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God before the analogy of prover prowvorticnality
can come into play.

a. The Tact remains that the analogy of proper

proporvionality does come into play.
b. Much controversy has asrisen about this very
noint.

b

C. Nsmes of certain other perfections (verfectiones mix-

tae) and nsmes such as "angry" and"lion" are said of God

and of creatures according to the analogy of improoer

proportionality.

1=

1. Explanation of the znalogy of improper propor-




tionallity.
2. Analogy of improper provortionality applied to

names said of God and creatures.

i-—-’l
-
o
n
I

D. Problems regarding the conclusions reached

3
O
£
®
n

1. Several objections from the texts of 3t. T

2. Answers to these objections.

ITII. St. Thomas' Doctrine of Analogy (as found in I Sent.,
d. 12, a. 5, é. 2 ad 2).
A. Analogy "secundum intentlionem tantum et non secundum
-es_se.ll

B, Analogy "secundum esse et non secundum intentionem."

C. Analogy "secundum intentionem et secundum esse.'

’

IV. Conclusion.




In proving the existence of God we arrive st a notion of

™~
God, in terms of the relationship of creatures to Him, as the
First Cause, the Uncaused Cause. In other words, there is in

God no potency whatsoever. He exists a se; thaet 1s, God is

Subsistent Existence;, the Esce Subsistens (God is improperly

K
J

sald 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 all-per-
fect Being, nor cén there be any imperfection in Him. Thus,
whatever perfections‘are to be found in crestures which imply

no imperfection (perfectiones simpliciter simplices) must be

found in God also, but in a more excellent way than they are
found in creatures, who possess them together with imperfec-
tions. If al1ll perfections of this kind were not found—in God,
then He would not be a2ll-perfect since some nerfection would
be lacking to Him; if thev would not be in God in a more ex-
cellent way (not mixed with imperfections) then they are in
creatureé, then God wduld not be all-perfect, since there would
be in Him some imperfection.

' We are actually speaking improperly when we say that these
verfections "are in" God, since this is the same as saying
that God "has" perfections. If we are to speak vroperly, we

n

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

tiong which imply no imperfection are goodness, truth, know-
1




ledgze, Jjustice, wisdom, etc. Thus, oroperly speaking, God is

His Wisdom, His Goodness, .stc, And 1f we wish to predicate

o

ad jectives of God, we say that He 1s good or wise cr just;
but in all these cases, we must keep in mind that we do not
intend properly to say that God has goodness or has wisdom or
hss justlce, which is what we do 1intend to say when we vpredicate
these adjectives of creatures.

In the foregoinz paragraph we relied heavily upon analogy

=
i

when we prédicated of God the name good, Tor instance, which
can slso be saild of creatures. However, we never once called
attention to this use of énalOgy end to the tyre of analogy
which was being employed. ©Now let's try to discover just whére
analogy fits into the picture.
The same name is able to be predicated of God and crea-
turss formally (intrinsically) only according to the =sn=alogy
of proper prowvortionality. An understanding of this statement
is very necessary for the student of Natural Theology. Hence,
we must examine carefully several basic points contained there-
in: 1) What kind of names do we have reference to here? 2) What
is analogy of proper provortionality? 3) How is this analogy
appllied to names sagica of God and creatures? | )
Taking the first point first, we must insist thatl the
only kind of names which can be formally predicated of God and
crestures are perfecti§ns wnich in their formal concept imply

no imperfection. Such a perfection is commonly referred to in

the Latin as a perfectio simpliciter simoplex and 1is defined Dby
2




St. Anselm as "that which in anything it is better to be than

not to pe." Any other perfection (perfectio mixta), whose for-

mal c¢oncept would imply some imperfection, although it could
be predicated formelly of a creature, obviously could not be
predicated formally of God since He is all-perfect. However,

we are able to predicate certain of thnese perfections of God

metaphorically. But these mixed perfections will be treated

later; right now we are concernsd only with those perfections
which imply no imperfection, since they alcone can be predicated
intrinsically of both God and creatuﬁes.

Now it 1s in predicating of both God any creatures these

perfectiones simpliciter simplices that analogy of nroner Hro-

portionality comes into play. Perhavns this ovroper proportlion-
ality can be most clearly explained as a2 similarity of ovropor-
tions. The word "analogy" itself is at once a very easy and a
very difficult word to define. IKtymologically speaking, as
Cajetan points out,2 analogy (from the Greek ) means
simply "proportion or provertionality." But it would seem that,
over the centuries, the word snalogy hes taken on a few addi-
tional notes. Thus 1ts meaning, while not being Tormally
different from "proportion or proporticnality", nevertheless
views thils propertion or provortionality in a special light.
This would seem to be in agreement with both S5t. Thomas and
Cajetan, as far as we are z2ble 1o judze from thier usage of
analogy.

Consequently, analogy (taken generally) would seem to be

-
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best defined as e proportion (relation) or proportionality,
which serves as a mode of predication whereby two or more things
are called by the same name, and that which the name signifies
is simply diverse and relatively the same é&ither according

to intention only, or according to to-be only, or both accord-
ing to intention and according to to-be.? Analogy of proper
propertionelity, a particular type of analogy, is able to ke
defined as a proportionality (similarity of proportions) which
serves as a mode of predication whereby one name, signifying
something simply diverse but rélatively the same both accord-
ing to intention and according to to-be, 1s able to be pre-
dicated of two or more things. For anyone who has studied
analogy, this definition will, I presume, be sufficiently
clear; for those who may have had no prévious acquaintance
with analogy, 1t should become clearer in the Tollowinz pare-
graph.

When we say "God is wise", what we are saying is, in

man{creature) _ God(Creator)
his wisdom T His Wisdom

guasi-mathematical form:
In other words, God is to His Wisdom a&s man is to his wisdom.

And,

[

n virtue of a similarity betwesn the two proportions,

-
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we are able to predicate wisdom of God. But we must beware

of interpreting this proportionality in & strictly mathemati-

" 1

cal sense., Both the "is to" and the "as" have a different

meaning in this metaphysicsl proveortionality then they would

have if the proportionality were one invdlving numbers. Thus,

0

in the proportionality 2 is to 4 as 3 is to 6, the "is to"

4




expresses a proportion between two cuantities (a determinste,
Tinite relation), and the "as" could well be repiaoéd by an
equal sign, for a mathematical proportionality is a strict
equality of vproportions. But when we say that God is to His
Wisdom as man is to his wisdom, the "is to" denotes not a
vroportion in the strict sense of the word, tbat)is; a definite
relation between twoe quantiities, bul any relatlion whatsoever;
and the "as", instead of exvressing strict equality, conveys
merely the notion of similarity. Thus, God's essence is re-
lated to His Wisdom in a way similar to that in which man's
essence is releted to his wisdom. Obviously we do not have
here a strict equality between the two proportions, because
God's essence is identified with His Wisdom whereas man's es=
sence 1s not identified with his wisdom; nence the proportions
are only similar, Let this suffice for our formal treatment
of analogy of proper vroportionality and its avoclication to
the divine names.

It could easily be concluded, after a superficial study
of analogy, thalt names ecre prediceted formally (intrinsically)
of God and creatures also according to snother kind of anzalogy,
the analogy of provortion (commonly referred to as analogy of
attributicon). But this would be a false conclusion. Moreover,
in my opinion, it would likewise be false to ccnclude thet
names are predicated (even extrinsicadlly) .of God according to

the analogy of attribution. Just as healthy is said of medi-

cine because medicine is the cause of health in an animel, so

=
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also good is said of God because He ié the cause of goodness
in creatures. If understood correctly, this parallelism is
true. But, if it 1s understood as an application of the ansl-
oy of attribution, it is not true.

Analozy of attirbution is a proportien (relation) which
serves as a mode of predicstion whereby one name, signifying
something simply diverse and relatively the same according to
intention only, is opredicated of one thing (primary analogate)

formally and is attributed to other things (secondary anslo-

zates) because of some relationshin (proportion) which these
other things have to that which the neme’ formally signifies

in the primary an&ﬁLoggate.L’L Thus an animal is formelly called
healthy because health formally inheres in it. But this same
name "healthy" is sttributed to other things, such as medicine

(a cause of health in an animal) and urine (a sign of health

in an snimal), because of some relation to the health of the

3

n the medi-

j—te

animal., Obviously, health is not found formally
cine not in the urine, but only in the animal. Thus, formally
taken, "healthy" is predicated only extrinsically of both
medicine and urine: szid of medicine, the word healthy means

1t 2

;" said of urine, it means "signi-

"eausing health in an animal
fying health in an animal." And thus it is that, whenever the
same name 1s predicated of several things according to the
aﬁalogy of attirbution, it is not (by virtue of this typé of
analogy) oredicated forﬁally of more than one of the analo-

b

gawes .,




We see, then, why God is not named formally according to
the analogy of attribution. Bult how is it that He is not named
in any way whatsoever, even extrinsically, according to this
type of analogy? My snswer is this: while we must admit that
God could be named extrinsically according to the analogy of
attirbution, nevertheless He 1s not. In other words, when we

say that God 1s goo

5]

Q

. or that He is wise, we do nclt in
signify thereby that He is the cause of goodnesss or the csuse
of wisdom in creatures.- Indeed, God 1s the cause of these
vrerfectlions in crestures, but we do not intend to bring out this
fact by calling Him good, or wise, or the like. Instead, "the

1]

sense (which we convey in predicating the word "good" of God)

is, that which we call goodness in creaturcs, pre-exists in

I ] ||6

God," " “- and it pre-exists formally That is, such & predica-

tion is & formal predication; and names can be predicated for-
mglly of all the anslogates only accordlng to the anslogy of
Droper DFO)OftWO ty, not according to the analogy of attri-
bution.,

Much controversy has arisen a2bout this guestion o
mal (intrinsic) oredication according to the analogy of attri-
bution, or prowvnortion. Suare; is the'outstanding proponent
of the "intrinsic" theory, while John of St. Thomas, Cajetan,
Gredt, and Garrigou-lLagrange, amons others hold for "extrin-
sic" vpredication according to the analogy of attribution as

such. Accidentally, of course, the same name wnich (according

to its formal concept) is vredicasted extrinsically of 211 but

7




one of the analogates sccerding to the analogy of pronoirtiloi,

L.

may also be predicated intrinsically of 211 {he analogates.
But such intrinsic predication must be the result not of the
analogy of proportion, but of the analogy of proportionality.
As Ca jetan says in his famous tregtise on analogy:

It should be carefully noted that this first conditicn of

this mede of analogy, newmely, that 1 s nct according to
the zgenus of inherent formal causality, but always =ccord-
ing to sometining extrinsic, must e understood formally
and not materially. It should not be understood as if
every name which is analogous by analogy of attribution
is common to the analogates in such a way that it pertains
only to the primary analogate formally end to the others
by extrinsic denomination.... Our exnlanation must ©e
understood in the sense that every name which is analo-
gous Dy attribution as such, 1.e. insofsr as it 1s enalo-
gous in this manner, is common to the analozgates in this
way that it pertains to the nrimsry analogate formally
and to the others by extrinsic denomination.”

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

' a

namely, that names are not oredicated of God and creatures ac-

]

cording to the analogy of vroportion. For we have admitted

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

ct

analogy; our point 1s that they are not. Father Joseph Gredt

points out that analozy of propertion is applied virtually in
s - £ my . .
predicating names of God and creatures.“ That 1s, if, per

impogsibile, good, wise, true, and names of this kind werée not

able to be predicated intrinsically of God 2nd creatures (ac-
cording to the analogy of vroper vrovnortionality), then we would
predicate them extrinsicelly according to the aznalogy of attri-
bution. But this, of course, 1s a condition contrary to fact;
and thus the analogy of oroportion is not actually used in

credicating names of God and cgyeatures.

&




We must, of course, admit that proportion comes into vlay

remotely in our predicating names of God. Indeed it is by way

<3
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of the relation (provortion) which creatures heve to Fod that
we know God in the first place. And, if we did not know Hinm,

we certainly could not name Him. But Jjust because a proportion

]

tetween crestures and God is necesszry for ocur knowing Zod, it
does not follow that we name Him according to the analogy of

1

proportion. Instead, this proportion simoply makes it possible

for us to have a third term in our proportionality:
o o man (1st term) _ First Cause (3rd)
to nis wilsdom (2nd) ~ x (4th)
Thus, heving attained 2 concept of God as the First Cause by

reason of the causal relation whichn exists beiween creatures
and Him, we then proceed to name Him according to the analogy
of proper vrovortionality, as has been explained above.

*

Nemes of certain other perfecticns (perfectiones mixtae,

It 1]

e.g. to see, to hear) and nemes such as "lion" and"fortress
are gaid of God and creatures according to the znalogy of im-
proper provortionality (commenly called "metaphor"). This type
of analogy, az the name 1ndicates, has much in common with

analo zy of proper proportionality of which we have slready

oe

w

of anslogy of prooscrilonality,

[ g

spoken. They are botnh ty

‘c:)'

wnich is a mode of predicatlion according to wnich the szme
name ‘is predicated of two or moire things on account of a simi-
larity of prosortlion exlsting between them. Analogy of imoro-

per proportionality is so called because the same name 1is ore-

dicated of only one of the analogates according to its proper
o
o




gignification., Or, as St. Thomas says, "According to metaphor,

QO _—
' But this

wnet belongs to-one thing is transferred to another.’
transferral, unlike that which takes place according to the
analogy of:attribution, does not take place as the result of
a proportion but of & proportionality.

Thus when we say that God 1s a lion, we obvicusly do not
mean to say'that God 1s a2 lion in the same way as the larze
céﬁniveyous member of the cat Tamily is called a lion. In the
case of lion said of God, there isg nothing in the principal
signification of the word "lion" which would show clezrly the
reascn Tor its beling predicated of Zod. Instead, it 1s by
reason of & similarity of ﬁroportions between outstanding
qualities found in God and in crestures (mamely, God's power

N

and a lion's power) that we are led to call God a lion. Or,

lion . God . As

in quasi-mathematical form: = = ==
its power His power

another example of analogy of imoroper proportionality, let
us- take the verb "to see'. Obvicusly, God does not "see" in
the vroper sense of the word, beczuse He has no eyes. But
"to know" is able to be predicated of both God and creatures

according to its proper signification, since 1t is a perfectio

simpliciter simplex. Now, in virtue of the fact that "to see"

is for man a type of "to know", it is able to be predicated of

Fod - but improperly. Again, in quasi-mathematical form:

2, seeing man _  God

his "to know" ~ His "to know" *

In both instances we have a
provortionality; and, in both instances, the nemes predicated

properly of creatures are improverly said of God.

10




There seems to be quite a it of room for differences of
ovinion as to Jjust how much of a similarity there must be be-
tween two things before a name apvlied vrooverly to the one is
able to be predicated of the other zsccording to the analogy
of improver proportionality, or metaphorically. Andeprson holds

that there must be 2 "real dynamic likeness - likeness consis-

nl0

ting in the produetion of similar effects. Apparently hold-

ing a very contrary opinion is kichael P. Slattery, who seems

to say thet two things need only be similar in some menner in

a2

order thn=t the name which is proper to the one be predicated
improperly of the other. He asssris:

For this reason all creatures, in respect of existence,
can metaphorically be called divine, since by their ex-
istence, no matter at what grade it is, they are similar
to God. Conversely, a2ll hames which apply to created
grades of being can be apnlied metaphorically to 3od,
since God 1s In some way like each existing creaturs:
"Every agent produces an effect similar to itself."1I

To illustrate his point, Mr. Slattery says a little later

=y

thizat God, as the meker of horses, can be called a horse in

)

metaphoriczl sense. But, we may well ask, does not such a

-

wide apnlication of metaphor render it comnletely unintelli-
zible? Should we expand our conceot of metaphor so as to hold
that 1t can arise from any similarity whatsocever? For instance,
just because 2 man and a gilant ent bear both have two eyes and
are thus similar in some way, are we thereby justified in call-
ing a man a glant ant bear? Of course not. In other words,

analogy of improper provortionality cannot be extended 1nde-

finitely with nonsense as the result. Thus it seems to me

1




that we would do well to limit the apnlicability of metaphor
to those things whose similarity to each other s in the order

of some outstanding (in the sense of "standing out" or "very

noticablé”) gquality or effect. In this way, we would seem best
to maintain the metavhor as a very versatile, and yet meaning-
ful, mode of predication.

But let's get back to the very basic problem already
treated to some extent esrlier in this paper: whether names
predicated of God and creatures are said according to the anal-
ogy of proporti&n or according to the analogy of oroportional-
ity. Those who would favor the former might well point to the
following texts of St. Thomas as proofs that the Angelic
Doctor suppvorts their position:

1 - Names of this kind (e.g. wise) are said of God %nd of
creatures according to anzlogy, that 1s proportion. e

2 - Names said of God and creatures are predicated . . .

analogicelly, tha? is, according toc an order or relerence

,
to something one. -

3 - There is another way whereby something is predicated

of two things through respect of the one to the other

.. . (this)1£ode of analogy is fitting in the divine

predication. :

And there are many other texts of S5t. Thomas which could
be cited and which.seem to indicate that 5t. Thomas upholds
analogy of attribution as the type of anelogy emvloyed by us
in the divine predications. But that these texts do not really
uphold the analogy of zttributicn in predicating names of God

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

The crux of the first srgument lies in the understanding

12




of what is meant by ?accérding to anzlogy, that is proocortion."
Here it is not necessary to supnose that St. Thomas 1ls refer-
ring to the analogy of proportion (strictly speaking). Instead,
he is simply referring to analogy in general as a vroportion,
since proportion is found both in the anslogy of prororticn
{attribution) and in the analozy of vrovortionality (similarity
of proportions) and serves as a2 basis for 2ll analogical pre-
dication, |

In regard to the second and third vpassages from 5t. Thomas
(quoted above), let it be said most emphatically that names are

sald of God and creatures "according to an order or reference

to something one," or more precisely, "through respect cof the

one to the other." Indeed, it is only "through respsct! of
creatures to God that we are able to know God. And since we
know God through reepect to creatures, thet is precisely how
we name Him. Thus we are not in disagreement with .5t, Thomes,

but only with whose who, basing thelr arguments on these par-

ticulaer texts of St. Thomas, would conclude that namss are

s21d of God and creatures zccording tco the znszlogy of provor-
tion.

When we say that God is good, or that Ee is wise, etc.,
the pre gticn involved is en intrinsic one, But this intrin-

sic predication does not flow inmmeciately from the relation,
or proportion ("respect to"), which vperfections of crestures
have to the First Cause, God; conseouently, we don't have anal-

ogy of wropertion at work here. Instead, this relation of

13




creatures Lo God having been established, we are then able to

make predications according to the anslogy of provorticnality.

i

In short, St. Thomas is not saying in the above passages fron

the SBumma Contra Gentiles and from the De

@

Potentia that the

)

analogy lnvolved 1s one of proportion, but only that a certain
proportion 1s necessary before names can be predicated of God
and creatures (before the analogy of provortionality comes into
play).

In mozt of the places in which St. Thomas itreats of anal-

ogy and 1ls bearing upon the divine names, he dces little more

-
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than state that these names are sz2id sccording to a cer
orogortion, thus leaving the reader to conclude for himselfl
whether the analogy involved is the analogy of vproportion or

Y

of proportionality. But in his Commentary on the First Book

of the Ethics and in his De Veritate, St. Thomas.becomes more

specific, and 1t appears that he ascribes intrinsic oredication

to the analogy of proportionslity

Rt
[A4]
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The following guo-
tations should make this fact sufficiently clear (the numbers
(1), (2), and (3) are mine):

Thus therefore he (Aristotle) says thet good is said of
many, not according to totally different meanings, a8
happens in these things which are equlvoecal by chance,

but more 8CCOIQ7Qb to %H~Wogy, that 1s the same proportion,
inasmuch as (1) all good things depend upon cne Tirst
princinle of goodness, or inssmuch as (2) they are ordered
to one end.... Or a2lso (3) all things are called good
more according to analogy, that

..J

¢ is the same vproportlion,
just as sight 1s a good of the body and the intellect

is a good of the soul. Therefore he wrefers this third
way, because 1t 1s recelved according Lo goodness 'anering
in things. The first two ways however (are received)
according to separated ”co&ﬂess, from which something is

14
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not thus properly named. 2

Conformity according to proporticn can be twofold, and thus
we have two kinds of anelogy.... The Tirst kind of con-
formity 1is a proportion, the second %ind is a proportion-
ality or similarity of proportions.... Because, thersfore
according to the first mcode of analogical opredication,
there must be some determinate relation vetween those
things which have something anslogicaelly in common, it

is impossible for anything acceording to this mode to be
predicated of God and the cresture. Bult in the second
kindtof analogy there is no question of a determinate
relation between those things which have something in
common analogically, and therefore according to that mode

-

there is no reascn why a nsme should n%t be predicated

J

analogically of God and the creature.

i
a

The first of the sbove texts seems Lo be quite conclusive.

9

]

Indeed, 1t is difficult to get around its apparent meaning,

U

namely that enalogy of attribution is not used in predicating

a name intrinsically of both analogates, but only anzlogy of

(proper) proportionality. However, we must be careful not to

Oun

deduce too much from the second pesssage. In it, it 1

w
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obvious that St. Thomzas upholds the asnalogy of vroportionaslity

=3

in predicating names of God and creatures. Iut we cannol con-
clude from this texzt alone that he proposes analogy of (vprover)

proportionality as the only anslogy eaccording to which names

3

are sald of both God and creatures. o ma¥ve such a conclusion

we must have recourse to our own knowledge of analogy and to

o

our over-all analysis of 3

r!

t. Thomas' doctrine.

HMoreover, we must not conclude that St. Thomas, in saying
that "it 1s impossible that anything according to this moede
{voroportion) be predicated of God and the cresture", is contra-

dicting what he has said in several other places, notably in

15




the Compendium Theolozize: "Therefore they (those things said

-y

of God and of other things) are said according to analogy, that

A

is according to proportion to one."!7 Tor in the latter case,

1t

St. Thomas is understanding the word "proportion' in its

ot

s

brozder sense as any relatlon wnetsoever gnd not, as 1is the caes

in De Veritate, in its limited =zense as a "determinate rela-

tion." DNaturally, a determinate relation does not come into

vlay in predicating names of God 2nd creatures, since the rela-

e
)
i

tlon involved is necessarily indeterminate. For it is an

finite/finite relation; and, of course, there is not & definite,

1. Rl

but an infinite distance between the infinite and the fin

o}
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If we continur the above quotation from the Compendium

pl

i

Theologise, we Tind that S5t. Thomas gays in the very next sen-

H'm

tence: "For ffom this thet we compare other things to God just

as to tnelr Flrst Orig 11, we aitiribute to God names of this
o
kind which signify perfections of other things."'C Thus, once

again, we run directly (but this time with greater force) into

the very problem to which we have 2lready devoted so large

It
s
ftn

a part of this paper. For this

framd

rerticular passage lends 1o

of those who hold fTor

Cu

little additional weight to the si

n

intrinsic predication according to the a2nalogy of attribution
Muet we admit, after all, that St. Thomes dees consider
that names are predicated formally of God and creztures accord-
ing to the anzlozy of provortion (attribution)? Or is the
Angelic Doctor saying here that certalin names, which are pre;
dicsted formally of creatures, are sald of God virtually

16




according to this type of sznslozy? If the latter, then we would
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God good, we intend to signify

v that He is the cause of zoodness in creatures. But

when we-say that God is good.'? Hence we must come to zrins
with the former possibility, namely that 5t. Thomas may be
saying here that names sre sald cf God and crestures formally
according to the analogy of attribution.

From =211 indicetions afforded by the text in question,
tris must e so, that is, we must admit of intrinsic predica-
tion for St. Thomss according to the analogy of attribution.
Yet, as we have already seen, this 1s simoly not in conforuwity

ag such. Hence, we
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with the nature of analcgy of a
must conclude that S5t. Thomas, while using the wérd "attributs
is speaking here of the anzlogy of vroportionzlity. After 211,
even when we vpredicete the same name of twe or more things
according to the analogy of proner vroporticnszlity, there is
glways o certalin atiribution 1pvolvad For we always apnply
the neme to one of the analogates first, and then attribute it
to another by reason of the similsrity of proscriion (vropor-

Y

nalogates. DBul this attri-

—,;

tionality) existing beltween these
bution 1ls intrinsic, not extrinsic, a2s happens when the sacze

~
A

name is sa2l1ld of seversl things cccording to tne analogy of

provortion (attributicon) as such. Indeed, we cannot vnrove
that St. Thomas had the analogy of pronortionslity in mind when

ne wrote the Compendium T

o
&

eologiae; we must simoply ovrezunme




thzt he 4id, and rest confent in showing that it 1s possivle
for him to hzve deng so, -

Before bringing this paper to & close, it would e well
to examine bﬁiefly e text from St. Thomas' Commentary on the
First Book of the Sentences which has becoms = clasclc text,
so to speak, in the world of analogy. Terhape this 1s because

terminclogy em

ployed

no other

the best of my xnowledg in place does he descrits

T verious tyoes of analogy in tuese same terams. -The essen-

tial ports of the text of 3t. Thomes =zre 2g¢ fcollows:
.« . 1t must be sa2ld that something is sald according to
analogy 1n 2 threefold way. Either acccocrding to inten-
tlon only and not according Lo to-be; snd thils is whnen one
intention is referred to many per prius et posterius,
which nevertheless does not have to-be except in one;
. .+« . Or accordinﬁ to to-be and not accordlinxy to intention
and > hanpens wnen many are lizenaed in tne Intention
of 2 commron thing, odut that common thing doss nct have the
to-be of one ratio in 211, . . . Or according to intentilon
and according to tc-be; and this 1z wnhen 1t 1s likened
neither in a common 1mbvntion, anor 1n to-be, as beling 1is
said of substence znd accident; and concerning such things
it 1s necessary that the common nature Lave some to-be in
every single one of those tuinge of which 1t 1z z21id, but
differing according to the ratlic of zr v or lésser per-
fection.<C
(1) Analogy "according to inte-tion only and not zccord-

ing to to-be" (secundum intentionem tantum et non secundum
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focd

not
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3

1

¥,

is analogous according

such) is predicet

f-te

[

vay of referping to analogy of pro-
Asg we he2ve 2lresdy seen, o term
o the analogy of attribution (zs
only of ong of the anzlogates.




,..
1~Je
D’
n
I‘J
O

only 1n one analogate and 1s sxtr

there 1g no comamunity of existence, consecuently, no snalosy

secundum &sse, since g certain community is necessary for anal-

ogy. But analozy of attribution is 2nalogy secundum inten-

tionem, because the analogous term oredicated ol the secondar;

analogates always signifiss some relzationshin to tiwmt which 1is

cignifisd by the anslozous term oredicated (formelly) of the
Primary snclogate, Indeed, 1t 1s necessery that the latter

be brought into the definition of the former, as 3t. Thomss

> » ) o~y 0 ~ » »
clearly points out 1n the Summa Theologl ae.L1 Thusg there 1ls, 1in

attribution, a2 cerbtaln comnunity or sameness acceord-

A o

ing to intention; that is, althousr the intention is simply
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simonliciter) diverse, nevertheless it is relatively (secundum

guid) the same. Hence it 1is obvious that, when 3t. Thomss

J-te

apeaks of analogy secundum intentlonem tantum et nen secundum

esse, he has reference to what is crmmonly called by us analogy

of attribubtlion.
(2) Anelogy "eccording to to-be and not zccording to in-

tention" (sscundum esgse et non secundum intentionem): this is

the anslogy which is usually referred to as analogy ol inecual-
ity, or analogy of genvs. Bome philosovhers dn not even con-
sider anslogy of gmenus to e a type of analogy at all, but

merely a tyoe of univecity. Consecuently, they do net include

e

Cajetan thought very Iittle
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whether he even considered it to be =nything more than uni-
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1 zen

very imoroper sense,

into & discussion of

thet St. Thomas obviously did inc

division of analogy as

An exXzmple mizght be useful

&l

inequality. ¥When we say that a

ig corporeal, we obviously mesan

"ecorporeal in each cass. Yeb,

that a rock.

.

a body than a rock

corporelity 1is

most, 1t

In this wpaner we- zhall

this problem.

the very

Inasmuch as 1t

for him analogy only

enter

clude

juoted zbove.

here in explalning analogy of
men is corporeal and a rock

seme thing by the word

man is =2

Mot thatl s man 1s more perfect inasmuch as he 1s

4

rock, because the former is g

latter:; hence, a man is a more

notion conveyed by the
casesg; and thus there can not be

but only univocity. However,

somewhat the same and somewhal 4l
a rock (in a more perfect way),
a type of analogy, namely,
St. Thomas doesn't
analogy can be appliesd.

why its validity would not obtal

est genera. In this regard,

1wus can be called anslogous in

is not & gener=zl custom to do so

20

perfect body than a rock.

vord "body" is

since corporeity

it seems that

gnalogy

n even in the case of

Ca jetan observes that

The

s

entirely the same in all

analogy secundunm intentlonemn,

found in =

[N
n

X . n e

ifferent way in a in

we do truly have

secundum esse tantun.

wnat extent this tyne of

aoparently no reason
the low-

|1 P -
every

this way, . . . although it

except for the most general




geners and those close to them."2” Anslozy of genus has, of
course, no value whatsoever in predicating names” of God and
crestures, slnce God 1s not in any genus:

(3) Analogy "according to intention and according to to-

be" (secundum intentionem et secundum esse): this is St. Thomas'

way of referring to that type of analozy which is able most
properly to bé called analbgy, namwely, the analogy of proper
proﬁortionality. For names’which are analogous according to
proper provortionalilty have s somewhalt the same and somewnatb
different meaning (simply diverse but relatively the same)
wvhen predicated of the various analogates. Thus we have anal-

ogy secundum intentionem. And the perfections indicated by

these kinds of analogous names exist in their various subjects
in a more or less pverfect way, which meéns that there is s cer-
talin sameness and a certain diversity according to to-be. As
a resullt, what we have been calling anzlogy éf Droper propor-
tionality can be seen to agree witn that final type of analogy

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

secundum esgse.

With this, we shall Dbring this paper to a close., Our ailm
herein has been twofold: 1) to examine carefully the various
types of analogy, especially as vproposed and explained by
8t, Thomas; 2) to analyze the parts vnlayed by these various
types{of analogy in prediceting names of God and creatures.

A much desper study of analogy than this paper can afford is

necesgary for the student of analogy. For this study, the
21




books listed in the following bibliography may prove useful,

especially the works of St. Thomas, Cajetan's The Analosy of

Names, and James F., Anderson's The Bond of Being.
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1"quae in unocuogque melior est ipsa quam non ivsa." St.
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2Vio, Thomas de (cardinal Cajetan), The Analogy of Names
(Pittsburgh, 1953), #2.
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found originally in I Sent., 4. 12, g. 5, a. 2 ad 2. It is a
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those things
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tween a cause and its effect is the basis of the anslozy of
attribution. St. Thomas (De Veritate, g. 2, a. 11) says that
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ality) of substance and accident, just as,in the time honored
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