

division of being. What Thomas is actually saying is

that the truth in our minds is basically a kind of unity,

since the expression 'the indivision of being' is nothing

else than the definition of xinity.

Likewise, Thomas implicitly maintains that the truth

of things, considered materially, or apart from their re-

lation to the Divine Mind, is reducible to unity. This

is evident insofar as he regards this kind of truth as

the self-identity of a thing, or the unity of a thing

with itself. "Truth", he says, "is that by which a thing

is what it is", and "the true is that which is".^^ Ultim-

ately, therefore, Thomas understands the tmith of things,

materially speaking, as well as the truth in our minds, as

23
a kind of unity.

There is another division of truth that remains to be

considered, namely the truth of creatures, understood form-

ally, insofar as they are adequated to the First Truth.

^

Does Thomas similarly view this kind of truth as a unity?
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To ask the question is to ask whether, for him, the notion

of truth as *an adequation of things to the First Truth'

implies the existence of Divine Truth alone, or the exist-

ence of created truth as wpII. If the former is the case,

truth would obviously be one; if the latter, truth would

be basically of tv/o kinds, namely created and uncreated.

Moreover, f:iven i.he existence of created truth, truth

would be as multiple as created things themselves.

Accordingly, the question as to whether truth, considered

formally, is reducible or not to unity is none other than

the question 'Is the truth of things created or uncreated,

one or many?'. This is the major problem that engages

Thomas' attention throughout his treatment of truth.

To introduce the subject, Thomas first shows how the

same authorities can be quoted in favour of either position,

On the one hand, it would seem that Augustine and Anselm

hold that there is only one truth, namely the Divine, by

25which all things are true. Just as there is one time

for all temporal things, Anselra says, or one light for

all things illumined by that light, so too there is one
26

Truth for everything that is true. According to

Augustine, truth, which the hxanan mind seeks, is not some-

thing possessed by the mind, but is above the mind as
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that toward which the mind tends. Since only God is

above the mind, He alone must constitute truth, with

27
the result that truth riust be one. '

But on the other hand, Augustine and Anselm just as

emphatically maintain that truth is many. Augustine

speaks of the truth of contemplation and the truth of
29

speech; of corruptible and incorruptible truth.

Anselm likewise speaks of truth as many, when he con-

siders the truth of propositions, of opinion, will, act-

30
ion, and so on. In addition, Ambrose, commenting on

*the truth* of Romans i, 25, they chanF.ed the truth of

the immutable God , says plainly that there is a truth

that belongs to creatures which is from God, but is not

31
identified with Him.

Which of these positions is correct? Since the

question cannot, apparently, be settled on the basis of

32
authority, Thomas appeals to reason itself. Reason,

he says, would seem to support the position that truth

is many. Let us assume that there are two kinds of

truth, namely necessary and contingent. Accordingly,

if truth were one, all truth would be necessary, or all

truth would be contingent, both of which consequences are

impossible. Moreover, one cannot assert the existence
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of contingent truth • ithout asserting the existence of

33
necessary truth, insofar as the former implies the latter.

That truth is many can also be inferred from the fact that

truth is convertible with unity and goodness, and that there

are many unities and many forms of goodness subsequent to

34
the First Unity and the First Goodness. ^'ith Augustine,

we must admit that man perceives some truth in this life,

and since this truth cannot be the First Uncreated Truth,

35
there must be another kind.

If there were only one truth, everj' other truth would

be false, which is a contradiction in terms. Not only

that, but insofar as the truth of a thing, by which the

thing is true, is the same as a thing's beingness*, by

which the thing exists, there would be only one *beingness'

for all things. As a result, one being would not differ

essentially from another. All things would be one;

lUlt

3S

37there would be no multiplicity, - a position which he has

rejected as absurd.'

Considered in another v^ay, if there v;ere only one

truth, and every oth^r truth were false, nothing except

the First Truth would be 'per se* true, and nothing except

the First Being would exist 'per se'. But in fact, be-

sides the First Being, some things do exist 'per se', as
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wood, for example, or a stone, or any other body. Con-

sequently, they must also be true *per se', and if they

are true 'pei^ se', they must possess the truth by which

they are true. There are, therefore, many truths be-

39
sides the First Truth. If things did not possess the

truth by which they were true, but v;ere true by virtue

of a truth extrinsic to them, they would be true by vir-

tue of something distinct from themselves. Thomas re-

jects this position as false. Things possess the truth

by which they are true, and consequently, there are many

truths.

These many truths can be divided in certain basic

ways. Usin.p; Augustine as his source, Thomas proceeds

with the division of truth, considered formally or in

41
relation to the Divine Truth. There are three kinds

of truth, namely a truth that is truly true, a truth that

is true by imitation, and a truth that is predicated of

both. The truly true is of two types: that which is

absolutely and *per se* true; and that which is true *ab

alio*, but at the same time true 'per se*. The former

is the Unparticlpated First Truth; the latter is the

participated truth of our minds, or the truths possessed

by our minds, such as *two and three are five', or the
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43
notion of a circle, and truths of this sort. The true

that is true by imitation is likewise divided in two ways.

There is the truth belonging to bodies which is true *ab

alio*, but at the same time true *per se' , or true in it-

self; and there is the truth of art which is not in it-

self true, but is only true insofar as it is a likeness

of the truth wldch art depicts. ""^

If the note of participation is excluded from the

term *truth', only the First Unpcrticipated Truth will

be truly true. But if 'participation' is included,

then the truth of our minds can be regarded as truly true

and the first truth in the created order. It is first,

because it is true in itself, and because there is no

45other truth prior to it except Uncreated Truth. It

is also first because the remaining two kinds of truth,

namely the truth of bodies and the truth of art, are

subsequent to it. The truth of bodies is, in fact, par-

tially false. It is false to the extent that it fails

to fulfill the truth in our minds and the First Uncreated

Truth, both of which it imitates. The truth of art is

true insofar as what is represented in the art is false.

The picture of a horse, for example, is a true picture

insofar as the horse in the pictxire is a false horse.
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In contrast to these two forms of truth, the truth in

our minds is wholly true, and accordingly the first truth

in the created order.

From all this it is abundantly clear that there are

many truths in existence besides the First Uncreated Truth.

Yet, some arguments of Augustine and Anselm, which Thomas

quoted earlier, would seem to uphold the contrary. Truth,

they maintained, is not something possessed by the creature,

but something above and beyond the created order, namely

God Himself. Creatures are true by virtue of the one

Divine Truth in a manner comparable to the way in which

many things are illumined by one light. Accordingly,
in

truth v;ould appear to be one rather than many.

Thomas now attempts 'to put our minds at rest', as

he says, first by trying to resolve what seems to be a

contradiction in the thought of Augustine and Anselm.

Just as there are two kinds of form, so there are two

kinds of truth, since form and truth, though different,

are similar insofar as they are both defined as 'that by

which a thing is what it is'. There is a First Form,

v/hich is unformed, or not formed by any prior form, namely

God, who is the form of all things. There in another

form, formed by the First Form, which constitutes the
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very essence of thinf;s and is as multiple as things them-

selves. Among these forms of things in the created order,

there is, as aabirol says, one first form, which is the

source and fount of all other created forms, containing

49
all and perfecting all.

The sane can be said with respect to truth, since

the First Form is Truth, and since every truth is a kind

of form or liglit. Accordingly, there is a First Truth,

by virtue of which everything that is true is actually

true. This First Truth is, as well, that by which every-

thing in existence actually exists. A thing is not only

true insofar as it is in conforraity with the First Truth;

it exists insofar as it bears this same conformity. To

the extent that a thing does not possess this conformity,

it is not only false, but non-existent, with the result

that if things lacked this conformity entirely, they

would not only be false, but they would not exist. Accord-

ingly, we can say that whatever exists, exists and is true

by virtue of the First Truth.

Similarly, there is another truth which is the very

essence of a thing, differing only conceptually from that

essence. It is by virtue of this truth as well, which

is intrinsically present to things, that a thing exists
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and is true. As Augustine says, a wall exists Insofar

as it is a true wall, and a body exists insofar as it is

51
a true body. Thin^iS are true because of the truth in

them, wliich makes them to be what they are, and accord-

ingly, there are as laany truths as there are things in

52
existence. Among these truths in the created order,

we have seen that there is one first truth, namely the

truth in our minds, v;hich is prior to all others, just

53
as there is one first fomi prior to all others.

In other v;ords, Thomas is maintaining that creatures

are true by virtue of created truth and Uncreated Truth

at the same time. To affirm a truth intrinsic to crea-

tures does not, he says, exclude an extrinsic cause of

54
their truth. The fact that there is a truth that

belongs to creatures does not detract in any way from

God as the source of all truth. Accordingly, in terms

of Hhe one and the many', truth is one insofar as crea-

tures are true by virtue of Uncreated Truth, while truth

is many insofar as creatures are true by virtue of crea-

ted truth. Since creatures are true by virtue of both,

truth is one and many simultaneously.

In contrast to the opposition seen between Thomas of

York and V/illiara of Auvergne in the previous chapters, we
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find a similarity of doctrine between tham in the present

instance. According to '. illiara, although Divine Truth

is the cause of all truth, there is as well a truth that

is proper to creatures. He considers this position to

be contrary to that of Plato. In V^illiam's eyes, Plato's

position amounts to saying that things are true solely

by virtue of their archetypes in a separate world of Ideas.

This is unacceptable to Villiam, because, he maintains,

the truth of a thing cannot be outside it, but on the con-

trary, must be within it. A thing cannot have its own

being, and yet have a truth other than its own. The truth

55
of a thing is its substance, essence or being. In brief,

V.'illiain of Auvergne, like Thomas of i'ork, holds that crea-

tures have a truth of their own by which they are true,

even thoiigh it must be said that God is the cause of all

truth. Accordingly, insofar as there are many creatures,

and therefore many created truths, they both maintain that

truth is many. Insofar as all truths exist by virtue of

the one Divine Truth, they both maintain that truth is

one. In other words, for both William of Auvergne and

Thomas of York, truth is one and many at the same time.

TJioraas of York, however, is not content to let the

matter rest here, but proceeds to resolve the seeming
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contradiction. The •lifi'iculty lies in understanding the

relation of the truth in things to the First Truth. To

explain the nature of this relation, Thomas uses the ana-

logy of a vase of water, where the v;ater takes on the

shape of the vase, or vrhere the shape of the vase causes

the shape of the v/ater. The water has a shape only

because its container has a shape; v;ithout the container,

the vater \*ould be shapeless. But although the shape

belongs directly and primarily to the vase, it belongs

also to the water apart from that of the container, even

though the v;ater's shape is caused by the container's.

The shape, therefore, belongs to the vase and to the water
56

as well.

Similarly, there is in any adequation that which ade-

quates and that which is adequated, v;ith adequation be-

longing to both. The adequation or truth in things, which

corresponds to the shape of the ;/ater, is caused by the

Adequation or Truth of the Divine Mind, which corresponds

to the shape ox the vase. Accordingly, without the Truth

of the Divine I'lind, the truth in things could not exist.

Nor could the thing itself exist, unless it were in con-

formity with the First Truth, by which it is supported

in being. But although truth and being belong directly
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and primarily to God, they belong to creatures as well.

They belong to creatures, hov/ever, indirectly and second-

arily, just as the shape of the vase is predicated indir-

•ctly of the \;ater. Things, then, truly exist by virtue

of a being and truth intrinsic to them, although their

being and truth are caused extrinsically by the First
57

Truth.

Thomas goes on to explain further the manner in

which the First Truth is an extrinsic cause. The First

Truth is said to be the truth of all things, just as the

First Forn is said to be the fom of all t' ings. It

does not properly belong to things in the sense that it

exists in them or that it depends on them for existence.

Things have their being and tinith in the First Truth, as

the cause upon which they depend.^ Thin^js exist and

are true, insofar as they are in conformity v.'ith the First

Truth. I.i other words, the First Truth is predicated of

things, just as the shape of a container is predicated of

the contents. Using Anselm*s analogy, the First Truth

is predicated of things, as time is predicated of this

or that i-eality, not because time is in them, but because
59

they are in time.

V.'hat, then, for Thomas, is the truth intrinsic to

things in the created order? It is their adequation or
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conformity to the First Truth, Just as the shape of the

water consists in the adequation or conformity of the

v.'ater to the shape of tho container. A thing is what

it is by virtue of its adequation to the First Truth.

V/hen the adequation is present, the thing exists; when

it is absent, the thing does not exist. The same can

be said of truth, since truth, like adeqviation, is that

by which a thing is '.vhat it is. The perfection, there-

fore, truth and plenitude of a thing's '^eing is its ade-

60
quation to the First Truth. In other words, Thomas

is saying th'it the truth present in things is not the

Divine Truth, but the adequation of things to the Divine

Truth.

V.'hat, however, is the nature of this adequation that

permits creatures to be true by virtue of uncreated and

created truth at the same time, or that permits truth to

be one and many simultaneously? If this adequation be-

longs to the created order, it would seem to be either

in the category of substance or in the category of acci-

dent. In it, therefore, an accident o^ the thing of

which it is the truth, or is it a substance? If it is

a substance, is it a substance apart from the thing, or

is it the substance of the thing itself?
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At first, it would seem that the adequation or truth

of a thing is an accident, since the thing adequated is

distinct from the adequation itself. Moreover, the

analogy of the vase of v-ater would tend to support this

view, because the shape of the water is an accident, and

is subsequent to the \ ater ia wiiich it inheres.

Nevertheless, Thonas says, it is impossible to accept

this position, i-ince tlie adequation or truth of ? thing

is that by which a thing is xvhat it is, and a tl.ing cannot
63

be wliat it is, or exist, by virtue of an accident A

thing is :iot accidentally that vrhich it is; otherwise,

accident would be the cause of substance. Similarly,

insofai' as the truth of things consists in an adequation

to the First Truth, the truth of things can be said to

be that vfhich is in the First Truth. But accidents do

not belong to the First Truth, nor is the First Truth in

any way an accident. Furthermore, if truth is the indi-

vision of being, or the indivision of form fro!u matter,

and indivision ie synonynous \rith union, then truth con-

sists in the union of form with matter. But accidents

are subsequent to th.is union; they exist only in an al-

ready constituted substance. It is clear, therefore,

that truth cannot be an accident of the thing, and in this
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respect, the analogy of the vase of water is not vholly
65

satisfactory.

If the adequation or truth of a tiling is not an acci-

dent, i3 it a substance independent of the thing of vrhich

it is the truth? To this Thomas replies that the ade-

quation or truth of a thing cannot be another substance

apart from the substance of the thing, because the ade-

quation of thiy second substance vould require a third

substance, and the third a fourth, and so on. In other
66

v/ords, we would be involved in an infinite regress.

The remaining possibility, namely that the adequation

or truth of a thing is the substance of the thing itself,

proves equally unsatisfactory to Thomas. If truth were

Identified vith the substance of the thing itself, it

would either have to be identified with the whole compo-

site, or with one of its parts, - matter or form. But

it cannot be identified with the whole, br-cause then

neither niatter nor form would be true *p£r se*. Moreover,

since that which is not true *per se* doee not exist *per

se', matter and form would not exist in themselves, but

only in relation to one another. Neither can truth, by

which a tiling is what it is, be the matter of a thing.

If it were, truth v/oul:'' not exist, since form rather than
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matter is that by which a thing is what it is. Nor can

truth be identified with the form, becauj^e then neither

the essence of the composite nor matter would be true ex-

cept through fora. But this iv'; wronf;, because natter

and the conposite are knowable and true in themselves

apart frcni form. For Thomas, therefore, the truth or

adequation of a thing can be identified n^^ither with the

whole composite nor with either of its -onrts, - matter or

fonr..

The truth, then, or adequation of a thing, is some-

thing other than substance or accident; its nature lies

outside the categories. What this nature is, v/hich

enables us to say that the truth of things is one and

many at the same time, still remains to be seen.

For a definitive statement on the question, Thomas

turns to Avicenna, vho says that truth is a property of

a thing's being, the 'determination' proper to a thing,

by v/hich a thing is what it is. The 'determination'

of a thing is its 'quiddity', the essence signified by

a term, or the definition of a tern. Accordin'^ly, truth

is 'the determination or quiddity proper to a thing, by

69
which a thing is what it is'. This 'determination',

'quiddity' or property is not the substance or being of



-f - .f i. i. -( -t t .

'.si itX

.«^.

SBfftC . . .C



96

a thing, but the ^beingness*, * essentiality* or 'substan-

tiality' by which a being is a being, and a substance, a

substance. As such, the truth of a thing cannot be iden-

tified with its substance, nor with the ruatter or form

composing the substance, since these are subjects of being,

70
not tho 'beingness' or 'substantiality' of substance.

Similarly, the truth or adequation of a thing ic not an

accident; it ^s not subsequent to the thing adequated,

ouw simultaneously and essentially the sa:ne as the thing.

The manner in which the truth or adequation of a

thing is essentially the same as, yet different from the

thing ius(3lf, is comparable to the .aj in v?: ich 'creation'

is r®r&ted to created things. 'Creation' (.Iocs not differ

either accidentally or essentially, but only conceptually,

from 'the created'. In like manner, being an--! truth differ

conceptually; they do not differ essentially or acciden-

tally. Similarly, the essence of a thing is not essen-

tially different frou its adequation to the First Truth,

but o:ay conceptually different. That is to say, the

term 'adequation' e^cpresses a concept distinct from the

teiTii 'essence'. Consequently, 'adequation' cannot be

formally and directly predicated of that which is adequated,

naaiely the essence of the thing, any more than 'creation'

72
can be predicated of that which is created."'
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According to Thomas, however, although the term *truth*

signifies adequation, it can, as opposed to the term *ade-

quation' itself, be predicated directly of things. He

explains how this is possible by distinguishing between

the subject, of which the term is predicated, and the form

or the perfection sif^nified by the term. 'Truth*, unlike

'adequation', ia predicated according to the subject of

the term, and not according to the fonn, which consists

in the perfection of adequation to the First Truth. As

distinct from the term 'adequation', Thomas says, 'truth*

does not express the concept v/hich it adds over and above

'being', and consequently, 'truth' can be predicated of
73

being, whereas 'adequation' cannot.

In short, Thomas is maintaining that insofar as truth

or adequation is the 'essentiality' of a thing, it is essen-

tially the same as, but conceptually different from, the

thing itself. Both the term 'adequation' and the term

'truth' add something conceptually to the being of a thing.

The term 'adequation', however, expresses the concept it

adds, and in this respect, is not predicable of the thing;

while the term 'truth' does not express the concept it

adds, and accordingly is predicable of the thing. In

other words, 'adequation' expresses the formal perfection
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of the term, whereas 'truth' does not, thus allov.ing it

to be predicated of things.

It must be granted, however, that Thomas does not

show how both 'adequation' and 'truth' can be concept-

ually distinct from the being of a thing, and yet how

'adequation' alone expresses the added concept. In terms

of his distinction between the subject and form of a term,

he gives no reason why 'truth' should not be predicable

according to its formal perfection instead of merely

according to its subject. Of course, if it were, it

could not, according to Thomas' reasoning, be predicated

of things, just as 'adequation' cannot be predicated of

things. Thomas wishes to maintain that truth is pre-

dicable of things, and at the same time, that it is dis-

tinct from things. To maintain its predicability of

things, he excludes the formal perfection of the term

in the predication of 'truth'. But to maintain a dis-

tinction between truth and things, he identifies 'truth*

with 'adequation'. Since 'adequation' expresses a formal

perfection over and above the being of a thing, and accord-

ingly is not predicable of the thing directly, 'truth' like

'adequation', remains conceptually distinct from things.

In other v^ords, 'truth' can be predicated of things because
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the formal perfection of the terra is excluded in predic-

ation; truth is distinct from things because the formal

perfection of the tenn is included, or expressed, in its

predication. Here there is clearly an unresolved contra-

diction in Thomas* thought, since he includes or excludes

the formal perfection of the terra * truth* to suit his

convenience.

Nevertheless, Thomas apparently thinks that he has

now set the stage for a final resolution of the problem

as to whether the truth of things is one or many. But

again, his arbitrary inclusion or exclusion of the formal

perfection of truth* figures prominently. First of all,

he says that it is possible to speak about the truth of

things, because 'truth' can be predicated of them insofar

as the formal perfection of the term is excluded. Then,

in order to resolve the problem as to whether this truth

is one or many, Thomas considers it necessary to include

the formal perfection of the term. He maintains that

although the term 'truth' is predicated according to sub-

ject, adequation remains as the form of the predication,

and it is by virtue of this formal perfection of adequation

that the term 'truth' is meaningful when predicated of

things. Retaining the subject as well as the form of
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'truth' in predication permits Thomas to say that, from

the viev/point of subject, truth is many, since there are

as many truths as there sre things of which 'truth* is

predicated. From the viewpoint of fomii however, there

is only one truth, namely the Divine and Uncreated, to

which all truths are adequated. Of this Truth, Thomas

says that it is more truly predicated of things than any

other, since all other truths are true by virtue of their

IL.
adequation to It,

In other words, Thomas tries to maintain that truth

is one and many at the same time by distinguishing between

the subject and the form of the term. Contrary to his

previous use of the same distinction, he includes the

formal perfection of the terra 'truth' in its predication

of things. It is by virtue of this formal perfection,

which consists in the adequation of things to the First

Truth, that truth is one. At the same time, insofar as

truth is predicated of many things, the consequent multiple

character of the subject of the term renders truth many.

Thomas of York roninds us, however, that these many truths

are formally true by virtue of the one Divine Truth.

The question then arises as to the status of created

truth. In response, Thomas says that if one should ask
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whether created truth is itself true, it should be said

that it is. But if one should ask whether created truth

is true by virtue of its own truth, the distinction between

the subject and the form of *truth' must be observed. If,

when we speak of the truth belonging to creatures, we mean

the truth formally understood, or simply the Divine Truth,

then truth does not belong to creatures. But if we mean

the subject of truth, or in other words, that of which the

Divine Truth is predicated, then truth does belong to

creatures. In this respect, created truth is its own

truth. According to Thomas, therefore, the truth of

creatures, formally considered, is one and uncreated, but

materially, or according to subject, the truth of creatures

is many and created.

In advancing this solution of his problem, Thomas is

once more endeavouring to uphold the perfection of crea-

tures without detracting from the perfection of God.

Creatures are true by virtue of a truth of their own, but,

at the same time, they are true by virtue of Divine Truth.

This is not to say that creatures are true by virtue of

two distinct truths, namely created and uncreated, but

rather by virtue of one truth considered in two different

ways. Considered formally, the truth vhereby creatures
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are true is one and uncreated; considered materially, or

according to subject, this truth is many and created.

It is by means of this purely logical distinction between

the form and the subject of the term that Thomas chooses

to resolve the metaphysical problen as to whether creatures

are true by virtue of created or uncreated truth, or as

to whether the truth of things is one or many.

Thomas of York*s solution resembles that of his pre-

decessor, Robert Grosseteste, v;ho was likewise concerned

with the same conflict indigenous to the Christian plato-

nisn of Anselm and Augustine, In the words of Grosse-

teste: •Tr^th, therefore, signified and predicated every-

where by this name truth, is single, as Anselm holds, namely,

the supreme truth. But that one truth is called many

truths in the many truths of things'. Again: 'VJhere-

fore, the intention of truth, as the intention of being

is ambiguous; from one part it is one in all truth and

nevertheless, by appropriation it is diversified in

77
particulars". Nor does the resemblance between Grosse-

teste and Thomas end here. Many of the arguments pro and

con, which they quote as a preamble to the resolution it-

self, are the same. They both explain the nature of

truth in terms of Anselmian 'rightness', and they both
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use the analogy of the vase of water to clarify the re-

lationship between Divine and created truth.

In the early part of the chapter, we reviewed Thomas'

analysis of truth, considered materially, or apart from

any relation to the Divine Mind. We saw that he reduced

this kind of truth, v/hether it be in things or in the

human intellect, to a kind of unity. Throughout the

remainder of the chapter, we shov/ed how Thomas tried to

maintain that the truth of creatures, considered formally,

or in relation to the Divine Mind, is raaterially many and

created, but formally one and uncreated.

So far, however, Thomas' treatment of created truth,

considered in relation to the Divine Mind, Involves only

the truth of creatures in general. It does not involve

truth specifically in the human intellect. As a matter

of fact, Thomas deliberately sets aside that argument of

Augustine's in favour of truth as one, which states that

insofar as truth is prior to and above the mind, this

79
truth can be none other than God. His reason for doing

50 is that the question os to whether truth in the human

intellect is created or uncreated, one or many, requires

special study. But, having resolved the question with

respect to the truth of creatures in general, Thomas is

now prepared to consider the question with respect to

the truth possessed by the human intellect in particular.
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Chapter 1^

The OrlKJn and Nature of Created Truth

in the Human Intellect

According to the augustinian doctrine of divine ilium-

ination, true knowledge is made possible through the light

that God sheds upon every creature, and upon man in partic-

ular. God is considered to be the source of truth in

our knowledge, and accordingly, the truth by which we know

is seen as one and uncreated. Although the doctrine

justifies the necessary, iriirautable and eternal quality of

truth in our intellect, it has difficulty in explaining

the natural character of human knov/ledge. If the truth

by which man knows is exclusively divine, man's natural

cognitive powers are not adequate to the task of knowing,

for which they were created. Instead, God becomes the
2

sole cause of human knowledge. This is the significance

of Thomas of York's question as to whether the truth by

3which we know is created or uncreated, one or many.

He is made acutely aware of the problem through

the recent entry of the aristotelian doctrine of abstract-

ion into the Latin West. According to this doctrine,

sensible things are the source of truth in our knowledge,

with the result that the truth by which v;e know is many
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and belongs to the natural order. Since truth does not

transcend man's own pov/ers of knov/ing, the natural char-

acter of htanan knowledge is assured. In view of the

fact that the augustinian position does not seem to give

this same assurance, Thoiiias is led to reflect on whether

4
God actually is the source of human knowledge.

But before considering Thomas* inquiry into the

origin of knowledge and the created or uncreated charac-

ter of truth in our intellect, let us note that he is

aware of a still more basic problem brought to the fore

by the aristotelian theory of knowledge. This is the

problem of the validity of knowledge. Among the august-

inians, the existence and certitude of truth were accepted

without question on the basis of the divine guarantee con-

5
tained in divine illumination. Any treatment of the

subject is merely occasioned by Augustine's account in

his Contra Academicos of the sceptics belonging to the

New Academy. But Thomas recognizes that with the change

in the doctrine of the origin of our knowledge proposed

by the new aristotelianism, the same guarantee no longer

remains. On the contrary, anot^her gxiarantee of truth

and certitude must be sought in the trustworthiness of

sense end intellect.' Accordingly, Thomas devotes an
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entire chapter to the question whether true knov;ledge

exists. The arguments for scepticism, with which he

introduces the question, are not those of Augustine's

Contra Acad em i cos . Instead, they are the arguments of

Protagoras and Democritus, the Heracliteans and the

Sophists, as repor-ted in Ai'istotle's nc-taphysics . Like-

wise, the refutation he uses to dispose of t'lem is the
9

refutation advanced by Aristotle.

Briefly, that refutation is as follows: The pos-

ition of Protagoras, which maintains that everything is

true and nothing is false, iriiplicitly contains its own

denial, since the statement 'Everything is true* requires

that its opposite 'Tfothing is true' be false. Moreover,

it is baaed on the erroneous pretnise that things are true

because they are judged to be true, and accordingly, that

beings exist because they are judged to exist. Similarly,

the position of Democritus and the Heracliteans, that

nothing is true and everything is false, stems from false

premises. Contrary to these prenises, there is a stab-

ility in the sensible v^orld, and our senses are essentially

trustworthy, Furthen.iore, all our knowledge is not sense

knowledge; v/e have as well intellectual knovledge, by which

we can grasp the immutable and true. Finally, the position
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of the Sophists, that something can be true and false at

the same time, violates the principle of contradiction.

Their error arises fron: a failure to distinguish between

the principles of act and potency, according to which

something actually true can at the same time be poten-

tially false, and conversely, something actually false

can at the same tiiae be potentially true.

After confronting the ne\i scepticism in its own

milieu, Thoraas advances an array of arguments primarily

from Aij^ustine, but from Aristotle and the Arabs as well,

that upholds the existence of truth in our knowledge.

To concede anything is to concede the existence of truth.

For example, given that knowledge, desire, or actual

being exists, then truth must exist. Even if we begin

with falsity, denial, doubt and ignorance, the existence

of truth emerges as a necessary presupposition. As

Au,;ustine maintains, once truth is grasped, its existence

12
is more manifest to the mind than light is to the eye.

*It is clear*, Thomas concludes, 'that truth, and con-

sequently knowledge, exists, and this is what I intended

13
to show'.

But what is the source of this truth? This further

o^uestion, rsnewed by the meeting of the aristotflian and
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auguctinlan theories of knowledge, must nov be considered.

Are things in reality the cause of truth in our minds, as

Aristotle maintains, or is this truth received from God

simultaneously with the creation of the hxaman soul, as
14

Augustine holds? In reply, Thonias draws a parallel

between the origin of forris or truths in our intellect

and the origin of forrac in the physical world. Just as

there r.re three possible positions concerning the origin

of forms in nature, so too there are three possible po-

sitions with regard to the origin of forms in the intellect.

In nature, v;e sav; hov;, according to the doctrine of the

latitatio formarim . forms were wholly actual in matter

from the beginning, but hidden as by a veil. On the

other hand, according to the doctrine of the dator form-

arum , these forms were absent from matter in the beginning,

but were later introduced by a *giver of forms'. Thomas,

we recall, rejects both positions in favour of the doctrine

of ^active natural potencies*, which he considers to be mid-

way between these two extreraes. Active natural potencies

exist in matter neither as wholly actual nor as wholly

potential, but virtually, after the manner of serainal

, . , 16
principles.

15
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Similarly, on the one hand, according to the doctrine

of 'innate species', which Aui^ustine seems to maintain in

some places, forrns or truths are wholly actual in our intel-

17
lects froLi the beginning. On the other, according to

the aristotelian doctrine of 'abstraction', these forms

are entirely absent Trou our intellects in i;he beginning,

but are later received through the mediuia of sense from

things outside. Neither position is acceptable to Thcwnas.

Augustine is describing the state of the soul prior to

original sin, - a state about wiiich Aristotle vi/as ignoi'ant.

Christian \.isdom, v;hich declares that the intellect, and

indeed the vorld, underv;ent a change of state through sin,

has to maintain a middle position betv;een the doctrines
13

of 'innate species' and 'abstraction'.

According to this middle position, the intelligible

species are not wholly actual in the intellect, nor are

they derived entirely from things outside. It is true

that the intelligible apecies in the intellect did exist

as wholly actual vrhen man was first created. But after

original sin, these sarae species lost their actuality,

and roKained only as potential, habitual, or virtual.

Consequently, in man's present state, the intellect re-

quires the stimulation provided by the expressed species
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in the imagination, before it can actually know the in-

19
tellisible species contained vithin it.

In other vrords, Thomas maintains that the object

outside is not the true cause of the species in the in-

tellect, but merely the occasion for the true cause to

realize its effect. The object, he says, is not truly

the *psrent* or efficient cause of the species vfithin

the mind, and accordingly, neither is the specias s true

^offspring* or effect of the object. Things in reality

are onlj'* the cause of truth in our intellects insofar

as they provide, through sensation, the occasion for the

intellect's actualization of the potential species con-

20
tained within it. But an occasional cause is still

a cause, and accordingly, thin°;s are, to this extent, a

cause of human knovrledge. In this way, Thomas views

his ov;n position as a compromise with that of Aristotle.

Moreover, not only are things a cause of human know-

ledge, but the human intellect itself is a cause. Just

as Thomas tried to preserve the efficacy of secondary

causes in nature, so now it would appear that he is try-

ing to uphold the agency of the human intellect. In

knoxvledge, the counterpart o.^ the doctrine of the dator

formarum is that of 'abstraction* , which, for Thomas in
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the present context, amounts to the infualon of foras by

things into a completely passive intellect. The counter-

part of the doctrine of the laoitatio fon.iarui.i is tliat of

'innate species', which renders any activity on the pa3?t

of the intellecb superfluous. Thoraas rejects both in

favour of a tiiird, which corresponds to that of *active

natural potencies'. This is the doctrine of ^potential

or habitual species', v;hich attributes to the intellect

the role of actualiziniS the potential species contained

within it, or of bringing the incompletely actual species

to a state of completion. Accordingly, in the created

order, the human intellect as well as things is the

cause of our knov.'ledge.

Which of these, however, is the primary cause"?

Thoraas proceeds to show that it is the intellect, since

the intellect is prior in perfection to things. August-

ine tells us that the human soul holds a middle position

in the hierarchy of being. Things exist first of all

in the Divine Ilind, then in intellectual natures, and

finally in matter. The being of things in intellectual

natures, that is to say, in angels and human souls, is

mid-\.'ay between the being of things in the mind of God

and their being in matter. Simultaneous v/ith the
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introduction of roms into matter, these same forms v/ere

crea':,ed in angels and huraan souls, in which they possess

21
a priority of nature. In the v.'ords of the Liber de

22
Gauais . the intellioenoes are filled with forms, and

according to Au3;u3tine, the soul briif.s all these forns,

23
*arts* or species of things into existence vith it.

Since all things v;ere first created in the 'uncreated

wisdom' of the angels, 5.nd then in matter, the forms of

things in the angels exercize a priority over the same

24
forms in matter. I'oreover, Insofar as angels and human

souls are equal in nature, it can likewise be said that

things were first created in the truth of the human soul.

Accordingly, the forias of things exist in the human soul

25
in a manner naturally prior to their existence in matter.

In other v;ords, man's knowledge of reality is prior in

nature to reality itself. In this respect, things could

not possibly be the source of cur knowledge; otherwise,

the converse would be true, namely, knowledge would be

subsequent to reality.

Desiring, however, to integrate the wisdom of Aris-

totle with that of Augustine, Thomas laaintains that there

is a sense in which our knowledge is subsequent as well

as prior to reality. The species in our knov/ledge are
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*unlversals'
,

predicable of many things outside the

mind, and 'universals* can be considered as prior or as

subsequent to singular thinf;s. Ar1?totle vievE the

universal as subsequent, because, from his vievrpoint,

the universal species in our minds is produced by abs-

traction from things. The universal is a later product,

v^hich follows upon the existence and understanding of

things. Plato and Au^^ustine, on the other hand, view

the universal as prior, because, from their viev.'point,

the universal species pre-exists as a prototype, after

the manner of a figure on a seal in relation to its

27
impressions on vax. There is no contradiction between

these tvo positions, since they are the result of two

entirely different points of view. According to Aris-

totle, the universal is formed by reason from things,

and consequently, is subsequent to things; accordinr to

Augustine and Plato, the universal exists in the mind

23
as a prototype, and consequently, it is prior to things.

At first sight, it would appear that the prior and

subsequent universals are distinct from on<^ another.

Speaking of the subsequent universal, Averroes says that

29
the Intellect produces ujiiversallty, ^ and Aristotle says

that if things \";ere destroyed, it would be Impossible for
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30
the universal to reinsin in existence. On the other

hand, it raust be admitted that a universal possesses a

kind of prior existence in the raind, and that it acts

as a prototype with respect to singular things outside.

Although Aristotle holds that Plato *s 'prior universal^

does not exist, his reasons for rejecting it are not co-

gent. It is obviously necessary to uphold the existence

of the prior universal, because if the intellect were in

its natural state, the species of things would already

be actually present v/ithin it. There would be no need

for abstraction. As a result, the universal, understood

in Ari.stotleU? sense as subsequent to things, would not

31
exist.

But let us consider the soul in its present state.

After original sin, the soul can know only by being made

proportionate to the material conditions \mder which

specie.s or forms exist in things. Accordingly, it needs

the help of the senses and the iriagination. The mind

does not see the common nature of the species unless that

nature is first seen in singular tilings on the level of

the imagination. The common nature of any species exists

in singular things, and although this nature is spiritual,

32
it exists in things under aaterial conditions.
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According to Aristotle, the agent intellect riivetsts

the apecies of it 3 nu'iterial conditions, and the rerultant

33
iinraaterial species unites v/ith the possible intellect.

Through tl-jis union, the possible intellect is actioaliced,

and *w-ith this actualization, knowledge occurs. Prior to

its acGiialisation, the possible intellect is a tabula

nuf^a ; it is devoid of all species, Conrjequontly, the

species abstracted fron the tiling outside nust act as

a kind of efficient and formal cauae of our knoxjledge.

For this reason, Aristotle Maintains that the being of

the species in the intellect is imperfect and secondary

34
to the being of the species in things.

According to Plato and Augustine, however, the pos-

sible intellect, prior to its actualization, io not a

tabula nuda. On the contrary, it contains the species

of all things in a state of habitual or incompletely

35
actual being. -^ For these philosophers, therefore, the

nev; species Inpressed on the nlnd are not entirely nev/.

They already exist potentially or habitually, and are

actualized by the light of the agent intellect on the

occanion of a sense stinulus.

Conparing the two positions, mq see how Aristotle,

Augustine and Plato agree that the species, v/hich exist
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potentially in our knov.'l edg e , becoae actual. They dis-

agree, insofar as Aristotle maintains that the species

come entirely fror. outsice the znini, vhile Auguf^tiiie and

Plato hold that the mind is indebted to things merely

for the conplcts actualization of the species already

contained within it. Accordingly, Aristotle's 'sub-

sequent universal' is not distinct from Plato's and

Augustine's '^rior univsroal', althou£;h thay exist in

two {different vays. ?he universal, potentially exist-

ing in our ninds before its completo actualization, is

nrior to the; things Dutside, v;hereas the universal,

actually existing in our minds after its actualization,

is subsequent to the things outside. V.'e can say, there-

fore, that the universal, considered as c?ctual, is the

sane for Au.'^ustins, Plato and Aristotle, naraely, subsequent

to things. But considered as potential, it is not the

same. ^''or Au.-^ustine and Plato, the potential universal

possesses a kind of beini"; in the mind prior to the being

37
of thin^f^s outside, i/hile for Aristotle, it does not.

Under the influence of .nr- ntotelianism, Thcriia^ of

York i:^ nalntainang that man's actual knowledge is subse-

quent to thirrs, insofar f.\3 thinr;s are the cause of this

knowledge. Tinder the same influence, he likewise
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attributes a causal role to the agent intellect. For

Thomas, hov-ever, neit-her things nor the human intellect

are called upon to exercise the cauaal efficacy required

of them in the aristotelian doctrine of abstraction.

Prior to actual knowledge, the species of things already

possess a potential or incompletely actual being In the

soul. Throui^i sensation, things outside the mind merely

stimulate the a^^ent intellect to actualize these species.

This actaaliz;ation consists In nothing more than bringing

an incompletely actual knowledge to completion. In fact,

Tliomas maintains tlif.t the act of knov'ing consists essen-

tially in a discovery of species hidden in the memory,

where they exist in an habitual or virtual manner.

Ultimately, therefore, Thomas views human knov/ledge

as prior to reality. Since forras, he says, are received

by the hioman soul prior to their reception in matter, the

forms in the mind are truly true in contrast to the forms

in things, which are true merely by imitation.-' Con-

sequently, when a species is considered as a universal,

it is called a ^prototype', because it exists in things

as an exei ipl^

r

in exemplati

g

.
*" Tor this reason, it

can similarly be called an ^art', as the efficient cause

of our knov;ledge, in the same v/ay that the prototype or
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formal cause in the mind of the artist is th« cause of
41

the art-product. It can alao be regarded as a final

cause, insofar as things tend to io as to their counter-

part, in which their perfection is wore completely
U2

realized. In the created order, therefore, the huraan

intellect, rather than reality, is the primary cause of

our knowledge.

But v.hat is the oriiiinel cause oj" knowledge in the

intellect? It cannot be things, since hUEian knov^ledge

is prior to things. It can only be God, since God alone

is prior to the liuruan soi'l. ' ''ith tVdv conclusion, the

difficulty of upholding the natural character of human

knowledge comes to the fore. If, in keepin^v, with the

aristotelian doctrina of al straction, senvslble things

were the source of truth in our knowledge, the difficulty

would not arise. Like sensible things, themselves, the

truth in our minds would be many and created; it would

44
not transcenc man's netural powers of knowing. But

if Cod is the source of the truth by which we know, this

truth would appear to be one '.nd divine, and accordingly,

to transcend man's natural povers of knowing. "aii,

therefore, would be incapable of natural knov ledge.

Under the influence of arlstotelianism, it is trus that
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Thomas tries to assign a causal role to sensible things

and to the agent intellect as well. Their efficacy,

hovfever, is secondary and accidental in contrast to the

primary and essential efficacy of God. Consequently,

the difficulty must be fundamentally resolved on the

basis of the divine origin of our knowledge.

But before coping vith the problem directly, we must

first inquire how God makes His truth present to us, and

then see the relationship of this truth to the human soul.

With respect to the manner in which God makes His truth

present to us, Thomas maintains that the forms, species,

or prototypes in our knov/ledge are made present to us by

a special kind of divine illumination shared by no crea-

ture other than man. The Eternal Light, in which all

the natures and causes or species of things exist, shines

on every creature, but it shines on rational creatures in

a unique manner. It shines on them alone as a light.

What is the nature of this light? It is simply

the knowledge or truth in the human intellect existing

from the very moment the soul comes into being. Ratio-

nal creatures are made in the image of the Eternal Light,

and this image is found in man*s knowledge. The Un-

created Light, which is synonjrmous v;ith Uncreated Truth,
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shines on every rational soul, thereby giving birth to

a light in that soul. After the Uncreated Light Itself,

this newborn lipht is the first to merit the name * truth'

In it, we find the first conformity, assimilation, or

adequation to the Uncreated Light. Since the Divine

Light contains all the species and exemplars of things,

and since the light in the hximan soul is an image or

imitation of that same Divine Light, the human soul re-

ceives from the moment of its creation all the species

of things receivable through imitation. Furthermore,

it receives them in a manner causally or naturally prior

to matter itself. Otherwise, Thomas adds, how could

50
Aristotle say that the soul is in a v/ay all things?

Therefore, although the Divine Light floods the whole

of creation, the light in the human soul is distinctive,

because in it alone among creatures is found the truth

of all things. In other words, the form of the hxanan

soul, unlike the form of any other creature, receives

through a special divine illumination the forms of all

created things.

The question now arises as to the relationship

between these forms in the soul and the soul itself.

In what manner is the light, which contains the species
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of all things, present in the soul? Is it in the soul

as the substance of the soul, or as an accident? Or

does it belong to the soul in some other v;ay?

First of all, the species contained in the light of

the soul cannot be identified v;ith the soul's substance,

taken either as a whole or as a part. They cannot be

identified with it as a whole, because species are many,

while substance is onej the species in the soul comprise

a multiplicity, but the substance of the soul, taken as

a v/hole, constitutes a unity. They cannot be identified

with a part of it, since the whole soul knows and loves

its whole self, and this would be impossible if the

species v%'hereby it knows were only a part of the soul.

Secondly, the species cannot be accidents inherins in the

soul as their subject, because they transcend the soul,

while accidents remain on the level of the substance in

which they exist.

Despite the fact that they transcend the soul, they

are, nevertheless, in the soul as in a subject, but not

after the manner of accidents. Nor are they in the

soul as their subject in the v/ay that wood, for example,

is in this place, or the sun in the east. Wood is still

wood when it is in another place, just as the sun is still
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the sun when it is in the west. In other words, a thing

can be in a subject in such a way that it can be separated

from the subject and still remain essentially the same.

But this cannot be the manner in which the species of

things are said to be in the soul as their subject, be-

cause the li^ht containing the species of all things is

inseparable from the soul. According to Augustine, a

thing can be in a subject in another way, namely, in a

way that it cannot be separated from its subject, as in

the case of the nature of wood in wood, the nature of

light in the sun, or of heat in fire. It is in this

manner that the truths or species of things exist in the

52
soul.

These species or truths may change and pass away in

the order of actual existence, and to this extent they

are called accidents. Essentially, however, they re-

main habitually in the soul, - distinct, but inseparable
53

from its substance as the formal essence of that substance.

The light impressed on tb ' substance of the soul by the

Creator is the light of rsason and the formal essence of

the soul, by which the soul is made in the image of God.

Accordingly, the soul can never be entirely deprived of
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this light, not even by original sin, and no natter how

wicked and depraved a human soul may happen to be. It

is true that because of sin the species in the soul are

merely potentially or habitually present, with the re-

sult that they require the stimulation of the senses for

55
their actualization. But if the soul were in its

natural state, the snecies would be intelligible without

any outside assistance. As Avicenna maintains, all

things would be described in the soul itself, and con-

sequently, the senses would be superfluous for an under-

56standing of things. Nov; since the human soul was not

essentially altered by original sin, the light containing

the species of all things still remains the formal essence

of the soul. This light, therefore, is not something

superadded to the nature of the soul; on the contrary,

it is that nature.

From this, it is clear that the truth in the human

soul, by which the soul knows, is not divine, unless the

nature or light of the human soul itself is divine.

Thomas, however, maintains that the light in the human

soul is not identical v;ith the Divine Light, since the

light in the hiwian soul is created, whereas the Divine



4o£i 9SW Xi/08 aamuii .tiie '-'r^
«i<:

liJ 8ni6fl»i IXJtd?



124

Light is uncreated. The light in the human soul is be-

gotten and caused by the Eternal Light, v/hich is unbe-

gotten and \incaused. As Augustine says, there are two

kinds of truth: one which is above the minds, and another

which is in the mind as a form or habitus . The first is

above the second, because it is that whereby the second is

judged. The first is the uncreated truth of God; the

second is the created truth of our souls, upon which

57
follows the truth of things. ' On the basis, therefore,

of the augustinian doctrine of divine illumination, Thomas

concludes that the truth of the human soul is created.

But Thomas does not let the matter rest there.

Granted that the truth of the human soul is created, does

it follow that this truth is as multiple as human souls

themselves? It would appear that it does, insofar as

this truth constitutes the formal essence of each soul,

and there are many souls. On the other hand, since the

truth of our souls exists only through divine illianination

or participation in the One Uncreated Truth, it would seon

that the truth of our souls is one, rather than many.

In actual fact, both answers are correct; the truth

of human souls is one and many at the same time. In ex-

planation, Thomas draws upon two analogies used by
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Augustine, - one belonging to the sensible order, and the

other to the theological order. In the sensible order,

we see many objects illumined by the one light of the sun;

in the theological order, many souls are made blessed by

virtue of one ^blessedness'. Similarly, the truths of

many minds are true by virtue of the One Divine Truth.

Although truth is one as the light of the sun is one and

common to that v/hich it illumines, yet truth is also many

insofar as different minds are illtunined by Divine Truth,

just as many distinct things are seen in the light of the

59
sun. Likewise, although truth is one, as beatitude is

one and common to all who are blessed, nevertheless, truth

is also many. It is many, insofar as one man does not

possess v/isdom or truth by the wisdom or truth of another,

just as one man is not blessed by the blessedness of
60

another. In other words, when, in the light of the

fact that there are many souls, we consider whether the

created truth of the soul is one or many, v/e must conclude

that this truth is one by virtue of the Divine Truth re-

ceived, but many by virtue of the many souls receiving

it. Although the truth of the human soul is created

and as many as human souls themselves, it is still one

61
by virtue of the One Divine Truth.
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The question, however, as to vrhether the truth of the

human soul is one or many must be viewed not only in the

light of the fact that there are many truths corresponding

to many souls, but also in the light of the fact that

there are many truths within each soul. Since there

are many truths within each soul, it would appear that,

in this respect, created truth is many. In response

to this, Thomas shows, first of all, hov/ these many

truths are one in the same manner as the truths cor-

responding to many souls are one. The truths in each

soul are one by virtue of the One Divine Light. One

Uncreated Truth is received through pfrticipation by the

diverse truths within the hviraan mind. From the viewpoint

of the truths as receivers, truth is many; from the view-

point of the truth received, truth is one. The truth

of our knowledge is not its own cause. Without the light

of the First Uncreated Truth, the truth in our minds can-

not be seen, because the First Truth is a light through

which every truth is seen. For truth to exist in any

laind, the mind must be enlightened by God, in which the

highest truth immutably exists. In this sense, Augustine

says that God alone is the truth and light of the rational
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65
soul. Up to this point, Thonas' answer does not vary

from the one thct he has previously given vith respect

to the many truths corresponding to many souls. Although

the truths vithin each soul ere many and created, they

are still one by virtue of Divine Truth.

But the many truths within each soul are true in

another way. They arc true by virtue of another truth,

which is second to Uncreated Truth, but first in the

created order. This is the truth that constitutes the

very essence of the human soul. Although this truth or

light is essentially one, it is virtually many; and by

reason of this virtual multitude, the one light of the

soul is the source of many sciences. Not only is it a

material principle, insofar as its basic truth receives

the secondary truths of the sciences, but a formal prin-

ciple, in the vay that a habitus is a principle of opera-

tion. All the species in our knowledge are present in

this light as operations are present in the habitus of

a pov/er, or as a plant is present in its roots. V/e might

even say that they are present in the light of the soul

as an effect is in its efficient cause, as colours are

in physical light, or as the species and forms of things

on earth are in the sun. The forms of things on earth

are not in the sun as diverse substances or accidents.
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but in an exemplary and virtual manner as the one sub-

stance or the sun itself, 3inilarly, the truths of

the sciences do not exist in the soul as many distinct

substances or accidents, but in an exemplary and virtual

66
manner as the one essence of the so 'l. The nany crea-

ted truths of the sciences, then, .:>re one not only by vir-

tue of Uncreated Truth, but also by virtue of the created

truth, vrhich is the soul itself.

This unity of truth, v/hich proceeds from the formal

essence of the soul, pervades ns well the judgments of

our intellect and the verbal expressions of these judg-

ments in propositions. V/ith respect to Judgments, since

the first created truth i;3 the form or habitus of the soul,

and the soul is simple, the complex truth of julgments must

share in the simplicity and unity of this first created

truth. Although the simple truths of concepts precede

the complex truths of judgments, they are both true by

virtue of the same formal truth of the soul. Simple

and complex truths sre merely tv:o ways in vrhich one and

the same truth exists, i/ith the result that complex truth

does not add materially to simple truth; it is just

another mode of being for the one truth that constitutes

the formal essence of the soul. Viewed from the act
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of judgment Itself, the ?.ct by which the mind forms a

.-judgmont is one, a3.thou,r:;h it involves the composition or

division of tv-'o simple concents. From the viewpoint of

the priority that *the simple' possesses over *the complex',

simple concepts, which ar^ true by the light of the human

soul, are indivisible principlf^s from which the complex

truth of our Judgments proceeds. Accordinf^ly, complex

truths share in the indivisibility of simple truths, which

indivisibility arises from the simplicity of the soul, or

of its truth. For although the substance of the soul is

composed of matter and form, its formal essence is one;

and truth belongs to the soul not by virtue of its com-

position, but by virtue of its form. Accordingly, the

truth, by which the soul of a wise man is true, is simple

or without parts. There is only one face to this habitual

truth of the soul, because, despite the fact that it is

divisible into two component kinds of truth, it is in it-

67
self one.

Similarly, the truths of propositions are one not

only by virtue of Uncreated Truth, but also by virtue of

created truth. First, however, they are one by virtue

of Uncreated Truth. This ic obviously the case with

propositions about God, because the truths of these
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propositions are Ood, insofar as they arc one v;ith the

Divine Being and Truth,

But with propositions about creatures, a distinction

must be made bf^t^veen the form and the subject of the pro-

position. A predicate can be said of a subject because

of some forra or disposition of that subject, or it can be

said of a subject because of the subject or thing Itself,

which is existing under the disposition or form. Mow

when something: is attributed to a subject by virtue of

its form or disposition, this does not permit the sane

thing to be said of the subject itself apart from the

form. For example, let it be asserted that someone

praises and has praised Socrates from eternity, and that

he will praise Socrates for eternity. I can then say

that Socrates was praised from eternity, that he v/ill be

praised for eternity, and accordingly, that Socrates

praised is eternal, although vSocrates himself is not

eternal. Both the following propositions, therefore,

are true: ^Socrates ^•)raised is eternal* and Socrates

praised is not eternal'. The first is true because of

the form, which is the being of eternal praise; the

second is true because of the subject, Socrates, v;ho is

69
not eternal.
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In the same vein, lf>t us assume the truth *A was

praised from eternity* and the truth 'B was praised from

eternity'. Since A is other than B, it would seem that

there are many truths from eternity. This does not

follow, however, because wb.en v^e attribute 'beins frora

eternity* to both subjects, v/e are attributing it to

them by virtue of th-? same forra, that is, by virtue of

the praise, which in eternal. But when we distinguish

A from B, the predicate 'praise from eternity* is attri-

buted to the subject by virtue of the corruptible sub-

jects themselves. In this sense, both propositions art

false. Although propositions of this kind are distinct

from one another on the basis of subject, they are all

one through their coiru-ion r'orm, vhich exists eternally in

the Divine Mind.

In these propositions, which state that certain

truths exist from eternity, the common forra, by virtue

of which 'eternal bein^' is predicated of them, is ex-

70
plicit. But there are other propositions in which

this common form is not so obvious. For example, there

does not seem to be any coinmon fom existing between 'Two

and three are five' and 'The diameter is assyrnetrioal

with the sides', since one appears to be entirely distinct
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from the other. Similarly, to say that *the antichrist

is future' is not to r>ay that *Socrates is future'. There

is a sense, hovrever, in vhich the truths of these propos-

itions are also eternal, and to this extent one. Clearly,

they cannot be eternal by virtue of the subjects involved,

since 'Socrates', for ejiample, or 'a diameter' does not

exist from eternity. They must, therefore, be eternal

because they, like the preceding kind of propositions,

have a common form by virtue of which the predicate 'being

from eternity' is said of each subject. But unlike the

preceding kind of propositions, thin common form is only

71
implicit.

This coitimon form is divine knov/ledge, since the only

reason that these propositions arc true from eternity is

that they are knov/n from eternity in their 'ideal* cause,

which is God. Even a contingent proposition, such as

'The v.'orld is not' - speaking of the world before it was

7?
created - is eternally true in the same manner. ' Al-

though 'The VTOrld is not' has ceased to be true according

to subject or according to the actiially existing v/orld,

73
it is still true according to form in the Divine Ilind.^

Therefore, although the truths of propositions are many

according to subject, as seen from the fact that *The
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antichrist v,'ill be* is not the same as *Peter will be*,

they are one eternally in the knowledge of God.

A pei'son nicht object that there are many ideas in

the Divine Mind corresponding; to the many created truths,

and consequently, that there is no coiimon form by v/hich

propositions are etei-nally true. Truth vould then re-

nain niany Instead of one. This Is not correct, however,

because the Divine Ideas v/ould still constitute one know-

ledge or one truth. In God, there are not nany truths

any more than there are many essences. To say, there-

fore, that there are many ideas in the Divine Find is

not to say that there are many truths or xaLny 'knovr-

ledges', but one truth and one knovxlcdge.
'^^

At first, it would seem that t}ie truths of proposit-

ions are one solely in this way, namely, by virtue of

Uncreated Truth, to the exclusion of created truth. In

support of this position, let us assurir -,Viat truth per-

ishes in the huirian soul. It is true, accordingly, that

Hruth has perished*, and if it is true, it must be true

by virtue of truth. This truth, by hypothesis, cannot

exist in the soul, with the restilt that it must exist

only in the Divine Mind.'
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On the other hand, Augustine proves the .iircraortality

77
of the soul, through the imriortality of truth, and this

Vfould be impossible unler^a the truth, which is proved

immortal, v;ere in aouls themselves. For hov: could we

prove the soul to l-e iTjnortal through the immortality

of truth in God'. /.ccordingly, the truth by which It is

asserted thrt *truth has perished* is in the human aov.l

it self.
"^^

In keeping v.dth the latter position, v/e must recog-

nize that not only Uncreated Truth, but created truth as

vrell, is indestructible and incorruptible. The fact

that there remains a truth by which it is true that

'truth has perished' does not imply that this truth is

divine. Instead, it implies that the original assump-

tion, 'truth has perished', is imponsible to maintain.

This does not mean that the truth of a particular contin-

gent propovsition cannot cease to exi3t; but if it does

cease to exist, it is true that it does, and the truth

by v/hich it is true is in our souls. Given that A act-

ually existed, it is true that 'A v/as'; civsn that A

actually exists, it is true that 'A is'; and given that

A will actually exist, it is true that 'A will be'. All

these propositions are true by virtue of the same truth
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in our knowledge. '.ccordinsly, the proposition 'A v.-as*

is true, even thoii£;h A has ceased to exist. The truth

by virtue of v/hich it io true cannot be in the thing A,

since A nc Icnoer exists. The truth, therefore, by

79
virtue of which it is true, must exist in our knovledge.

To maintain that the truth, by vrhich it is true

that * truth vas', is not created truth, but Uncreated

Truth, is manifestly f&lsc. If A passes out of exist-

once, the truth of this passing, by v;hich v;e know that

*A was*, is in our knov/ledge. V'e ourselves knov; that

'_A vas', and accordingly, the truth by v.-hich v/o knov it

to be true is the created truth of our souls. In fact,

this truth of truth is, properly speaking, the human soul

itself. In it lives such incorruptible truths as *~!very

v;hole is greater than its part', *Tv.'o and three are five*,

*l.Tiat is received is received after the nanner of the re-

ceiver*. These fundaraental truths of the various sclen-

^1
ces live in the soul as colours exist in light. r!ore-

over, from the created truth of the soul, stems the im-

mutability of our universal knov?ledge, since even if *man',

for instance, did not exist, it would still be true by
do

virtue of truth in our mind that 'Man is man*. Because
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of the created truth of th© soul, there is no post-ibility

of denying trv.th, since if it is said thr.t *truth is not*,

It is still true by virtue of truth in our raini that *truth

is truth', and true for the sanie reason that *truth is

not*. Finally, throui;h the presence of created truth

in the soul, fj-lsity cannot exist except in conjunction

Vvith truth, for if e. proposition is false, ito contra-

dictory must be true.

In brief, just as the trv.ths of propositions rre one

by virtue of eterns^l truth in the Divine Mind, so too they

E.ve one by virtue of incorruptible truth, vrhich exirts not

only in God, but in the hucian soiJ. as well. It crnnot

be said that they are one by virtue of eternal truth in

the huEian soul, because eternal truth can only erist in

an eternal bein^^, and the human soul, like all creatures,

has a beginning;. But it is said that they are one by

virtue of the incorruptible or imraortal truth of the

huiiian soul, since the human soul is incorruptible and im-

mortal. Moreover, the eternity of txnith that belongs to

propositions does not arise from the subject apart from

the for-m of the proposition, but from the form in the

Divine Mind. Similarly, the incorruptibility of truth

that belongs to propositions does not arise from the
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subject apart from the form, but from the fona in the

huraan min-. -.'he truths of propositions, therefore, are

one by virtue of the eternity o£ truth in the eternity

of God; and they are one also by virtue of the immortal-

ity o" ^''uth in the iLimortality of thp>. human soul.

Throaghoui his consideration of the question as to

whether truth is one or many, Thomas has tended to attri-

bute as much perfection to cr'-st^d truth "^^ nn^'-.j iil a

without detracting from the ultimate source of this truth

in the Divine Mind. Granted that the many created truths

corresponding to the ir.any created ^v,;!-^, -^r^ r^n-^ ^nlj^ly by

virtue of Uncreated Truth. Yet the many created truths

within each soul are one not only by virtue of Uncreated

Truth, but by virtue of the created truth '^^ the soul it-

self, which is the first truth in the created order.

Similarly, this applies to the truth of our judgments

to the truth of the verbal expression of these judg-

ments in propositions. The complex truth of judgments

and the simple truth of concepts are merely tv/o kinds

of ^'i'^ ?nd the same basic truth of the soul. ^'.Iiether

the eternal being o" truth Is implicitly or explicitly

expressed in a proposition, the truth of propositions

is one by virtue of the Eternal Truth in the Divine Mind,
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But they are likewise one by virtue of the incorruptible

and immortal truth of the human soul. Accordingly,

Thomas has endeavoured to see created truth possessing

a stature of its own within the context of divine illum-

ination.

This theme concerning the perfection and place of

created truth remains dominant throughout his treatment

of truth in Book VI down to the end. He concludes by

extolling the attributes of truth, and among these,

he devotes special attention to its 'desirability' , or

to the fact that truth is naturally desired by all men.

As Cicero says, 'an eagerness for seeing the true belongs

by nature to our minds'."^ Aristotle begins his Meta -

physics with the statement 'All men by nature desire to

know', ° and Averroes corruaents that 'the desire to know

the truth was placed in all men by nature'. '^ Finally,

according to Augustine, 'the end of man is to seek the

truth '.90

But what is bhe nature of this truth that all men

desire? Is it one or many, created or uncreated? On

the one hand, since it is by virtue of one common nature

that all men desire truth, the truth they desire must

similarly be one and common. This truth cannot be
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created, because the nature l.tsel*' by which all raen de-

sire truth is created, p.nd it is absurd to suggest that

the same thing could desire itself. On the other

hand, different people desire different truths and dif-

ferent kinds of knoT-fledge, and acoordin,p^ly, it vould

92
seem that the truth all nf>n desire is many ani created.

By this, Thomas does not i-nply that created truths are

absolutely many and in no way one. ^^'e can ass^Jine that

the many truths men desire are one on the level of the

creature by virtue of the one created truth of the soul.

But althouf^h they are one in this sense, they are also

many insofar =is one desired truth is not another. Accord-

l'^oly» ^'^' is ^^^" asking whether the truth all men desire

is the One Uncreated Truth, or the nany created truths

of the sciences, apart from the fact that these truths

are, in a sense, one even on the created level.

In reply, Thomas inmedi^tely affirms that the tnjth

all men desire by nature to knovr is the First Uncreated

Truth, i^hich is the source of all truth as li.^^ht is the

"ource of all colour. On the basis of m'^n's rational

nature, w'^ich is m^de in the image and likeness of Hod,

man I3 capable of knovdng this Truth. When Aristotle

says that *all men b^ nature nesire knovledge*, he im-

plies that any lack of this desire would arise from an
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unnatural disposition of the soul. Likewise, when he

says 'all', ucin^ the collective plural, the trath in

question v-ould have to be one, because it rfiUst correspond

to the unity of man's coBiiiion desire. >^ccordiac>ly, a

desire for many truths would arise froji an unnatural dis-

position of the soul,"-^

Vv'hy, then., do different people desire diffextent

truths or different kinds of knowledge? It might be,

as ve heve suggested, because of an unnatural disposition

in man. If it is not, it might be simply because the

different tr'ubhs or kinds of knowledge desired are v»ays

to the One First Truth. Or it might be, as Augustine

94
maintains, because our wee.k intellects cannot behold

Uncreated Truth, any niore than our eyes can £,aiie at the

eun. The object, therefore, of man's desire for truth

becomes the many truths that are true by the light of

divine illumination, just as the things susn by man's

eyes are things that are illumined by the sun. Divine

Truth, nevertheless, romoins the cause of this desire,

since tnc mnay t/ruths af,3xred are true oy the light of

Divine Truth, just as the things seen by our eyes are

seen by the light of the sun. ^ince, as St. Paul says,

the First Truth lives in an inaccessible lir^ht . the
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human intellect here below decires the many oreated truths,

v;hich are caui^ed by the li^ht of Divine Truth, ^^

Docs this mean that man's Jesire for truth falls

short of the First Truth? By no means. Insofar as Un-

created Truth is the cause of the many truths desired,

the truth that is desired in the many truths is the One

Uncreated Truth. Through the many ue arrive at the one,

just as in all colours v»e c'esire light, because, insofar

as light is the cause of the colours desired, it is like-

vise the cause of the desire for colours. In man's

present state, the pursuit of the many truths of the

97sciences is man's v;ay of knov/ing the One Uncreated Truth.

As Augustine says, truth is a way to God. similarly,

Avicenna maintains that truth and knowledge are useful

for the acquisition of that perfection vhich the soul

99
needs in preparation for future happiness. In other

v;ords, the created truths of the sciences are not to be

ignored. Instead, they should be pursued, because through

them v.e can in this life cone to know God, in preparation

for our vision of Kim in the next. ^^

In our first chapter on the primacy of created unity,

v.'e saw that Thomas maintainc the doctrine of universal

hylomorphisn, according to v;hich forms proceed from a
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First Cause through a kind of illuininetion that becomes

progressively weaker as it approaches corporeal matter.

In the resultant hierarchy, the lower corporeal forms

of physical things are virtually contained in the higher

spiritual forms of tho Intelligences and human souls.

In keeping with this cosmogony, Thomas logically prefers

the augustinian doctrine of divine illumination for a

theory of knowledge to the aristotelian doctrine of

abstraction, which maintains that the forms or species

in our intellect are received from things. Thomas'

adoption of divine illumination, according to v/hich God

is the source of the truth in our minds, does not entail

denying the human intellect and created things a role

in cognition. On the contrary, divine illumination,

in the context of man*s present state, requires the aid

of both. The agent intellect is needed to actualize or

bring to completion the intelligible species rendered

potential or incompletely actual by original sin. Things,

which are perceived through the senses, are needed to

stimulate the agent intellect to act. Despite divine

illumination, therefore, human knowledge would be im-

possible without things and an agent intellect.
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l-toreover, although the truth whereby we know is

ultimately Divine, we, as creatures, are still capable of

knowing on the natural level. This is true because the

truth by which we know is not only the First Uncreated Truth,

but also the first created truth, which constitutes the

formal essence of the soul. The existence of truth and

certitude in our knowledge is assured not only on the basis

of a divine guarantee, but on the basis of a natural guaran-

tee contained in the first created truth of our souls.

Granted that the many created truths, which correspond to

the many created souls, are one only by virtue of the One

Divine Truth. Nevertheless, the many truths within each

soul are one not only by virtue of their eternity in the

One Uncreated Truth of the Divine Mind, but also by virtue

of their incorruptibility in the one created truth of the

human soul itself. Accordingly, insofar as man*s natural

powers are capable of containing the created truth by which

he knows, man can possess natural knowledge. This knowledge,

which is composed of the many truths of the sciences, is to

be desired, because it is a way of knowing God while still

in this life, and a preparation for our vision of Him

in the next. Although Divine Truth is inaccessible

directly to man^s natural pov^ers, nevertheless through
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the pursuit of created truth, v/hich is the only truth

that irian^s natural po\.ers can grasp, he can approach an

unclei'standing of God, as the source of all truth.
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Coaclualot^

Having viewed Thoraas of York's metaphysics of cr«ftt«d

belxig thx^ush the avenues of Uiiity, nature, truth and know-

ledge, we see th'-.t he divides this being into two basic

kinds, namely the beins of reality and the beins of truth.

Llkev/iso, hov.ever, we see that he does not consider reality

and truth to be radically diverse, but essentially the same.

The truth of a things is nothing more than the deteminatlon

by which a thins is what it is. Although it is concfept-

ually distinct from the thine itself, it remains the 'essenti-

ality', 'beingness' or 'substantiality' of the thing.

Moreover, they are both defined in terras of unity.

A thing comes into being through the union of form vith

matter, and the cause of thio union is unity. Since a

thing exists insofar as it is one, reality is said to be

essentially constituted of unity. Similarly, truth is

a unity, since truth «ucists in a thing insofar as a thing

is undivided in itself. Tmith in the intellect is a

unity, insofar as the incomplex truth of definition and

the complex truth of propositions are both reducible to

unity. Incomplex truth expresses the essence of n thing,

and the essence of a thing consists in the unity of form
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and matter. Conplcx truth consists in the Indivision

of the predicate from the subject, and the predicate can

be regarded as a kind of form, and thf; subject, a kind

of matter. Since, therefore, both reality and truth

are essentially unity, they are essentially the same.

This sameness of beins Is mirrored in the principles

from which their being arises. Ultimately, of course,

the sameneaa of being is grounded in God as the sourca

Ox all perfection. He is the Uncreated Unity by wliich

all things are what they nro; He is the Divine Truth by

which ell truths are true. But among the many unities

and the many truths that proceed from God, there is one

first unity and one first truth. This first unity is

the unity of universal spiritual form, or the unity of

form that belongs to angels and huninn souls. The unity

of spiritiial forw is first, insofar as universal corporeal

form and the individual forras of material composites ar«

virtually contained in it, and flow from it. The first

truth in the truth that belongs to the form of the human

soul, which is on a par with the spiritual form of the

angels. In other words, it is the same form as that

which constitutes the first unity. The truth of the

soul, as a spiritual form, is first, insofar as all the

truths of knowledge and reality are virtually contained
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in it, and flov from it. ^Jirnilarly, once wq recognize

that th© forra of the huraan soul is tho ame spiritual

forra that constitutes th^ first unity, v/e can .say that

the form of the hu'nan soul is also the first u.i.lty, fran

which virnr.-^r>A thp unity, being an' -^rr "action of all

things.

The spiritual fona of the soul is not only the

q-iTirra n" th*' wn^ty of helng and ths unity of truth, but

the source of multiplicity in both orders as woll. It

19 true that without matter as a principle of individ-

uation, '•/ht^fe v/ovild be no multiplicity. Dut although

matter is a pi^inciple of individuation, it is a passive

principle, receiving in a potentially riultiple manner

the universal corporeal fom that omanatjs fror spiritual

fom. Actual multiplicity can only arise tlirough th«

co-operation of form. Form la the active principle of

Indlvl'li'ition, It nct,iv«5ly inr'.ivir'-'irt, in m-ttor; as

a unity nur-.^oring nattor, it givoc rise ^o nuniter or

nultlpllclty. Ultirifitely, therefore, the spiritual

**om of the rsoul 1? not only the source of the unity of

individual fonn, but by th?^ aamo .tohon, it is the source

of nultlpllclty in composites. Along with this multi-

nllclty In the or'^pr o'* bolnf , there ?irir.o3 r^ concomitant
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multiplicity in the order of truth. Accordtngly, th«

spiritual form of the soul, as the first truth, and not

only the first unity, is the source of the lany truths

subsequent to it. Whether these truths arc the truths

of things in themselves or the truths in our knowledge,

they are all true by vii-tue of the truth of the human

soul as a spiritual for.ii.

Is reality, therefore, one or rriany? Is truth one

or loanyV First of all, the many taini^s and truths in

the created order are fonttally one in the ultiKiate unity

and truth of God, Materially, however, there are many

unities and many truths; the subjects of unity and truth

are multiple. Nevertheless, the perfection received by

the many, whether *the many* be many thin^ss or many truths,

is the one perfection of God. It is the receivers of

this perfection that are many, and these receivers con-

stitute the many unities and truths of creatures. But

even arnon^ these many unities and many truths, there is

a first unity and a first truth, namely the unity and

truth of the huir.an soul as a spiritual form, which is

the created source of all subsfiquent unities and truths.

Accordingly, all thint,s and all truths are formally one

not only by virtue of Divine Unity and Truth, but by

vijrtue of a created unity and truth as well.
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The forms received by corporeal matter are not wholly

actual from the beginningj If they were, there would be

no need for change or efficient causality. On the other

hand, they are not pur&ly potential, in the sense that

matter merely has the passive capacity to receive them;

if they were, the forms would be received entirely from

without, and an a result, the aristotelian notion of nature

as an intrinsic principle of change would be f-'cstroyod.

Moreover, thore would be no multiplicity in things. For

if there were no multiplicity of povvers or principles of

operation in creatures, thore would be no essences, to

which powers belong. All things would be an absolute

unity, which is absurd. Fora-s, therefore, cannot be

present in matter either as wholly actual or as wholly

potential. Instead, they are present in a manner mid-

way between thase extremes as active natural potencies

or seminal principles, whose incomplete being can be

bxx>ught to completion through the agency of created

causes.

Similarly, if forms were present as wholly actual

innate species in the intellect from the beginning, any

activity on the part of things or man's intellect would

be superfluous. Man v;oald have no need to acquire
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knowlccit^e; ha vor.l;! ^Irr-Aly Do?;sfi3r. it. In other v-ords,

he vvouiJ be i/* aij i«i.tu*a^ wtate prior to original sin,

uhaa no labour v«as neeUed for the acquisition of truth.

On tho other hand, tho Toms or species in the intellect

are :io'y. u.c4jui::ui -...ou,^ iiiw-rac -ic-i, ;iac>i ii:ii_ would

entail the iafuaioa of forms from into • completely

pascive intellr>ct. !?ut even rrior to nctur*! knovfledge,

tho intellect is au- u w-s>^^ .->-^ « .I^vuiu oi" all species,

as Aristotle maintained. On the contrary, in keeping

with the hiararchical order of crcat-ion, an** according

to divine illuinin.ition, it rlready i,u.>iuo3jj Unaa in

some way. It ^os^ezaes thorn neither as vholly actual

nor 9.S v/holly potential, but in a manner nid-vay betveon

tht^w ^jxtrejfies , namely as IncomplGtoly actual, as virtual

or habitual. To achieve completely actual knovledgo,

the intellect, upon the stimulation of sensible things,

must brin5 to complotion the habitual species contained

within it. In this way, both the created intellect of

man and created thin.3s actively participate in human

knov/ledga.

The .ictive natural pot^nciea of raatter ao veil as

the habitual species of the human intellect, -Ithough

Tiateri&lly many, fonaally con^stitute a unity. The
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active natural potencies of matter, taken collectively,

constitute Nature, which is derived from the unity of

universal corporeal form. In turn, this unity Is re-

ceived from the first unity in the created order, the

unity of universal spiritual form, which is exemplified

by the human soul. In the created order, therefore, the

forms of active naturpl potencies are ultimately one by

virtue of the unity of the hximan soul, a?? a spiritual

form. The forms received by matter as active natural

potencies are, accord in,-^ to nat\ire, first present in

the human intellect as incompletely actual or habitual

species. The forms that exist as active natural poten-

cies in matter exist in t he soul as the habitual species

of the intellect, and these are Immediately one b:'- the

unity of the soul's spiritual form. Accordingly, just

as v/e saw that vrholly constituted things and completely

actual truths are formally one by the unity of the soul^s

spiritual form, so too v/e now see that this is like^vise

true of incompletely actual forms and truths. The human

soul, therefore, is the first source in the created order

of unity, truth, nature and knowledge.

We have maintained that Thomas of York's emphasis

on the perfection of creatures can be attributed to the
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influence of Aristotle, who rejected Plato *5 contention

that the separate world of Ideas or Forms contains the

sole cause of perfection in things. In a similar vein,

Thomas of York rejects William of Auvergne*s position

that Divine Unity is the only cause of reality. Instead,

he seeks to establish the existence of a unity second to

the Divine, but first in the created orc^er, that consti-

tutes the source of all subsequent perfection in creatures.

Instead of attributing the cause of physical chanf^e en-

tirely to God, the Uncreated Cause, he endeavours to attri-

bute some measure of ---rfection to secondary causes.

Instead of viewing the First Divine Truth as the exclusive

source of truths in things, he maintains th^^t there is

another truth, second to the Divine, but first in the

created order, that is likewise the source of truth in

things. Similarly, instead of considering God to be

the sole cause of the truth in our knowledge, he main-

tains that the same first truth that con.'^titutes the source

or truth in thin,':;s is ?lso the source of truth in our

knowledge. This first truth is the natural guarantee of

the truth and certitude that our minds possess.

But although this emphasis on the perfection of

creatures can be ascribed to the influence of Aristotle,
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it is evident that Thomas* metaphysics remain* essentially

Platonic p.nd neoplatonlc. An "o have seen, the causal

primacy of unity comes to the fore in Plato, and assumes

special prominence in Plotinus. The conception of truth

as an identity, indlviaion, or unity is found in the

Enneads of Plotinus, in the early Christian neoplatonism

of Augustins, -^ and in the later Arabian neoplatonism of

Avicenna. The doctrine of universal hylomorphisn is

2
common to the neoplatonism of Augustine and Gablrol.

The identification of unity with form, as veil as the

identification of the first created unity vlth universal

spiritual form, constitutes an integral part of the neo-

platonism that characterised the Fons Vitae of Cablrol,

as assimilated in the De Unitate, of Gundissalinus. The

role attributed to secondary causes in nature is a role

commensurate with the perfection needed to bring the

augustinian rationes seminales to completion. The roles

attributed to the hanian intellect and things are roles

envisaged within the context of augustinian divine illumin-

ation, - a theory of knowledge proportionate to the hier-

archical order of creation in Gabirol's doctrine of uni-

versal hylomorphism. Sensible things are merely the

occasional cause of man's intellectual knov. ledge, and
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the Jiuinan intellect doos nothing more than bring to com-

pletion the incipiontly actual forme of the habitual

specieo already contained within it. Finally, the

priority given to truth in our knowledge over the forms

in roality is in line v/ith the tradition of Plato,

Plotinus and Augustine. In short, Thomas' attonpt to

uphold the perfection of creatures is conducted vrithin

the framework of the platonic and neoplatonic doctrines

of unity, truth, universal hylomorphism, and divine il-

luTilnation.

V/e have observed that this fundamental platonism

and neoplatonism allies the thought of Thomas of York

v/ith Clarenbaldus of Arras and Alan of Lille in the

tv.'elfth century, and vrlth the members of the augustinlan

school in the thirteenth. Drav/ing upon Boethius and

Augustine, Clarenbaldus of Arras taught that ju^t ae

numerical unity is the first principle of number, so too

ontologlcal unity is the primary cause of being. He

also taUijht that matter has a being betvreen nothingness

and substance, that seminal causes, vrhich reproduce their

own likeness in the normal course or nature, v/ere implanted

in matter by God, and that there are causes other than

these outside the nomial course of nature which are the
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4
source of miracles. Alan of Lille, who wrote his Maxims

of Theolof!:y sufficiently late in the century to use the

De Unit ate of C-undissalinus, likewise maintained that

unity is the primary cause of being. In addition, he

upheld the existence of a hierarchy in reality based

upon the degrees of unity possessed by three orders of

being: the *supercelestial* unity of God, the 'celestial*

unity of the angels, ^nd the *subcelestial* unity of th«

corporeal vorld.

In the thirteenth century, Bonaventure held doctrines

similar to those of Thomas of York on potenc3'', ser.lnal

7
principles and efficient causality. Like Thomas, the

early English Dominican, Pichard Fishacre, claimed the

support of Aristotle for the doctrine of rationes

seminales. The later secular master r.t the University

of Paris, Kenry of Ghent, describes complex and incomplex

9
truth in a manner resembling Thomas. The Pseudo-Cirosse-

teste, in his Summa Philosophlae . v.'ritten sometime between

1260 and 1270, describes divisions of truth comparable to

those described by Thomas. Moreover, in common vlth

Thomas, he defines truth in terms of indivision, as

12 13
does Bonaventure, who found the definition in Augustine.

Robert Grosseteste's treatment of the problem as to
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whether truth is one or many, created or uncreated, bears

e marked resemblance to the consideration that Thomas gives

it. ^ Like Thomas, V^illiam of Auvergne and Roger Bacon,

in contract vjith Bonaventure, maintain that divine illum-

ination provides man not only with the light by which he

forras true judgments, but with the conceptual content of

15
his knowledge as well. Finally, in devoting a full

chapter tov.ards the beginning of his treatment of truth

to the question whether man has true knowledge, Thomas

anticipates Henry of Ghent, who v;as the first to open a

Suaaa with the question 'Joes moLn know something"*.

Apart from any doctrinal affiliation, ttichard of

^liddieton resembles xhomas of lork in his style of v;riting,

manner of presentation and sources of inspiration. Speak-

ing of Richard, Sharp says: "... his acquaintanco v.-ith

the writings of Thomas of York is suggested by his special

fondness for Avicenna, by his frequent employment of

Averroes, Algazel, and the author of the Six i'rinciples

(Trisraegistus) , by Lis method of citing two or more

opinions concerning a problem and then leavixig the reader

to choose for himself, by his strong personal tone, and

above all, by the many similarities of phrases and examples

17
found in their discussions of the same problem*.
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Of all these thirteenth century augustinians, Robert

Grossetcste and Roger Bacon display the greatest kinship

in doctrine with Thomas of York. In Grosseteste, the

arguments quoted in support of truth as one and in support

of truth as many, the nature of truth as expressed in terms

of Anselmian *riK,htaoss*, the analogy of the vast of water

used to explain the relationship between Divine and created

truth, the distirxction between the foriLal nature of tmith

considered in itself and truth as found in the things of

which it is predicated, the propositions used to show

that truth is niany according to subject, but one eternally

in the knowledge of God, all bear a striking resemblance

Id
to Thomas of York. This is likewise true of Bacon,

but to a lesser degree, in his doctrine of form as the

19
cause of being, operation and knowledge, in his doctrine

of active potencies and their completion by an outside

20
agent, and in the extreme brand of augustiriianism that

sees divine illumination as the source of our conceptual

21
knov.ledge.

The historical ii^portance of Thomas of York is evi-

dent from the fact that he, along with Grosseteste and

Bacon, can be numbered among those in the early Oxford

school who helped prepare the way for Duns Scotus. This
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is especially true of Thomas of York, since his interests,

in contrast with those of Grosseteste and Bacon, remained

more exclusively on the level of speculative thought than

on the level of natural science. His uninhibited pursuit

of philosophical learning in Aristotle and the Arabs un-

doubtedly helped to promote a spirit of free inquiry among

his Franciscan successors. His constant effort to enlist

the support of Aristotle can be viev/ed as p5.vin2 the way

for Scotus* defence of Augustines doctrines with the

apologetic force he found in the arlstotelian system.

In particular, Tliomas* position that form is an

22
active principle of individuation resembles Scotus, and

foreshadows the priority that Scotus will ^ive to indi-
23

vidual perfection. Moreover, Thomas* account of Aris-

totle *s refutation of the sceptics prefigures the justi-

fication of sense and intellectual knowledge provided by

Scotus. Likewise, his attempt to establish a ground of

certitude and truth in the created order is motivated by

the same aristotelianism that inspired Scotus to uphold

the natural character of human knowledge.

In pursuit of this aim, hov/evor, Thomas does not

reject divine illumination in any way, as Scotus does,

in f avoiir of aristotslian abstraction.^ On the contrary.
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he seeks to demonstrate the created nature of human know-

ledge entirely within the context of divine illumination.

Accorxiingly, it might be said that he anticipates the

criticism of Scotus, who asserts that divine illumination

would reduce the natural autonomy of the intellect, and

that a vision of the prototypes in that illumination

would entail a supernatural knowledge of the Divine

essence. He does this simply by insisting that the

light man receives in divine illumination is a created

light; it is the formal essence of the human soul, v/hich

belongs to the created order.

Despite this difference, the augustinianism that

Scotus shared in common with Thomas oi Tork prompted him

to maintain that the infallible truth contained in the

principles of human knovledge does not depend on the data

of sense, but only on the understanding and its analysis

of terms; the senses do not cause our knovdedge of first

27
principles, but merely occasion it. In summary, we

find in Thomas of York the beginnings of a reconciliation

between augustinianism and aristotelianism that was later

to fructify into the famous synthesis of Duns Scotus.
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Notes

Introductlofi

1. This Information on the life and works of Thomas of
York is taken from E, Longpre, 'Fr. Thomas^D»York, O.F.i'.

,

La Premiere Somrae Iletaphysique du Xllle Slecle*,
Archivum Iranciscaniipi Historiciga , XIX (1926), pp. d76-SSl;
D.E. Sharp. Franciscan Philosophy at Oxford in the
Thirteenth Century . (Oxford. 1930). pp. 49-53. Of the
works of Thocias of York, only his Ilanus Quae Contra
Omnipotent^g and his two Letters have been published;
the former was edited by M» Bierbaura, ^Bettelorden und
Weltgeistlichkelt an der Universltat Paris*, Franzlsk .

Studlen . Beiheft 2 (MOnster, 1920), pp. 37-168J tEia"
latter are found in the correspondence of Adam Marsh,
edited by J.S. Brev/er in the Monumenta Franciscana
(London, 1^5^), Kpjst . 26, pp. 113-115. Eplst . 227.
pp. 394-396. For a survey of the ^material in the
Comparatio Sensibilium . see Longpre *s table of contents
(airt . cftT. pp. 929-930). based on manuscript F, which
incorrectly labels the work as Book VIII of the
Saplentiale (folio 230v).

2. My edition of the Saplentiale . Book VI, Is the last in
a series of editions of the seven books of the Saplen-
tiale . which have been presented as doctoral disser-
tations at the University of Toronto (God . Ills Nature
and His ixistence accordinr. to the Saplentiale of
Thomas of York ; Text and Study , il. Manley, 1951.
The Divisions of Being: in Thomas of York : Study and
Text . J. P. ReilTy. 1951. The Doctrine of Creation
in the piontiale of Thomas of York : Study anJText .^ Orassi , 1952. Substance and pein^ in Books Four
and Five o.^^ the Saplentiale of Thomas oTtork : Study
and Text .T.C^Garvcy . 1952. The Doctrine of the
Soul in the Saplentiale of Thomas of York :"" Study
and Text., ^.i-. Byrne » 1955)^ These edJMons 're bnsed
upon the three extant snanuscripts: Ms? - Florence,
Blblioteca Nationale, Conv. Sopp. A.6 437; Ms V - Vat-
ican, Latin 4301 ; Ms R - Vatican, Latin 67II. Brief
quotations from the manuscripts are Included in the
following studies: M. Grabmann, *Dle Metaphysik dee
Thomas von York*, BeitrSKe zur Geschichte der Philq-

sophle des Mittelalters . Suppleroentband I (Mttnster, 1913)

>
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2. (contM.) /

iLTt. clt. , pp. 375-930;
c et Matthleu d^Aquasparta,

problane de la ci^eation*,
Archlveg d*hl3tolre doctrlnal,e et litteraire du moyen
^dKe. I (1926-1927), pp. 269-293 ; F. Treserra , Entorn
del Sapient>iale de Thomas de York*. Criterion , 5 (1929),
pp. 5-J+5, 15S-lf^0; F. Treserra, *De doctrinls meta-
physicis Fratris Thonae de LlDoraco, O.r.r',, (Oxoniae
nagistri an. 12i53)*, Analecta sacra Terraconensia,5 (1929),
pp. 33-102; D.E. Sharp, o£. cit., pp. 49-112. ^Further
texts from the manuscripts are f^ound in brief studies
by two of those c;agaii;ed in the work of fxiiting the
wapicntiale : James P. Reilly, Jr., 'Thomas of York
on the Efficacy of Secondary Causes*, Mediaeval Studies ,

vol. XV (1953), pp. 225-233; myself, 'Thomas of iTork
and His Use of Aristotle: An larly Moment in the
History of E^ritish Philosophy', Culture (1959) XX,
pp. 420-436. Helpful background material is nrovided
by: A.G. Little, 'The Franciscan School at Oxford
in the Thirteenth Century', Archivura Franciscanum
Historicum . XIX (1926), pp. 803-374; D. A. Callus,
Introduction of Aristotelian Learni tig to Oxford, Pro-
ceedings of the British Acadany, 29 (London, 1943);
E. Gilson, Hi tory of Christian Philosophy in the
.Middle A/^es . iiandomTou^e (New York, 1955), ppT260-274,
294-31273F3-36I.

3. Philebus . 15.

4» Cf , Pragmatism ; A New Name For Some Old »av3 of Thinking .

\villlam James (New York, 1914) Lecture I, p. 12;
Lecture IV, pp. 127-162.

5* 4 Tyqatis? concerning t]^ Principles qT Human Xno-v.:Ied,<^e

( Part I) . oect. 150, "The V.'orks of George Berkeley
,

ed. A.C. Fraser (Oxford, 1901), vol. I, pp. 342-343.

6. Enneads V, 3, 5.

7. "No doubt there have been intellectual nihilists of this
kind before, but at the present day the theory of
relativity of modern physics seems to have gone to
their heads. It is txnxe that they start out from
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7. (contM.)
science, but they succeed in forcing it to cut the
ground from under its ovm feet, to conmiit suicide,
as it were; they make it dispose of itself by
getting it to refute its own prenises." Sigmund
Freud, New Introductory Lectures on Psycho -Analysis .

transl . >' • J.H. Sprott (New York, Triton House , n . d . )

,

ch, 7i lecture 35, p. 240.

S. On the circling movement vrhich was to bring back
Aristotle to '..estem Europe via Syria, Persia, Egypt,
Morocco and Spain, see E, Gilson, History of Christian
Philosophy in the I'iddle Ages , p. ISl.

9. The writings of Pseudo-Dionysius v;ere translated by
Scotus Lrigena (ca. 810-ca. ^77) into Latin. Cf,
Gilson, 02.. cit . . p. 609a.

10. Concerning the date of writing, cf. Longpre, art , cit.,
p. SBU] Sharp, 0£. cit . . p. 53»

11. Cf, Gilson, 02.. cit . . p. 649b.

12. Cf, Sharp, op, cit., op, 3-5; Gilson, 02.. cit.,
pp. 235-236.

13. Cf, Gilson, 02.. cit., pp. 235, 26O; D.A. Callus,
op , cit , , pp, S-12,

14. Cf. Gilson, 02, cit,, pp. 237-23^.

15. We shall see this indebtedness manifested, for example,
in Thomas* doctrine of unity (cf. infra, ch. 1, p. U)

.

16. Cf. Gilson, o£, cit., pp. 250-25^.

17. Cf. D.E. Sharp, og, cit.. pp. 1, 9-12.

IS. Cf, Sharp, 02.. cit . . p, 5«

19. Cf. Sharp, op, cit,, p. 11; Gilson, 02» cit .

.

pp. 262, 663b.

20. On the sources of Arabian and Jewish neoplatonism,
cf, Gilson, o£, cit . . pp. 181-1S2.
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21. The Liber dg Causls was translated by Gerard of
Cremona In the twelfth century and by Roger Bacon
in the thirteenth (cf. Gilson, 0£. cit .. pp. 235-237,
632b.

22. Cf. Shnrp, 0£. cit ., p. 55. Thomas of York cites
anonymously, an' without any elaboration, the Liber
cle Causis in Book VI (e.c., ch. 15 1 p. 205; ch. 28,
p. 424).

23. To further ^appreciate this fact, cf. Gilson, *Les
sources greco-arabes de I'au^ustinisme avicennisant*

,

Archives
,

d^ hlstoire doctrint-tle et litt
,

eraj.re d,u

moyen aEe . 4 (l930), pp. 142-149.

24. Cf, Lon^:pre, art , cit . . p* ^94. Lon^-pre contrasts
the oapientiale with the Suipma Theologica attributed
to Alexander of Hales (ca, 1186-1245), ^^^ observes
that together they provided for the "^ranci scans of
the thirteenth century a philosophical surnma on the
one hand, ajyX a theolo^-ical sumnva on the other
(cf, Longpro, art , cit .. pp, 875-^76).

25. Cf. Gilson, 02, cit., p, 260.

26. Cf. Gilson, op, cit., p. 262, Sharp (o£, cit .. p. 11)
says; "To the Arabian commentators on Aristotle,
Grosseteste does not seem particularly indebted, for
his interests tended more to Arabic science. Ke
utilizes the Alniar;e3t of Ptolemy, the i'e Motu
Accessionis et Hecessionig of Ibn Thabit, and the
Tlieorica PJanetr^rum of Alpetraf^ius

;

n...

27. Cf, Lon^^pre, art , cit .. p. 877.

28. The follov;ing survey ^of the Sapientiale can be readily
verified from Lon^pre's toble of Gon!;enos, which is
based on the chapter headings in F manuscript (cf.
Longpre, art . cit . . pp. 906-929).

29. Book III appear^ as Book V in F manuscript, and accord-
ingly in Longpre, art , cit., p. 47« But in the text
itself (F, folio 142rA) we read: '^De quibus aliquid
supcrius secundo libro dictum est ut dicetur infra
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29. (cont'd.)
in quarto libro." T}ds would seem to indicate that
what is labelled Book V by the copyijits of both F and
R manuscripts is, in reality, Book III. Manuscript
V carries what ic evidently the correct division.
Cf. Janies P. Heilly, Jr., The Divisions of Deing in
Thomas of York ; Study and 'fext . Part I, ch. I, p. ii.

30. Cf, infra, Book VI, ch. 1, p. 1 (the opening paragraph
of Book Vl).

31. The following survey of Book VI is baaed on the text
of my edition.

32. This method is particularly exemplified for us in the
Sophist and the Statesman .

33. This chapter does not appear in F manuscript, and
accordingly, is not found in Longpre's table of
contents. As a result, my enumeration of subse-
quent chapters in Book VI will run one na'iber ahead
of Longpr^»s. Cf. f.apientiale VI, 17, p. 229a,
and note 1, p. 126a.

3^« Sapientiale VI, ch. IC, p, 230. (Subsequent refer-
ences to 6ook VI of the Sapientiale ivill state only
chapter and page.) Cf. Alqaael. Mota . pars la, I, 6,
Algaael's Metaphysics , a Mediaeval Translation , ed.
J.T. Muckle (Toronto, 033) , p. 40.

35. Ch. Id, pp. 242-244. Cf. Aristotle, Phys . Ill, 6;
2O6al6-206bl9.

36. Ch. Id, pp. 244-245. Cf. Aristotle, Phys . Ill, 6;
206b33-207a21.

37. Ch. 19, p. 2U^.

38. Ibid ., p. 250. Cf, Aristotle, Phys . Ill, 7;
207F35-208al; 207a32-207bl.

39. Ch. 19, pp. 253-254, 256. Cf. Algaael, Met

a

. pars la,
1, 6, p. 40.

40. Ch. 19, -pp, 255-25^.
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41. Ibid ., pp. 261-264.

42. Cf. infra, ch. 1, pp. 14-17, 23-25.

43. In Book III, Thomas gives an incomplete presentation
of his doctrine of causality and of his theory of
knovledge. On the basis of this material, Dr. James
Reilly allies the thought of Thomas of York v/ith
that of Aquinas. Cf, James P. Reilly, Jr., 'Thomas
of Tor4c on the Tfficacy of Secondary Causes',
Mediaeval Studies . XV (1953), PP. 225-233.

44. Cf. infra, ch. 1, p. 17.

45. In this regard, Thomas declares his intention from the
beginning of Book VI (ch. 1, p. 1): "Pertractatis
divisionibus entls ... isto collocavi libro."

46. The De Sex Prinelpiis , which is not to be confused with
the work '^'."earing the same title attributed to Gilbert
de la Porree (cf. Sharp, o£. cit . . p. 53, ftnote 3),
is quoted in ch, 13, p. 1^, and the Ad Asclepium
is quoted in ch. 13, p. IS4.

47. The work is quoted in ch. I4, p. 195.

43. Cicero's De Hatura Deorun is quoted frequently, e.g.
ch. 15, pp. 202, 204; also his Tusculanarum Dispu-
tationum . in chs. 13 and 14, pp. 176 and 200,
respectively.

49. Seneca is quoted less frequently than Cicero, but he
is quoted, e.g. in ch. 15, p. 204.

50. See, for example, Thomas* use of Aristotle vdth
respect to the arguments of the sceptics, as described
bclov; (ch, 4, pp. 105-10?). See also his use of
Aristotle's notion of nature, as described below
(ch. 2, pp. 56-5?5) .

51. These four modes of opposition are: contradictory,
contrary, relative and privative. Cf. supra . xiii-xiv.

52. Cf. supra . p. xiv.
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53. This ig the order prescribed by Aristotle in Book IV
of his Metaphysics *

54. This view is at variance with the opinion of ShaxTp,
who is inclined to recjard the Franciscnns of this
period in England rh aristotelians. Speaking of
the old Franciscan school, to v;hich Thonas of York
bolongs, 3harp vn:'itog (on. pit . . •>. 51): "The
writings of that 3chool are still too little knov.n

to justify any closed conceptions of its activities
such as are fostered by the vicious obsession of
modem v/riters to label the Oxford Franciscans as
disciplos oP .A.uf,ustine and of Bonaventure or as
precursors of Scotus."





Notes

Chapter
,

1

1, On the doctrine of unity in Thierry of Chartres and
Clarenbaldus of Arras, cf. N, Haring, 'The Creation
and Creator of the V/orld According to Thierry of
Chartres and Clarenbaldus of Arras*. Archives
d'Histoire Doctrinale et Litteraire du Moverr"A.g;e .

XXII (1955), pp. 162-109, e,sp. np. 13^-167; cf. also
r. ^.,_._ „._. . ^. ....._ T,,..

in the
pp. 147-1

cf. Gilson,

K, Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy in the
Middle Ages . Rondon House (New York, 1955), pp. 147-149.
On the doctrine of unity in Alan of Lille,
o£« cit. , pp. 173-175.

2. Thomas* doctrine of unity occurs, for the most part,
in the first five chapters of Book VI, pp. 1-^4,

3. Ch. 2, p. 40.

4. Bk. I, chs. 10-13.

5. From the very outset of Bk. VI, Thomas declares his
intention to treat primarily of the perfections of
being as found in creatures, and the first per-
fection he considers is that of unity. Cf. ch. I,

p. 1.

6. Cf . Avicenna, Meta. IX, 4, Avicenn.?.e peripatetici
philosophi ac medicorum facile prim j^ opera in lucem
redacta, 2 vols. (Venice, 150^), vol. II, xol. 185vA.
Cf, also Algazel, AlEazel's Metaphysics , a Mediaeval
Translation , ed. J.T. I'iuckle (Toronto, 1933), p. 117.

7. Cf, Avicenna, 'eta . IX, 4, fol, 105rA, Cf, also
Algazel, Met

a

. . p. 119.

B, William of Auvergne voices his opposition to Avicenna*

s

doctrine at great length in the De Universe la lae,
chs. 24-30, Opera Omnia . 2 vols.'TAureliae, 1674),
vol. I, pp. 617b-625b.

9. Cf , William of Auvergne, De Trinitate 4, vol. II,

p. 5a; 7, vol. II, supplement p« 3b.
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10. Cf. William of Auvergne, De Trlnitate . 11, vol, II,
supplement p. I6b. Of. also A,
D* Auvergne £ 3an Toriuis II (Milan
supplement p. I6b. Of. also A. Masnovo. D^ OugliGlmo

, 1934) p. i.i3rfT

11, The only work, ho\-ever, of William of Auvercrie^s that
Thomas <ii.otea in Book VI, t-n'^ then merely on on©
occasion, is the Do Fide et L^i^'-q. vMch ho Qviotes
anonynously (ch. T?, p. 497). In Bk. VII (chr.. IS,
19, fola. 222, 229), Thonas shows a dir--* acquaint-
ance with 'iilllam of Auvergne* s D« Uni. , although
he merely deslcnateg the author as '^inur^ de aapientibua".
Cf. E. Loncpre, ^Thioinaa d'York^ O.K.' ., la prorii^re
somme n^^taphyBlquo du Xllle slecle*, /'rcliivua
Fre.nciscanun' Historicun . 19 (1926), p. f599.

12. The doctrine of p»otency and causality that Thomas
opposes is held by H'illlam of Auvergne (cf. below,
ch. 2, pp. /i^-5l). Dr. James Heilly maintains that,
with respect to the doctrine of cavisality in Bk. III(V)
of the Saplentiale . "'it is certain that V.'illiam of
Auvergne is Thorias of York*n opponent." Cf, James
P. Reilly, Jr., »Thomas of York on the Efficacy of
Secondary Causes*, Mediaeval Studies . XV (1935),
pp. 225-233 1 esp. p. 227.

13 • Grosseteste, in his opuscules and commentaries, sought
to msJce use of the latest scientific inforniation
obtained from the recently acquired transl&tions of
Aristotle and the Arabs to support a fundajiientally
augustinian position and to explain in a rational
manner the truths of Revelation . For exaji'.ple, cf.
his treatise De Artlbus Liber;alibup . ed. L, Baur,
*Die Philosophlschen Vverke des itobert Gj?osseteste,
Bischofs von Lincoln*, Beitra^e (Mlinster, 1912), IX,

pp. 1-10; his treatise De Luce , od. L. Baur, pp. 51-52;
and hi 5 commentary In Aristotells Postcriorum
Analyticorum libros . Dk. I, ch. 1l ( cnice, 1537)

,

fol. 17vA. and loc . cit .. ch. 17, fols. 21rA and
23rB-23vA.

14. Ch. 1, pp. 2-3. Cf. Aristotle, Ileta . Ill, 4;
1001b 7-19.

15. This is a general statement of Thomas* position, v.-hlch

he develops throughout chs. 1-5, PP. 1-^4; esp. ch. 2,

pp. 21-40.
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16. Thomas quotes the v;ork anonymously as follows:
'^auctor tractatus, qui Intltulatur De Unitate et
Uno ^ (ch. 1, p. 20); "auctor tractatus, De llnitate
et Uno" (ch. 2, p. 3^^); and "... sic definitur a
^Gthio ..., prout exponitur in tractatu, De Unitate
et Uno . '* (ch. 2, p. 33), thereby recognising the
presence of Boethius in the v.-ork, without naming him
as the author. For an account of the authorship of
the D^ Unitate . and on its being authentic Gundissa-
linus, soe t^. Correns, *Die dem Boethius fSlschlich
zufeschriebene Abhandlunf; des Dominicus Gundissalinus
De Unitate*, Beitrnge I, 1 (Mtinster, 1?^91), pp. 12-3^.
Here also Correns presents a critical edition of the
De Unitate (pp. 3-11) > and a conimentary on the place
of the De Unitate in the history of philosophy
(pp. 39-49). In the latter (p. 4^)| he points out
that little is known about the immediate effect of
the work on the development of philosophy apart from
an occasional quotation in Alan of Lille.

17* The text of the Fons Vitae, in its mediaeval Latin
translation, has been published by Clemens Baeumker,
'Avencebrolis Fons Vitae ex Arabic© in Latinum
translatus ab Johanne Hispano et Dominico Gundissalino*

,

Beitrg,^e I, 2-4, I'lUnster, 1>?82-1895. On the neo-
platonic character of the v/ork, v/ith its commincling
of Jevish 3.nci Arabian tbou^ht, see 3, Kunk. Melanpfies
de Philosophie Juive et Arabe (Paris, 1^59), pp. 5-306.

Id. On the eclectic composition of the De Unitate . see
P. Correns, op . cit . . pp. 15-2^,

19. On the neoplatonic background of the treatise, see
P. Correns, 0£. cit . ^ pp. 40-4^.

20. Ch. 2, p. 33. Cf. Gundissalinus, 0£. cit., p. 3.
Cf . also Boethius, De Trinitate III, "Theological
Tractates, text and English translation*, F.r. Stewart
and F.,K.f4nd, '"oeb Classical Library (London-New York,
1918), p. 12, line 15: "Etenim unum res est; unitas,
quo unum diclmus."

21. Ch. 2. p. 34. Cf. Gundissalinus, o£. cit . . p. 11.
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p. 34. Cf . Dr. Carlo Grassi, Thg Doctrine
l^ion in t^ ^'apient?,r>,le* of aipnifl,? q^ Y9rH'
aid Text , vol. I, pp. 106-111. Dr. Grassi

22. Gh. 2, p. 34.
of Crea
Study
notfjs thrt accordine to Thomas of York (Sapientiale II,

31, passim), neither matter of itself nor forr.i of
Itself lias unity, since it is the union of the two
v;hlch constitutes real or actual esse and unity.

23. Oh. 2, p. 23. Of. Augustine, De Vera Relirione T,

29, :y, TL 34, 146.

24. Thomas states that the only difference between the
terns Uuiity* B.nd 'the one* is that * unity* is
abstract and 'the one* is concrete (ch. 2, p. 33).

25. Ch. 2, p. 29. f'f . Boethius, Tie Gonsolatione Philo-
sophiae III, prosa 11, ed. A, Tortescue (London, 1925),
pp. 91-92.

26. Ch. 2, p. 31. Cf , Gabirol, Pons Vitae IV, 11, p. 235.

27. Ch. 2, p. 31.

26. Ibid . Cf. Avicenna, Met

a

. Ill, IB, fol. 7SrA,

29. Ch. 2, p. 32. Cf. Dionysius, De Divinis Nonjnibus XIII.
Dionysiaca , 2 vols,, ed. Philippe Chevalier (Paris,
1937), I, pp. 541-542.

30. Ch. 2, p. 40.

31. Ch. 2, p. 35. Cf. Gundissalinus, 2£. cit . . pp. 5-6.

32. Ch. 2, p. 35.

33. Ch. 2, p. 34. Cf. Gundissalinus, o£. cit; .. p. 5;
Gabirol, Fons Vitae IV, 11, p. 236.

34. Bk. II, chs. 15-32. Cf . F. Treserra, De doctrinls
raetaphysicis Fratris Thomae de T3boraco, O.F.Ii.
(Oxoniae mac:istri an. 1253)*, Anal'^>cta nacr^ Toi^a-
conensia . (5, 1929, pp. 33-102), pp. 51-59.

35* Cf, Treserra, art, cit . . pp. 54-56.
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36. Ch. 2, pp. 35-36. Cf. De Unitate , pp. 7-9.

37. C'li. 2, ijp, 35-36. Cf . Gabirol, Fqq
,
^ Vltae II, 21, p. 62.

3B. Ch. 6, pp. 94-9S. Cr. /jristotie, Da Caelo .^t Kundo IV.

3i 310a20-30; 310a35-310bll: /.verrocf.-., IrP;:i heta ..
t.c, 4, "/.ristctelic -ta^iritae Libri Oluicg ... cu"..

AverroiD Cordubc-nsis vcriis in eosdem Conraentariis,"
11 vols. (Vciictiic apud Juntas, 1574), vol, VIII,
fol. 211rC; In X I^eta. , t.c. 13, VIII, fcl. 26lvG-H;
Ir^ ly Pe Cc,alQ . t.c, 3S, V, fol. 263vL: Eoethius,

cTtoroiia^ Aristctells II, PL 64, 212A-E,i
39. Ch. 6, pp. 94-95.

40. Ch, 6, p. 95.

41. Ch. 6, pp. 95-96.

42. Cf, supra . pp. 5-6.

43. Ibid .

44« cr. supra . pp. 8-9.

45. Ibid .

46. Like GroRseteste before him, Thomas visvializes the
procession of creatures from God after the manner of
the procession of nuriber from unity, Grosseteste,
however, envisages three natures at work in the
created order, namely the unity of form, the duality
of natter and the tertiary nature of composites,
Cf, Robert Grosseteste, *De luc« seu de inchoatione
formarum*, ed, L, Baur, p. 58. Cf. also Treserra,
S£t. cii.. , p. 71.

47. Bk. II, fol. 7drA: "Cum omne quod exit In esse exit
aut per goncrationan;, aut compositionem aut crcationem,
time nee ess 8 est quod principia exeant in esse per
crcationem sicut habctur a C-undissalino D£ Crr^tione i

c, 4, unde cum creator sit unit as, primus exitus prln-
cipiorum ab eo erit in dualitate. Duo i^itur erunt
principia prima, Dualltas enim est prima species
nurieroruiri, secundum quod diclt Aristoteles et Averroes,
III Keta . c, 11, et ideo ipsa immediate sequuntur uni-
tatem: conveniens igitur est creatio primorum
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47. (cont'd.)
principiomim in dualitate." Lqc. cit

.
, fol, 7'^rA-B;

"Praeterea hoc ipsum aliter, ex dlvpraitate creatl ac
creators, secunrium quod elegant er prosequitur
Oundissalinus in libro Rcllioot de croatione: creator,
inquit, aliquod nrincipiiin creavit; creatvun onn« a
creante est diversuja, cum i^itur crf>ator ait v^re
unus, pro.fecto creatura non debuit esse unura. Sed
sicut inter creatoren et ipaan creaturam nullum fuit
mertivn, sic inter unum et duo nxillun est uiediun;
principiun enim ouod e!=;t diversum »b uno est duo,
cum igitur creator sit vere unus, creat ^ra quae prino
ipsum 3oquitur debuit esse duo. In unitate enim non
est diversioas sed in alteritate; primum autan prin-
cipium alteritatis est binarius, qui primus ab unitate
recedit. Unde si primum creatura unum esset, tunc
nulla esset diversitas, si vero nulla esset diversitas,
nulla esset quae xutura esset rerura universitaa:
quapropter, 3icut infert, duo simplicia ab uno sinpllcl
primum creari debueinint, ex quo omnia constituenda
erant, constitutio autem non ootuit fieri /iisl ex
diversis, quare diversa esse debuerunt. Hanc rationem
ponit Avencebron, 1. 4 De Fonte Vita

,̂

,. c. 6, quare,
inqvJLt, creator omnium rficitur esse unus tantum, et

• • •
ftcreatum debet esse diverstna ab eo

Loc t cit . t fol. 7^'rB: ^reductio aut«n multorum ad
primum est sicut reductio numerorum ad unum, et causa
est secundum Algazelan XI Meta . « c, 12, quia quidquid
provenit a prino, provenit secundum ordinem, hinc
ponebant, saplentes, numeros principla rerun"
Ib^d . : "his lf:itur intend enti patere i>oterit quod
tantum duo sunt principla prima, '^rincipia, dico, cuae
sunt per se principla ad quae et in quae reducuntur
et rcsolvuntur omnia, nam omnia resolvuntur in ea ex
quibus componuntur, sicut dicit Avencebron, 1. 2,
c. 16"
Loc. cit., fol, f?9rA: "Ex his igltur et consimlllbus
sermonibus sanctorum et theologorum apparet quod nulla
creatura simplex sed coraposita, ©t per hoc naterlam
et formam habet: et hoc est quod intenditur"
Loc . cit .. fol, 9^A-B: "Est Igitur voluntas prima
uniens et componens materiam primam et forruam prlmam;
propter hoc dicit Avencebron, 1. 5j c. 31 quod voluntas
prima causa est superior illis ot ligan?; et eas uniens
et retlnens eanan unitionem, quia unltlo earum non eat
nisi ex impresaione unitatls In 1111s, Inter quam et



lot

• .n



^r 1

/>7. (contM.)
ipsaa non est modixim; et aij^nuu huius ent perpotuitas
earurn et atabilitas in unitiono 'luue oat propter
propinquitatem eartirn ad origineau urxitatis, et hoc est
quod ricit id*^ in eodaa, c. 26 quod verbum postquam
Q^ -4- ..: -, ., -. .^.,„ 1 .: ,...yJ^^ gg ^,yj^ illiS, SiCUt
o _ . re, et effudit se in
iXli3, ot non diace^sit ab eis, et penetravit a surano
uaque ad infirnum"
Cf, Trasorra, art * cit .. pp. 3^-39, 56, 71.

4^« B^. '""
, fol. 99rA: "materia ost proxir.a unitati

p: , et uriitaa fluit in ea, et ideo inovetur ad earn,

et cuia non possit rtioveri ad unitateirt primam, inmiediate,
iiiovetur ad aplo- - n ejuSj i.\ est ad fonaam"
Ibid : "Cai:sa :iropria ex parte formae quia uni-
tur roateriae, est 1 rr^jitas quam recipit a creatore,
ex qua habet ii: -•'••— sua esse p.lteri dare et conrnuni-
care, ot per c . . se unire, oicut dicit idem
(•\vencebron) , 1. }, c. 14"
ibid: "Maxima denique causa est obedientia qua
obediunt voluntati prinae, fluxu violcntiae et necessi-
tatis, quia sunt inter se diversae, et simile simill
unitur"
Ibid : "Hae SLJit causae unitionis materiae et formae
propter quas unum fit ex eisdosi sine medio"
Cf. Treserra, art . cit . . pp. 71-72.
Bk. II, fol, SOvA: '^Amplius secundum quod dicit
Avencobron, 1. 5» c. 32, omnia appetunt unitatem et
propter hoc dicit in eodem, c. 35, quod haec est radix
communis, quod unitas vincit omnia et est diffusa in
oronibus et est retontrix omnium; et propterea omnia
quae sunt, quaecumque sint diversa, appetunt unionan
et convenientiam, si cut ipse dicit in eoden; est
isitur unio et convonientia in naturali desiderio
materiae ot c-— ^-t quod nonnii^i respcctu formae, quar«
naturaliter ia appetit fcrman."
Ibid : "Praeterea perfectio divina est hujuscar.odi
cui 'cmnia entir - tunt assir.ilcri et ex qua appetunt
acquirerc secua .. .ucd natura eorum potest recipere,
sicut dicit '-verroes super I Phys . . c. 14b, et propter
hoc etiam materia appetit assimllari principio prirao,

sicut dicit in eodem. I.t ideo dicit Avencebron, 1.

5, c. 14, quod inquisitio ot motus diffusus est in
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4^. (cont'd.

}

otinibus, videlicet ad factored prinxiri ad ilium, onim,
noveri, et ipaian inquircre, cr.inibus iiiclitiici cLt, licet
differenter eecundu:;! divercitatexn propinquitatis et
eloiiij^.tionitj, Unde, qui non possit sine medio ad-
c^-'-' r) eari, " ^ -^

• - ncdiun ^ 'i
11. iter .

. . .., et pi\ ^ uoc,
sicut ipse dicit c. 32, cun inter matcrian et esse
p? - - non ait si: '

"''' ^ - - ^^^ ^^
li.. ..r ad inqui. ' . <'"jus hoc
est formam qucie creatur - forma dicitur lumen ab
/*/ ' ' •- :: eo, ex quo patet slcut ipse diclt in
e'. . ..i.ao motus ;.ateriae aa fonnam non est
nisi propter diesideriia:: primi escc. Et causa est
quam dicit Avicenna IX Mct

,

a « . c. 2 quod cume factum
auquirit perfect ionera a quo factura est; cui.i icitur
sic cfit eodem aotu ct appotitu quo movctur materia,
V ' 'Ifri pro sui posfibilltate unitati priicae in-
c. -w, ciovebitUi't-ecundum crcataia, hoc eat fonaacif
Sist igitur ille aj^petitus formao in materia natural-
Iter, sicut dixit Ariatotelos."
Cf. Trescrra, p.rt . cit . , p. 1^2.

49. Bk. II, $6vki "nar. sicut non habet esse nisi per
formar. ita nee unitatem", Cf, Trcscrraj a.rt « cit >

.

p. 51.

50. Trosorra, £.rt » cit., p. 70: "Forniae conveniimt in
noDiine et definitione, sunt ergo una in specie, nulta
in individuis cicut materia e. Iiict una forma uni-
versaliG sub qua aunt multae particularea, idem dici-
tur de materia. Crdo formarum est sicut responden-
tiUL'i materiarum." Of. Sapjcntlale II, fol. 9SrA.

51. Treserra, art , cit . « p. 6l: "Existentia forraae uni-
versalis probatur cum eoden ex existr.ntia snateriae
universalis cui cofrejopondet. Ue ipsa dicitur quod
essentia fonnarum quae sunt in forma univoroali sunt
il'.:a essentia for^iae universalis, ns.m est forma quae
sustinet formam orxnis forma e cum qua unitur forma
omnis rei. Formae erso conveniunt in forma necdiversi*
ficantur nisi secundum materias." Cf. 3apientiale II,
fol. 93rA-B.
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52. Treserra, art. cit., p, 70: "Forma est unitar colli-
Cens, roatoria est dividens ac niultiplicans. Omnis
unltas ett a foraia.'^ Cf. 3a:.-lontlale II, fol. 96vB.

53. Bk. II, fol. 92r/i: "Forma universalis est unitaa
i - -^ , _^ vero altl " '

'

t any illam, . -^ _ _ . .

numeratorum" . Cf, Treserra, art , cit .. p. 60.
Ik. II, fcl. 99rA: "unitas vincit omnia st est
diffusa in oisnibus et est rotentrix o!^:niuni". Cf.
Treserra, art . ci

,

t . . p. 71.
Ek. II, fcl. ^Ovi. : ''A.npliuc quoi* dicit
Avencebron, 1, 5, c 32, cnnia -.. ^ g unitatem
et propter hoc dicit in eoden, c. 35» quod haec est
radix comaiunis, quod unitas vincit omnia et est dif-
fusa in cmnibus et est retentrix cirjiiumj ...".
Cf , Treserra, art , cit . , p# 42.

54. Treserra, art , cit . . p# 60: "Dicitur lumen quia com-
paratur lundni eecundum Avencebrol (1. 5, c. 30).
Forma enio diffunditur in mateida sicut lumen in aere,
ct sic civersitas fonnaruin accipitur secundum inateriam
tollentem de subtilitate et luminoaitate, et secundum
eorum ' ationem a Deo, et ita fivint dcbiliores
sicut itatur lux secundiim spissitatem aeris et
elongationem a fonte." Cf, Sapienviale II, Tola.
92-93.

55. Ek. II, fol. 93rE: "Foraa inferior est defluxa a
euperiori ct ideo est in Ilia, ut particularls naturalis
iu forma universali naturali, ot forma univ-''rsnlis
naturelia in forma universali corporal!, et fonna
universalis corpcralic in forma universali spiritual!,
eicut dicit idem (Avencebrol) 1. 2, c. 2, et ita est
forma in forma quousque perveniatur ad formam in qua
est collectio omnium formariffi:, sicut ibif^ara dicit 1.

3, c* 23 et 24". Cf. Treserra, c.rt . cit, p, 61.
Bk. II, fol, \:&vk: "Similiter p^itet q dnaria divisio
r "

. Avencebron, 1, 2, c, 2 ubi dividit
r. - ._xiam pajTticularem naturalem et materian
unlveraalem naturalem ct materiam univeroalom caelestem
et " universalcra corporilem et mat univers-
ale:., -^u. aal«n. Unde secundum eundem i 1,

materia particul^iris naturalis subsistit in materia
universal! naturali, et haec in materia imiversali
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55. (contMj
o:iel«^sti, v5t haoc in raateiria univor53':<li corporal!

,

et * ^^ 1 riateria univeroili spirl'^uali; materia
quae ^ luor suatinet imGr'.orun, uu opiritualia
corporalcn, et corporalis caelestau, et caeleotis

est quae continet p.-.rticulares, F.t harura natoriarum
' " " - -. -'iorig ot idoo per

c^

,

ad cognitionem
superioris ..." -L'. ?re33rra, a,rt . clt . » pp. 51-52.

56. Cf, aupi'a . p. ^•

57. 3k. VII, ch3. ^-9.

5^. Cf* 3U2£^» PP' 5-6.

59. Ch. 2, pp. 37-33; ch. 1. pp. 3-9, 17-1^. Cf. Avl-
cerrna, Mota . Ill, 2C, fol. 7SvA. Cf, Aristotle,
Meta . VTIST 101bl-.3.

60. Ch. 1, pp. i^-10. Cf. Aristotle, Meta . V, 6;
10l6a33-10l6b31.

61. Gb. 2, p. 23. Cf. Avicenna, Meta . Ill, 2C-D, fol. 7SvA.

62. Ch. 2, p. ??.

63. Ibid , or. .r;.3totle, Keta. V, oj- - lQl6bl6i-21.

64. Ch. 2, p. 23. Cf, /vristotle, I leta , X, Ij 1052bl5-26.
Cf. also ThM >r York, ^aoionHale III, 22, 2?.
Concerning . lileVt; idcntirication of the raoasur©
in every category ^vith the moat simple indivisible
n.-.turo, or l-iaic ^:cnuE, in that categorr, see /.ris-

totle, lieta. Ill, 3; 996b3-10: Heta .' V. 6;
1016a24^^nT Cf . Thomas of York, oapiontiale VI, 2,

p. 26,

65. Ch. 2, pp. 23-24.

66. Loc . clt . , p. 24.
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67. Ibid .

63. To id . c:. ...in---^-: i^. ..Ill, 2; 1077a20-i3:
W-'-roes, iaii ,'-"^11. 2, VIII, fols. 344vM-345rA.

69. ^. -. urg . pp. 23-25.

70. :h. 2, pp. 2/«,-25.

71« Loc . cit . . pp. 25-»26, Aristotle, Mel:a . V^ 6;
10l6bl?-21: "The aasinc^ of ./hat is one 13 to bo
.;

••. -Ind of b? ~ 0.!' nir.iber; for the first
J i3 the _, • • ig| si 'ice tiijat by \4iich wo

first know each class in the first measure of the
class; t;ie one, than, is the ' ' -'.in^ oJ the knov.-
able rQ^.ar iin^ each class." -tie, I''3ta . X, 1;
1052bl5-26: "... *to be one* means *to be indivi-
sible', belnj or;—^* ially a "this" and capable of
beins isolated .r in place, or in form or thought*;
or perhaps *to be v/hole and indivisible*; but it
means — -ially 'to be the first measure of a kind',
and mo . nctly of quantity; for it is from this
that it has been extended to the other categories.
For - .re is that by v/hich quantity is knovm; and
qua. _ qua quantity is kncm either by a 'one* or
by number, and all number io known by a *one'. There-
fore all quantity qua quantity is known by the one,
and that by '.vhich quantities aro priiiarily knoi.n ia
Che one itself; and so the one is the starting-point
^+- ^,.--., .., ^^

— i. .^,^ ^^^ . _, ^
j^j^ j^i^^, o;.her classes

too >.we^ : that by each is first knoTi,
and the neasure of each is a unit- •••" Aristotle,
log , cit.. 1052b32-1053a2: ''In all these, then, the
ncGsure and startin<;j-point is something one and indi-
visible, since even in lines we treat as indivisible
the line " ' ^ -:. For - ' r-e w- -'as the
measure i ^. ie and in .^e; a.- -- .-£ Is
that which is simple either in quality or in quantity.
'lov: \;horo it ic t' ' *: iiupostible to take avay or to
add, there the mc is exact (hence that of number
is most exact; for i/e posit the unit as indivisible
in every res. but in all other cases v.e Imitate
this sort 0-; ,ure." Aristotle, Xoc. ci^. i

1053al3-21: "Thus, then, the one is the ueasure of
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71. (contM.)
all things, because v.'0 come to knov the oloments in
the ' .\nce by '" "

'-" the tliinf:^ ci^' " in i-espect
of <_ ..ty or in . of kind. Ai. one !.':•

indivisible just becaune the first of each class of
t' • indiv* — ." Arlstof "' ':}..,

1 ._ _ ^3' ''. J©! also, f.- , X , on, v/e

call the measure of thin^^s for tho saiie reason,
I -

3 to kno\ "
'.ng by thei.i- ...''

._ ._..i .,. _^. ci^. , 1 ,, .- : "LVidontly, then,
unity in the ctrict-st sense, if we define it accord-
ing tc '

"
' ',

mostp^-, . . ..
. ., , - ---, . . ...y.

And some thlni:.o will be one if they are indivisible
i .'itity, ;'.nd others if they are indivisible in
.^, /; cind so vhat \ hlch is one i- indivisible,
cither abaolutely or c;u^ one.'"

72. ch. ;:, p, 25.

73. Loc . cit. , p. k:o. or. Ariototlc, Hota . V, 6; 10l6a24-
10T6bIT7 c:3P« 1016b6-17. Cf . also"THcmas of York,
Sapicntiale III, chs. 15-16.

74. Bk. Ill (IV, 5), xol. 107vB: "Igitur praeter formam
speciei, opcrtet, ut videtur-, quod aut sit forma ail-
qua propria c:e :.e pcrticularie qu: - '

- 'am
cor.inimon ad i;in^ularitatesp.i, aut r.i,-____„ i.^, ._ta
quae contnilriat fortiani conmunem ad singularitatem. Quls
icitur Liocloriffii iotoruni eat" Videtur quod jricio, et
non secundo, Prino quod materia non est iii^ncta nisi
per fonaara, ifjltur non est causa signationis fortiae.
oecundo, quod materia est in ratione recipientis et
ens in ix>tentia, et fcrma in ratione Irrgitatis, et
est ens inactu: quare ilia cienabilitae :rit ex
fonaa'*. Gf. T: -a, art . cit . . p. 74. fk. Ill
(IV, 21), fol, ^ .-B: "rSHfeetum est quod est
duplex nur-ieratio: activa et passiva, fomialis et
natori.,lia; ad rr '-

:; activani et T " ui-
tur productio for...... u.. ^i.u^iantialium, ad ..^ -lon

paasivaLi ut i:*iterialei- productio fortnLruni accidentalium.
ria, cur.i sit nur.. lis, hoc '-3t in potcntia

v.\. ..u.^^. v-w^' etiam secundum w^-^-am ante conipositionem
ejus cuLi forma quia haec potentia quae numerabilis est
concreta est eidan; tacien in propinquiorl dispositions
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7/m (cont»cU)
vel potentia est \xl nuraeretur ciom eat in actu sub

'-- . ..-.. ; '^

in EV'iteria, ipsa "oma actu oain nutierans unit^.to
nv- - -• '• • - - ^-,-

.1 .-
--,-^i»uni, ad quan

u .

.
.."

Ibid : "i^" QX }ii« vidoT'^ poteris riifferentiam quoiiodo

cum est actu f^ub aliqua forma nunerataiau.'. a foriia

.. ,
, _ - : ±n I .ia

ad unaia fortoanJBn supradictaruM. P.ropter hoc audia
ab Ari.-^. " ' - •' - locis, sicut - t dixi
tibi, «, „ ^ subjocto et a ., . ' est
Gon^^rejatun ex alicno in actu et forma; et coni^ro-"•: - " -moaitir -"' ' ria et forraa - " nore

o.vo , .-I 3X ali-iUo c/. . t in
potentia et ©x aliquo quod est in actu."
Ibid : "1j< hi

-' -' -'
~ -.

- - rtrtoria
et iforria 3int

, ^
: , o fcci-

d(ai3 caU3atur a foma substantiali, et tamen omne acci-
dens est in ' ' ia pei- natural ^' riac. " ''

nisi actu m ^rma, non est . .ri actu r Ua.
Bt nisi materia fuorit e.ctu numerata non est numeratxic;
^ -. - • a. ;";uia ^ ^ - - "' ' '' nis
f 'la (per) c>\

dixi tibi, ideo accidentia attribuuntur neturaa
matr--- r
C. .Ta, £rt. cit . , p. 75.

75. li. 1, >. 9; oh. n3, p. 324; Bk. Ill, fol, 96vD
(Tres.srra, art, cit., p. 70). Cf. Arirtotle, Keta. Ill,
3; 99-b4-10: THD.ytica Posteriora I. 2; 7l'59^1.

76. ^". r.upra . p. 6.

77. >h. ::, p. 30. Cf. Au '."no, rU; Lit ore /rbitrio II,

11, 31; PL 32, i?5.^: • tula 37Ti c.3.r:.L. ::::xiv,

1, p. 7. ^f. ncGlo3a.:.stos vii, 26.

76. f^r. Tirir.nus . 34, 54-53: Pannenides, 144.

79. ^nneads V, 5, 5.
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do. Cf, supra « p. li+.

&1, Cf, supr^ . pp. 5-6.

*2. or, oU,:ra . pp. 23-25. This in no ;vay conLradicts
the position that matter is the principle of raulti-
plicil./, iviiicli v.e '«;x'eat;od eariiar (c_'« jU^jiji, pp. 7-^)
There would be no number or multiplicity, unless
ih-.:_'u \icic a :ia'uZq^ uO he aiLiib^jr ^d. ../av -although
the presence of matter in creatures is the source
Oi' Ihi-ir /iioltiiplicity, aevertueless, actual beings,
and accordingly actual multiplicity, only arises
upon '^l.c acouali-at:loa o-T iiiatttsr by i'ui'iii. In other
words, tiatter is the passive cause of multiplicity,
^....1 ..-U.jw ^„ ^>i\j >i(^-iiv . .i^i'dV'-ii."' .-»u^l.ip ..xci jy ^j i ounf.»

•

But form is the active cause, without which there
•would lie no acl^ual bcini^, and consequently no
actual multiplicity.

63. Enneads V, 2, 1: "It is because nothing in it is,

order that being be, the One itself is bound not to
be beine, but. uha father of being and baing is its
first born child,"
"^qc. cli : "ll is aiauifsst that the .Tiaker of both
reality and substance is itself no reality, but is
bcyoAu jjth reality aui iuL^ataacje*'

34. This idaritiricatioa runs tlu'OU^Uoui the '..hole of the
Sapiential^ t but assum-- n^rticular prominence when
"'^'"^

wln^^idol. .;a . . \:ai baia^ or ^ae Creatori -iU....-

and the being of the creature as between that which
iLS JjlXz Ji.a.<. i>»i..iU '.,\'*_..,i- —. .>»*..'.j. I .. J. ^..^» —J.J _ox» / jvii"

B. Cf, also Treserra, art. cit ,. pp. 3^-39).

85. Enneads V, 7, 1.

86. For texts that stress the freedom of the Divine
jroj-wive act, ses. -Iw, il, :... 1.

37.
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90. Ch. 2, pp. 39-40. Cf. Avicenna, Heta . Ill, 3A-B,
fol. 7f^vB-79vA.

91. Ch. 3, p. 42. Cf. Avicenna, Metq,. Ill, 6A-E,
rol. CCvB-airA.

92. Ch. 3, P» 41. Cr. Ariatotle, ilata . X, 3; 1054a20-29.

;.4. -^j'j. ^it . pp, 43""''+4« • '^viceana, Mco^ . Ill, 6E,

95. Ch. 3, p. 44. Cf. Aristotle, Meta.. X, 3; 1054a20-29.

96. Ch. 3, pp. 44-45. Cf. Gabirol, Fpng V,ltac> IV, 11, p. 235.

97. Ch. 3, p. 46. Cf. supra, pp. 30-31.

93. Ch. 3, p. 46. Cf. Avicenna, Met^a. Ill, 3A, fol. 79rA.

99. Ch. 3, p. 46.

100. Loc. ciS:. , p. 50.

101. Loc . cit .. p. 51. Cf, Averroes, In IV Meta. . t.c. 3»

79rB.

102. Ch. 3i PP» 51-52. Cf. Averroes, In IV Meta. , t.c. 3i
'> Ji.1, Tol. CyrlJ : Ir. iC M(yi>r;

.

, .>«c. ^'» '. J.JL-., fol.
255vLi loc. cit.. t.c". SpVIII, fol. 257rD.

103. Ch. 3, p. 52. Cf. Averroes, In IV Mgta., t.c. 3»
VIII, fol. 67rl.

104. Ch. 3, pp. 52-54.

1C5. Loc . cit . . ,:.,;. Cf, '.vcrroc:.. In ': Mct^. . . t.c. ^,
V1TI,"1^1, 257vK: Ific. c^t., t.c. 5, TOT, fol.
255rA: In IV llt^t^. . w.c73, vlil, iol. C7rC-D.

106. Ch. 3, pp. 54-55.

107. Cf. lupra , p. 22.
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lOS. Ch. 3, p. 55.

109. Ibid .

110. Ch. 1, p.). l-**. "r^ ^?^ ir^' -^Z • /o-l-/.:;-^-, o" Parraenldes
and Zenb reapectlveXy» ndilch ThomaSi using Aristotle
as his source, reportn nni rejects In sTrnrry fr.shion.
Cf, Aristotle, Phva . I, 2; 185a20-23: loc . cit .

,

' ' •
: ,

-'
,

- ' -•^ > -- >
.; • - L

, .

111. A3 >: :. cic.i cr.rMer (c". pp. 36-37), Thomas
tries to avoid Avic«nna*s >_. jr of wholly identifying
numerical anH ontolojlcal uilty. Thla f^0'»^ not
prevent him, however, from considering numerical
vj-.if:y a: 'r.].c -pH^^t--- i^/^t-no- oT u tty ^c -.-'^ich all
others, including: ontological unity, are reducible
(of. Guora , pp. 37-3^).
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1. Of, Aviceiina, . loUg . Ia, 3-:;, cr, also Gilaon,
History of Chr: -"-'-- -''•'-- onhy ir -'-

-' -'jiie A^e? ,

pp. ;;)Lv-iilyi . . i»il- - . . p. ;i4

2. Gf . V.'lllia;:: of Am'orgne, i^^ oai^yerso I, I, chs. 24-30,
vol, I, xiXi^ 6l7b-625b; D« Trlnitate 11. vol. TI,
aupplement, pp. l6a-17a. Ci, also A, Maanovo,
Da Guf^llelmo d'AxiveEgag a san Tqmft so d/ Aqul,np. 2 vols.,
Mila.;, 1V30, 1934 ; Janies i'. iieilly, Jr., ^^'iiOniao of
York on the Efficacy of Secondary Causes*, Medlaeve^l
^t.:dig3 . vol, --.V (1953) » PP» 223-233; !^ilson,
history of Christian Philosophy in the ?jldjrile A^e^,
pp. 255-256.

3. Cf. William of -.uvergne, Ue Utijverso I, I, 30, vol, I,
p. 625b.

4. Cf, William of Auvergne, o^, cit . . 26, vol. I, n, 622a;
De frinitate 7> vol, il, auppletaent

, p. ^b.

5. Cf , Uilliaci of Auvergne, Ue Trlrgtate 11, vol. II,
supplanent, p, I6a-b. CTT a Iso A . f tasnovo , ojj. cit..,
I, pp. 190, 241-*:42.

6. Cf , William of Auvergne, jJe irinitate 7, vol. il,
supplement, p, 7b. Cf. also A. Wasnovo, o£, oi^ .

.

I, vj^„ 262-263.

7. Cf , V'illiam of Auvergne, D^ I'rinitate 11, vol. II,
supplement, p. I6b. Cf, also A. Masnovo, o»>, cj..t .

.

I,'p, 246.

8. Cf, V.illiam of Auvergne, \^ Ti'initatq 7, vol. II,
supplaaent, pp, 6a-7a, ^. A, msnovo, o^. cit .

.

I , p . 260

.

9# '^illiam of Auvergne does not deny that potency pre-
cedes act, but, on the contrary, explicitly affirms
it. He does, hov.-ever, deny potency any kind of exist-
ence of its ov/n prior to its actmllzation, Dg
Trinitate 7i vol. II, supplement, p, 7a: ''Poten-
tiale per hoc quod est potentiale non potens est ut
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9. (cont'd.)
Ipsum habeat esse vel ut veniat in esse. Potentiale
eairri de teov^eatia ot iauonoic-*:!;^ sua no»i habet in
effectura eo quod possibilitas sola per se non sufficit
ad effgctiuA: quia si aoc esset,, non conoingeret
quod possibilitas praocoderet effectum." In other
\.'ordG, for i.iliiaia of Auvcrgnei tha vary fact that
potency does not have a being of its ovm or that
potancy, of its ov.u accord, cannot acquire acoaal
being makes it possible for potency to precede act.
For ihoavjis of 7ork, however, as we shall see in vjhat
inimodiately follov;s, to say that potency does not
hava a ^'oixxg of i'^s o\;n necessitates saying ohat
potency does not precede act. The reason is that,
for r/ionas, unlasa pol-ency haa 3o:ne Jcinc; of being
of its own, it v/ould constitute a 'nothing^ and to
say that a 'nothing' precedes act is the sawe as
saying that potency does not precede act. Put in
a:io':her v;ay, if '. raan cashes to raaiuoain that pocency
precedes act, he can only do so if he accepts the
position that potency has a being of its ow:i. If
he does not accept it, he cannot. Insofar as v,illlam
of Auvcrgne denies any existence to potency in itself,
he would, therefore, in Thomas* eyes, be committed to
the por.ition that potoncy doos not precede act. In
fact, accoi^iinfi to Thomas, as we shall see shortly,
such a person is comnitted to the denial of potency
altogether.

10. Ch. 12, p. 170.

11. Ibid ., pp. 170-172. Cf. Aristotle, Meta . IX, 3;

12. Ch. 12, pp. 172-173.

13. Ibid ., p. 173.

14. Log , cit .

15. Tioc . cit . Cf, Aristotle, ileta . li, 6; 104Sa31-104^b5.

16. Ch. 12, p. 173. Cf. Averroes, I;i lY Phys .. t.c. S,
IV, fol, 213rE; In XII I-^eta . . t.c.^lTvTlI, fol. 297rE.
In an earlier book of the Sapientiale . Thoinas speaks
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16. (cont'd.)
of the Dotency of raatter ps having a being of its own.
"l-'Atter in its t-Ciini'cion, or acooruiiv; 'oo I'c-fison has
an ease of its own, but it is an esse in potency (II,
ly, urassi ed., p. 2:i9). That is, it haa an esse
not in actu as thou-^h it v/ere - ' -

^ ''

' -X^i ^«t an
OGoe Vide*: is betv;een actixal c _ ' eg»e ' (II,
16, p. 211). (Grassi, on. clt .

," vol, IHnTHTudy)

,

p. ooj. in 'iih.-:t. sa;;c book, "i^l'opiaa says that "it
is better to apeak oT the beinf;: of potency in a wider
extensioii onaa esse , .'or qa§ is uivided into beixig
in potency and beinp; in act (ia eiTf-" ''

, whereas
esse is properly restricted to i;he only, namely,
being in act. Ens can be said of natter of itself
aaJ Ox ror;.i of itjelf , while aas^ is Jefiaed by
Gundissalinus and Gabirol as *the existence of fomi
in matter'; and further esse is a property of form
which iz (the form) rives to matter" (II, 33, pp. 474-
475). (urassi, op, cit . . vol. III (oiudy), op, 116-
117).

17. Ch. 12, pp. 173-174. 0£. Aristotle, Met

a

. IX, 6;
104^b5-34.

IS, Ch, 12, p. 174. '^i» Aristotle, Meta . IX, 4j
1047b4-5: Averroes, la IX Meta .. t,c, ^, VIII,
fol. 232vG.

19. Ch, 12, p. 175. Gf, Gabirol, Fona Vitae I, 3i p. 5-

20. Ch. 12, p. 175. Gf. Aristotle, lieta . IX, 4; 1047b4-
30: Averroes, In IX Iieta . . t.c. 9, VIII, fol. 233rC-
233VU.

21. ot. lioaaventure, II ^j^ent .. 7» 2, 2, 1, Concl,, Opera
O-mia ((.uaracchi, l'^^2^902), t. II, p. 19^: ^Differunt
enim actus et potentia, non quia dicant diversas quiddi-
tates, sed dispositiones diversas ejusden; non tamen
sunt dispositiones accidentales, sed substantiales.
Et hoc non est m gnvci si est in potentia a^ontis creati,
ut quod est uao inodo faciat esse alio Liodo.^' Of, Gil-
son. Ia Philosophj o r'e Saint Bonaventure , 3rd. ed.,
J. Vrin (iiris, 19i."3TT PP. 242-243.
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22. 3t. Sonaventure, II Sent .. IS, 1, 3, Concl. , t. II,
p. 440 1 "Cum satl'^ const et rationera senlnalen esse
potcntian actlva>,i inUu-irr! nau riae, et illam ootentiam
actlvam constat esse essentiam formae, cum ex ea fiat
forma uoJiante opyratione naturae, 4uae non producit
allquld ex nihilo; -^v?- rationabiliter nonitur quod
ratio aa-iinalia eat ;ia Tonnae produc.^ndae, dif-
ferens ab ilia socundun - -:• corapletura et incomplGtum
aive s-icunduitt oacie in po^wioia eu in acuu.'' JI.
Gilson, op. cit . , p. 241.

23. Ch. 11, pp. 160-161.

24. Ibid ., pp. 160-162.

25. Ch. 13, p. 179. or. Aristotle, Phys . II, 1; 192b21-
23. Besides Arl.«totle*o definition, to which he gives
special prominence, Thomas reports the definitions of
•ifiture pi'ovidgd by a wide Varioty of authors, including
Seneca, Isaac Israeli, Averroes, John Damascene,
Booihius, Trisraeijistus, Gabirol and Augustine (Ch. 13,
pp. 176-1^6).

26. Ch. 13, p. 179. Cf. Aristotle, Phys . II, 1; 192b23-
26.

27. Ch. 13, p. 179. Cf. Aristotle, Meta . IX, S; 1049b9-
11: Averroes, In L\ Meta . . t.c. 13, VIII, fol. 240rA.

2^. Gh. 13, p. 1^0. Cf, John Damascene, Dialectica . 29,
1, Version of liobert Grossstcste, ed. Owen ... Cooligan
(:'ranciscan Institute, 3t. Bonaventure, '^.Y., 1953),
p. 26.

29. uh. 13, p. 180. Cf. Aristotle, r^hys . V, 6; 231a5-10.

30. Ch. 14, pp. 192-193. Cf. Aristotle, Meta . V, 4;
1015al3-19.

31. Ch, 16, p. 221; ch. 14, p. 193. Cf. Averroes,
la IX ::eta . . t.c. 2, VIII, fol, 227rA.

32. Ch. 16, pp. 220-221; ch, 14, p. 193.

33. -i. ^xiGtotle, rh7s . II, 1; 192b21-33.
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34. Of. Aristotle, Phvs , I, 7-9; Ig9b30-192b5.

35 • "^ii. io, pp. 21£?-'-^20. Ci?. /u^,Li.stine, L)e Cen.:^ril ad
Lltterani V, 4, p. U4; VI, 10, p. 133; '-'I, 16,
pp. 190-191; 1-^, 17, P» 2i>l; Dg V

,

g;ra Ue lii .lone I,

42, 79, FL 34, 15?*.

36. Ch. 16, p. ,?20. Cf, AuRUstine, De Oenesl af) Lltteram
VI, 10, p. lo2. Cn the '

". inales
in Aur^ustine, see f'.-T. Kc'

, ,

.le

ration :s 3oi:,i.aale3 ir\ ."t . ^uu;j:ur;.t.i.ae . a3hii..oton, 1926;
Gilson, Intrpc'r'

" ' n a 1' etude d;^ "

'i Aw?:ustln . 3rd.
ed., J. Vria \ , 1949 J, pp. -' - -.

37. ^'h. 16, p. 222. ox. .'.a^astine, 2§. Y^^ra iloli^'.lone I,

42, 79, PL 34, 15^.

3d. Ch, 16, pp. 222-223. Cf . Augustine, ^^e Genesi n^
Litteraia VI, 16, 37, J'L 34, 350.

39. f^'li. 16, p. 223. C.". Augustine, J2s Genesi ad Llttaram IV,

33, 52, PL 34, 313.

40. Gh. 16, p. 223. Gf . Augustine, De Trinltate III, ?^,

13, PL 42, bVo.

41. '-'ri. lo, p, 223. i-^i". Autiusti'ie, -j^ Cjvitate jex .VlvII,

14, DoEibart and Kalb ed., vol. 2, p. 591.

42. In the actual text, Thomas ascribes the expression
'active, natural potencies' to Ariutotle. Gh. I6,
p. 220: "Has aestimo Aristotelern vocare potentias
activas naturales, secundum quod definit hujusmodi
potentian principiun; motus et transnutationis in
aliud SGCundUTi quod aliud, V Itetaphycicae . capitulo
5 et IX Metaphvsicae . capitulo 2;" Later (p. 221),
hovrevsr, Lo correctly attribuUea the expisi-psion to
Averroes (cf. supra , p. 53).

43. Ch. 16, p. 221.

44. Loc. cit . I havp translated "principio trrnsmutante"
by^efiicient cause". rtlthoujjh T' omas does not use
the actual expression "causa efficiens" at this point,
ne does use it later in his treatiiiont oi' truth in the
human intellect (ch. 29, pp. 442-443).
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U5.

46.

47.

43.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

Ch. 16, pp. 221-222.

Ibid., p. 222: "' - -'-. l^i^;ur /prit: j. i ..

nominationum dlv^ a his legibua seu
viribus, secunduin quod jam declaratuin est.'

.. ratio
aatura«

Ch. 16, pp. 223-225. The clasaification of the
three positions is based on Averroes, In XII Neta .

.

t.c. 1^, VIII, fol. 303Srf. Thoinai; ioos not actri-
biite the doctrine of a latitatio formanjin to any
author here, but in an earlier book of the ^apxeritiale
(II, 26, Crassi o<i., pp, 356-357), he attributes it
to Empedocles, follov^in^; the lead of -iverroes, and
not, as was the custom, to Anaxagoras (cf. St, Thomas

3, jja VII Meta . . lect. viii, a. 1430 (ilarietti,
. ,

p."350: it. Bonaventure, II Sent . 7, 2, 2, 1,
Joncl., t. II, p. 197). For another treatment of
this same classification, as found previously in
3k« II of the ^'apion^lale , cf, Gi-'assi, 02,, cj.^_ .

.

vol. Ill (Study), pp. 93, 97, I04.

Ch. 16, pp. 224-225. Cf. Averroes, In VII Mota ..

t.c. 31, VIII, fol. lairD.

Oil. lo, p. 225.
transmutante" as
and note 44.

Again, I have translated "principio
"efficient cause". Cf. supra , 62

Ch. 16, p. 225.

Cf. supra , no. '5^-60. 65.

Cr. 3t. iionaventiure, IX oeut . . 7, 2, 2, 1, Concl.,
t. II, pp. 197-199.

Cf. St. Bonaventure, II c:'ent . . 7, 2, 2, 2, Concl.,
t. II, pp. 193, 202. As in rhoriias' uoctriao of unity,
s conp.' risen nay also be ma-r^e here between Clnrenbaldus
of Arras anci T" . Cl-^renbaldus taU(;ht that matter
has a being be _ nothingness and substance, that
seiainal causes, which reproduce their own likeness in
the normal course of nature, were implanted in natter
by God, and that there are causes other than these
outside the normal course of nature which are the
source of airacles (Cf. IJ. Harin^, art , cit . . pp. 170-
173, 1^0).
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54. Ch. 16, pp. 225-226.

55. Ibid . , pp. 226-?27. T^'" -piracies to vhich Thomas
refers are recounted in the Old Testament: Num .

xvii, 8; Gen. xviii, 11; Ccn. xxi, 2,

56. Ibid ., p, 227.

57. St. Bonaventure, I Sent . . 42, 1, 3, nd I; /,2, 1, 4,
Fesp. Cf. 011son."?he Spirit of I^ediaeval Philosophy .

Scribner's (New York, 1949), p. 3*7?^





Chapter 3

1. Cf. ch. 25, pp. 361-370,

^» '^^ • M^£&t PP- Sl-^2.

4» Ibid . . p. 32.

5. Ch. 25, r>?, 372-373.

w.. iiCjc. c-i G. . p. 3/3; ch. 26, pp. 3<37-39C.

7. Ch. 26, pp. 3^4-390, oap. pp. 337-390. Cf. Anselia,
Do Veritnte II^VH. -----' -r^a Omnia .

critical e-i., r.i. .

. ^ , ITT^O.

^. C;;, ^U', pp. 390-391. v.". /.zioeL.i, :^.(^ oritatq VII»
vol. I, pp. 185-1^6.

9. Chs. 26-27, PP> 3^0-405, esp. pp. 400-405.

10. Thomas speaks of the truth of things in general as
"Veritas .jeneralitiar" a.vi tiho truth as fou ul in. the
hiornan intellect as "Veritas specialiter" (ch. 27,
pp. 399-400).

11. Ibid . Cf. Anselm, J^ Vei'ifcate VII, vol. I, p. 1^5.

12. Ch. 27, p. 400. C£, Avice:u.a, .'^^^ . /III, 6'\,

fol. lOOrA.

13. Ch. 27, p. 400. Cf. Isaac Israeli, Uber dp Deflni-
tionibus . ed. J.T. I>luckle, relives jTTlTToire
::! .'iai^ 9t Litt6raire du i.oyen ^r;e . 11 119'37-193^)

,

f-. ^-'/, 3<.:-323. s v.'ith *u:-ity' and *the one*
(ch. 2, p. 33) » Thomas distinguishes betv/een 'truth*
and *thc true* ia terr-is of th~ abs-ract as c i to
the concrete. Ch. 27 » p. 400: "Sed hoc q-o^ .icltur
*id quod est' niagia descritit verum qucjn vsritatera,
nisi per pronomen concretum intelligaaus abstractum,
qw.ia voritas non 3t id i^od cot proprit, .;od a.ititas
ejus quod est, ...'^
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14. Ch. 27, p. 400. Cf . Augustine, Uber Sollloguiorum II,
15, 29, PL 32, 398.

15. Ch. 27, p. 404. Cf. J.T, Muckle, 'Isaac Israeli's
Definition of Truth', vrchives d' Ki^toire Coctrinale
St Litteraire du Moyen ^Ar.e . 8 (1933). pp. 5-8.

16. Ch. 20, p. 382. Gf. Aristotle, Keta. I^, 10:
1051b2-23.

17. Ch. 26, pp. 382-3-3. Cf. Aristotle, Met

a

. IX, 10;
1051b24-25: Averroes, In IX Meta .. t.c. 22, VIII,
fol. ;;:48vr. . The ujctrine of complex and incomplex
truth in Thomas of York resembles that of Henry of
Ghent. Cf. J, Irurvu-, , r^onri fe Car.d . "'srai sur I93
tendances oe_ sa metaphysigue . J. Vrin (JParis, 1938)

,

pp. 39-40.

Id, Ch. 27, p. 405. Cf. .'vicenna, rieta . I, 6C , fol. 72vA;
II, 2, fol. 76rA; III, 5, fol. ^SrS. Cf. Gabirol,
Fons Vitae V. 7, p. 268; V, 18-19, p. 292.

19. Ibid .

20. Ibid . In the Pseudo-Crosseteste, the divisions of
truth resemble those of Thomas of York, and the
dofinition of inconplex truth is siailarly expressed
in terms of indivision ("^the indiviaion of the thing
tiiat is and its being"). Cf, ^ujima i'hilosophiae
Roberto Gror •-"-"te ascripta . Treatise II, ed. L, Baur,
'Die iiiiloL. -ic-n ci'/.t; <'e3 Robert 0roc-3oteste,
Bischofs von" Lincoln' , BeitrflKe (KUnster, 1912), IX,

pp. 290-302, esp. p. 292.

21. Ch. 27, p. 405; ch. 26, pp. 382-383.

22. Cf. supra . pp. 77-78.

23. -he concept of truth expressed in bem.3 of unity can
be found in Augustine, De Vera Reli/:ione '..'UVI, 66,
PL 34, 151-152. Cf , Cilson, Introdi.ction a 1' etude
de s^int Aupustin , pp, 280-281. Similarly, the
notion of truth as indivision is xi St. Bonaventure,
I Sent . . Dist. VxII, Part I, art. 1, question 1.
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24. Of. gupra . n. 77.

2$. i..o..-.as ..oj-j .; ..^... ..:.r o_ urtiUiients di'awa Trom Augustine,
Boethius nnd Ansel In favour of the position that
there ia only one truth, namely the Divine (ch. 25,
pp. 361-365).

26. Ch. 25, P. 36/1.. Cf. Anselm, De Veritate XIII. vol. I,

?. i;9.

27. ^h. 25, p« 365. Cf, Augustiua, Je Vera i.ol
,

x/:io^o I,

39, 72, PL 34, 154.

25. Ch. 25, pp. 365-367.

29. liOC . cit . . pp. 365-366. Cf. Augustine, I>e Mendacio. I,

19-20, 40-41, C.G.ii.L, 41, pp. 461-4o2.

30. Cf, supra . pp. 75-76.

31. C-.. ?:.-, -y, 366. Cf. L^t. /kHbrose. Comment, In Kpist .

ad Rom,. "(Gpurious) I, 25, PL 17, 62,

32. Ch. 25, pp. 367-370.

33. Loo. cit .. p. 367.

34. Ch. 25, p. 369.

35* Ibid . Cf, Auf.ustine, Ljber Uetractionujn I, 4, 2,
c. .r,L. 36, pp. 22-23.

3t>.
, , • -'-'< '

37. I>oc . cit .. p. 36(5.

3f'-. Cf. BUpra . ch. 2, p. 52; also, ch. 1, pp. 3^-41.

39. Ch. 25, p. 368.

40. Ibid .

41. Ch. 26, pp. 396-39^; ch. 25, pp. 369-370, Cf. Augustine,
Liber Solilo-uiorum II, 15, 29-30, 35, -^L 32, ?*9?i-903.

42. Ch. 26, p. 397.
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/.3. Ch. 26, pp. 397-398, 396; ch. 31, p. 4(?3.

44. Ch. 26, ,,. 3;?; ch. 25, pp. 369-370.

45. Ch. 26, p, 396.

46. Itid. Also, ch. 25, pp. 369-370.

47. Cf. supra , pp. Sl-32.

4f). Ch. 25, pp. 370-371. Cf. Aucustiine, De Vera P.eli.-^lone I,

1^, 35, PL 34, 137; I, 12, 24, PL 34, 132; De Libero '

Arbltrio II, 17, 45-^6, TL 32, 1265.

49. ^i-. 25, p. 371. Cr. r.abirol, Tom- Vit.?e IT, 20, -'. 60.
This is one of the major points that v,e considered in
1'hor^o* doctrine of unity (cf. f;upra . ch. 1, p. 17).

50. Ch. 25, pp. 371-372.

51. hoc , cit . . p. 372. cr. Auf;ustine, Liber Soljlocuiorum II,
4, PL 32, 86g.

52. Ch. 25, p. 372.

53. Cf. supra . p. 85.

54. Ch, 25, p. }6^>: "Et cur.i dice *pcr se*, non exclude
causan e::trinsecari^., sed pono intrin^ecaiA."

55. '- illiari of Auvergne, De Universe la lae, chs. 35-36,
vol. I, 836a-837a.

56. Ch. 25, pp. 373-374.

57. Loc . pit. . p. 374. »villiam of Auvergne, in another
conte.'.t, also alludeo to the rnalogy of the vp.se.

inst Hvicenna*s a^jent intellect, William argues
-11. it leavQci oiiH 3oul vith w ^ —- causality than
a vase gives to the liquid it <; na. Cf. 'Villiara

of Auvergne, De Anii-ia V, pt. 7, vol, II, II, 122b.
€-":—'teste, Tvowever, like Thomas of York, uses the

^y of th^ vase to aid l.in in explaining the
relationship betv.-een Divine and created truth.
Cf. Grossetestc, Do Vc--- ^^ 'Die Philosophischen
V^erke des Robert uross , Bischofs von Lincoln*,
Beitrfl;;e zur Cecchichte aer r^hilosophio dps i'ittel, -

alters vol. IX (Mtlnster, 1912), p. 141.
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7iv. Loc. cit. , p. 377.

75. loc . cit., p. 37^.

76. r.ob-rt Oros.:cteste, C_e Vcrit;ite . ed. cit., p. 139:
"Linica est ergo Veritas ublque significata et prae-
dic?.ta pf?r fee norncn v* ritar. , sicut vult Ansclmus,
scilicet Veritas sunisia. Ted in multis veritatibuc
rer^Wi dicitur illc. una Veritas multae veritat-s."

77. Robert Crossetoste, loc . ci
.
t . . p. li^3' ''Cuaproptcr

intentio veritatis, sicut int-ntio entis ambigua
Gst: px parto aliqua er-t una in ocinibus veris et
tamen per appropriationem !iversificata in singulis."

7^. Cf, Robert Crospeteste, Ipc . cit . pp. 130-143.

79. Ch. 25, p. 379.





Notes

Chapter U

1. For information on the exponents of divine illumination
in tho thirteenth centiury, see Gilson, History of
Christiar^ rhllosophy in the ''iddle Ares, p. 257
(' ilHam of Auvergne) , rp. 337-33S (Bonaventure)

,

pp. 341 and 690a Triatthevr of Aquasi^rta), pp. 304-305
and 674b-675a (itoger Bacon), pp. 264 and 664b-665a
(Grosseteste)

, p. 273 (Pr,eudo-'"'ros3eteste)

.

2. The difficulty of upholding the natural character of
hUBjian knowledge within the context of divine illumin-
ation reaches Its apex in an author like John Peter
Olivi (]24B-129fi), of whom Gilson writes: "After
restating the problem of divine illumination, and
describing the respective poeitions of St. Bonaventure
and Jt. rUoiiias Aquinas, Olivi concludes thc.t, being
hirriself a Tranciscan, he feels bound in conscience
to stick to the Franciscan position. Yet, he adds,
I do not v.ant to do so if that position really entails
the destruction of natural knois'ledge. I hope that
such a consequence can be avoided, but as I do not
see how, I leave to greater men the task of ansvering
the question." The Unity of I-^hilosophical x^xperience .

p. 58.

3. Thomas* consideration of the problem runs throughout
his treatment of truth (chs. 23-32, pp. 321-506;, but
is found primarily in the four final chapters of
Book VI (chs. 23-32, pp. 415-506).

4. Gilson says that Aristotle led philosophers of the
thirteenth century, for exanple, V.illiam of Auvergne
and Roger Bacon, to take cognizance of the origin of
pur conceptual knowledge. Cf, Gilson, Introduction
k 1* etude de saint Augustin . p. 121, ftnote 4.

5. For example, Bonaventure, De Scientia Christ

i

. IV,
Concl., t. V,' pp. 23-24. Tr. Gilson. La Philosophie
de Saint Bonaventure . p. 324.
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ChRpter U

6. Cf. Augustine, Contra Acad endcos II, 5, llff . , PL 32,
924ff. Cited by Bonnventure, Ue Scientia Christi . IV,
Concl., t. V, p. 23. Cf, Gilson. La Philoaophle de
Saint Boaaventure . p. 315. Similarly, the arguments
of the scepLics considei'ed by Matthew of Aquasparta
were those oi' the Contra Academlcos (Matthew of Aqua-
sparta, v^uaestioncs ..le I'idg eb de cor.nitione , Quaest.
I (Quarrachi, 1903), vol. I. Cf, Rich-ird McKeon»s
introduction to i-^tthew of Aquasparta, Selections
from HediQval Philosophers , vol. II, p. 236,

7. Thomfis* recognition of.' this fact anticipates the
justification provided by Duns Scotus (cf, Gilson,
History of Christian Philosophy in the Kiddle Ag;ey .

p. 447;.

3. Ch. 24, pp. 33S-36O. In devoting a full chapter to
the question towards the beginning of his treatment
of truth, Thomas can be said to anticipate Henry of
Ghent, who v<as the first to open a Sunma x-/ith the
question 'Does man Know soMething? ' . On this point
in Henry of Ghent, cf. Gilson, o^. cit . . pp. 447-44^.
759-760.

9, Ch. 24i pp. 33S-346. As indicated in the text, Thomas'
account of the arguments and of tholr refutation is
composed from material in Books IV and V of Aristotle's
Metaphysics.

10. Ch. 24, pp. 33^-346.

11. Ibid ., pp. 346-360.

12. Ibid ., p. 346; ch. 32, pp. 499-500, Cf, Augustine,

k^ ^'rinita^e '^III, 1, 2, PL 42, 947.

13. Ch. 24, p. 360.

14. Ch. 23, pp. 321-324.

15. Ibid ., pp. 329-330.

16. Cf. supra . ch. 2, pp. 63-66.
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17. Ch. 23, p. 330. Cf, Au.iTM^tlne, T>(i .xtaatitate Anlmae I.
20, 34, PL 32, 1055; ^loK^a JCV 9V J. C.:!:i^:L
3t', n, 35j De Irnortn ,

. /niS I, 10, 17, PL 32,
1030, Later, i': om; o ^-u^ '. \.3 .from Aurustine in
support o'' the po'^it5-on th.-'t the innate Rnecios are
only habituflTly, vii'tually, or potentially present in
thfi soiil n:''tftr original sin (cf, infra, pp. 115-116).

IS. Ch. 23, p. 330.

19. Ibl^ .. pp, 330-331.

20. Ibid ., pp. 331-332; ch. 2«, np. 430-431; ch. 29,
p. i^41. or, Au^iiRtine, De Trinitate aI, 5, 9,
PL K2, '=^1. In ??n oarller book of the Saniontiale
(III (V), 24, Heilly ed., p. 299), Thonifts aituilarly
affims thrt the senses arp merrly the occasion, and
not tho true caune of our knov/lodne.

21. Ch. 23, n. 424. I'f . Augustine, De Libero Arbitrio
III, 11,' -^2, PL 32, 12[?7.

22. Ch. 2(^, p. 424. Cf . Liber De Cauals . 10, ed. Barden-
hev;er, p. 173.

23. Ch. 28, p. 424. Cf, Au£;u8tine, De. ^^uantitate Animae I,

20, 34, PL 32, 1055.

24. Ch. 28, pp. 424-'.25. Cf. Au/^ustine, Do Genesi a^
Litterap^ II, 8, C.S.E.L. 28, pp, 43-44.

25. Ch. 28, pp. 424-425. In keeping v.ith his acceptance
of Gabirol's universal hylomorphism (cf. rupra . ch. 1,
DD. 16-17 ), ac^^ordim^ to which the lov.er corporeal
forms are C'^ntain«»cl in the lilf'her spiritual forms,
i.e. in the intelligences and human souls, Thcmas of
York maintains that corporeal things are ; 1^ of
the exetr.plrry fonr.s in the human soul. ccordingly,
the forms in man* • intellect are prior to thf forms
in matter. "Si iterum dicesius cum eodem, 1. 4,
c. 20 quod form? orr.nis cauf^ati ost in sua causa, et
fonna pri^a omniu;.. est causa omnium caueatorum, aicut
supcrius declaratut) est, sequitur ex hoc quod forma
prizua principiuia est omnis formae. Hinc manifestian
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25. (cont'd.)
est quod fonna omnis inferior repraesentat formeun
primatn quoquor:iodo per iji.itationer; seciindum quod dicit
Avencobrol 1. 2, c. 7 et 8: quod inferius exemplum
est altioris, c. 11: quod ex aliis veniunt, exenpla
sunt eorum a qulbus veniunt. Hinc forma e infusae
corporibus exempla sunt formarum spiritualium, imagines
et picturae eanam, sicut dicit 1, 3| c. IS. Inde est
quod forma haec inferior participat aliquo modo nomina
fortnae priniae convonientia, ut sunt lumen, unitaa etc.,
... (fol. 96rB), Cf. Treserra, art. cit . , p. 36.

26. 'Universal* Is one of the names assigned to the species
in our intellects that expresses a relationship to
things. There ?ro others, =>? ve shall see, viz.,
'exemplar', 'art', 'similitude' or 'counterpart', etc.
(cf. ch. 29, PP, U2-449).

27. Ch, 29, pp. U5-U6.

2ft. Ibid .
, p. H6.

29. Loc . cit . Cf. Averroes, In I De Anima . t.c. ft, VI,
pert II, fol. 4rC.

30. Ch. 29, p. 446. ^'i. Aristotle, Categories I, 5;
2b 5.

31. Ch. 29, p. 447.

32. Loc . cit.

33. Ibid ., pp. 447-44ft.

34. Ch. 2ft, pp. 42ft-429; ibid., p. 420. Cf. Aristotle,
Meta. VI, 4; 1027b29-33. Thomas uses the expressions
en^ diminutum and ens nerfectum to describe the being
of the species in the human intellect and the being
of the soecies in thln.Pis, respectively. On the origin
of the notion of ens dininutura . see Armand Kaurer, C.S.B.,
'Ens dininutiim: a Note on its Origin ond Meaning',
Mediaeval Studies . 12 (1950), pp. 216-222.

35. Ch. 2ft, pp. 42ft-429.
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36. Ch. 29, p. •ff/f^.

37. Loc. cit . ; ch. 23, p. 336.

3S. Ch. 29, pp. 423, 438, 439-440. Thomas* pooltion
resembles that of Grosseteste's. According to Grosae-
teste, thf soul gradually a'.akens to the intelligiblea
within it as a r suit of the successive stimulations
provided by our sensations. Cf. R. GroSvOeteste,
In Aristotelis Pop-v^eriorua Analyticorum libro^ . Venice,
1537, Bk. I, ch. 14. Cf . also Gilson, History of
Christian Philosophy in the J'-iddle Af-es . pp. 2o4~265.

39. Ch. 23, pp. 332-334; ch. 32, pp. 493-494.

40. Ch. 29, p. 444.

41. Ibid ., p. 443.

42. Ibid.
, p. 444.

43. Ch. 25, pp. 365, 379.

44. The abstracted form does not differ essentially from
the form in singular things (ch. 23, p. 335). Accord-
ingly, like things themselves, the species in our
intellect would be many and created.

45. Ch. 25, pp. 364-365.

46. Ch. 23, p. 425.

47. Ibid .

43. Ibid .

49. Loc . cit . . pp. 426-427. According to Thomas, divine
illumination provides man not only with the light
whereby he fonns true Judgments, but vvith the conceptual
content of his knowledge as well. In adopting this
extreme brand of Augustinianism, Thomas, along with
writers like William of Auvergne and Hof.er Bacon,
parts company v.ith 3onaventure, who, under the influence
of Aristotle, held that the species of things in our
intellects v/ere acquired through sensation and the
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49. (cont'd,)
action of the agent Intellect. At the same time,
in keeping with Auf-^ustine, Bonaventura held that the
truth of these species was seen only in the light
belonf,ing to the soul, and made present through
divine illumination (Bonaventure, II Sent . . 39, 1»
2, Concl., t. II, p. 903). On Bonaveature's syn-
thesis of Aristotelian empiricism and AU;:^u3tinian
divine illu'-.iination, see Cllson, La Philosophie de
Saint nonavonture . pp. 299-300. On the prevalence
in the thirteenth century of the interpretation of
Augustine given by William of Auvergne and Hoger
Bacon, see Oilson, Introduction a 1^ etude de saint /.

Auj-!
;
u?tin . p. 121; 'i^ourquoi saint Thomas a critique

saint Au:;ustin*, Archives d Mljstoire Doctrinal^
et Litt^raire du Moyen ^Aj^e . I 11926) , p. 6c^.

50. Ch. 28, p. A.27. Cf, Aristotle, jJe Aniraa III, S;
431b20-23. By this, Aristotle means i.h.at the soul
is potentially all tl.ings. Thomas knov.'S full well
that, for .'.rijtotle, the species poteiitially in the
intellect do not possess any being prior to their
actualization. Accordingly, there is only a verbal
similarity betv/een the statonent in Aristotle and
the statement as used Dy T/iomas to support his own
position.

51. Ch. 29, pp. 433, 437-43^.

52. Loc . cit . . pp. 43^-440. Gf. Auf^.ustine, Soljlogulorum II,
12, 22, PL 32, 895.

53. Ch. 29, pp. 43^-440, 435, 449.

54. Loc . cit . . p. 435.

55. Ch. 2g, p. 426.

56. Loc . cit. , p. 427. Cf, Avicenna, De Anima I, 1; V,
2; V, 6. similarly, Henry of Ghent will maintain
that without original sin, divine illuiaination would
have always been present to man as it was in the
beginning (ilt3nry of Ghent, Cu'ima TheolOf'-.iae I, 2,
fol. 32MT. Cf . Cilson, History of Christian Philosophy
in th e Middle A.t^e^ . p. 76bb. likewise, vVilliam of
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56, (cont'd.)
Auvergne held that because of original sin, we cannot
rise with eare to know sublime truths, and consequently
that we cannot know sensible things as sensible and
oarticulir (cf. '.villlem of Auvergne, 13e Unlveirsq Ilia
ilae, ch. 19, I, 1057a). The use of the theological
doctrine of original sin in philosophy by these authors
is an instance of the •theolo"'ism* that permeated
auru^jtinian thou,f^ht in the thirteenth century.
Accor 'Ing to this *theolo?;isw* , philosophical prin-
ciples v.ere deemed inac^ equate to rer^olve philosophical
problems vfithout recourse to theology. Cf, Cllson,
the Unity of ^'Mlnsophical ..::o^rience i pp, f'iV-5^»

57. Ch. 2S, pp. i^25-426; ch, ?5, n. 366; ch. 32, pp, 4S6-
4^7. Cf , Augustine, Contra r'austuin ^Ot, 7» C,i>,E,L.

25, p. 541; De Immortalitate Animae I, 5, 7-?^,
PL 32, 1025.

56. Ch, 25, pp. 364-365, 369-370; ch, 32, pp, 4S7-492.

59. Ch, 32, pp, 4^7-4^'^. Cf , Au.^ustine, Dg Libero
Arbitrio II, 12, 33, PL 32, 1259; [:plstulae llS,
4, 25, C.S.PJ.L, 34 (See. II, P'-^rs II) , p, 689,

60. Ch, 32, p, 439. Cf, Augustine, Dg Libero Arbitrio II,

9, 27, PL 32, 1255.

61 Ch. 32, vp. 491, 495.

62. Ch. 32, pp, 4^9-492,

63. Loc . ci^. > pp. 491,494-495.

64. Loc. sit., p. 495.

65. Ibid . Cf, Auf'.ustlne, !?.pistul^e 137, 17, CS.E.L, 44
(Sec. II, Para III), p, 112.

66. Ch, 29, pp. 435-A37.

67. Ch. 30, pp. 454-45^.

66?. Ixpc . cit . , pp. 466-467.



T .-S ^ '.s T ti -\ r ' * -^, f . *t ^ . i( ; . . .- : .

Ut

*c» »\

.St,

t
• '

{ ^

•lifil:^
,•» a e r r f :

^<

•Gd

.^94 ,X94i .qq .SC .riO id

^ ,j[..i.='.o ,vi ,vei
. ^. 9 '.' , \ Jl. M .y. ,L. .. • -J .

.Vd



Cl^-r^t ->r 4

69. Loc « clt .

.

p. 463.

70. Loc . cit
.

,

pp. 463-464.

71. I^.c. cit., >.p. 464-467.

72. Loc . cit., p. 467.

73. Loc , cit .

.

pp. 46^-469.

74. Loc . cit . » pp. 466-467. Using some of the same pro-
IX)sitions for examples, Grosseteate arrives at the
same conclusion. Cf , Hobert Grosueteste, iJe Veritate
ed. cit . . pp. 139-141.

75. Ch. 30, pp. 467-463.

76. Ch. 31, pp. 47S-479.

77. Ibid . . p. 479. Cf. Au,3ustine, Liber SoliloQuiorum II,

19, 33, PL 32, 9C1-902; Ds iBiEiortalitate Animae I.

1, 1, PL 32, 1021.

73. Jh. 31, p. 479.

79. Loc. cit., iip. 479-4ti2.

SO. Loc. cit . . pp. 4^0-4i5l.

81, Ch. 32^ p. 494; ch. 31, p. 4cl3. 'arlier (ch. 27,
p. 407J, Thonias maintains that the (first) created
truth is the intellect itself.

f^2. Ch. 31, op. 463-4^4.

^3. Loc . cit., p. 4S4.

84. Loc. cit., op. 434-4S5.

85. Ch. 30, np. 45^-459.

S6, Ch. 32, pp. 496-506.

fJ7. Loc . cit . , p. 503. Cf, Cicero, lusculanarum
Pi sputationum I, 19, 44.
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M. Ch. 32, p. 503. Cf. Aristotle, Meta . I, 1; 9S0a21

.

39. Ch. 32, p. 503.

90. Ibid . Cf, Augustine, Contra Academlcos I, 3, 9,
PI 32, 911.

91. Ch. 32, p. 504.

92. Ibid .

93. Loc. cit
. , pp. 504-505.

94. Loc . clt . , p. 505. Of. Augustine, Contra r>endacium XX,

40, C.G.E.L. 41, p. 525.

95. Ch. 32, p. 505. Cf. Gt. Paul, I Timothy , vi, 16.

96. Ch. 32, pp. 505-506. Thomas of York does not give
a definite r-^^ason as to why different people desire
c^ifferent Li'uths in the created order, but instead,
suggests the various possible reasons mentioned
above. His point is that, regardless of the reason,
.•lien do in fact in their present state desire different
created truths. similarly, i3uns Ocotus does not give
a definite x^eason for man's present state, in which

' e object of the intellect is material being, but
u.,ge9ts various possibilities. He m^-intains that,

whatever the reason may be, the object of the intellect
in man*R present state is in fact material being.
Cf, Duiis ocotus, Op , Ox. I, d, 3 1 q. 3, a, 4, n, 24;
ed, M.F. Garcia, O.F.ITT (Quaracchi, 1912 and 1914,
2 vols.), vol. I, pp, 35I-352. Cf, Gilson, Jean
Duns Ccot, J, Vrin (Paris, 1952), op, 56-65, esp,
pp, 62-63.

97. Ch. 32, pp. 505-506, 495-496.

9^. Loc . cit . . p. 49o. Cf, Augustine, Liber SoliloQuiorum I,

15, 27, PL 32, 5?g3.

99. Ch. 32, p. 502. Cf. Avicenna, Meta . I, 3A, vol. II,
fol. 71rB.

100. On the one hand, Thomas of York's position mi-ht be
interpreted as siuilar to that of St. Bonaventure's
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100. (cont'd.)
in his Itinerary of the Hinti to God and his i^eduction
of the Arts to meolof^y , accordingly, by knowledge
and by thin-^s man is led back to God whom things and
ideas express; but to r.^main in the contemplrtion of
creatures is to be condarnned to error. (With respect
to 3t. 3oaaventure, cx". T-ichard McKeon's introduction
to 3t. Bonaventure, o£. cit . . vol. II, p. 116). On
the oiher hand, Thoia.is* position might b<^ compared
to Grosseteste's. Gi^ossetesoo's search for uod in
things led to the elucidation of thirigs and inspired
the '"'irst systematic experimental Investigation of
things. ('.Vith respect to Grosseteste, cf. ."i.ichard

WcKeon's introduction to Robert Grosseteste, oj>. cit .

.

vol. I, p. 262). Of the two coiupariiions, the latter
would seem to be more accurate. Thomas of York's
concentration on the perfections of created being
and truth is an indication of a concern more in line
with the interests of Grosseteste than with those of
Bonaventure.

101. Cf. supra . ch. 1, pp. 16-17.
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Notes

Chapter ^

!• ^e Vera ..eli-ione XXXVI. 66, PL 34, 151-152. Cf.
iH'lson, Introduction a 1* etude de saint Au^^ustin .

pp. 2??0-281.

2. De Civitate Del XII. 15, I^L 41. 363-365; De Genesl
ad Lltteraro TT^IS. 29, PL 34, 257. Cf. oTTson,
OP, cit. , pp. 257-25fi.

3. Cf. N. Har5ng, ^£t. cit .. T>p. 166, 195-196.

4. Cf. M. Hiring, art. cit .. pp. 170-173, 1^.

5. Alan of Lille attributes his quotations from the
De Unltate to Boothius. Cf. P. Correns, art , cit ..

pp. 17, 29, 4fi.

6. Cf . Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy in the
^^Iddle k^^s&» PP. 173^74.

"^

7. Cf. supra , ch, 2, pp. 55, 66, 69-70.

B, Cf. Gilson, o£. cit .. p. 354.

9. Cf . J. Paulus, Henri de Gand. Essa;!
,
suy lee tendance^

la 5a :ieta?3hy3iaue . J, Vrin (Paris, 193ST7"pp. 39-407

10. Smnma Phllosophiae Roberto Crosseteste ascrlnta .

Tractatiis il, »Die Philosophisehen Werke ies Robert
Crosaetoste*, pp. 290-296,

11. Log , cit.. p. 294.

12. 1 3ent .. Dist. Vill, Part I, art. 1, quest. 1.

13. De Vera Reli.'zione aXXVI, 66, PL 34, 151-152.

14. Cf. supra , ch. 3, pp. 102-103.

15. Cf, supra . ch. 4, notes, no, 49.
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16. Cf. Gilson, o£. cit. , pp. uy-^A-"^^, 759-760.

17. Sharp, od, cit . . p. 213 (^he brackets in the quotation
are mineT.

1$, Cf. suprg^,, ch. 3i '??• 102-103. Cf. Robert Grosseteste,
De Veritate . ed . £it . , np. 139-143.

19. Sharp, op . cit . . p. 143.

20. Cf. Sharp, ibid .

21. Cf. supra . ch. 4, notes, no. 49.

22. Cf, Duns Scotus, Opus Oxoniense 1. II, d, 3» q. 4,
n. 10-11; Opera Onmia . Garcia ed.. t. II, pp. 247-24^.
Cf . Gilson. Jean Duns Scot , p. 459.

23. Cf, Opus Oxoniense 1. II, d. 3, q. 7, n. 3; t. II,

p, 279. Cf. Gilson, o£. cit., pp. 39?5, 46O-466.

24. Cf, Duns Scotus, Ordinatio I, Dist, 3» Pars I, W. 4,
Icannis Duns Scoti"T)pc:ra Onmia . ed, P. Carolo Dalic
(Vatican City, 1954), vol. Ill, pp. 133-156.

25. Cf. Duns Scotus, loc . cit,., p. 163, Scotus does
not, by any means reject divine illumination entirely,
as \ve can see from the following statements: ".,,
i^itur dico quod propter verba Augustini oportet con-
cedere quod veritates infallibiles videntur in re^ulis
aeternis; ,,," (loc. cit . . p. I60); "... potest con-
cedi quod cognoscuntur veritates sincerae in luce
aeterna sicut in obiecto remoto cognito, quia lux
increata est prinum principiurn entium speculabilium
et ultimus finis rertua practicarum: et ideo ab
ipso suniuntur principia prima, tarn speculabilia quam
practica, - et ideo cognitio omnium, tarc specuala-
biliura quam practicabilium, per principia sumpta a
luce aeterna ut cognita, est perfectior et purior
cognitione siunpta ner principia in genere proprio."
( loc . cit., p. 169).

26. Cf, Duns Scotus, loc . cit . . pp. 156-159.

27. Cf, Duns Scotus, loc , cit ,, pp. l67-l6fi.
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