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In proving the existence of God I'Te arrive at a notion of 
"

God, in terms of the relationship of creatures t'o Him, as the 

First Cause, the Uncaused Cause. In other vTords, there is in 

God no potency whatsoever. He exists §:. se; tho,t is, God is 

Subsistent Existence, the Esse SUbsistens (God is improperly 

said to have existence, because only a being composed of act 

and potency can be properly said to have something.). 

This Esse SUbsistens is expressed positively by the ex

pression "Pure Act", connotatively by the expression "Omni

perfection." But no perfection can be lacking to an 2.11-per

fect Being, nor can there be any imperfection in Him. Thus, 

\·rhatever perfections 8.re to be found in crea.tures vlhich imply 

no imperfection (p~rfectiones simpliciter simplices) must be 

found in God also, but in a more excellent way than they are 

found in creatures, who possess them together 1,iith imperfec

tions. If all perfections of this kind were not found in God, 

then He would not be all-perfect since some perfection would 

be lacking to Him; if they 1<Tould not be in God in a more ex

cellent way (not mixed with imperfections) than they are in 

creatures, then God would not be all-perfect, since there would 

be in Him some imperfection. 

We are actually speaking improperly when we say that these 

perfections "are in" God, since this is the same as saying 

that God "h-s.s II perfecti ons . If ve are to s peak properly, ide 

must say that God "is" these perfections. Examples of perfec

tions which imply no imperfection are goodness~ truth, know



s formally 

examine 

1 ) ~'lhat kind of names 

to 

Taking tbe 

kind of 

are 

in as 

ledge, just e, vrisdoID, etc. Thus, operly speaking, God is 

His "lisdom, Goodne ss, .etc. we wish-tb predicate 

adject s God, vie say th8.t or \'lise or just; 

but e cases, we must ep mind tbat we do not 

int rly to say tha-t God odness or has wisdom or 

has justice, which is what we do to say vzhen ,'le predi 

these jectives of creatures. 

foregoing paragraph we i heavily upon analogy 

vrhen vie cated of God the name for instance, ':Ihlch 

can o said of creatures. we never once cal 

att ion to this use of analogy to the type of anal 

i'laS being employed. Novl IS try to discover just 


anal s into the picture. 


same name is able to be di6ated of God and crea

(intrinsically) accordin3 to the snR 


;-• .1..1 'proportionality. An understanding 01 l>i1lS S 

e .necessary for the student of Natural Theol06Y. , 

carefully s ic points contained re

do i;'le e ·reference to here? 2) 

of proper proporti y? 3) How is this 

names said of God creatures? 

first point t, we must insist that the 

names ltlhich can formally predicated of God and 

perfections i their formal conc 

iO!.1. Such a is commonly 1'e 

a perfectio s i m-olex and is by 

2 



Ans as IIthat which in anyth it tter to be than 

not to .01 Any other perfect ion ( , i:lhose for

mal donce would imply some imperfection, although it could 

be predi ed formally of a creature, obviously could hot be 

of Goo. since is rfect. Hov.rever, 

predicate certain of se cttons of God 

But these mixed perfections will be treated 

later; r nOl" vIe are concerned with those perfections 

no imperfection, s one can be predica 

intrinsi ly of both God and c 

Now it is in predicating of both God any creatures these 

simpliciter simplices t 03Y of prayer pro

portionality comes into play. this proper proportion

ality can be most clearly expla as a 'similarity of propor

tions. \'lOrd "analogy" 'itself is at once a very easy and a 

very ult word to define. ogieally speaking, as 

ints out,2 analogy (from Greek ) means 

s "propDrtion or proporti ,II But it would seem t, 

over centuries, the word h8.s taken on a 

ti notes. Thus its not being forma 

Caj 

di from "proportion or ionality", neve 8S 

this proportion or ionality in a special 1 

seem to be inwould 

Ogy. 

with both St. Thomas 

, as far as we are to judge from thier us 

Consequently, analogy '( generally) v/Quld seem to be 
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best defined as a proportion ( ion) or ~roportionality, 

which serves as a mode of predicati~n whereby two or more thin~ 

are called by the same name, and that which the name signifies 

is simply diverse and relatively the same_~ither according 

to intention only, or according to t only, or both accord

ing to intention according to to-be.3 Analogy of proper 

proportionality, a particular of analogy, is able to be 

defined as a proportionality (8 imilarity of proportions) '\'Thich 

serves as a mode of predication whereby one name, S ifying 

someth simply diverse but re ively the same both accord

ing to intention and according to to-be, is able to be pre

cated t"l-JO or more th For anyone who has studied 

analogy, this definition will, I presume, be sufficiently 

clear; for those who may have had no ious acquaintance 

viith analogy, it should bec orne clearer in the follo';.rin3 para

graph. 

When vie say "God is wise", '''hat 'Ive are sing is, in 

man(creature) God(Creator)quasi-mathematical form: his l'I]"isdom = His ",Tisdom 
,.. T· ..,In other words, God is to S if~ 1S Gam as man to vrisdom. 

And, in virtue of a 8 larity between the two o"],)ortions, 
J 

1'7e are able to predicate vlisdom of God. ' But vie mus t be'l'Tare 

of interpreting this proportionality in a strictly mathemati

cal sense. Both the "is toft the lI as l! have a different 

meaning in this metaphysical proportionality they vlOuld 

have if the proportionality were one invOlving numbers. Thus, 

in the proportionality 2 is to 4 as 3 is to 6, II is toll 

4 



e sses a proportion betvleen tvfO quant s (a determinate, 

finite re ion) , and the "asl! could 1.1e re ed by an 

equal s for a mathematical proporti ity is 8, strict 

proportions. But wben we say that God is to His 

is to his 'wisdom, the I! to" denotes not a 

in the strict sense of the is, a defiT".'.ite 

man 

re between two quantities, but re ion v.:rhatsoever; 

and lias II , instead of expressing strict , conveys 

the notion of similarity. 's'essence is re-

to Eis Wisdom in a way s i to in ",fhich man's 

essence related to his wisdom. Obviously we do not have 

here a strict equality between the two proportions, because 

God's essence is identified with whereas man's es~ 

sence is identified with his wisdom; e the proportions 

are s ilar. Let this suffice for our formal treatment 

of proper proportional y its auulication to 

the names. 

could easily be concluded, a superficial study 

of , that names 2.re predicated (intrinsically) 

creatures also acc to kind of analogy, 

of proportion (commonly to as analogy of 

of 

attr ion). But this would be a e conclUsion. Moreover, 

in my it would likewise be e to conclude that 

names are predicated (even extrinsi ) ,of God ac c or-dine; to 

the anal of attribution. Just as Ithy is said of ~edi-

c e medicine is the cause of th in an animal, so 



things 

), 

Obviously, 

the 

urine: 

Ith in 

in an 

of attirbution, 

a a is said of God because He cause of goodness 

in c ures. If understood correctly, this llelism is 

true. , if it is understood as an a i ion of the anEd

ogy ibution, it is not true, 

of attirbution is a proport (re ion) ,,{hich 

serves as a mode of predicatio.l ,,{hereby one name, signifying 

sameth simply diverse and relatively same according to 

intention only, is predicated of one (primary analogate) 

is attributed to other (secondary analo

c> some I at' h . ) 1.-,' h .1.1e 01 re lons lon WulC_ ~nese 

have to that which name' formally signifies 

primary analogate. 4 Thus an is formally called 

healthy becaUSe health formally inheres it. But this same 

name "healthy" is 8.ttributed to other such as medicine 

(a cause of health in an animal) ur (a sign of health 

because of some relation to th of the 

health is not fa the medi

urine, but only in Thus, formally 

II is predicated ically of both 

said of medic word healthy means 

a~ animal;" sa 

animal. II And that, whenever the 

predicated of several according to the 

it is not (by v ue of this type of 

cate~ formally of more one tIle 8..:na,lo
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We see, then, why God is not named formally according to 

the analogy of attribution. But hdw is it that'Ee is not named 

in any vIay vlhatsoever, even extrinsically, according to this 

type of analogy':' My anSVTer is this: vih:'Lle "\',Te must admit that 

God could be named extrinsically according to the analogy of 

attirbution, ne~ertheless He is not. In other ~ords, when we 

say that God is good or that He is wise, we do not intend to 

signify thereby that lie is the cause of goodness or the cause 

of wisdom in creatures. S Indeed, God is the cause of these 

perfections in creatures, but 'de do not intend to bring out this 

fact by calling Him good, or lrise, or the like. Instead, lithe 

sense ("\,1hich \'Te convey in predicating the vlord "good" of God) 

is, that v1hich I'[e cc~ll goodness in creatur·es, ~ore-exists in 

God,"6_ and it pre-exists formally. Tha,t is, such 8, predica

tion is a formal predication; 8.nd nmnes can be predicated for

mally of all the analogates only according to the analogy of 

proper proportionality, not according to the analogy of attri

but ion. 

Much controversy has arisen about this Question of for

mal (intrinsic) predication according to the analogy of attri

bution, or pro~)ortion. Suarez is the outstanding proponent 

of the "intri11s ic" theory, v1hile John of St. Thomas, Ca jetEm, 

Gredt, and Garrigou-Lagr'anse, 8.mon~::; ,others hold for II extrin

sic" predication according to the analogy of attributibn as 

such. Accidenti:J.lly, of course, the se,me name 'I'Thich (according 

to its formal concept) is :predicated extrinsically of 2.11 but 

7 



one of the analo3~tes sccording to the ~nalo5Y of pro]ortion, 

may also be precHcated intrins iCi:tlly of all the ·analogates. 

But such intrinsic predication must be the result not of the 

analogy of proportion, but of the analogy of proportionality. 

As Cajetan says in his famous treatise on analogy: 

It should be carefully noted that this first condition of 
this Inode of analogy, namely, that it is not according to 
the 3enus of inherent formal causality, but always accord
ing to somethln3 extrinsic, must be understood formally 
and not materially. It should not be understood 2S if 
every name which is analogous by an~losy of attribution 
is common to the analogates in such a way that it pertains 
only to the primary analogate formally and to the others 
by extrinsic denomination .... Our explanation must be 
understood in the sense that every name which is analo
gous by attribution as such, i.e. insofar as it is analo
gous in this manner, is common to the analogates in this 
way that it pertains to the primary analogate formally 
and to the others by extrinsic denomination.7 

This does not in any way contradict what was said above, 

namely, that names are not nredicated of God and creatures ac

cording to the analogy of proportion. For we have admitted 

that names could be said of God and creatures according to this 

analogy; our point is that they are not. Father Joseph Gredt 

points out that analogy of proportion is applied virtually in 

c
predicating names of God and creatures.~ That is, if, 

impossibl1e, good, wise, true, and names of this kind were not 

able to be predic::ded intrinsically of God 2.nd creatures (ac

cording to the analogy of ~)roper' pro)ort ionality), tben we 1,'lOuld 

predicate them extrinsically according to the analogy of attri

bution. But tbis, of course, is a condition contrary to fact; 

and th0s the analogy of proportion is not actually used in 

predicating names of God and c§eatures. 



must, of course, admit t . prooortion cernes o 

our predicat L1g na.mes of' God. Indeed it is oy vlay 

J.of ion (proportion) wh h c urea heva to U 

• 
God in the first place. if v/e did not 

we c inly could not name just because a 

between creatures and God neces for our l;:no-rvins 

does follow that we name Him according to the anal 

proport Instead, this ion simply makes it poss 

us to have a third term our oport ion8,lity : 


man {1st 
 First Cause (31"0.)e.g. his viisdom x (4·th) 

Thus, ins attained a concept of God as the First Cause 

reason of the causal relation which ts between creatures 

and , we then proceed to name according to the 

of portionality, as explained above. 

s of certain other per i~ns (per~ectiones ==..:::.::::::...:::.:., 

e.g. to see, to hear) 8.nd names s as "lion" andl! fortress II 

are sa of God fmd creatures acc to the analogy of 

pro ionality (commonly ca.lled "metaphor"). This type 

, as the name indicates, much in common 

of proper proportionality of which we have a 

yare botb types 2.na, I of proportionality, 

'I'!1'1ich a mode of predication ace 

s 

to v!hicn the S8.Ine 

name 'is cated of two or more th on account of a s 

larity of ~;ortion existing them. Analogy 

ionality is so cal cause the same ne.me is 

di of only one of the anAl es according to its pr r 
a 
./ 

of 



God - but 
a seeing man 
his II to knovjll 

in, 

s ication. Or, as st. Thomas says, "Acc to metaphor, 

\'fhEvt belongs to one thing is tra:rwferred to ."9 But this 

ferral, unlike that which takes e according to the 

analogy of~attribution, does not ce as result of 

a proportion but of a proportionality. 

Thus v{hen we say that God a 1 , we obviously do not 

mean to say that God is a lion in same way as the large 

carniverous member of the cat call a lion. In the 

case Df lion said of God, there the principal 

s ignification of the 'w'ord "lion" ich would show clesrly the 

reason for its being predicated Instead, it is by 

reason of a similarity of pro ions between outstanding 

qualities found in God and creatures (mamely, Godts power 

and a lion1s power) that we are 1 to call God a lion. Or, 

in quasi-mathematical form: God 
His power . As 

another example of analogy improper pro-:)ortionali ty, let 

us take the verb lito see", Obviously, God does not I1see!! in 

the proper sense of the Nord, because He has no eyes. But 

I! to knolt;" is able cat of both God and creatures 

according to its fication, since it is a perfectio 

simpliciter virtue of the fact that lito seel! 

is for man a lito knovI", it is able to be :9redicated of 

in q uas i-mathemati,cal form: 

In both instances we have a 

proportiona both instances, the names predicat 

properly- of c ures are improperly said of God. 

1 0 



There seems to be quite a bit of room for ffersnces of 

o1,)inion 8,S to just hOV1 much of a s imilarity must be be-

before a name ied properly to the one is 

able to be cated of the according to the analogy 

of improper 'proport ionality, or mete.phor ical Anderson holds 

that there must be a "real dynamic likeness - likeness cons is 

ting in the production of simi effects. lllO Apparently hold

ing a very c rary opinion is Michael P. S who seems 

to say that two things need only similar in some manner in 

order th,,?,t name v1hich is to the one predicated 

improperly of other. He asserts: 

For this reason all creatures, in respect existence, 
can metaphorically be c 1 diVine, since their ex
istence, no matter at what it is, they are similar 
to God. Conversely, 1 which apply to created 
grades of ing can be metaphoric to ~od, 
since S-od each exist creature: 
IIEvery to elf. If 11 

To illustrate his point, Mr. Slattery s a little 18.ter 

the. t God, as maker of horses, can be cal d a horse in a 

metaphorical sense. But, we I'lell ask, does such a 

it complete unintelli 

gible? Should we expand our conce of metaphor so as to hold 

that it can arise from any sim i ty 1'1hats oever? For instance, 

just because a man and a giant bear both tV.fO eves andJ 

are 	thus simi some Y!..9:X., are we thereby justi d in call 

a man a ant bear? Of course not. In other words, 

analogy of proportionality cannot be ext d inde

f itely with nonsense as the result. Thus it seems to me 

1 1 



that we would do well to limit the apnlicability of metaphor 

to those things whose similarity to each other is in the order 

of some outstandine.:. (in the sense of "standing out" or livery 

noticable") quality or effect. In this way, we would seem best 

to maintain the metaphor as a very versatile, and yet meaning

ful, mode of predication. 

But let's set bac~ to the very basic problem already 

treated to s6me extent earlier in this paper: whether names 

predicated of God and creatures are said according to the anal

ogy of proportion or a~cordin5 to the analogy of proportional-

i ty. Those who vlould favor the former might \'rell point to the 

following texts of St. Thomas as proofs that the Angelic 

Doctor supports their position: 

- Names of this kind (e.g. wise) are said of God fDd of 
creatures according to analogy, that is proportion. 2 

2 - Names said of God and creatures are predicated . . . 
analogically, tha~~is, according to an order or reference 
to something one. J 

3 - There is another way whereby something is predicated 
of two things through respect of the one to the other 
.. ": (t~is)140de of analogy is fitting in the divine 
preQlcatlon. . 

And there are many other te:·:ts of St. Thomas itihich could 

be cited and which. seem to indicate that St. Thomas upholds 

analogy of attribution as the type of analogy employed by us 

in the divine predications. But that these texts do not really 

uphold the analogy of attribution in predicating names of God 

and creatures, I will endeavor to show as briefly as possible. 

The crux of the first 2rgument lies in the understanding 

1 2 



f h t · ~ ... b II d· t l' t is pro~ortion."o 'v a 1S llleanlJ y ,accor 1ng 0 ana 0BY, 

Here it is not necessary to suppose that St. s is refer

ring to t analogy of proportion (strict s ). Instead, 

he s y referring to analogy in as a proportion, 

since io~ is found both in the proDortion 

-(att ion) and in the ane,loGY of DI'oDorti 

of proportions) and serves as a basis for ical pre

dication. 

to the second and th s from St. Thomas 

(quot above), let it be said most ically that names are 

said of creatures "according to an order or reference 

to s u-nc. ~, II or more precisely, II respect of the 

one to other.1! Indeed, it is Gnly II respect!! of" 

creatures to God that we are able to know God. And since we 

know through respect to creatures, pre cis e ly hovl 

we name ~hus we are not in dis 1ilith -St. Thome,s, 

but with whose who, basing their arguments on these par-

tic t of St. Thomas, would cone t 11ames [tre 

sa and creatures according to of prO'Jor

tiona 

we say that God is good, or wise, etc., 

the c ien involved is an intrinsic one. But this intrin

sic cation does not flow immediate the relation, 

or proportion (I!respect to1!), v1hic11 cttons of creatures 

have to First Cause, God; conse ly, we donlt have anal

ogy 'Jroportion at '.'ferk here. Inst is relation of 

13 
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me 
equivocal 

is the 

(2 
are 

the same 

to go 
(are 

from which 

ana involved 

s to God ing been established, we are to 

make ions according to the analogy of y. 

In short, Thoms.s is not saying in the above ss am 

the Gentiles and from the De Potentia that the.=....:::..:::::.-=-=..= 

ana.l one of proportion, but only that a certain 

proport is necessary before names can be dic ed of God 

and c ures (before the analo~y of proportionality comes a 

play) . 

In most the places in which st. Thomas treats of a 

ogy s upon the divine names, he does 1 more 

than e names are said 2ccording to a c 

the reader to conclude for h e 

is the analogy pro ion or 

of ionality. But in his Commentary on the 

of his De Veritate, St. Thomas comes more 

s c, it appears that he ascribes int i011 

to ana of proportionality aione. The fo ow quo

tations sho make this fact sufficiently c (the 

(1), (2), (3) are mine): 

refore he (Aristotle) says that ad is sa of 
according to totally different 
these things which are 

but more according to an210gy, that 
as (1) all good things depend 

of goodness, or inasmuch as 
to one Or also (3) all things 
more to analogy, th8.t is 
just is a good of the body and 

a soul. Therefore he 
VfaY, is received according 

first two ways however 
acc to separated goodness, 

1L~ 



not thus properly named.'5 

Conformity accoralng to proportion carr be two 
we have two kinds of analogy .... The kind COll
formity is a proportion, the second a pro 

i ty or s imi1arity proportions. . . . e, fore, 
according to the first mode of ogical ication, 
there must be some determinate relation between those 
tb '0lh1ch have someth g an2~10gic ly in common, it 
is impossible for e,nything according to this to be 
predicat of God and the creature. in the second 
kiftd~Of ogy there is no question of a determ 

ion bet\veen those 1ngs ich have someth1ng 
common ana ically, therefore according to that mo 
there is no reason why a name should ngt be dicated 
analogically of God and creature.' 

The first of the above texts seems to quite conclusi¥e. 

Indeed, is diff ult to around 

namely that ogy attribution is not used in eating 

a name intrinsically of both anal e~, but only anal of 

(proper) proportionality. However, we must be careful to 

deduce too much from second 8Etge. it, it is 1"2,tber 

obvious th8,t at. Thomas upholds the 8.nal00Y of proportionality 

in predicating names of God and creatures. But 'ile cannot con

clude from is text alone that proposes analogy of (proper) 

proportionality as the an810gy according to which names 

are sa of both d and c ures. To mate such a conclusion 

",'/e must recourse to our OI'In knowl of anal and to 

our over-all analysis of St. Thomas' doct 

over, we must not conclude that St. Thomas, in ing 

that anything according to this 

(proportion) predicat of God tbe cree,t ure II , contra

dict what be said several other places, nota in 

, 5 




Compendium rrheolO;T,iae: "Therefore. they e said 

~ .... h th') '. ~01 o~_er ~lngs are SalQ acc , that 

accord to proportion to one.!!17 For the er case, 

. l'homas understanding the '1101'0. !!proportion" s 

sense 8,S any relation vlne,tsoever a~1d not, as is care 

in its limited sense as a l!det 

Naturally, a determinate relation does not come 

dicating names of God snd creatures, s ce rela

tion involved is necessarily indeterminate. For is an 

f ite/f e relation; and, of course, there is not a 

but an inite distance between the infinite f 

If we continur the above quotation from C--:;..:;;;;;;.;.;:...;..;;"'-=;;;;;..;;.;= 

we find that St. Thomas says in the VB sen

froID this th9t VIe COlU-oare other th to just 

First Origin, we attribute to God names of 

It 1Gsie;nify perfections of other th , once 

direc~ly (but this time with r e) 

to I"'Thich \.'18 have9~lready devoted so 

a of th paper. For this particular passage no 

ti weight to the side of those who hold for 

predic ion accordinG to the analogy of attribution. 

VIe 8.dmit, after all, that St. Thome.s does cons 

are 	predicated formally of God and creRtures accord

oSy of proportion (attribution)? Or is 

saying here that certain names, which are 

lly of creatures, are said of God virtual 

1 6 
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\'ihich 

, we run 
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ic 

t 

the 

Doctor 
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according to this 

have to say that, when 1:7e C 1 God good, we intend to s ienify 

thereby t He is cause of 8 in creatures. 

. Thomas h elf says that this is not what we mean to 

when we' say that God is 5000.19 Hence we must come to ips 

with the former s ility, namely that St. Thomas may 

saying here that names are said of gno. crest ures f 

according to analogy of ribution. 

all indications d by the text in tion, 


is must so, th8_t 
 of ic predica

tioD for St. to the analogy of a ribution. 

Yet, as We he_ve 8 is s y not in conformity 

with the n8_ture of 1 of attribution as such. Hence, we 

,~ .L 11 a.L trl'bu..... '" IImust conclude t o V • S, i'lhile us the C'~v v<;:; , 

is s here of the ::U12_ of proporti i ty. er 8_11, 

even 'I'fhen 'tie ~)r·edic0,te SEUTIe name of tvlC or more 

according to ion2_ there is 

'Et certa tribution olved. 

..D' ,the name to one of an310gates J.lrs"G, then attr e it 

to another by reason simi Y of pro ion 1"

t y) exist be 8e anal es. But is attri 

button is intrinsic, not extr ic, 8.S v-.Then. 

name is sa of several i11gS e.cc to Q,Il8.10gJ' 

d, l;ie can':! prove 

that St. Thomas 

proportion (at bution) as such. 

i t:/ in m IPinen 

\In'ote CoTrrpendi urn "\'le must s presume=:..::...::'-=-'=-:.....L=-=- ; 
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to 

Ii 
as 

concerning such 
some to-be 

2 

ser 

tioD only and not ace to to be; and this is one 
intention is referred "Jer 'prlus et Dosteriu8, 
vrhich nevert:C~eles8 	 ve to-be except in one; 

. 	 Or accordinz to not :3"ccordin3 
t:(l ~.3 ha ~~)en8 ,\,lhen are li~ened in the 


of a common thing, but common thins dOBS 

to-be of one ratio . Or accordin3 to 


according to to- ; is when it is 

neither in a common in ion, nor in to-be, 

sa of s ubste,l1ce acc t; 


is necessary that the common nature j&ve 

every sin3le one of ose ich it is 

differin~ according to t of 3reater or 


etion.e.O 

ion only and not ~cc 

to to-bell (secuncluill secundum 

t 0 2_naloz~y of 0): this is just another way of re 

seen, c teY'n>l,ion, or of attribution. As we 

of attribution (e.88,nalogous B,ccor-ding t.o 

C2 ted i'o:e!!~2.1 of one of the ~n~lo3ateB.s 

18 

t he did, and rest cont showing that it is poss e 

hire to h~ve done so. 

Eefore bringing this 8, elos 9 , i t Vf 0 VIell 

•to examine briefly 2, t st. Thomas 1 ComrI,ente,rr 

t 1 

BocJ:;: of tl16 become a classic text, 

speak, in the world analogy. Perhaps this is e2.use 

unique teI'minol therein by St. Thomas. To 

best of my knowle no other place does he cribe 

vcu"'ious types of 56 sa~ne tel'-'JlS. essell 

c:, 	 of th·::: text of ,?S "follows: 

it must be said is so.id ace to 
ogy in a threefold Either accordins to inten

is lly signifies exists 



e is extrinsic to t~e us 

,.....,.. ..pthere is no communi I",,:.l existe~ce,-conse~uently; no ena 

secundum s oe in community is neoeS6a 

ogy. But anal ibution is 8na103Y 

tionem, bec2_use term nredicated of tbe sec 

es some relat ionshi:;:; to tl:;:d:,analo5ates al i 

signified 

teo d, it is ~1ecess2.ry th,"t the 

o finltion of the f6rmer, as St. ames 

clearly points out the l. - ~ - 0 • Thus is,c:; Unli'll'-' 1'1, e 0 1 Ofc· -j ..., e 21
t-I '-""' ... - _0" 

anal03Y of e.ttribution,:l certain cOE1Hlurli ty or sameness acco 

ins to intentlop; t is, tho ~ the intention is s 

(sirn-cliciter) verse, less it i8 relative 

quid) the S8.me. e is ious that, when St. s 

speaks of analogy intentionem tantum et 

esse, he bas re e tr) t is cnmmonly called by us 

of attribution. 

to to be and not accordin3 to 

te-_1t ion f! intentionem): this is 

the ana.logy 11ihich U8U:::.t re of inequal

ity, or analogy of Some i soubers dn not even C011

sider analogy of analogy at all, but 

merely a type of univoc y. Consequently, they do not include 

it in their diviSions jeta~ thought very litt 

of analogy of inequali ,so t it could indeed be questicned 

vfl:.ether he even cons to ine; more 

19 
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" 


vocity disguise ,22 At the mo it Vias r him only 

pel" sense. In paper . l?le· s 1 not er 

into a discussion of this problem. only wish to Doint out 

Thomas obviously did lude 0DY of 

8. very 

in his 

division analogy as quoted above. 

An example might be use 1 here expla analo of 

inequa ty. ~'fuen Irle say the,t a man is corporeal a rock 

corporeal, we obviously meaD very same thins by l.'Tord 

"corporeal" in each case. men is ,3, more rfect body 

J..that a rock. Not u a man more ct inasmuch as he is 

a body than a rock smuch as is a body. Nonetheless, 

corporeity is und in ~oerfect vfay in a maTI than a 

J..'rock, ause former is a more IJe ct be:i.ng uDe 

le,t ter; e, a man is e, more ct body than a rock. The 

notion conve by the vwrd "boelyl! entirely same 

cases; and thus re can not secundum intentionem, 

but onlyunivocity. However, S e corpore y is found in a 

some.....vhat the same and s t eli ct man 

a rock (in a more perfect way), it seems that we do truly have 

a type of analogy, namely, 0SY secundum esse 

St. Th doesn't indicate to \'fha t extent this of 

analogy can be ied. ed, E~pparently no reason 

vlhy its validity not obta even the case of tile Imv

genera. this re observes that I! 

genus can be c ana in this way, . although it 

is not a: 1 c om to do so except the most general 

20 
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genera those c e to them." Ana.logy of geIlUs of 

course, no value "I'fhats oever in c ine; nalI1es~ of God 

creatures, since God is not any genus. 

(3) Analogy "according to ention according to to-

II (secun.dum intentionem et secundum esse): th is st. Thomas' 

vJaY referr to that of Emal vlhich able most 

properly to be call analogy, namely, analogy of proper 

proportionality. For names which are ana according to 

proportionality have a somewhat the same someifhat 

differen t meaning (s imply di'Jers e but re ively the same) 

\ihen predi ed of the various tes. vie have 

ogy secundum intentionem. And the pe ct ions cated by 

these of various subjects 

a more or less pe ct "laY, whi means there a cer

tain sameness a certain diveraity according to to-be. 

a res ult, i'Tha t vTe been ins analogy of uro propor

tionality can be seen to agree with that final type of analogy 

described by St. Thomas in I Sent. as secundum intentionem et 

secundum esse. 

1iith is, vIe sha brine::: th paper to a close. Our aim 

here has been twofold: 1) to exam carefully various 

types of analogy, especially as proposed expla by 

St. Thomas; 2) to anal e the parts played by these various 

of analogy in predicating names God and creatures. 

ous names exist in 

A much per study of analogy than this can is 

necessary for the student of analogy. For s study, 

21 



books listed in the following bibliography may prove useful, 

especially the works of St. Thom~s,'Cajetan's The Analo~y of 

Names, and James F. Anderson's The Bond of Being, 

22 
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FOOTNOTES 

111auae in unoouoque melior est St. 
Anselm, -Mono l ., ca~.{5, al. 14, quoted 
Philosonhia (Barcelona, 1956), v. 2, #796. 

2Vio, Thomas de (cardinal Cajetan), of Names 
(Pittsburgh, 1953), #2~ 

3This terminology {e.g. !l acc 
found originally in 1. Sent., d. 19, q. 
very precise terminology and will be t tovrard 
the end of this paper. 

/ 

4Cajetan says: "Analogous by attribution are 
,,,hich have a common name, and the notion s 
is the same with respect to the term but di 
the relationships to this term. 1I (Cajetan, 

5However, there is another opinion which s t 
names that refer to perfections be 
predicated of God by the analogy 0 

holds that God can be called wise because-- ,
wisdom in creatures, but cannot be ca a 
because body is said metaphorically only of 
God is the cause of corporeity, he cannot be c 
by the analogy of attribution because an 
~~Tho produces effects entirely unlike in nature 
e.g., a body as caused by God. This s 
tween a cause and its effect is the basis 
attribution. St. TholTI2"s (De Verltate, q. 
ens is predicated according to proportion i011

ality) of SUbstance and accident, just as,in 
example, health is said of animal and ode 

61, q. 13, a. 2c: "Cum igitur citur non 
est sensus, Deus est causa bonitatis, 
ouod bonitatem dicimus in creaturis, 
hoc quidem secundum modLEr. al tiorem." 

7Cajetcm, Op. cit., #11. 

8f:! ~ ... 0 ~ ••B J r '..::rreuu, .j:; , ooepnus, Op. cit., v. 1, #1 70 . 

9Q. Cont. Gent., I, O. 30. 

10James F. Anderson, The Bond (St. 
1949), 172. 

11JyIichael P. Slattery, "Metaphor and ics II , 



Studies, Vol. V (1955)~ 88 - 89: 

121, q. 13, a. 5. 

13s. Cont. Gent., I, c. 311-. 

Pot., q. 7, a. 7. 

15In~Eth., VII, 96. 

16De Vel". , q. 2, a.11_. 

17Comp. Theo., c. 26. 

18-b · " 1 lG., c. 26. 

191, q. 13, a. 2c 

201n I Sent., d. 10, q. 5, a. 2 ad 2. 

211 13 6',q. ,a. . 
c2dit in definitione 

II . . . sanum quod dic 
quod dicitur de 

ur 
c 

animali, 
n 

22Cajetan, Op. cit., #7. 

2"1' . " ./ DlG., #5I • 
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