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PREFACE

This volume contains the thirteenth Jaarboek (Yearbook) of
the Thomas Instituut te Utrecht.Our Institute collects scholars from
several universities and institutes in the Netherlands, specialised
in the study of the work of Saint Thomas Aquinas. The year­
book intends to be a platform for publication and communi­
cation of the fruits of study either by members of the institute
or others less permanently engaged in the study of Thomas
Aquinas in particular, or medieval theology and philosophy and
its subsequent reception in general.

This year the editorial committee has welcomed contribu­
tions from eight Dutch scholars. They can be subdivided in two
parts. The first and larger part contains three independent
studies of the thought of ThomasAquinas.Josef WISSINKstudies
at length Aquinas' texts in his Summa theologiaeon God's know­
ing, willing, and power. The angle from whichWissinkconducts
his reading is the question whether Aquinas' treatment may
rightly be called a form of negative theology. Wissink's article
concludes his research project, that formed part of the research
programme on Thomas Aquinas at the Catholic Theological
University of Utrecht.

The second article, written by Peter VANVELDHUIjSEN,is
the fruit of a lecture given in the Institute on September 22,
1993.VanVeldhuijsen considers the nature of Aquinas' argumen­
tation for a creatio ab initio in his commentary on the Liber de
causis. The author argues for a philosophical reasoning suppor­
ting not only the probability but the veracityof a creatioab initio
as well. This study is part of a larger project dedicated to the
question of the eternity of the world in Aquinas, Bonaventure,
and Boethius of Dacia.

The third article is by Marianne MERKX,a young scholar,
who has finished her theological studies in Nijmegen with a
thesis on Aquinas' theological approach of women. Some rele-
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vant articles in the Summa theologiaeare interpreted in their full
context, distinguishing between biological and theological
viewpoints, which yields a more nuanced picture than usually
reported. This article concludes the first part of this yearbook.'

The second part of the yearbook consists of reviews - some
of them extensive -, a discussion report, an historical evaluation,
reports on three academic lectures, and the annual report 1993
of the Thomas Institute. Carlo LEGETgives a combined review
of Thomas overgoed en kwaad. Een tekst van Thomas van Aquino over
het probleemvan het kwaad,Rudi TEVELDE(ed.), Baarn, 1993, and
Laurent SENTIS,Saint Thomas d'Aquin et te mal. Foi chrétienne et
théodicée,Paris, 1992.

Pim VALKENBERGreviewsDavid B. BURRELL'SFreedom and
Creation in Three Traditions, Notre Dame 1993, summarises a lec­
ture given by Burrell on October 28, 1993, at the Thomas Insti­
tuut, and reports on the subsequent discussion.

Next there are two contributions concerning Henk J.M.
SCHOOT,Christ the 'name' of God. ThomasAquinas on naming Christ,
Publications of the Thomas Instituut te Utrecht N.S., vol. I, Lou­
vain, 1993. First the author's introduction to the audience assem­
bled at the occasion of his defence of this thesis in theology, and
second a review of the book by Eelco VANDERVEER.

August 20, 1993, Prof. Dr Bernard DELFGAAUW,philosopher
and emeritus professor of the University of Groningen, died at
the age of 81. D.F. SCHELTENSgives an historical evaluation of
Delfgaauw and Neo-Thornism. The author concludes that the
name 'Neo-Thomist', albeit in a qualified sense, is applicable to
Delfgaauw.

Then follow three short reports on academic lectures, given
by Prof. Drs Th.CJ. BEEMER,Prof. Dr J.B.M.WISSINK,and Prof.
Dr H.W.M.RIKHOF.

! The third (concluding) part of Paul MERCKEN'S article on Aquinas's De
ente et essentia and a recent Dutch translation will appear in next year's
Jaarboek.
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More information about the latter two can be found in the
Annual Report 1993 of the Thomas Instituut te Utrecht,by its Di­
rector Prof. Dr FJ.A. DE GRIJS, which concludes (the second
part of) the yearbook.

In concluding, I wish to thank all those who actively con­
tributed to this thirteenth volume of our yearbook: those who
have written its content and those who were involved in the
editorial work. I wish our readership a pleasant study of it.

Those interested in submitting papers should know that the
editorial committee is alwaysinterested in taking papers into
consideration. Those interested in supporting our yearbook by
taking a subscription are kindly but strongly advised to do so.
Our address is to be found on the back of the cover.

Henk JM. Schoot
Editor in chiefa.i.





AQUINAS: THE THEOLOGIAN OF NEGATIVE THEOLOGY

A reading of ST I, qq. 14-26

fB.M. Wissink

1. Introduction

The questions of the Summa theologiae on God's knowing,
willing, and power are known by most theologians and philos­
ophers and the bibliography on these themes is rather extensive.
The fact is discouraging: what news could be said? is the bone
not picked clean?

In this article I want to reread the questions on the basis of a
twofold hypothesis. The first is that Aquinas is treating his
matter as a theologian, a magister in Sacra Pagina. When we con­
sider the tasks and procedures of systematic theology as worked
out by Aquinas himself, Vatican l, and people like B. LONERGAN,
we can show that what Aquinas is doing in his Summa theologiae
fits the job perfectly and that he could not do less.

The second hypothesis is that Thomas adheres to a fairly
negative theology concerning God and that throughout his Sum­
ma he maintains the statement of ST I, q. 3 (introduction), that
about God we cannot know what He is, but only what He is
not.! In this article I cannot show this for the complete Summa
theologiae,but I shall try to do so for ST I, qq. 14-26.

Both hypotheses need some explanation, since both could
be easily misunderstood. Reading Aquinas' texts as theological
texts seems primarily directed against a reading which treats
them as philosophical texts or as instances of what later was
called 'natural theology'. I do think that such readings cannot do
complete justice to the unity of Aquinas' texts, but my first aim
is not a controversy with philosophers. I want to show how

! Cognito de aliquo, an sit, inquirendum restat quomodo sit, ut sciatur de
eo, quid sit. Sed quia de Deo scire non possumus quid sit, sed quid non sit,
non possumus considerare de Deo quomodo sit, sed potius quomodo non sit
(STI, q. 3, intr.).
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Aquinas' texts organically serve the goal of theological reflec­
tion: the achievement of intellectusfidei. Thereto one has to work
out the concept of theology.

The term 'negative theology' has many connotations: is it
the first step in the triad of negative, positive,and eminent the­
ology? do we intend to say that about God no affirmations are
possible?is negative theology the result of a confirmed Christian
faith or the result of an eclipseof God in human culture?

The two questions can get connected: is negative theology
mainlya philosophical influence in theologyor is it a proprium of
Christian theology?It is manifest that explanation is required, so
I shall try to give it.

1.1 Thefirst hypothesis:Aquinas as theologianin ST l, qq. 14-26

A fine example of making a mistaken distinction between
theology and philosophy is to be found in a recent Dutch book
on SeC IV,c. 11.2 In this book four Dutch and one Flemishphilos­
opher read the text concerned. One of the authors (C. STEEL)
claimsthat it is a philosophical text. He considers SeC IV,cc. 2-10
as theology, because in this phase Aquinas develops the veritas
fidei on divine generation, using the authority of Scripture and
Tradition, and because he gives an extensive treatment of the
heresies concerned. But from SeC IV, c. 10 onwards another
phase begins: from now on Aquinas strives after intellectus fidei.
The findings of SeC IV,cc. 2-10 (e.g. that there are two supposita
in numerically one essence) are a far cry from what is normal in
our world and so they cause many problems for human reason.
So the theologian must try to show that the doctrine of faith
does not contradict human reason. In SeC IV,c. 10Thomas gives
the objections of human reason and in SeC IV, c. 14 he answers
them. In SeC IV, c. 11 he first clarifieswhat is meant when we
accept 'generation' in God. The author considers the texts of

2 R.A. TE VELDE (ed.): Vruchtbaar Woord. Wijsgerige beschouwingen bij een theo­
logische tekst van Thomas van Aquino. Summa contra Gentiles, boek Jv, hoofdstuk
11, Leuven, 1990.
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this second phase as philosophical, because Aquinas cannot use
arguments from authority or faith in order to prove that the
doctrine of the faith about the generatio in divinis does not con­
tradict reason. He has to produce rational arguments.ë Leaving
aside the question whether the intention of ScC is as apologetic
as the author seems to think, the important distinction between
theology and philosophy appears to be that theology uses
arguments from authority, whilst philosophy gets its support
from rational arguments. He ignores that at least since Saint
Anselm intellectus fidei is the traditional term for the goal of
genuine theological reflection. The consequence of his position
would be that every theologian is a philosopher, as soon as he
reallybegins to think. I find this consequence inconvenient.

Let us start with a look at what Aquinas himself has to say
on the nature of Christian theologyin the first article of his Sum-
.ma theologiae.After that I shall give some additional characteris­
tics of the theological discipline, taken from Vatican I and B. Lo­
NERGAN. In the end we can try to formulate points of interest in
reading the questions on God's knowing,willing,and potency.

In the first question of his Summa, Aquinas is not using the
word 'theology' often and when he does, it is quaedam pars philo­
sophiae (STI, q. 1, a. 1,2 and ad 2). He speaksabout sacra doctrina
and sacra Scriptura, and sometimes he uses one of the terms,
where one would expect the other.s In determining the meaning
of these terms we should not think in terms of our academic
discussions, where we talk about the different disciplines of a
university.> The term sacra doctrina means the content of a

3 See O.c., pp. 38-39.
4 In STI, q. 1, a. 8, resp. we read: ..... haec doctrina non argumentatur ad
sua principia probanda, quae sunt articuli fidei; .... Unde sacra Scriptum ...
disputat cum negante sua principia .... " In the second sentence one would
have expected 'doctrina'! In STI, q. 1, a. 9 we read in obj. 1: "videtur quod sa­
cra Scriptum non debeat uti metaphoris" and in obj. 2: "Haec doctrina videtur
esse ordinata ad veritatis manifestation em". Here we would have expected a
repetition of sacra Scriptum.
5 The question utrum sacra doctrina sit scientia? should not be translated as
"whether theology is a science?" but as: "whether the doctrine, contained
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tradition of teaching. 'Holy doctrine' is:what God is teaching us
through the Scriptures, what the Church hands over from
generation to generation, and what a magister in Sacra Pagina is
explaining in his lectures. So sacra doctrina means the doctrinal
content of Holy Scripture as taught by the Church and in
university classes by magistri/: The first task of the magister in
Sacra Pagina was: explaining the Scriptures. Of course, it would
sound a bit strange in our ears to call the Summa theologiae an
exegetical work, because during the last centuries exegesis has
become a historical and literary discipline, but one could say
that the Summa theologiae is a faith reflective and systematically
thinking exegesis of Holy Scripture.? Of course, there is a dif­
ference of literary genre between the commentaries on books of
Scripture and the Summae, but that does not contradict the
point I am making: in the commentaries on Scripture the text of
Scripture is the starting point, which leads to many questions, in
the Summae the questions (not always,but often directly having
their origin in the life of the Church with the Scriptures) are the.
starting point, but they lead to direct and indirect explanations

in Holy Scripture, as explained by the Church and at the university, gives
us (a consistent body of) knowing". The first translation suggests disputes
about whether the theological faculty can be admitted on a par with the
other faculties of the universities. There was no problem about that in Paris,
Naples, Rome, or wherever in the thirteenth century. The question was
whether God's teaching gave us knowing and whether all these 'know­
ings' could be brought into a scheme of 'principles' and 'conclusions'.
6 H. RIKHOF proposes to translate sacra doctrina as "revelation" (Over God
spreken: Een tekst van Thomas van Aquino uit de Summa Theologiae.Vertaald, in­
geleid en van aantekeningen voorzien door dr. H.W.M. Rikhof, Delft, 1988,
p. 130). In his comment he stresses that we should take "revelation" as
"content of revelation" and not as the formal category it has become in later
fundamental theology. Itwill be clear that I agree with him, but in my pa­
raphrase I would add the teaching process, which continues through the
ages in the Church, both by the pastoral and academic magisterium. Precise­
ly in this ongoing teaching process and in the university setting of this
teaching process lies the distinction between sacra doctrina and sacra Scriptu­
ra.
7 An excellent study of this theme is: W.G.B.M. VALKENBERG,Did not our
heart burn? Place and function of Holy Scripture in the theology of St Thomas Aqui­
nas, Utrecht, 1990.
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of Scripture texts.f So, when we want to show that Aquinas
discussesa question theologice,the first point to pay attention to
is the place of Scripture, as read in the tradition of the Church.?

Because there are overlaps between what is discussed by
sacra doctrina or sacra Scriptura and what is discussed in philos­
ophy, Aquinas has to introduce a distinction within the field of
sacra doctrina between on the one hand what exceeds human
reason altogether and on the other hand what could be inves­
tigated by human reason, but was revealed by God in order to
give salvation to a greater number of people, with less loss of
time, and without the mixing in of errors (STI, q. 1, a. 1., resp.).
In the last case he distinguishesbetween the ratio cognoscibilisof
sacra doctrina and philosophy: in philosophy matters are dis­
cussed secundum quod sunt cognoscibilialumine naturalis rationis, in
sacra doctrina they are discussedsecundum quod cognoscuntur lumine
divinae revelationis (STI, q. 1, a. 1, ad 2). It is clear that the reflec­
tion of a magister in Sacra Pagina is one of a believerwho is listen­
ing to God's Word, askingquestions about it and reflecting on it.
The questions can be evoked by HolyScripture itself, by contra­
dicting (or seeminglycontradicting) explanations by the Fathers
of the Church, or by other Church authorities, but also by pro­
fane knowledge that seems to contradict positions of faith. The
addition to what was stated about sacra doctrina in the foregoing
paragraph is that the object of philosophy is determined as that
which is attainable by natural reason, while the theologian's
work is a reflective act of faith, accepting God's teaching, both
about what is attainable by natural reason and what is not.

Again, revelation has an important role to play in the an­
swer to the question about the unity of the scientia (body of
knowing) that sacra doctrina/sacra Scriptura is (ST I, q. 1, a. 3).

8 We should unlearn the habit of conceiving the auctoritates from Scripture
or from the Fathers as ornamental quotations: the objections and the sed con­
tra are fundamental for understanding the respondeo. See the careful heuris­
tic device for determining the functions of Scripture in Aquinas' theological
works of Valkenberg, o.c., pp. 63-70.
9 At this point there is some separation between our reading and a purely
philosophical reading, because philosophy never has defined itself as 'ex­
planation (in faith) of the Scriptures' and probably never will do so.
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Aquinas states that the unity of a science should not be deter­
mined by a look at the contents that are reflected upon (the
material object), but by a look at the ratio formalis objecti (the
formal object). He then determines the ratioformalis as secundum
quod sunt divinitus revelata, omnia quaecumque sunt divinitus revela­
bilia (ib.) and inquantum scilicetsunt divinitus revelabilia(STI, q. 1,a.
3, ad 2). There has been quite a discussionon the meaning of the
term revelabilis. Traditionally the term has been explained as
meaning theological conclusions that were 'virtually revealed.tv
GILSONoffered another interpretation: he interprets the term as
meaning human knowledge that is attainable by the light of
natural reason (whether contained in Scripture or not), which
human knowledge is used by the theologian in his effort to feed,
protect, and corroborate faith. For Gilson, of this human
knowing especially the philosophical and natural sciences are of
interest.ü So, Gilson finds here the place of insertion for his
'Christian philosophy'. I think M. CORBINfound a nice middle
waybetween both interpretations: the point is not that in sacra
doctrina some 'theological conclusions' are deduced; the point is
neither that Aquinas affirmsthe illumination of natural truths by
revelation and at the same time affirms their autonomy, so that
a Christian philosophy can come into existence (which would
go counter to the direction of his question, which asks for the
unity of sacra doctrina!) .12 The point is that sacra doctrina is using

10 ~.g.JOHANNESASANCTETHOMA,In lam Partem,q. 1, disp. 2, art. 5.
I! E. GILSON, Le Thomisme:Introduction à la philosophie de Saint Thomas
d'Aquin, Parisê , 1947: "De même ici, la théologie ne regarde les sciences
philosophiques et naturelles qu'en tant qu'elles sont visibles du point de vue
qui est Ie sien. Ce point de vue, c'est celui de la foi en la rêvêlation qui sauve.
Tout ce qui peut contribuer à engendrer cette foi rentre dans la thêologie ....
Est rêvêlable toute connaissance naturelle assumée par la science sacrée en
vue de sa propre fin" (p. 24). "Si la philosophie 'révélable' est bien celle à la­
quelle saint Thomas lui-même s'est principalement intéressé, ... l'historien
du moins doit être excusable de s'y intêresser à son tour comme à la pensée
personelle de saint Thomas d'Aquin" (p. 26).
12 The interpretation of Corbin is closer to the one of Gilson than is re­
presented in my text: in Le Thomisme,the historian Gilson has a keen sense
for the way philosophical knowledge is functioning in Aquinas' thought,
but the systematic philosopher Gilson wants to build up a Christian philos­
ophy.
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and expressing itself in the language and thought of the various
sciencesand at the same time is maintaining its own goal, its own
identity. Scripture sheds light on e.g. Aristotle and the thus
enlightened Aristotle may be used to explain Scriprure.O
Aquinas does not enter into the question what would be the ratio
formalis objectiof the different philosophical disciplines. He could
have spoken about metaphysics as concerned with ens qua ens,
but he does not do so. The point is itself a confirmation for our
interpretation (or better: Corbin's interpretation) of this article
of question 1. Another confirmation of this interpretation is that
we find in STr, qq. 14-26no reference to the distinction between
what exceeds human reason and what is attainable by human
reason: Thomas wasmore interested in the unity of sacra doctrina
than in the distinction between 'natural theology' and theology
proper.

When determining the nature of the scientia that sacra
doctrina is,Aquinas states that God Himself is the subjectum of this
science. Subjectum should be taken as a grammatical term: those
propositions are theological that are translatable into a prop­
osition wherein God is the subject of predication. Our fides (fides
qua and fides quae) has God as its object. Sacred doctrine is
based on the articles of this faith. Ergo: it has God as subjectum.t+
All other things are treated in sacra doctrina as ordered toward
God. So, a theologian speaks in the oratio recta about the Holy

13 See the analysis of STI, q. 1., a. 3 ofM. CORBIN, Le chemin de la thêologie
chez Thomas d'Aquin, Paris, 1974, pp. 727-738: "Tel est, à notre avis, Ie véritable
sens de révélable: indiquer l'unité de la science thêologique en tant que dê­
ploiement de la Parole de Dieu contenu dans les Ecritures à travers un uni­
vers philosophique qu'elle utiliseet éclaire" (p. 738). After an analysis of STI,
q. 1, a. 5, 2 and ad 2 his conclusion is: "En d'autres termes, si la Parole de
Dieu (aliqua revelata) éclaire l'univers culturel oû elle se dit et illumine les
autorités philosophiques (revelabile) dont elle use, elle se trouve de ce fait
éclairée et manifestée (manuductio) par l'autre qu'elle a d'abord éclairé. La pa­
role de Dieu est éclairante et éclairée, l'univers philosophique est éclairé et éclairant
mais, dans ce mouvement circulaire, toute priorité appartient à la Parole de
Dieu, à ce contenu révélé que la doctrine sacrée a charge de transmettre" (p.
743).
14 ( .•. un de sequitur quod Deus vere sit subjectum hujus scientiae.) Quod
etiam manifestum fit ex principiis hujus scientiae, quae sunt articuli fidei,
quae est de Deo (STI, q. 1, a. 7, resp.).
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Trinity.të Aquinas does not mean to say that the doctrine about
God is the only treatise in theology;he and we also speak about
e.g. rabbits, Jesus Christ, Israel, politics, and sacraments. But we
speak theologice about them, when they are treated as ordered
toward God. We then speak indirectly about God, but still in
the oratio recta. The point of oratio recta is not aimed at the
indirectness of our talk about God, but at not speaking in our
own name. A theologian who limits himself to the oratio obliqua
(e.g.: Barth's, Aquinas', Suarez',Jüngel's position on God is that
... ) may do important historical work, but has not yet entered
the field of theological speaking proper. That Aquinas with his
emphasis on God as subjectum of any theological speaking
neither does mean that theology consists in presenting a good
'description' of God (whether that be a conceptual description
or a series of models or a narrative), willbe stated when we pro­
ceed to our second hypothesis. The important presupposition
behind Aquinas' thesis is that God is interesting because of
Himself.tf How should that not be true for Him, who is the finis
ultimus of all creatures? How could the visio beata be an attrac­
tive goal without this being trueê!? It means that God is spoken
of, not because He gives such a good explanation of the world
or because the hypothesis 'God' rounds off a coherent world

15 Cf F. DE GRIJS, "Het hachelijke van de theologie," Dr. G.W. Neven
(red.), Levenslang wachten op U: Teksten over de godsvraag in deze tijd, Kampen,
1988, pp. 30-48, esp. p. 31 and pp. 38-40. The author gives asjustification for
"speaking in the oratio recta about the triune God" in brackets this simple but
profound reason: "The kernel of my position is that in theology everything
turns on speaking in oratio recta about the triune God (because there is no
other God)" (p. 31; translationjw).
16 Cf the fine remarks of E. JÜNGELon this topic in his Gott als Geheimnis
der Welt: Zür Begründung der Theologie des Gekreuz.igten im Streit zunschen Theis­
mus und Atheismus, Tûbingenê , 1977,esp. pp. 1644.
17 Already in its terminology visio beata indicates the beauty of God as the
important supposition behind it. Aquinas defines (transcendental) beauty
always with reference to both cognition and striving, e.g. "quae visa (a cog­
nition word) placent (an appetitus word)" (ST I, q. 5, a. 4, ad 1) and "quies
appetitus (appetite again) in cognitione (cognition again)" (STI, q. 27, a. 1, ad
3). Visio beata also contains this combination of cognition and appetite. That
beauty is at stake justifies also Aquinas' thesis that the visio beata consists
principaliter in vision (ST I-II, q. 4, a. 2). Cf J. WISSINK,Te mooi om onwaar te
z.ijn: Theologisch vragen naar het schone,Vught, 1993, esp. pp. 32-35.
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view so nicely. Here lies on the whole a point of distinction
between theology and philosophy, though we have to be atten­
tive not to fix the borders too dogmatically (e.g. by limiting
metaphysics to the ens qua ens and keeping God Himself for the
theologians) 18:when a philosopher's reflective trajectory is also
a really religious search, a Christian should not deny that the
search is for the triune God.

Aquinas does not reflect extensivelyon the many aspects of
the tasksof a theologian and on the manyquestions of method.
Probably Lonergan is right, when he puts it this way:"When the
classicist notion of culture prevails, theology is conceived as a
permanent achievement and then one discourses on its nature.
When culture is conceived empirically, theology is known to be
an ongoing process, and then one writes on method".19So we
have to turn to other sources in order to sketch the different
tasks and procedures in the work of a theologian, when we want
to understand what Aquinas is doing.

The first distinction we find in the literature about the tasks
of a theologian is that between determining the content of faith
on the one hand and reflecting systematicallyon these contents
on the other hand. So one distinguishesbetween theologia positiva
and theologia speculativa.

In the first phase (which is: positive theology), the theolo­
gian gathers the data from Scripture, tradition, and actuality (in
co-operation with respectively exegetes, historians, sociologists,
psychologists, etc.). The theologian's own goal in this interdis­
ciplinary work is the determination of what belongs to the
Christian fides. Since we have become conscious of the her­
meneutic question, we know that this is not an easy task: not
every text of Scripture as such is fides, nor every text of a

18 So I do not want to put the difference between metaphysics and theolo­
gy in that metaphysics is about ens qua ens and its first causes (cf. In IV Met.,
l. 1) and that theology is about God. Aquinas can also say: "Ipsaque prima
philosophia tota ordinatur ad Dei cognitionem sicut ad ultimum finem, un­
de et scientia divina norninatur" (Sec III, c. 25).
19 B.LONERGAN, Method in theology,London>, 1975,p.XI.
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Church Father, even when it is Saint Augustine, nor is every
modern development in the Church normative. So the loci
theologiciof MELCHIOR CANOwill be maintained and amplified,
but they have to be brought into a hermeneutic process, where
we try to determine the faith content of Scripture with the help
of tradition and actuality, where we try to determinate the
faith content of tradition with the help of Scripture and actu­
ality and where we try to determine the faith content of actuali­
ty with the help of Scripture and tradition. It will be clear that
this hermeneutic process is circular.20 In this first phase of the
theological work there is a special place for the auctoritates: they
are normative guides in determining the content of our faith. In
the first place of course Scripture, after that Councils, Church
Fathers, liturgy, papal decisions, Canon Law, theologians, etc.
They have their say in "whether some statement is a truth of
faith and not pagan or heretical". Here Aquinas remark is to the
point, that the locus ab auctoritate may be very weak when
founded on human reason, but is very strong when founded on
divine revelation.t! at this level his weighing of the auctoritates is
also relevant.V

For the determination of the theologiaspeculativa, the descrip­
tion which Vatican I gives of it, is still relevant. It says:Ac ratio
quidem, fide illustrata, cum sedulo, pie et sobrie quaerit, aliquam Deo
dante mysteriorum intelligentiam eamque fructuosissimam assequitur

20 Reflections on and development of a methodical approach towards
"positive theology" are given and tried out in: HET UTRECHTSTHEOLOGEN­
KOLLEKTIEF,Wat hier gebeurt is macht: Een aktueel-theologischonderzoek,Hilver­
sum, 1975, pp. 11-24.
21 Ad secundum dicendum, quod argumentari ex auctoritate est maxime
proprium hujus doctrinae: eo quod principia hujus doctrinae per revelatio­
nem habentur, et sic oportet quod credatur auctoritati eo rum quibus revelatio
facta est. Nee hoc derogat dignitati hujus doctrinae: nam licet locus ab auc­
toritate quae fundatur super ratione human a, sit infirmissimus; locus tarnen
ab auctoritate quae fundatur super revelatione divina, est efficacissimus (ST
I, q. 1, a. 8, ad 2).
22 Auctoritatibus autem canonicae Scripturae utitur proprie, ex necessitate
argumentando. Auctoritatibus autem aliorum doctorum Ecclesiae quasi
arguendo ex propriis, sed probabiliter (STI, q. 1, a. 8, ad 2). - Before Thomas
has characterised arguments from philosophical sources as extranea et proba­
biles (ib.).
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tum ex eorum, quae naturaliter cognoscit, analogia, tum e mysteriorum
ipsorum nexu inter se et cum fine hominis ultimo; numquam tamen ida­
nea redditur ad ea perspicienda instar veritatum, quae proprium ipsius
objectum constituunt (DS 3016). As goal of systematic-theological
reflection (theologia speculativa!) is given: the acquisition of some
fruitful intelligence of God's mysteries. It is the old, Anselmian
intellectus fidei. The goal is not a rational proof of the truth and
content of these mysteries,23but the understanding of these mys­
teries as (remaining) mysteries.24

Twowaystowards this intellectus fidei are mentioned:
a. analogies of the mysteriesin our world,
b. the links between the mysteriesof faith and the link of all of
them with our final destination.

In the first way, profane knowledge (from everydayexperi­
ence or from the sciences or from philosophy) is used in order
to shed light on the divine mysteries. On the whole the use is
twofold:on the one hand the natural phenomenon givesa clue,
a model, a hint as to the direction our thinking should take, on
the other hand differences between the natural phenomenon
and the mysteryare elaborated in order to preclude the reduc­
tion of the mystery to the order of the naturally known. We
shallmeet enough instances in our reading of the questions 14-26.
Take note that both moments (the positivehint and the differen­
ces) are important in the development of the intellectus fidei. We
should not think that the positivehints increase our intelligence
and that the negations limit it. The showingof the differences,
the insight that de Deo nescimus quid sit, is itself a moment of
gaining insight.ö

23 Haec doctrina non argumentatur ad sua principia probanda, quae sunt
articuli fidei (STI, q. 1, a. 8, resp.).
24 In one sentence: "Aquinas' reflection is not aimed at the removal or at
the mere positing but at the deepening of the mystery" (H. SCHOOT,Christ
the "name" of God: Thomas Aquinas on naming Christ,Leuven, 1993,p. 199.
25 Et tantum in hac vita Deum perfectius cognoscimus, quanto magis
intelligimus eum excedere quidquid intellectu comprehenditur (STIl-II, q.
8, a. 7, resp.). - This is said in the context of the gift of the Spirit, namely the
donum intellectus!
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In the second way,mysteries of faith are put in relation to
each other and to the final destination of man. Aquinas himself
gives as example for this way the argumentation of Saint Paul in
1 Cor., 15 from the resurrection of Christ to the resurrection of
all people.26 One mystery of faith sheds its light on another,
which also means that the darkness of non-comprehension
grows; both moments are important for the growing of theo­
logical intellectusfidei.

In the speculative-systematic part of theology the function
of authorities of course differs from that in the positive part.
They serve to raise and formulate a quaestio and, when they are
part of the objections, they have to be explained. They may
have stated the position Aquinas wants to take so well, that he
wants to speak with the words of the authority. They may be
quoted, because Aquinas wants to give us the source of his
thought, as we acknowledge our sources in our footnotes. When
they are great authorities, they serve to indicate the weight of
the argumentation.v?

The distinction between positive and speculative theology is
one of the ways to distinguish between different tasks in theol­
ogy. One could specify tasks in further differentiation: Bernard
Lonergan distinguishes eight tasks, which he calls "functional
specialties". The first four are on the side of what he calls: medi­
ating theology (what we have called "theology in the oratio obli­
qua": what did Aquinas, Barth, etc. say about God). They are:
research (getting the proper texts), interpretation (what did the
author mean to say?), history (what was really going on at the
time of the text and what role played this text therein), and
dialectics (what positions are possible on a given theme and on
whose side am I?). The second group of four are on the side of
what he calls: mediated theology (theology in the oratio recta:

26 .•• haec doctrina non argumentatur ad sua principia probanda, quae
sunt articuli fidei; sed ex eis preeedit ad aliquid ostendendurn; sicut Aposto­
Ius I ad Cor. 15, 12 sq., ex resurrectione Christi argumentatur ad resurrectio­
nern cornrnunern probandam ... (STI, q. 1, a. 8, resp.).
27 I used a list of possibilities offered by W. Valkenberg, D.C., p. 10.
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what do I say about the data that I received from tradition?).
They are: foundations (in which the basic fundamental positions
are reflected that underlie the positions taken in the following
functional specialties), doctrines (in which is determined what
positions are true), systematics (in which doctrines are recon­
ciled with one another and with the conclusions of science,
philosophy, history, etc.), and communications (in which is
studied how the reflected doctrines could be communicated
appropriately to the members of each class in every culture) .28
As far as I can see, Lonergan gives a total overviewof the work
done in a theological faculty,where philologists, exegetes, histo­
rians, philosophers, and theologians (in the stricter sense of the
word) co-operate in a common task.When I compare his func­
tional specialties with the division-in-twoof 'positive and specu­
lative theology', I think that his dialectics and doctrines together
form positive theology and that foundations and systematics
together form speculative theology. The other functional spe­
cialties are needed as auxiliaryforms of scholarship, because the
plurality of cultures and the historical and hermeneutic prob­
lems do not allow a straightforward determination of a-histor­
ical truths. Lonergan givesus important historical insight, when
he states that the subject approach in theology (where results of
investigationsare communicated, one distinguishes between the
different subjects) tended to emphasise the mediated phase and
to neglect the mediating phase.r? I think we can apply this re­
mark to scholastic theology: there little literary and historical
investigation is done on the original meaning of scriptural, con­
ciliary, and Patristic texts, because the first interest is in the
truth and the systematic meaning of propositions. Lonergan
remarks that the field approach in theology (in research the
fields of data are divided, so that we get scriptural, Patristic,
medieval, reformation, etc. specialists) tends to emphasise the

28 B. Lonergan, o.c. For my characterisation of the two phases (oralio obli­
qua/mediating theology; oralio recta/mediated theology) I combined pp. 133
and 145.
29 Lonergan, o.c., p. 145.
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mediating phase and over-simplify the mediated phase.w Ap­
plied to the contemporary state of the theological scene, we see
a bulk of literature of theology in the oratio obliqua and only a
minority of systematic reflection.

After this overviewof what theology is about (the nature,
the object, and the functional specialties involved in theology),
we can formulate points of interest that will serve in determin­
ing the "theological"character of Aquinas' text.
1. We have to look at the place and function of Holy Scripture
(as read in the tradition of the Church) in the text: to what ex­
tent can we see a text as explaining Scripture?
2.We have to look at the nature of the questions asked: are they
questions a believer askswith regard to the contents of the faith
of the Church? Are they generated by the content of this faith
and the problems this faith meets in a new cultural situation?
Are they questions about God and everything as ordered
toward Him? Are there traces of other mysteriesof faith, so that
a link between these mysteries is elaborated or suggested? Do
we discover "cryptograms" of e.g. the Holy Trinity, Christ, the
sacraments, etc. ?

1.2 The secondhypothesis:Aquinas as a 'negative theologian'

What do we mean, when we talk about 'negative theology'?
Let me begin with a disclaim: I do not mean that about God
affirmativestatements are impossible.In that case the hypothesis
that Aquinas is a negative theologian would collapse at once,
since in our Christian faith we make many affirmative state­
ments about God, and Aquinas' thinking takes place within this
tradition of the faith.ê!

30 Lonergan: O.C., ib.
31 ST I, q. 13, a. 12 is very clear in this respect. The sed contra formulates
the direct theological interest of the question: "Sed contra est quod fidei non
subest falsum. Sed propositiones quaedam affirmativae subduntur fidei, utpo­
te quod Deus est trinus et unus et quod est omnipotens. Ergo propositiones af­
firmativae possunt vere formari de Deo." The respondeo fully agrees with it.
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In the tradition of Christian theology the term 'negative
theology' was part of a trio, formulated and used by pseudo­
Dionysius,who distinguished between cataphatic (affirmative),
apopbotic (negative) and hyperochèi (supereminent) speaking.32
The first wayof speaking has its foundation in God's being the
cause of all beings (via causalitatis); the second waydenies all
positive properties that in the first waywere attributed to God,
because God is beyond those perfections (via negationis); in the
third phase the negated properties are said to belong to God in
a supereminent way (via eminentiae). For pseudo-Dionysiusthese
-distinctions stood in the context of his mysticism.The third way
of speaking is not a revocation of the second, negative way,but
a reminder that we are speaking negatively,not because God is
an empty reality, but because God is a fullness which escapes
our concepts and words.

Aquinas on the one hand accepts the trio and its underlying
thought.w on the other hand he modifies it. The difference is
most clearly elaborated in ST I, q. 13, a. 2, where he raises the
question whether words that are spoken about God absolute et
affirmative are said reallyof God's essence (substantialiter dictum).
Pseudo-Dionysiusis quoted to the effect that, when we say that
God is good, we sayno more than that God is the source of all
created goodness: thus we do not say anything about God's
essence.s+ Aquinas does not accept this Dionysian stand and
givesthree arguments against it:
a. there would be no reason to prefer the use of some nomina to
the use of others;

32 See e.g.:De divinis nominibus 7,3.
33 Ostensum est autem supra (q. 12, a. 1) quod Deus in hac vita non potest a
nobis videri per suam essentiam; sed cognoscitur a nobis ex creaturis, se­
cundum habitudinem principii, et per modum excellentiae et remotionis ...
(STI, q. 13,a. 1, resp.).
34 Dicit Dionysius 1 cap. de Div. Nom.: Omnem sanctorum theologorum
hymnum invenires, ad bonos thearchiae processus, manifestative et lauda­
tive Dei nominationes dividentem: et est sensus, quod nomina quae in divi­
nam laudem sancti doctores assumunt, secundum processus ipsius Dei dis­
tinguuntur. Sed quod significat processus alicuius rei, nihil significat ad
ejus essentiam pertinens. Ergo nomina, dicta de Deo, non dicuntur de ipso
substantialiter (STI, q. 13, a. 2, 2).



30 J.B.M. WISSINK

b. it would mean that all words are used for God per posterius, as
healthy is said per posteriusof medicine and per prius of health (cf
Aquinas' position in q. 13,a. 6);
c. this opinion goes counter to the intention of the believers (and
probably also of most philosophers), when they say that God is
good or alive, etc.
The third argument is especiallyinteresting, since it shows that
Aquinas is not constructing a religious language, but builds on
the religious language of the existing community as on a good,
God-given language. This language, stands in need of interpre­
tation and has some odd features, which should be clarified, but
it remains an appropriate language. Aquinas' own position then
is that words like 'good' and 'wise' signify the divine substance,
but that they represent this substance imperfectly.These words
are used analogicallywhen said about God (STI, q. 13,a. 5).

Does that mean that Aquinas is lessof a 'negative theologian'
than Dionysius?In a certain sense that is true. But there is an
angle to this seeming positivity.Analogous use is not a middle
between univocity and equivocity: in univocal use a word has
one ratio, in equivocaluse severalrationes; in analogoususe there
are also various rationes. In that sense analogy is formallya part
of equivocity. Within equivocity Aquinas shows a gradation
from totally different rationes (pure equivocity) to the signifi­
cation of 'different relations to one thing'. This gradation is not
one of quantity, but of content.ê>

There is another angle. Aquinas introduces a distinction
between the res significate of our words and the impositio nominis
and the modus significandi of our words. Aquinas says that the
most usable of our words for God (those which have already a
great flexibilityand capabilityfor analogous use when speaking
about creatures) are said per prius about God as for their res
sif5'lificata, since all the perfections of creatures flowfrom God,
in wh?m they pre-exist.But we use them first for creatures and

35 See H. Rikhof, o.c., p. 74. Rikhof knows that Aquinas says: "Et iste mo­
dus communitatis medius est inter puram aequivocationem et simplicem
univocationern," but he shows very well that the first appearance here is
deceptive: Aquinas' elaboration and further definition makes this clear.
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afterwards for our God-talk. That means that their modus
significandi stems from our innerwordly use of them.êf Now the
problem is that we cannot strip off our modus significandi from
our words: human talk without the human mode would not be
human talk at all. That means that Aquinas is not less of a
'negative theologian' than Dionysius, but that he locates the
point of negativity differently.

Linked up with this hypothesis of Aquinas as a 'negative
theologian' is an interpretation of especially ST I, q. 3, which
states that in that question no positive 'description' of God is
given, but that the so called 'attribute' of simplicity has the
character of a 'formal feature'. This interpretation stems from
thinkers of the Anglo-Saxon language analysis school of philo­
sophy. They have called our attention to Aquinas' great interest
in the use of language, in 'grammatical affairs'.37A 'formal fea­
ture' is not a normal attribute, but a property which qualifies
the meaning of any attribute.ss The practical use to be made of

36 Respondeo dicendum quod, sicut dictum est (a. 2), Deum cognoscimus
ex perfectionibus procedentibus in creaturas ab ipso; quae quidem perfectio­
nes in Deo sunt secundum eminentiorem modum quam in creaturis. Intel­
lectus autem noster eo modo apprehendit eas, secundum quod sunt in crea­
turis; et secundum quod apprehendit, ita significat per nomina. In nomini­
bus igitur quae Deo attribuimus, est duo considerare, scilicet, perfectiones ip­
sas significatas, ut bonitatem, vitam et huiusmodi; et modum significandi.
Quantum igitur ad id quod significant huiusmodi nomina, proprie compe­
tunt Deo, et magis proprie, quam ipsis creaturis, et per prius dicuntur de eo.
Quantum vero ad modum significandi, non proprie dicuntur de Deo; ha­
bent enim modum significandi qui creaturis competunt (ST I, q. 13, a. 3,
resp.).

Cum enim dicitur Deus est bonus, vel sapiens, non solum significatur
quod ipse sit causa sapientiae vel bonitatis, sed quod haec in eo eminentius
praeexistunt. Unde secundum hoc, dicendum est quod, quantum ad rem
significatam per nomen, per prius dicuntur de Deo quam de creaturis: quia
a Deo huiusmodi perfectiones in creaturas manant. Sed quantum ad imposi­
tionem nominis, per prius a nobis imponuntur creaturis, quas prius cognos­
cimus. Unde et modum significandi habent, qui competit creaturis ... (STI,
q. 13,a. 6, resp.).
37 The standard is still set by D. BURRELL, Aquinas: God and action, London,
1979. See also H. Schoot, o.c.,who has shown the important influence of the
distinction between signification and supposition in Aquinas' Christology.
38 Wittgenstein used the term 'formal feature' to indicate the factuality of
a fact or the 'givenness' of data. Our language is fit to describe facts, but we
cannot describe the factuality of the facts. That is something shown in lan-
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Aquinas' references to ST I, qq. 3-13 in the questions we shall
study in this article, is that of underlining necessarynegations in
the positive statements about God. In that sense, the 'linguistic
interpretation' of ST I, qq. 3-11 is a necessarypresupposition of
our hypothesis that Aquinas is also a 'negative theologian' in ST
I, qq. 14-26.39

A final remark about the motivesfor negative theology.w In
the world of religions it is a well known phenomenon that the
religions develop an ever more transcendent concept of God. In
origin the gods were as concrete and close by as love, fire, and
violence. The terminal phase of this development is the deus
otiosus. When in a culture a certain measure of secularisation is
reached and the cosmosbecomes less transparent, a criticismof
the gods comes into existence, which terminates in proclaiming
their incomprehensibilitas. Human reason is declared unfit for

guage rather than 'described'. See Burrell, O.C., pp. 14-15;Rikhof, O.C., pp. 38-
39.
39 I do not imply that all the 'attributes' of STI, qq. 3-11 are (and are only)
'formal features', but I dare to say that infinity, immutability, and eternity
at least have also the function of qualifier of the 'normal' attributes.

In my article "Providentie, predestinatie en praktijk," J.GJ. VANDEN
EI]NDEN (red.), De praktische Thomas. Thomas van Aquino: de eonsequenties van
zijn theologie voor hedendaags gedrag, Hilversum, 1987, pp. 74-87, I overstated
the case by saying about ST I, qq. 2-26 that "these texts do not offer a descrip­
tion of God's essence, but offer the grammar, the rules for our speaking
about Him, of whom we do not know what He is" (p. 75). In the first place I
should have made a stronger distinction between STr, qq. 3-11and I, qq. 14-
26 (and perhaps even within I, qq. 3-11). In the second place I left room for
the suggestion that in I, qq. 3-11 the attention of Aquinas was not directed to­
wards God, but only towards language and language rules. I did not mean
to say that, but it was suggested and it is a false suggestion. Aquinas would
flatly deny it: "God is simple" is an affirmation about God (Cf In I Sent., d.
22, q. 1, a. 4, ad 2: ... negatio quaelibet causatur ex aliqua affirmatione. Et sic
etiam in divinis ratio negativorum nominum fundatur supra rationem af­
firmativorum: sicut hoc quod dicitur incorporeus, fundatur super hoc quod
est esse simplex ... ). The point is not that Aquinas in I, qq. 3-11 is attending
to language and not to God, but that he tries to '(not) locate' God by attending
to necessary grammatical peculiarities in our God-talk.
40 The following is a short extract of my analysis of two types of negative
theology: J. WISSINK,"Enkele theologische reflecties over de negatieve the­
ologie, toegelicht aan de hand van Thomas van Aquino," lIse N. Bulhof &
Laurens ten Kate (reds), Ons ontbreken heilige namen, Kampen, 1992, pp. 46-65,
esp. pp. 46-52.
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knowledge of the divine sphere. The whole process is highly
dramatic: the gods have become strange, man has become a
lonesome being in a huge cosmos, this cosmos does not offer a
home any more. This type of negative theology is the final
product of a long process of the vanishing of 'revelation'.

I want to distinguish this type of negative theology from
another type, that we meet in Aquinas and others (e.g. Karl
BARTH), which is motivated not by the vanishing of revelation,
but by the presence of revelation.st The motivation for this
second, theological type of negative theology is very well ex­
pressed by R. SOKOLOWSKI in his book The God of Faith and
Reason.ï: The foundation of Christian negative theology is what
he calls 'the Christian distinction' ,43 the distinction between the
Creator and 'everything' (ta panta). In this distinction God is not
part of our cosmos, so that we could add up 'god + everything
else' to get the whole of the cosmos. The distinction between
God and everything is different from the distinctions between
parts of the cosmos: God is differently different. Within the
setting of the world, each distinct term is what it is precisely by
not being that which it is distinguishable from. Its being is
established partially by its otherness, and therefore its being
depends on its distinction from others.w This is denied of the
relation between the terms 'God' and 'all things': God would be
God, even if there was no world. Within the world one can
distinguish between existing things; the distinction between God
and 'all things' is itself the work of one of the terms: God. We

41 Karl BARTH rejected the type of 'negative theology' described so far,
because he saw it as one of the more precarious forms of natural theology; at
the same time he put much emphasis on the hiddenness of God, which we
get to know by revelation and which is not abolished by revelation, because
God remains God. See Karl BARTH, Kirchliche Dogmatik II/I, passim (e.g. pp.
52-54).
42 R. SOKOLOWSKI, The God of Faith and Reason: Foundations of Christian The­
ology, Notre Dame-London, 1982.
43 I think Sokolowski is underestimating a little the achievement of Israel,
so perhaps we should better speak of the 'Jewish-Christian distinction'. I
shall not do that at each turn of this study: the reader is asked to keep this
caveat in his or her mind.
44 Sokolowski, o.c., p. 32.
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are here already in the midst of negative theology:Sokolowskiis
explicating the implications of something we do not know,
namely the meaning of the word 'creation'. Because God is
differently different, He does not enter into competition with
His creatures. His causalitydoes not exclude created causality,
as his freedom does not exclude created freedom. His being
God does not even exclude His being a man. This differently
different God can become man. Zeus never succeeded at that,
though he could disguisehimself in human forms.

Sokolowski is speaking about the God of Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob, the triune God, the God we know (and: knownot) in
our faith. The Christian distinction is not a philosophical inven­
tion: it wasalive in the Christian tradition already during centu­
ries before it was formulated explicitly in the Middle Ages (So­
kolowskigivesmost of the credit to Saint Anselm).45When the
distinction is discovered, there is something simply 'reasonable'
about it, such that it can also enter into philosophical argumen­
tations. But maintaining this distinction is a specificecclesiastical
and theological task.46

It is clear that this talk about the distinction between God
and all things does not provide us with much information about
God's essence. On the contrary, it forces us to recognise a re­
maining negation, which permeates all our positive speaking

45 According to Sokolowski the Church showed her feeling for the matter
of the not yet formulated 'Christian distinction' in the important Christo­
logical councils: all heresies consisted precisely in blurring the Christian
distinction. See Sokolowski, O.C., p. 33. With regard to Saint Anselm, see his
fine analysis of id quo maius cogitari nequit on pp. 6-10.
46 The reason for the last statement is that maintaining the Christian dis­
tinction has to do with the identity of Christian faith. A philosopher who
blurs the distinction does not leave the realm of philosophy, whereas a the­
ologian who does this, is leaving the realm of Christian faith.

In my discussion of the questions about God's knowing, willing, and
potency, I shall consider the presence of the doctrine of creation and of the
(Jewish-)Christian distinction as a sign of the theological character of the
texts. I do not deny that Aquinas thinks that the concept of 'creation' is
attainable by natural reason and that only the full sense of 'creation' (with
the concept of creatio de novo) is given by revelation. Mypoint is that the full
sense of the Christian distinction (and consequently of the doctrine of crea­
tion) is reached in God's incarnation in Christ.
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about God. God is present, but differently present, not as crea­
tures are present to me. He is absent, but differently.

The merit of Sokolowski is that he demarcates sharply the
'logical space' of God; he shows why the object of our faith
requires metaphors, negations, and transformations of language.
It is also possible to deduce further rules for our God-talk, when
we take the Christian distinction as a base. So K. TANNERhas
elaborated two rules, which are consequent upon this dis­
tinction. The first is: "Avoidboth a simple univocal attribution
of predicates to God and world and a simple contrast of divine
and non-divine predicates. In the case of univocity, God is not
really transcendent at all. In the case of a simple contrast, God's
transcendence is not radical enough." The second rule is: "Avoid
in talk about God's creative agency all suggestions of limitation
in scope or manner. The second rule prescribes talk of God's
creative agency as immediate and universally extensive."47Also,
these rules do not provide us with information about God's
essence, but they serve the aim, that in our God-talk we never
forget that we are speaking about God and not about the highest
item in a series.

My thesis is that in Aquinas negative theology is clearly of
the second (theological) type. It is not the result of a vanishing
revelation, there is not a trace of despair or melancholy about
it; neither is it the result of a scepticalviewof human reason. On
the contrary, it is the result of the confession of God as Creator
and of the wayHe reveals Himself in the world as not part of
the world. It is a joyful negative theology, that is motivated by
God's abundant richness, rather than by scepticism about hu­
man cognition as such. In the beautiful sentence quasi ignotoDeo
conjungimur (STI, q. 12,a. 13,ad 1) the emphasis can both be put
on ignotoand on conjungimurl

Also for the second hypothesis we can formulate points of
interest:

47 K. TANNER, God and Creation in Christian Theology: Tyranny OT Empower­
ment, Oxford-NewYork, 1988, p. 47.
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1. When Aquinas offers positive 'models' or concepts regarding
God's knowing, willing, and potency, does he indicate the
Christian distinction by transformations, negations?
2. Do the references to the 'formal features' of our God-talk ful­
fil this negative theology function in his approach to the differ­
ent questions?

2. The questions on God's knowing:STI, qq. 14-18

I shall start with some remarks on the structure of this sec­
tion, after that I shall deal with the question about the theo­
logical character of the texts, and I shall conclude with the
search for an answer to the question whether Aquinas is the
negative theologian he is according to our hypothesis.

2.1 The structureof qq. 14-18

At first sight the five questions on God's knowing treat of
rather diverse things: q. 14 is on God's knowing, q. 15 on the
divine Ideas, then two questions deal with falsity and truth, q.
18 is about life. What is the connection between these items?
Aquinas himself gives the connection in sober words:
- after the consideration of the divine substance (qq. 3-11: the
divine substance in itself; qq. 12-13: the divine substance in our
knowledge and language)48,we go on with what concerns His
working.w

48 See ST I, q. 12, prol.; "Quia in superioribus consideravimus qualiter
Deus sit secundum seipsum, restat considerandum qualiter sit in cognitione
nostra, idest quomodo cognoscatur a creaturis" and the prologue of q. 13:
" ... procedendum est ad considerationem divinorum nominum (cf q. 3,
introd.): unumquodque enim nominatur a nobis, secundum quod ipsum
cognoscimus. "
49 Post considerationem eorum quae ad divinam substantiam pertinent,
res tat considerandum de his, quae pertinent ad operationem ipsius (STI, q.
14,prol.).

Aquinas uses the distinction between substance and operation as a
division of the material to be treated, though he would at once disclaim that
in God substance and operation are distinct. So, when he treats the matter,
the model used for ordering it is modified: a sign of the negative theology
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- among the operationeswe distinguish between operations which
are immanent (knowing and willing) and operations that have
an outward effect; to the immanent workings the treatment of
God's potency is attached, because this potency is presupposed
by the transitiveworking of God as a principle of operation;
- since to understand is in a way the same as to live, a consi­
deration of life is also necessary(q. 18);
- since knowing is about true things, we have to deal also with
truth and falsity;
- since all known things are in the knower, we have to treat of
the rationes rerum, secundum quod sunt in Dei cognoscente,i.e. the
Ideas.ë?

The question on the life of God is attached, because intelligere
and life are verycloselyconnected for Aquinas, as he saysin the
prologue of the question. Of course, Aquinaswanted a question
on 'life' as a divine attribute, because Scripture often speaks
about 'the livingGod'. That he put the question here, is because
of the connection between understanding and living. Already
John 17, 3 gives an identification of eternal life and knowing
God and His Christ. That is reason enough.

The key to the connection between the other themes men­
tioned is the idea of creation. Already the surface of the text
shows that the doctrine of creation is fully present in the
treatment of the immanent operations: q. 14, a. 5 already deals
with whether Deus cognoscat alia a se, and all the articles after

character of the texts. Keep also in mind that the treatment of divine sub­
stance in the end has shown only what God is not: see STI, q. 3, pro1.
50 Post considerationem eorum quae ad divinam substantiam pertinent,
restat considerandum de his quae pertinent ad operation em ipsius. Et quia
ope ratio quaedam est quae manet in operante, quae dam vero quae procedit
in exteriorem effecturn, primo agemus de scientia et voluntate (nam intelli­
gere in intelligente est, et velie in volente) et postmodum (q. 25) de potentia
Dei, quae consideratur ut principium operationis divinae in effectum exteri­
orem procedentis. Quia vero intelligere quoddam vivere est, post considera­
tionem divinae scientiae, considerandum est de vita divina (q. 18). Et quia
scientia verorum est, erit etiam considerandum de veritate et falsitate (q. 16).
Rursum, quia omne cognitum in cognoscente est, rationes autem rerum se­
cundum quod sunt in Deo cognoscente ideae vocantur, cum consideratione
scientiae erit etiam adiungenda consideratio de ideis (q. 15) (STI, q. 14,
prol.),
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that imply the direction the quaestiohas taken there. Because the
Christian tradition had taken up the Platonic Ideas in the mind
of the Creator, this theme naturally finds its place in a treatment
of divine knowledge. Plato's motives for the doctrine of the
Ideas (epistemology, ethics, religion) do not play a role any
more: the Ideas now have as only function, to underline that
God creates knowinglyand that His knowingcreation is not the­
oretic knowing,but as an architect's knowingof the house he is
building.

In qq. 16-17we meet a treatment of the question what truth
and falsity are. Aquinas gives a rather general account of his
reason to deal with these questions: because knowledgeis of true
things, we have to talk about truth and falsity(q. 14, prol.). The
motivation "because knowledge is of true things" is a philosoph­
ical one. Yet, the place of the questions is significant: Aquinas
wanted to discuss them here in connection with God's knowl­
edge. I think he did so, because in this wayhe could connect the
theme of God as Prima Veritas, the consequence of the doctrine
of creation that truth is a transcendental notion, with the de­
termination of human truth in the light of the doctrine of crea­
tion.

2.2 The theologicalcharacterof I, qq. 14-18

Let us first take a look at the scriptural dossier. In q. 14we
meet the followingexplicit quotations of Scripture: Rom. 11, 33;
Job 12, 13; 1 Cor. 2, 11;Hebr. 4, 13;Hebr. 4, 12-13a;Rom. 8, 30
(in the commentary ofOrigen); Rom. 4, 17b;Provo15,11; Provo
16,2; Ps. 32 (33), 15;Ps.93 (94), 2;Jac. 1, 17.In q. 15we find no
explicit scriptural quotations. In qq. 16 and 17we find:Jo. 14,6;
Ps. 11 (12), 1 (twice: in q. 16, aa. 6 and 8); Jer. 8, 5 (with the
comment of the Glossa).Finallyin q. 18we find:Jo. 17,3; Ps. 83
(84),5; Acts17,28;Jo. 1,3-4.

The dossier is not a very large one. Yet,we should note that
the quoted texts often represent mainstreams of the witness of
Scripture: where we could make a footnote with passim, Aqui-
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nas mentions one text. So, more important than the counting of
scriptural quotations is the determination of their function.

Some of the texts are quoted so that they can be explained.
The word 'explain' is used here in the sense in which we in our
times determine the task of exegesis:what did the author mean?
how does the text fit in the literary context? The clearest in­
stance isjo. 1, 3-4:q. 18, a. 4 as a whole is meant as an explana­
tion of this text.51 Other texts that are explained explicitly are:
job 12, 13 (q. 14, a. 1:with hermeneutic hints as to how to under­
stand the language of Scripture, when it attributes to God intelli­
gentia, scientia, sapientia, consilium,or prudentia), Ps. ll, 2 (q. 16, a.
6, resp.), jer. 8, 5 (a determination of the ontological status of
idols, fully in line with Deutero-jesaja)and Acts 17, 28.

Most of the scriptural texts occur in the sed contra of the
articles. Their first function is to decide the question.ss In that
function we meet Scripture as normative auctoritas in the func­
tional specialty 'doctrine'. In these cases it is important to
determine what is the relation of the responsio to the scriptural
text. Reading I, qq. 14-18,I see twowaysin which the responsio
can be called an explanation of the scriptural witness:

51 Among exegetes there has been much discussion about the punctua­
tion of the text (so that some translations read: "All things were made by
him; and without him was not anything made that was made. In him was
life"). I think that the arguments for the Vulgate punctuation are strong.
(See H. VANDENBUSSCHE,Het boek der tekens. Verklaring van johannes 1-4,
Lannoo-Tielt-Den Haag, 1961, p. 117). The second discussion is about the
meaning of en hautooi. One can translate: "What had become, in Him it
was life", but also: "What had become, in it He was life" ("what has
become" as a case of causa pendens). With Van den Bussche I prefer the last
translation. But this discussion does not change the fact that Aquinas had as
intention to explain Scripture. In his explanation here Aquinas simply fol­
lows Saint Augustine. In his commentary on the gospel of Saint John he
discusses several ways of interpuncting the text and does not choose be­
tween the different explanations of the Fathers. See Injo., c. 1, I. 2.
52 Of course it is not necessary that the sed contra is the final position of
Aquinas: there are instances where the objections and the sed contra keep
each other in balance. E.g. STI-II, q. 19, a. 10 has three objections and three
sed contra; Aquinas' position is such that he gives answers to all six argu­
ments. But in general in the Summa theologiae the sed contra states the posi­
tion that is explained and defended in the responsum.
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a. often it is an explanation why the answer of Scripture is a
good answer, why we should speak about God as Scripture
does;
b. sometimes it is an explanation, an interpretation of the
meaning of the scriptural text, answering the question how this
text can be true.
Both ways are ways of explaining Scripture, though the first
way does not alwaysgive the impression that it does just that:
there an apologetic or philosophical reading seems possible too,
at least when one detaches the responsio from its context. The
second way is on the whole going further than the canon of
exegesis in our times would admit: the interpretation of the
scriptural text presupposes the dogmatic insights about God,
etc. and gets its 'rules of interpretation' from those insights.

Let me give an instance of both. In q. 14, 1 the question is
whether scientia (knowing, body of knowing) should be attrib­
uted to God. The decisivescriptural auctoritas is Rom. 11, 33. So
the responsio starts with the apodietic sayingthat in God there is
scientia in a most perfect way. The first argument for this
position is that the absence of cognition limits a thing to its own
form, while knowing things have a greater scope, such that Aris­
totle can say about the knowing soul, that it is quoddammodo
omnia. In a second argumentation a link is shownbetween cogni­
tion and immateriality.BecauseGod is most immaterial (cf. STI,
q. 3, aa. 1-2;q. 7, a. 1), it followsthat He is most knowing.When
we read this responsio in isolation from Rom. 11, 33, it indeed
looks like a philosophical treatment about the Unmoved Mover.
Rom. 11, 33 tells us that Aquinas speaksabout the God who leads
the Church and the people of Israel towards salvation in His
own mysteriousways (see the context of Rom. 9-11). This does
not mean that 'Unmoved Mover' is a bad qualification for Him,
though the exact meaning of these terms has to be determined in
accordance with the Scriptures. The first part of the argu­
mentation (knowingthings have a greater scope) is clearlyphilo­
sophical; in the second part, the vision on the immateriality of
God is as theological as ST I, q. 3, a. 1, where the decisive sed



AQUINAS' NEGATIVE THEOLOGY 41

contra isJo. 4, 24 and where the theological impetus is the appli­
cation of the Christian distinction by indicating the 'formal fea­
tures' of our God-talk.So at least we should be verywary about
an apologetic or philosophical reading. The most fitting wayof
reading the text is that it is an explanation whybelievers in the
triune God (like Saint Paul and Aquinas) should talk about God
as having scientia.The fundamental reason for both is that God is
God; the difference is that Aquinas talks the language of Aris­
totle.

An instance of the second wayis q. 14, a. 14. The sed contra
is Ps. 93 (94), 2:Dominus scit cogitationeshominum. First the "whyis
it true?" question is answered:
a. because God knows everything which is within the reach of
the power of Himself and/or of his creatures;
b. because the formation of propositions is within the potency
of our intellect; it follows,that
c. God knowsall propositions that can be formed.
That is reason enough for believersin the (triune) God (like the
psalmist and Aquinas) to affirm the truth that God knows all
thoughts of human beings.

But the text stands in need for interpretation, since it sug­
gests the image of a huge data systemin God's mind. The "how
is it true?" question should also be answered. So the formal fea­
ture of divine simplicity is applied. An analogy is drawn from
the human cognition process in which we know material things
immaterially: we distinguish between the object of knowledge
and the mode of our knowledge. And so we can say that God
knowsthe enuntiabilia in a non-propositionalway.

As appears from the last example, both wayscan be present
at the same time. In most of the cases the "whyis it true?" ques­
tion is predominant, but often the answer to the other question
is implied.

In the second place we should take a look at the texts with
regard to our question whether Aquinas' questions are moti­
vated by Christian faith. I connect this with looking at other
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themes of Christian faith which are used as arguments or are
alluded to, because such suggestions of a nexus mysteriorum
would confirm the theological impetus of the questions.

When we follow the order of the articles of Saint Thomas,
we come to the followingresult:

Q. 14, a. 1: the question is important for Christian faith,
since a denial of there being knowledge in God would make
God a limited part of the world. The scriptural quotation of the
sed contra already suggests links with the doctrine of providence
and of predestination, since Rom. 11, 33 is the conclusion of
Saint Paul's great argument on the predestination of Israel and
the Church.

Q. 14, a. 2: the question about the self-understandingof God
is important for Christian faith because of the same reason as
that about the scientia Dei: if there were no self-understanding,
the confession of God as Creator and Saviour would become
impossible. The sed contra implies that God is knowingwhat He
is doing in His salvation plan and that His revelation of it is a
sharing in His self-knowledge.At the same time it implies that we
should remember that God's self-understanding is trinitarian.
The third objection confronts us with the doctrine of man as
imagoDei.

Q. 14, a. 3: the question about the self-comprehension of
God is an exercise in the flexibility of the word comprehensio;
this answer is required, because in the reflection about eschatol­
ogywe shall have to talk about the comprehensioDei beatorum.ï»

Q. 14, a. 4: the article is an application of the simplicitas Dei;
we can speak of a preparation for the doctrine of the generatio
Verbi in STI, q. 27, a. 2, whereAquinasrefers to this article.

Q. 14, a. 5: in this article the heart of Christian faith is beat­
ing. Creatures, the whole of salvation history, I as a part of it,
are known by God. The important presupposition of the whole
article is the doctrine of creation: because this doctrine is be­
lieved, the consequence that God knows alia a se is a natural

53 ST I-II, q. 4, a. 3; the answerto obj. 2 there givesthe same solution as
here.



AQUINAS' NEGATIVE THEOLOGY 43

one.54 The answer is a preparation for the doctrine of provi­
dence and predestination.

Q. 14, a. 6: also the question whether God knowsalia a seby
cognition in the proper sense, presupposes and prepares the
doctrine of creation. The point is that God has not only a global
knowledgeof the rationes rerum,but a knowledgeof these rationes
as distinct from each other. The presupposition is that in God all
perfections of creatures pre-exist and that also the features by
which creatures are distinct from each other belong to their per­
fection. The last point is explicitlystated where Aquinas affirms
that the multitude of beings and their distinction have their ori­
gin in God (STI, q. 47, aa. 1-2).

Q. 14, a. 7: the non-discursivenessof God's knowingis an ap­
plication of God's simplicityand eternity as qualifiers of every­
thing attributed to God. Its theological relevance appears in
connection with the next article and in the connection of both
articleswith the doctrine of predestination (the discussionabout
the ante praevisa merita and the post praevisa merita, which is
already treated in De praedestinatione sanctorum of Saint Augus­
tine; both terms imply a certain discursivenessof God's knowl­
edge).

Q. 14, a. 8: here the doctrine of creation causes the reversal
of the relation between knower and known in the concept of
God's knowledge of creatures: it is the knowledgeof the Maker,
not the knowledge of the observer. Three great theological
themes are touched upon: the doctrine of predestination (obj. 1;
see my remark about the preceding article), the doctrine of the
creatio de novo (obj. 2), the freedom of creation (if voluntas had
been left out, the consequence would be a necessary creation;
God and creation would be one system). In the treatment of
God's scientia as cause of the things known, the positing of the

54 Si autem perfecte aliquid cognoscitur, neeesse est quod virtus ejus per­
fecte cognoscatur. Virtus autem alicuius rei perfecte cognosci non potest,
nisi cognoscantur ea ad quae virtus se extendit. Unde, cum virtus divina se
extendat ad alia, eo quod ipsa est causa effectiva omnium entium, ut ex supradic­
tis (q. 2, a. 3) patet; neeesse est quod Deus alia a se cognoscat (STI, q. 14, a. 5,
resp.).
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Ideas in God's intellect (q. 15) and consequentlyin the Word (q.
34, a. 3) is alluded to.

Q. 14, a. 9: the question whether God knows non entia has
various theological ramifications. In the first place there is the
doctrine of creatioex nihilo and its eschatologicalcounterpart, the
resurrection of the dead. They are suggested by Rom. 4, 17b,
quoted in the sed contra. In the second place the theme makes
clear that God's scientia is the cause of creation only in combina­
tion with God's voluntas; therefore, God's knowledge should
have an extension larger than the actual willed, created world,
in order to preclude the thought of the necessityof this world.
In the third place the question of the next article (whether God
knowsmala) is prepared.

Q. 14, a. 10: the question whether God knowsmala is highly
important for our faith, since at the heart of it is the struggle of
Jesus Christ against sin, which leads Him to his death. So the
complete salvation history would be separated from God, if
God had no knowledgeof mala. Further, the implicationsfor the
doctrine of providence are clear (see STI, q. 22, ad 2).

Q, 14, a. 11: the question whether God knows singulars
touches directly the doctrine of creation, of providence, and of
grace/sanctification/predestination (which presuppose a knowl­
edge of everysingle person). In the alternative interpretations of
the corpus, one senses the appeal of philosophical systems that
try to preclude the inclusion of individuality and materia in
God's knowledge,55but the doctrine of creation settles the mat­
ter.56

Q. 14, a. 12: the question whether God knows infinita is con­
sequential to the question about God's knowledgeof the singula­
ria and prepares the questions of the next twoarticles. It touches

55 According to the Blackfriars edition the first way of 'how' to think
God's knowledge of individuals ("sed qual iter hoc esse possit, quidam ma­
nifestare volentes, dixerunt quod Deus cognoscit singularia per eausas uni­
versales") should be attributed to AVICENNA.
56 Neeesse est quod essentia sua sit principium sufficiens cognoscendi
omnia quae per ipsum fiunt, non solum in universali, sed etiam in singula­
ri. Et esset simile de scientia artificis, si esset productiva totius rei, et non
formae tantum (STI, q. 14. a. 11, resp.).
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upon the question of the eternity of the world and the qualita­
tive difference there still would be between the eternity of God
and a possible eternity of the world.ê?here varied in the differ­
ence between God's infinite knowledge, the actual infinity of
res, and mathematical infinity.

Q. 14, a. 13: the question of God's knowledgeof futura contin­
gentia is a thorny one. In this question the heart of religious trust
is at stake: if the futura contingentia are not known by God, then
our destiny is not completely in His hands and the final author­
ity in the universe would be an anonymous power, be it a Ne­
cessity beyond God, Chaos, or Chance. At the same time, the
Jewish-Christiandistinction would be blurred: when God should
be curious about the contingent future, He would become part
of the total systemof the 'world + God'. So theologically there
is no doubt about the answer:Deus scit futura contingentia. The
quotation of Scripture (Ps. 32 [33], 15) could in our footnote
system have read: passim. On the other hand, an affirmative
answer seems to imply that contingencies become necessities:
then the last word of faith would be 'determinism'. But that
again would blur the Jewish-Christian distinction. Systematic
thought has elaborated many systemsto avoid both alternatives.
The most famous one is the introduction of a so called scientia
media (DE MOLINA).58 The most important element in Aquinas'
response to the question is that he reminds us of the eternity of
God, which prevents us from speaking of: God's knowing at tp

57 Precisely this point is the centre of attention in Aquinas' De aetemitate
mundi. See F. DE GRIJS,"The theological character of Aquinas' De aetemitate
mundi," ].B.M. Wissink (ed.), The eternity of the world in the thought of Thomas
Aquinas and his contemporaries, Leiden-New York-Kobenhavn-Köln, 1990, pp.
1-8.
58 This doctrine has a great attraction for logicians specialised in 'concep­
tual analysis'. See e.g. W.L. CRAIG,Divine foreknowledge and human freedom.
The coherenceof theism: omniscience, Leiden-New York-Kobenhavn-Köln, 1991,
pp. 237-278. The first problem I have with the intelligent analyses of the
author is that I am asked to forget about analogy and the negative theology
impact of the concept of eternity. The author is clear about the price he pays:
he has to introduce 'some passivity' in God. That seems a minor problem,
but the question is whether it does not precisely blur the Jewish-Christian
distinction.
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that something will be the case at tq. The affirmative answer to
the question about God's knowledgeof future contingents means
that at future moments (at tq) we shall say the truth, when we
will say: "God knows this". Aquinas' answers to the objections
showa kind of theological temperance or prudence. I shall come
back to them, when I willbe speaking about the second hypoth­
esis.

Q. 14, a. 14: the question whether God knowspropositions
has as a first theological point, that nothing in our world should
be exempted from his knowledge;this for the sake of the Chris­
tian distinction.w and as a second theological point that we
should not attribute our mode of cognition (compositioand divisio,
expressed in propositions) to God, because of His simplicitas.
This prevents us from speaking of: God's knowing at tp that p
willbe the case at tq (P being a proposition within God's mind).

Q. 14, a. 15 applies the formal feature of immutabilitas to
God's knowing; it repeats that God's knowledge is not in the
propositional mode (ad 3). The background of the objections
contains the attribution of predicates ex tempore to God in
Scripture (obj. 1; dealt with in STI, q. 13, a. 7), the freedom of
creation (God knowsmore possibilia than are realised or will be
realised in our factual world) (obj. 2), and the problems around
the great changes in salvationhistory (such that Christus nascitu­
rus is a truth in the mouth of an Old Testament prophet and a
heresy in the mouth of a Christian).

Q. 14, a. 16 applies the human distinctionof scientia speculati­
va and scientia practica to God's knowledge. The theological
point is formulated with respect to Aristotle's opinion that a
speculative knowledge is nobler than practical knowledge. Does
the confession of God as Creator attribute imperfection to God,
because creation presupposes God's knowingas being the cause
of creatures and so as being a form of practical knowledge?
Christian faith has to interpret this practical side of God's
knowledge as a perfection. Incidentally, also a speaking of God
in terms of causa sui is blocked as contrary to the Christian 'con-

59 Compare the second rule ofK. Tanner, o.c., p. 47 (See above note 47).
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cept' of God: God has speculative knowledge of Himself, be­
cause ipse enim operabilis non est (resp.). In the context of the doc­
trine of creation any kind of theogony becomes absurd.

Q. 15, 1-3. I take the three questions about the Ideas to­
gether, because the theological intention of the three articles lies
in the whole of the sequence.

In the first article the doctrine of creation is the motive for
the positing of Ideas in God.60 The second article is a transition
to the third and so shares in its theologicalmotivation.Three ob­
jections present a plurality of Ideas in God as incompatible with
divine simplicity;the fourth objection comes from the doctrine
of the Trinity. The motivation for the plurality of Ideas in God
is phrased in terms of the doctrine of providence.ë!The third
article makes the number of Ideas infinite, since there should be
an Idea of every singular and of everypossible thing, including
the things that never have existed nor will exist. This clearly
goes against the intentions of Plato when he formulated his
doctrine of Ideas: Aquinasjustifies this difference by appealing
to the doctrine of creation (the materia is not uncreated) and of
providence (nature's intention is in the species and produces
only particulars for the preservation of the species, but God's
providenceconcerns also the singularia).

Sokolowskisuggeststhat the doctrine of the Ideas also serves
as a further specificationof the Christian distinction. Pagan phi­
losophywas thinking within the setting of the world and its ne­
cessities.The thought of God as Creator and the world as crea­
tion implied a new sense of contingency: this world could have

60 Quia igitur mundus non est casu factus, sed est factus a Deo per
intellectum agente, ut infra (q. 47, a. 1) patebit, neeesse est quod in mente
divina sit forma, ad similitudinem cuius mundus est factus (STI, q. 15, a. 1,
resp.).
61 Illud autem quod est optimum in rebus existens, est bonum ordinis
universi, ut patet per Philosophum in XII Metaphys. Ordo igitur universi est
propie a Deo intentus, et non per accidens proveniens secundum successio­
nem agentium .... Sed si ipse ordo universi est per se creatus ab eo, et inten­
tus ab ipso, neeesse est quod habeat ideam ordinis universi. Ratio autem ali­
cuius totius haberi non potest, nisi habeantur propriae rationes eorum ex qui­
bus totum constituitur (STI, q. 15,a. 2, resp.).
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been different and above all it could have been not at all. Since
all creatures exist through God's choice, a dilemma seems to
follow: either created natures are inherently arbitrary, and
things seem to lose their natural necessity;or created natures are
somehow integral and determined apart from God's will, at
least in their potentiality to be what they are, and God's crea­
tive power seems to be confined by something outside Himself.
For example, is love for parents good because God decrees it to
be good (arbitrariness) or does God have to acknowledge it as
good because it is somehow in the nature of the relationship
between parents and children (apart from God's will)?Aquinas'
answer solves the dilemma neatly: since the Ideas in God coin­
cide with God's essence, the basis for the determination of
things is not distinct from God and at the same time arbitrariness
is avoided.62 But the point now is not the answer; it is that the
question is a theologicalquestion.63

After the questions on the divine Ideas, Aquinas spends two
complete quaestiones at the problems of truth and falsity.They
look on the whole purely philosophical and so they are. But
when we look at what is 'happening' in the questions, we see
that again a theological preoccupation with the implications of
the doctrine of creation is at stake.An excellent translation and
philosophical commentary of qq. 16-17have been published in
the Netherlands by R. TE VELDE.64 I am in agreement with his
general analysis of what is at stake in the discussion of the
different conceptions of truth. According to the author the
renewal Aquinas accomplishes in these quaestiones is that he de­
fends the Aristotelianconcept of truth (truth is in the judgement
of the intellect) against Augustine and Anselm (with their em­
phasis on the veritas signi and the veritas rei).65 Aquinas can inte-

62 See Sokolowski, O.C., pp. 43-45.
63 Of course I do not deny that the position chosen by Aquinas is also phi­
losophically relevant and that its sources are (the Patristic digestion of) Pla­
to.
64 R.A. TE VELDE,Thomas van Aquino. Over waarheid en onwaarheid. Inge­
leid, vertaald en geannoteerd door drs. R.A. te Velde, Kampen, 1988.
65 See Te Velde, O.C., pp. 15-23.
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grate the concept of veritas rei in his own viewbecause of the
relation of created things to the divine mind. The competition
between the two concepts of truth becomes critical, when it is
applied to the human intellect. In Augustine and Anselm the
intellect is predominantly viewed as a res, which is true because
of its conformity with the divine Idea of it; Aquinas views hu­
man reason formally as human reason, as acting in knowing the
truth and willing the good.w Human intellect is more a partici­
pation in the 'light' of God's intellect, through which God knows
the Ideas, than in the Ideas as such. Therefore our intellect can
apprehend and judge about things in its 'own' light, while for
Augustine any contact between human intellect and reality goes
via the presence of the absolute light of the divine Truth. So, for
Aquinas the relation of dependency between our finite knowing
and the divine Truth is mediated by the principles and struc­
tures of the created intellect, which in this wayhas a relative au­
tonomy. Our created intellect has a relation of knowing towards
things in itself, grounded in its own light.67 Te Velde givesa fine
analysisof the philosophical questions that are involved in these
discussionson truth and falsity.Plato is preserved in heaven and
Aristotle on earth. But I would add: the underlying issue is the
full understanding of creation. When God is differently
different, there is no competition between divine causality and
created causality. Applied to the human intellect: there is no
competition between God and the relative autonomy of human
intellect. In the competing vision there is alwaysthe danger that
God becomes part of the cognition system, a danger which
revealed itself in the last century in ontologism. Because of the

66 The same distinction is made by Aquinas with regard to the truth of
propositions: "Ad tertium dicendum quod propositio non solum habet
veritatem sicut res aliae veritatem habere dicuntur, inquantum implent id,
quod de eis est ordinatum ab intellectu divino; sed dicitur habere veritatem
quodam speciali modo, inquantum significat veritatem intellectus .... Sic
igitur haec propositio: Socrates sedet, eo sedente vera est et veritate rei, in­
quantum est quaedam vox significativa; et veritate signification is, inquan­
tum significat opinionem veram; Socrate vero surgente, remanet prima
veritas, sed mutatur secunda" (ST!, q. 16, a. 8, ad 3).
67 See Te Velde, o.c., pp. 41-43.
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doctrine of creation, a careful distinction between Deus-Veritas,
the veritas intellectus, and the veritas rei is a proper theological
task.

After this general remark about the theological background
of the philosophical questions, I shall offer a treatment of the
separate articles, because the chances for falsifyingour hypoth­
esis that Aquinas thinks theologice,are greatest in these questions.

Q. 16, a. 1: the article discussesmany concepts of truth and
makes a plea for veritas as a property of 'being as ordered to an
intellect', such that its primary seat is the judgement of the
intellect. Now, it is noteworthy that Aquinas can integrate the
different viewson truth because he introduces God's intellect
als exemplar of the created things. So the article is completely
dependent on ST I, q. 14, a. 8 and I, q. 15, aa. 1-3.The error of
the antiqui philosophi of obj. 2with regard to the nature of truth is
blamed to their false belief regarding creation.së There is more
theology to it than it looks like at first sight.

Q. 16, a. 2: in this article the theological impetus remains
completely in the background. So, here we have a philosophical
article. But that is not the last word to be said. We should be
attentive to the theological background and to the theological
aim. The theological background is again the doctrine of crea­
tion and the Christian distinction it implies. It is precisely this
Christian distinction that can appreciate the secular character of
Aristotle and that keeps the more 'religious' Platonic viewsat a
distance. Platonismwasreligious and looked like the natural ally
for the faith, Aristotle was a more secularised thinker and
looked like an enemy of faith. At the levelof the 'truth' of sense
perception and of definition, sense and intellect are treated as a
res vera. There the emphasis is on the receptive and 'automatic'
side of cognition, which almost calls for a religious interpre­
tation. Aswith all res verae the attention is drawn to the likeness
of the created thing to the divine Idea of it. At that level Chris-

68 Ad secundum dicendum quod antiqui philosophi species rerum natu­
ralium non dicebant proeedere ab aliquo intellectu, sed eas proven ire a casu
... (STI, q. 16,a. I, ad 2).
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tian Platonism could still be sufficient,but when truth is located
in the judgement, it is located exactly in the mind as active, as
reflective, as having its own autonomy: the mind knows its con­
formity with the res in the judgement. This respect for the re­
lative autonomy of the intellect can be an act of faith because of
the doctrine of creation, as much as as that doctrine affirms the
freedom of rational creatures. That Aquinas does not quote
Scripture in order to back up his position, is therefore a form of
'iconicity':69 the content of the doctrine of creation (only the
God who really is Creator can create autonomous creatures) is
mirrored in the form of the argument (which is completely
secular). Theology and faith function also as critical bodies with
regard to 'religion'. The theological aim of q. 16 is revealed in q.
16, aa. 5-8.

Q. 16, a. 3: this article about truth as a transcendentale has a
purely philosophical surface: no auctoritates fidei occur to decide
the question or to be explained. On the other hand: the text
provides some puzzles. Why are the formulas of the deep
convictions on which the argument is based, so remarkably
short? A reader would expect more foundation for the basic
proposition: unumquodque autem inquantum habet de esse, intantum
est cognoscibile. The shortness of the quoted proposition on the in­
telligibilityof being is best explained, when we have in mind the
doctrine of q. 15 about the Ideas. When reality is created by
Himwhose intelligere isHis substance (I, q. 14,a. 4), how should it
not be intelligible?So the article is an explanation of the implica­
tions of the concept of creation.

Q. 16, a. 4: the priority of truth over goodness plays an im­
portant role in Aquinas' theology: in his analysisof the human
act in STI-I1,qq. 6-17,apprehension precedes appetite; in the ul­
timate beatitude vision is essential;while delectatio is consequent
upon it. This is the famous 'intellectualism' of Aquinas. It pre­
supposes a faith in the intellect that was made possible by the

69 The term 'iconicity' stems from Ch.S. PEIRCE ('iconic' as distinct from
'symbolical' and 'indexical'). I learned about it by reading E. VAN WOLDE,
"Semiotiek en haar betekenis voor de theologie," TvT24 (1984), pp. 138-167,
esp. pp. 14~157.
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doctrine of creation. Aquinasdoes not mention this link explicit­
ly, but one could ask: what would happen theologically, if we
were to give priority to the' good over truth? Then there could
be goodness that remained unknown (even for the divine intel­
lect?); the willwould become a reality independent of the intel­
lect; ethical positivismwould have the last word. Would that be
a truly good world? Questions like these indicate the deep roots
of Aquinas' choice for the priority of the true over the good.

Q. 16, a. 5: here the theologicalcharacter of the whole ques­
tion comes into the open again as the hidden source and goal of
the preceding articles. In God's knowledge, there is not only
conformity between intellect and res,but identity, so not only is
there truth in Him, but He is Truth and as such He is the source
of all truth. In the sed contra and the answer to the second ob­
jection some further theological implications are suggested.The
quotation of Jo. 14, 6 is noteworthy,since it is a sayingof Christ
about Himself: once again we are reminded that we are already
dealing with the (one essence of the) Trinity. In the answer to
the second objection (that in God there is no similitudo to a
principle), Aquinas speaks about the appropriation of Truth to
the Son, who has the Father as principle. It is a remark which is
passed by rapidly (sed si de veritate essentialiter dicta loquamur),
but it has its place, precisely because of Jo. 14, 6, which it ex­
plains.

Q. 16, a. 6: the one Truth that God is leaves room for many
truths in the human minds, because the intellect of the Creator
does not enter into competition with created intellects, but sets
them free. We see this foremost in the human knowledge of
Christ: though personally united with the divine Word, he
knowsand speaks created truths."?

70 See STIlI, q. 9, a. 1. In the context of Aquinas' explanation of Ps. 11 (12),
2 ("Diminutae sunt veritates a fillis hominum"): "sicut ab una facie homi­
nis resultant plures similitudines in speculo, sic ab una veritate divina resul­
tant plures veritates," the second objection and the answer of STIlI, q. 9, a. 1
are interesting. The objection states: "Lux minor per maiorem offuscatur.
Sed omnis scientia creata comparatur ad scientiam Dei increatam sicut lux
minor ad maiorem." The answer is: " ... si duo lumina accipiantur eius­
dem ordinis, minus offuscatur per maius; sicut lumen solis offuscat lumen
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Q. 16, aa. 6-7: when created truths are admitted, the
difference between Creator and creature should be applied.
The sed contraof a. 7 is decisive:solus Deus est aeternus.The same
could have been given as sed contra in a. 8, but nowAquinas uses
Ps. 11 (12),2 again,with the emphasison diminutae.

Q. 17 is an application of the insights of q. 16. In the first
article falsitas is said not to be in things, unless secundum quid: the
reverse would contradict the goodness of creation. In the
second article the point that falsitas non est in sensu has to
compete with the high authority of Augustine and the negative
evaluation of the senses,which was inherited from Platonism. As
with the passiones animae, Aquinas comes up with a positive
view of the created body. Article 3 then gives the counterpart
of q. 16, a. 2. The last article about the contrariety of truth and
falsityis of course fundamental for theology as for everyhuman
cognitive enterprise.

Q. 18 has two articles that give a philosophical introduction
in order to discuss the questions of the last two articles:whether
life is fittingly attributed to God and how to explain jo. 1, 3.
That God is life is of course fundamental for Christian faith,
since Scripture speaks about God as the 'living God' and as (in
Christ) the source of eternal life.

All in all the conclusion that Aquinas in qq. 14-18 is
discussing the material theologice has found ample verification.
The extent to which one can read his text as 'theological exege­
sis' was greater than I had expected. Also the origin of the
questions in Christian faith was on the whole quite clear,
certainly when one accepts the care for the maintenance of the
Christian distinction as a typical theological task. Some articles

candelae, quorum utrumque accipitur in ordine illuminantis. Sed si acci­
piatur maius in ordine illuminantis et minus in ordine illuminati, minus
lumen non offuscatur per maius, sed magis augetur: sicut lumen aëris per
lumen solis .... " The comparison should not be pressed too much on the
difference between illuminansand illuminatus,because Christ's agent intellect
is also illuminating. The point is the difference of order between Creator
and creature.
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(especiallythe first four of q. 16) could be read as purely philo­
sophical texts, when taken out of context; within the context
they also contain philosophical reflection, but their source and
goal are eminently theological: explication of the relation be­
tween Creator and creatures.

2.3 Aquinas as a negativetheologian

For the answer to the question whether Aquinas offers us a
negative theology, I take the two points of interest together:
does Aquinas indicate the Christian distinction by transforming
his positive models? do the references to the formal features of
our God-talk fulfil the function of hollowing out the models?
This time I shall not go through the whole body of articles one
by one, but I shall pick out some instances which are represen­
tative.

In order to see the transformations indicative of the Chris­
tian distinction and the negations (with reference to the formal
features of ST I, qq. 3-11),I shall indicate some of the waysAqui­
nas uses to do thisjob.

The first thing to do is to pay attention primarily (though
not exclusively)to the objections and the answers to the objec­
tions and to see how in the objections the normal use of our
words is presented and how the answersto the objections modi­
fy this use.

For example, in q. 14, a. 1 the three objections present us
with the Aristotelian model of scientia. The first objection states
that scientia is a habitus: my knowledge of e.g. theology is more
than potential, since otherwiseI would not be more of a theolo­
gian than a baby; at the same time not all my knowledgeis actu­
al, especially not so when I am sleeping. So scientia is a habitus.
The second objection tells us that scientia is about conclusions,
deduced from principles, which function as cause of the con­
clusions. The third objection saysthat scientia is about universals
(e.g. physics) or about particulars (e.g. morals). In all three re­
spects scientia is unfit to be attributed to God. The answerto the
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first objection introduces the distinction between modus signifi­
candi and res significata and tells us to remove everyconnotation
that pertains to the imperfect mode of created scientia. So, in
God scientia is not a habitus or quality,but His substance or actus
purus. The answer to the second objection says that what in
creatures is divided and multiple is in God in a simplex way,
united. The answer to the third objection repeats that the mode
of knowing in God is higher than the mode of our knowing, so
that His knowledge is not of universals or particulars. What is
the effect of the three moves Aquinas asks us to make after
having shown in the corpus that we should attribute scientia to
God? I would say that the effect is that I see why and that we
must attribute scientia to God, but that I cannot imagine what
this divine knowledge looks like. What is a scientia that is not a
quality, that does not go from principles to conclusions (or from
sense data to the formulation of laws,for that matter), and that
is not about universals or particulars? In terms of description,
the article leaves the reader pretty much empty-handed. All
three answers contribute to this impression, also the second,
which is an application of the formal feature of simplicity.
Aquinas givesus no occasion to forget that we are talking about
God's knowledge and not about the knowledge of some very
high creature.

Alreadyin the second article the corpus tells us that in God's
self-understanding,which is affirmed, the intellect, the object of
the intellect, and the species intelligibilis are the same, i.e. the
divine substance. It is again an application of simplicitas. The
answer to the first objection tells us that in God's mind 'reflec­
tion', redire ad suam essentiam, is the same as subsisting in itself.
And again: I understand quite wellwhy it all should be said this
way. Without self-understanding the knowing God would be­
come a computer and not the source of all knowing and free­
dom. At the same time we should remember that we talk about
God's self-understanding and not about yours or mine. Because
of the movesmade to protect this last reminder, I end up having
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no grasp of this act of knowing, which is identical with the
object of knowing and the medium of the knowledge.

The pattern is recurrent."! Positiveattributions are hollowed
out, so that they still are attributed to God .(and so they should),
but are taken from our grasp by removing the modus signijicandi
they have in our use, by denying the complexities they have in
creation.

There is a second way of doing negative theology. There
are expressions where an affirmative proposition can be applied
only when we explain it by putting a negation in its place. E.g.
when we say that God is in Himself, the only way to explain it
is to say that He is not contained in anything else.72Aquinas has
refused this way as a general way to interpret affirmative
propositions about God,73but that does not mean that he does
not use it in cases where the proper meaning of a word has
implications that are unacceptable for God-talk.

Let us now take a look at Aquinas' treatment of the famous
question of God's knowledgeof future contingents (q. 14, a. 13),

71 Q. 14, a. 1, ad 1 and 2; a. 2 (completely); a. 5, ad 1-3. In a. 6, resp. two
models, by means of which one could imagine and think God's proper
cognition of the rationes rerum, are put aside because they do not contain the
distinction between Creator and creatures, i.e. the models: "ut puta quod, si
centrum cognosceret seipsum, cognosceret omnes lineas progredientes a
centro; vel lux, si cognosceret seipsam, cognosceret omnes colores." "Sed
haec exempla, licet quantum ad aliquid similia sint, scilicet quantum ad
universalern causalitatem; tarnen deficiunt quantum ad hoc, quod multitu­
do et diversitas non causantur ab ilia uno principia universali, quantum ad
id quod principium distinctionis est, sed solum quantum ad id in quo com­
municant .... Et inde est quod huiusmodi diversitas et multitudo non potest
cognosci in suo principia secundum propriam cognitionem, sed solum in
communi .... Et sic, cum Deus in se omnes perfectiones contineat, compa­
ratur Dei essentia ad omnes rerum essentias, non sicut commune ad pro­
pria, ut unitas ad numeros, vel centrum ad lineas; sed sicut perfectus actus
ad imperfectos. "
72 " ... huiusmodi locutiones per negationem sunt exponendae. Sicut
enim Deus dicitur esse in seipso, quia a nullo exteriori continetur; ita dicitur
comprehendi a seipso. Dicit enim Augustinus, in libro De videndo Deum,
quod tatum comprehenditur videndo, quod ita videtur, ut nihil eius lateat
videntem (STI, q. 14, a. 3, ad 1)." - The ad 2 follows the same road.
73 See STI, q. 13,a. 2, resp.
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because there we meet a third way of paying attention to the
Christian distinction and the consequent negative theology. It is
what I call 'theological prudence or temperance'.

Of course, Aquinas wants to affirm that God knows the fu­
ture contingents.t! The first two objections try to convince us
that divine knowledge of the future implies the necessity of
these future events. The first objection shows this at the ontic
level: a necessarycause has a necessaryeffect; God's knowing is
the cause of the things known; God's knowing is necessary (as
God himself is); ergo. The second objection discussesthe matter
at the level of tense logic: in a conditional proposition, where
the condition is necessary,the consequent is also necessary.The
third objection argues the other way around: when a man
knows (not only guesses,surmises,etc.) something, that thing of
necessityis the case;God's knowledge is even more certain than
man's knowledge; no future contingent is necessary; ergo: God
does not knowfuture contingents.

In the response, Aquinas first states that God knows all
things that are in the power of Himself and/or his creatures.
Some of these things are contingent facts, which are future to
US.75 After that, he explains what contingency implies for knowl­
edge: a contingent fact, which could have been otherwise, can
be an object of certain knowledge when it is present. A future
contingent is a thing which has a cause that is not determined to
one thing. Therefore, our knowledgeof it is alwaysconjectural.
Now, in God things are different, because of his eternity
(compare the first wayof making negative theology). Therefore
we have to say two things about God's knowledge of future
contingents: the first is that He knows them ut in sua prae­
sentialitate; the second is that God does not know these future

74 In accord with the second rule of K. Tanner: "avoid in talk about God's
creative agency all suggestions of limitation in scope or manner and do
talk of it as immediate and universally extensive," O.C., p. 47 (I modified the
last words slightly).
75 I put the last word in italics, since it indicates already part of the
difficulty: our point of view in time is involved in the way the question is
asked.
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contingents successive. And yet the future contingents remain
contingent, when seen in relation to their causaeproximae.

The answer to the first objection states that a supreme cause
can be necessary and yet the effect contingent, because of a
causa proxima. The example Aquinas gives is that a plant's
germination can be contingent because of a proximate cause (the
condition of the soil, the falling of rain, etc.), while the move­
ment of the sun, which is its first cause, is necessary. So God's
science is necessary, but the things known in it can be contin­
gent.76 For an average reader the example seems unconvincing,
even when leaving aside the state of physics and biologywhich
it presupposes. The point is that the sun is not the all compre­
hending factor in the whole process and so in our estimation the
example misses the point. But Aquinas leaves it at that for this
moment: he considered it a sufficientexample at the ontic level.

In his answer to the second objection about the necessary
consequent of a necessary antecedent and the application of it
to the proposition si Deus scivit hocfuturum esse, hoc erit, Aquinas
first rejects two positions which try to make the antecedent
contingent because there is a relation to the future in it (BONA­
VENTURE,ALBERT)or because a contingent fact is part of the
proposition (GROSSETESTE).These alternatives would be easier,
but they would introduce contingency in God Himself, and that
is an impossibilityfor Aquinas, since it would blur the Christian
distinction. Another solution is presented, which runs along the
line of the example of the answer to the first objection: but what
was sufficient at the ontic level, is completely insufficient at the
logical level. When the conditional antecedent speaks about a
necessary remote cause and the consequent about a contingent
effect of causae proximae, we would call the whole conditional
proposition false. Si sol movetur, herba germinabit is a false prop-

76 Ad primurn ergo dicendum quod, licet causa suprema sit necessaria;
tarnen effectus potest esse contingens, propter causam proximam con tingen­
tern: sicut germinatio plantae est contingens propter causam proximam
contingentem, licet motus solis, qui est causa prima, sit necessarius. Et simi­
liter scita a Deo sunt contingentia propter eausas proximas, licet scientia Dei,
quae est causa prima, sit necessaria (STI, q. 14, a. 13, ad 1).
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osition: until this day the sun has moved, but many plants have
died because of bad soil, lack or abundance of rain, etc. Aquinas
then gives his own solution by distinguishing between conceiv­
ing something secundum essequod in se est and secundum esse quod
est in anima. When I know a material thing, e.g. a stone, I know
this material thing immaterially. The speciesof the stone in my
mind is immaterial. Now, if the antecedent of a conditional
proposition is about an act of the soul, the consequent should be
taken equally as concerning the being it has in the soul. So, in
the proposition "If God knew that this will happen, it will hap­
pen", the consequent ("it will happen") should be explained as
meaning a future event as contained in God's mind in sua prae­
sentialitate. In this waythe consequent indeed is necessary.The
suggestion is that this necessity does not affect the contingency
of the future event secundum esse quod in se est. For that level
(that I have called the ontic level), we are referred back to the
answer to the first objection.

The answer to the third objection (what is known, neces­
sarily is; future contingents are not of necessity; ergo:God does
not know them) givesas the reason whywe cannot know future
contingents, that we know historical things successively,because
the events and our knowledge happen in time. Because of His
eternity God can know them. Aquinas gives us as an image the
viewof a man on top of a mountain, who sees much more than
men on their different waysto the top. Now,what is known by
us, is necessary also secundum quod in se est, and future contin­
gents are unknowable to us. In God the future contingents are
necessary secundum esse quod in scientia Dei habent, but not
absolute, as considered in their own causes.And again we receive
a lesson in logic. Aquinas tells us that in regard to the propo­
sition omne scitum a Deo necessarium est esse,we have to distin­
guish between a necessity de re and a necessity de dicta. In the
first interpretation the proposition means that the things known
by God are necessary, and so the proposition is false. In the
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second interpretation, we say "the dictum that the things known
by God have being, is necessary,"and that is true.??

Aquinas' answers are correct, but at the same time the
reader feels cheated. At the antic level the example misses an
important point. In the answers to the other two objections we
are provided with distinctions between esse in re and esse in ani­
ma and with the information that 'being known' does not give
an inherent disposition to the thing known. This is true, but in
God's case the knowledge of God was called causa rerum (a. 8)
and practical knowledge (voluntate adjuncta) seems to cause inhe­
rent changes in the things knownwhen it is exercised. I do not
find it strange that thinkers want to go further and end up in
determinism or by introducing some kind of contingency in
God. And yet I think it prudent of Aquinas not do more than he
does.

In fact, Aquinas does two things. First, he defines future con­
tingency in reas:futurum ... nondum determinatum ad unum: quia
causa contingens se habet ad oppositaand he maintains that defini­
tion when he talks about the relation between God and the cau­
sae secundae. Things that are contingent to us remain contingent
to us, whatever we say about God's knowing them. That is the
decisive point. Aquinas does not ask the question whether the
world is contingent for God, which is the hidden question be­
hind our drive to go on where Aquinas stops. He refuses to ask
that question, because to do so is to take 'God's point of view'
(if one can meaningfullysaysuch thing). In this wayhe suggests
the second move.

Second, he argues that God's causality and 'time' are of
another level and of another nature as the causalityand time of
the causae secundae, because He is the Creator and He is eter­
nal.78 If the Maker of the world would not be the Creator and if

77 Against opponents of this example who say that the distinction between
de dicto and de re only applies in the case of accidental predicates, Aquinas
answers that esse scitum a Deo is not an inherent quality of things secundum
esse, quod in se est.
78 Aquinas can apply the character of human knowledge of things (that
they do not imply an inherent disposition in things, since the relation of
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God were not an eternal God, we could have taken God's 'point
of view' and then certainly would have had to conclude to
determinism (or to contingency in the maker). In fact, the whole
article is built on the presumption that the word causa is used
analogously when used for Creator and creatures. The same is
true for God's knowledge:were it infinite human knowledge of
a man-like maker, then all future contingents would have lost
their contingency, since God would have come in the category
of a knower at tp' who knowsthat something will happen at tq.

When at this point we look back at the concrete examples
(the sun as necessary cause of the growing of plants, this grow­
ing remaining contingent because of causae proximae; the larger
view of a person on top of a mountain), we can see that they
are not bad at all. The point is every time not so much the simil­
arity between God and the sun or between God and a person
on top of a mountain, it rather is the difference between prima
causa and causae secundae: the only function of the examples is
to point to a qualitative difference. Without these reminders we
would reason on and forget that we have no other point of view
than our created point of view.This theological prudence, as an
exercise in keeping the point of viewof the creature coramDeo,
is as such also an exercise in maintainingnegative theology.

3. The questions on God's will: qq. 19-24

3.1 The structureof qq. 19-24

In these questions we meet again a variety of themes: God's
willing (q. 19), His love (q. 20), Hisjustice and mercy (q. 21), His

the knower to the known is a relatio realis et rationis. but the relation of the
known to the knower is a relatio rationis tantum) without forgetting that God's
knowing is the cause of the things known, since he knows that this
causality is 'creating' and not another way of producing. Cf. ST!, q. 45, a. 3:
because creation is a production without movement or mutation of some­
thing pre-existent: "Unde relinquitur, quod creatio in creatura non sit nisi
relatio quaedam ad Creatorem, ut ad principium sui esse .... n
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providence (q. 22) and predestination (q. 23), and finallyan ex­
planation of scriptural texts on 'the book of life' (q. 24).

Aquinas offers a triple division:the first question is on God's
willing itself; the following two discuss things that have a strict
relation to the will; providence and predestination have a rela­
tion to the intellect, but as ordered to the wil1.79In the prologue
to q. 20 Aquinas justifies his next step by appealing to the an­
thropological scheme that he himself uses in his ST I-II: in the
human soul we find in the strivingpart on the one hand the pas­
sions (or: emotions) and on the other hand the moral virtues.
This scheme suggests that we should now speak about God's
love (passion) and about his justice and mercy (virtuesj.ê?The
scheme is a useful working device: we follow the lead of what
voluntas implies in the human condition. The negations that are
required because of the fact that we are talking about God, will
be offered in due course, but they find their proper place, if we
first follow the lead of what experience and analysis of human
willing supply us with. Some hint regarding these negations is
already given when we attend to what Aquinas leaves out.
When we look at the list of eleven passiones animae which he
givesin ST I-II, qq. 22-48,we see that most of the passionsare left
out at once: of God's concupiscence, fuga, sadness we hear no
word. Neither need four of the passions of the appetitus irascibilis
(hope and despair, fear and audacity) to be considered, since
for God nothing is arduum. So we are left with only love, hate,
joy, and anger. Love is discussed here, hate and anger come up
in connection with love and the question of reprobation, joy is
touched upon (implicitly) after God's potency is dealt with (q.
26). Of the moral virtues only justice and mercy are treated

79 ... considerandum est de his quae pertinent ad voluntatem divinam: ut
sit prima consideratio de ipsa Dei voluntate; secunda, de his quae ad volun­
tatem absolute pertinent (q. 20); tertia, de his quae ad intellectum in ordine
ad voluntatem pertinent (q. 22) (STI, q. 19, prol.).
80 Deinde considerandum est de his quae absolute ad voluntatem Dei
pertinent .... In parte autem appetitiva inveniuntur in nobis et passiones ani­
mae, ut gaudium, amor, et huiusmodi; et habitus moralium virtutum, ut
justitia, fortitudo, et huiusmodi. Unde primo considerabimus de amore Dei;
secundo de justitia Dei, et misericordia eius (q. 21) (STI, q. 20, prol.)
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here. The analogon of prudence is the object of considerations
about providence and predestination. Temperance and strength
are at once left out, since they are virtues with a direct relation
to passiones animaeê! In this way, the structure of the questions
mirrors already the procedure of transforming, hollowing out
human models for our talk about God.

After the 'moral virtues' of God, Aquinas compares God's
providence and predestination with the virtue of prudence,
which - as he remarks - in moral science normally is discussed
after the moral virtues.82Aquinasprobably refers here to the Ni­
comachean Ethics, where this is the case. In his own account of
the virtues in the secunda pars he will not follow this sequence
himself. So the reference should probably not be qualified as a
very cogent reason for putting the treatment of the questions of
providence and predestination in this place. But for a good
deed even a minor motive is sufficient. The point is that the
place of the treatise on providence and predestination after the
treatment of God's knowing and willing and before the treat­
ment of God's potency is excellent and so is the suggestion that
in both God's 'prudence' is at stake: in the treatment of predes­
tination the last word is 'mystery', but this waywe are warned
that it is not a mysteryof blind power, but of free and loving
wisdom.

81 See ST I-II, q. 60, a.2: Alio modo potest comparari operatio ad virtutem
moralem, sicut materia circa quam est. Et secundum hoc oportet alias esse
virtutes morales circa operationes, et alias circa passiones. Cuius ratio est,
quia bonum et malum in quibusdam operationibus attenditur secundam
seipsas ... inquantum scilicet bonum in eis et malum accipitur secundum
ration em commensurationis ad alterum .... Et propter hoc justitia et partes
eius proprie sunt circa operationes sicut circa propriam materiam. In qui­
busdam vero operationibus bonum et malum attenditur solum secundum
commensurationem ad operantem .... Et propter hoc oportet quod virtutes in
talibus sint principaliter circa interiores affectiones, quae dicuntur animae
passiones: sicut patet de temperantia, fortitudine et aliis huiusmodi. -
Already in his answer to the first objection of q. 21, a. 1 Aquinas presents
this distinction as the motive why temperantia and fortitudo can be said only
metaphorically of God.
82 Nam et post moraIes virtutes, in scientia morali, consideratur de pru­
dentia, ad quam providentia pertinere videtur (ST!, q. 22, prol.).
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After the treatment of providence and predestination a con­
sideration of the expression liber vitae is given as an exegetical
annex, comparable to the question on divine life after the ques­
tions about truth and falsity.

3.2 The theologicalcharacterof 1, qq. 19-24

Let us start again with a look at the scriptural dossier of ex­
plicit quotations. In STI, q. 19we meet the following:Rom. 12,
2; 1 Thess. 4, 3; Eph. 1, 11;Wisd. 11, 21; 1 Tim. 2, 4; Ps. 113, 3
(Hebr. 115,3); Gen. 6, 7;Jer. 18, 7-8;Num. 23, 19;Jes. 38, 1;Rom.
9,19; Ps. UO (UI), 2;Mt. 6,10; Wisd. 11,25.

In ST I, q. 20 we find: 1Jo. 4, 8; Ps. 5, 6;Wisd. 11, 24a; 6, 7;
Rom. 8, 32; Ps. 8, 6; Hebr. 2, 16;Jo. 21, 15; (Jes. 3, 8); Lk. 15, 7;
Ecd. 13, 15;Phil. 2, 9:Jes. 9, 6;Apoc. 20, 17;Provo16, 2.

In STI, q. 21 we find: Eph. 1,2; Ps. 10 (U), 7; Rom. U, 25;
Ps. 84 (85), 11; 2 Tim. 2, 13; Ps. UO (UI), 5; Eph. 4, 33;James 2,
13 (2x); Rom. 15,8-9;Ps.24 (25), 10;Lk. 7,47.

In STI, q. 22we find: Wisd. 14,3; Mt. 24, 25; Ps. 148,6; Eph.
1, 12; Ecd. 15, 14; Ps. 80 (81), 14; 1 Cor. 9, 9;Wisd. 8, I;Job 22,
14;Rom. 13, 1;Rom. 8, 28;Job. 34, 13.

In STI, q. 23 we meet: 1 Cor. 2,12; Rom. 8, 30; (Rom. 1,4);
again Rom. 8, 30; 2 Macc.6,20; Wisd. U, 24; Hos. 13,9; Ecd. 7,
14;Mal. 1,2-3; 1 Tim. 2, 4; Eph. 1, 4; Rom. 8, 29; (Rom. 9, 15);
Rom. 9, 14;Tit. 3, 5; Rom. 9, U-13; 2 Cor. 3, 5; Lam. 5, 21; Rom.
9,22; 2 Tim. 2, 20; Mt. 20, 14-15;Apoc. 3, 11;Rom. 8, 29;Job 34,
24;Dt. 1, U; Mt. 7, 13-14;Rom. U, 34; Gen. 25, 21; 1 Kgs15, 29;
Rom. U, 29; 2 Pt. 1, 10;1 Cor. 3,9.

Finally in STI, q. 24we find: (Ecd. 24, 32); Ps. 68 (69),28;
Provo3, 3; 2 Tim. 2, 19;Jo. 6, 71;Ps. 68 (69),28; Apoc. 3, 5.

This time, our first remark can be that the dossier is quite
extensive. ST I, q. 23 on predestination ranks highest. Perhaps
someone would retort that this is logical, since predestination is
typicallya theological question. The counter question of course
would be: why? Is it more theological than the theme of God's
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loving? God's providence? God's willing of alia a se?A better
explanation would be that historically the dossier of scriptural
texts on predestination was already extensive in Augustine's
treatment of the question in his De praedestinatione sanctorum and
his De dono perseverantiaeand that systematicallythe interpreta­
tion of Scripture in this question poses more difficultiesthan e.g.
in the case of God's providence.

A second observation is that the quotations are scattered
throughout all parts of the articles. On the whole it is the sed
contra that contains a scriptural quotation that decides the ques­
tion. But nowwe often also meet Scripture in the objections, in
the answers,and in the corpusarticuli.This givesrise to much the­
ological-exegetical work and the elaboration of hermeneutic
procedures. So we hear e.g. in ST I, q. 19, a. 7 aboutJer. 18, 7-8
that God often lets a prophet announce something as future,
because seen in relation to the lower causes this will be the
future, though it will not happen because He wants something
else to happen. In this waythe human situation of merit or guilt
is revealed (with its appeal for conversion) and at the same time
the superiority of God's causality,in regard to whose power the
totality of causae secundae is inadequate. When then something
else happens than waspredicted, this is not a sign of God's being
penitent (this way of speaking is only metaphorical), but of
God's considering it a good thing for us to see what would have
happened, had He not decided otherwise.ss

83 Ad secundum dicendum quod voluntas Dei, cum sit causa prima et
universalis, non excludit eausas medias, in quarum virtute est ut aliqui
effectus producantur. Sed quia omnes causae mediae non adequant virtu tern
causae primae, multa sunt in virtute et scientia et voluntate divina, quae non
continentur sub ordine causarum inferiorum; sicut resuscitatio Lazari. Un­
de aliquis respiciens ad eausas inferiores dicere poterat, Lazarus non resurget;
respiciens vero ad causam primam divinam poterat dicere, Lazarus resurget.
Et utrumque horum Deus vult: scilicet quod aliquid quandoque sit futurum
secundum causam inferiorem, quod tarnen futurum non sit secundum eau­
sam superiorem; vel e converso. Sic ergo dicendum est quod Deus (!) ali­
quando praenuntiat aliquid futurum, secundum quod continetur in ordine
causarum inferiorum, ut puta secundum dispositionem naturae vel merito­
rum; quod tarnen non fit, quia aliter est in causa superiori divina. Sicut cum
praedixit Ezechiae, Dispone domui tuae, quia morieris et non vives, ut habetur
Isaiae 38, 1; neque tarnen ita evenit, quia ab aeterno aliter fuit in scientia et
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The question whether Aquinas' texts can be interpreted as
theological exegesis is rather clear-cut in ST I, qq. 20-24.The
adversaries of the hypothesiswould probably think that q. 19 is
the strongest argument for a more philosophical reading. There­
fore, a third observation on the scriptural quotations in this
quaestio should be made. The noteworthy thing is that the
scriptural texts in the first four articles are typically salvation
history texts that do not refer primarily to the act of creation as
such, but to commandments and deeds of God in our history:
Rom. 12, 2 (the searching of God's will by Christians; a. 1), 1
Thess. 4, 3 (God willsour sanctification; a. 2); Eph. 1, 11 (the
great hymn at the opening of the epistle to the Ephesians,where
God's will is mentioned in a Christological predestination con­
text; a. 3), and Wisdom11,21 (about the meaningfulpunishment
of the Egyptians,who could simply have been destroyed; a. 4).
Our first associationin reading the texts of the corpus and the an­
swers to the objections is on the whole only the contingency of
creation, but following the lead of the scriptural quotations, 1
have read the texts as also applicable to the contingency of sal­
vation history (which of course is also creation!!). And so they
are: in aa. 1-2one finds a heavyemphasison God asfinis (a. 1, ad
1; a. 2, resp.), who communicatesHis goodness to creatures, be­
cause it fits divine goodness that other things participate in it.84
Here the association of the sanctification of human beings and
the eschatological destination of all creatures is at least as pos­
sible as the associationof the coming into existenceof creatures.

Regarding the relation between the scriptural quotation (pri­
marily the one of the sed contra) and the corpus articuli 1have dis­
tinguished between answers to the question "why is it true?"
and to the question "how is it true?". This distinction applies

voluntate divina, quae immutabilis est. Propter quod dicit Gregorius, quod
Deus immutat sententiam, non tarnen mutat consilium, scilicet voluntatis
suae. Quod ergo (Jeremias) dicit, Poenitentiam agam Ego, intelligitur meta­
phorice dictum: nam homines quando non implent, quod comminati sunt,
poeniterevidentur (STI, q.19, a. 7, ad 2).
84 Sic igitur vult et se esse, et alia. Sed se ut finem, alia vero ut ad finern,
inquantum condecet divinam bonitatem etiam alia ipsam participare (STI,
q. 19,a. 2, resp.).
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also to the texts now under consideration. Instances of answers
to the first question are e.g.:STI, q. 19,a. 1;a: 2; a. 4; a. 6; a. 7;q.
20.,a. 1; a. 2; a. 4; q. 22, a. 1; a. 2; a. 3; q. 23, a. 1; a. 4; a. 5; a. 6; a.
7. Answersto the second question are e.g.: STI, q. 19,a. 3; (a. 6,
ad 1; this answer is more extensivethan the corpus); a. 7; a. 11; q.
20.,a. 2; a. 3; q. 21, a. 1;a. 2; a. 3; a. 4; q. 23, a. 1;a. 3; a. 4; a. 5; a.
8; q. 24, aa. 1-3.85

I shall now take a look at the theological motivation of the
questions Aquinas is asking and I shall also search for other
theological themes that suggesta nexus mysteriorum.Again, I shall
limit myself to ST I, q. 19, since the other questions speak for
themselvesin this regard.

Q. 19, a. 1 is of a specificallyChristian interest, since the af­
firmation of God as willing is essential to Jews, Christians, and
Muslimsalike. The complete content of Christian faith depends
on the position which is taken here: the contingency of the
world, the commandments of God and human sin (Rom. 12, 2!),
the incarnation and the work of redemption and grace, the es­
chatologicaldestination of creation (ad 1).

Q. 19, a. 2 has the same impact. The distinction between
God's goodness as finisB6 and creation as ad finem determines
Aquinas' complete work.His moral theology is built on it, but it
is also the main emphasis of the third part of his Summa, where
Christ is treated as the via uentatis ... per quam ad beatitudinem
immortalis vitae resurgendopervenire possumus (ST III, prol.). That
the expression ad finem should not be misunderstood in the sense
of a utilitarian means, as if God needed a means, but that it is
only an expression of hierarchy, is already indicated by the
love motivation which Aquinas mentions at the end of the cor­
pus: that it befits divine goodness that also other things partici­
pate in it. Speaking at the levelof a utilitarian means, we should

85 Some articles are mentioned twice, since they contain an answer to
both questions; in fact the allotment is most of the time a matter of weighing
and of predominance rather than of perfect clarity.
86 In a twofold sense: a. He wills His goodness and b. He wills His good­
ness as finis for all creatures.
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say that creation is a not-necessarymeans (compare the corpusof
the next article).

Q. 19, a. 3 is necessary to maintain the Jewish-Christiandis­
tinction between Creator and creature. When we simply say
that God wills creation (in the broad sense: the rabbit, Israel,
and Jesus Christ included) necessarily, creation enters into the
definition of God and 'God + world' becomes one system of
reality. When we say that God's willing of the creation is a con­
tingent fact, we treat God as a Beingwith a history, in which He
once made the contingent 'choice' to create a world. But in this
waywe talk of Him as if He were one of the creatures.ê? So,
Aquinas has to manoeuvre his wayin between: on the one hand
the creation is contingent and on the other hand God's will
necessarily wills His own goodness and with a necessitas ex
suppositioneHis creation. A remark, made in the answer to obj. 6,
is important for the Christian 'sentiment': there Aquinas says
that God's knowingknowseverythingas it is in Himself,but that
God wills the created things as they are in themselves.êêMain­
taining the Christian distinction does not mean that God is
closed in Himself:we are really willed and loved by God.89

Q. 19, a. 4: God's willingas cause of all created things is an
important theme for our faith, doctrinally and spiritually.With-

87 In the words of obj. 4: "ergo voluntas Dei est contingens ad utrumlibet.
Et sic imperfecta; quia omne contingens est imperfectum et mutabile." The
answer to the objection (after the corpus, which has introduced a necessitas ex
suppositione for God's willing other things than Himself to be): "Et similiter,
quod Deus non ex necessitate velit aliquid eorum quae vult, non accidit ex
defectu voluntatis divinae, sed ex defectu qui competit volito secundum
suam rationern: qui scilicet est tale, ut sine eo esse possit perfecta bonitas
Dei."
88 ... sed divinum scire habet necessariam habitudinem ad scita, non
autem divinum velie ad volita. Quod ideo est, quia scientia habetur de rebus,
secundum quod sunt in sciente: voluntas autem cornparatur ad res, secun­
dum quod sunt in seipsis (STI, q. 19, a, 3, ad 6).
89 Whether this could be said in the same way about the Unmoved
Mover of Aristotle is not that clear; it should be said about the triune God
and it should not be forgotten when we have to interpret Aquinas' speaking
about the reciprocal relation between God and creation, where our relation
to God is a relatio realis (et rationis) and God's relation to creation is a relatio
rationis tantum
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out this, either only God's knowing would be the cause, and
then the necessity of creation would follow; or only God's
potency, with the consequence that the relation of Creator and
creation would be one of blind causation; or the combination of
God's knowing and potency (but without willing): this would
evoke a computerised robot, who with necessaryblindness caus­
es a world. In none of these casesthe Christian distinction would
be maintained. At the same time, a distinction has to be made
between God's nature and His willing: because a natural
production would cause another God (as human beings produce
naturally human beings), we have to assign creation to His will
(see the corpus).

Q. 19, a. 5 searches for the possibilityof assigninga cause to
God's willing alia a se.The first association for the reader is the
question whether for God there is a motive to create this world,
but the course of the article goes in another direction: are there
fines in the world which motivate God to create the means to­
wards them. Did God e.g. create Abraham as a preparation,
because He wanted Jesus Christ? Talk like this would blur the
Christian distinction, because (the wish for) one creature would
cause God to make another, and so God would be entangled in
a complementary relation with His creatures. At the same time
Aquinas wants to maintain the creatures' own causality and the
hierarchy of ends between them: an arbitrariness of God would
make an adequate doctrine about providence and gubernatio im­
possible. So we have to distinguish between: God wants hoc esse
propter hoc (affirmed by Aquinas) and Deus propter hoc vult hoc
(denied byAquinas).

Q. 19, a. 6: the Christian distinction between Creator and
everything demands that we avoid in our talk about God's
creative agency all suggestionsof limitation in scope or manner.
Therefore we have to maintain that God's will is always ful­
filled. The theological difficultieswhich arise from this position
are respectively the occurrence of evil (obj. 3), especiallyof sin
(corpus): the problem of God's willinguniversal salvation (1 Tim.
2, 4), compared with the doctrine that some/many people will
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be damned (obj. 1); and further the problem that not every
thinkable bonum is realised, since the creation of thisworld is in a
sense a 'choice' made by God.

Q. 19, a. 7 applies the 'attribute' of immutability to God's
willing.The question is rife with exegesis.An interesting point is
that in the interpretation ofJer. 18, 7-8 the resurrection of Laza­
rus playsan important role. Of course, this is only an illustration
of the fact that according to the inferior causessomething can be
future, which according to the first cause in fact will not be
future. But the mentioning of the case of Lazarus is a hint al­
ready here that talking about God's willing is also a talking
about the willof the Son of God: Lazare, veniforas (Jo. 11,43), or
Volo,mundare (Mk1, 41) for that matter.w

Q. 19, a. 8 is the parallel of q. 14, a. 3: the question whether
determinism is the consequence of the foregoing. The sed contra
tells us that human freedom and counsel are at stake.Twoof the
objections refer to the debate on predestination (obj. 1 with the
quotation ofAugustine'sEnchiridion and obj. 2withRom.9, 19).

Q. 19, a. 9 determines the relation between God's will and
evil.The question is one for philosophers and theologians alike.
The interesting thing in Aquinas' treatment of this article is that
his primary interest is not the goodness of the 'system' of crea­
tion as such (which is the main interest of philosophical the­
odicy), but a very sophisticated speaking about God's willing
and evil.A direct negation is made with regard to the malum cul­
pae. But also with regard to the other evils a direct willing of
them is denied: the consequence would be that malum would
become a substance and that would spoil the doctrine of ere-

90 The mentioning of Christ in the treatment of the one essence of the
Trinity is no single exception. When Aquinas answers the question
whether God loves better things more, the answer to the third objection
discusses the question of Christ's love for John and Peter (STI, q. 20, a. 4, ad
3). These things can be overlooked or be considered as minor illustrations
only, when one entertains the prejudice that Aquinas in ST I, qq. 3-26 is
writing a treatise 'De Deo uno' and after that a treatise 'De Deo trino". But
that simply is not true, though his ordering of the matter may have given
rise to the coming into existence of these names. Aquinas first discusses the
one essence of the Trinity and then the trinitarian character of the Trinity.



AQUINAS' NEGATIVE THEOLOGY 71

ation. Therefore, the answer to the first objection discusses the
position that God wills that evils be because evil is ordered to
the good. Aquinas rejects this position because evil is only
ordered to the good per accidensand not per se. So, when we say
that God wills the evil of defects in nature or the evil of
punishment, we have to interpret: he willsa good cui conjungitur
tale malum. So, with regard to any evil, the last word remains
permissio (ad 3). The text of Aquinas gives some hints to other
theological themes connected with our question: the doctrine of
sin (corpus and ad 1), the question of martyrdom (the summum of
which is the cross ofJesus Christ). The word permissiowill return
in the doctrines of providence (ST I, q. 22, a. 2, ad 2) and of
reprobation (STI, q. 13,a. 3).

Q. 19, a. 10, about the liberum arbitrium Dei, has as function
that again the non-necessityof the created world is affirmed. In
God the necessityof creating things is only a necessitas ex suppo­
sitione (a. 3). The text of AMBROSEin the sed contra relates the
question at once to the divisionof charisms in the Church: God
does not owe them to the receivers, but gives them without
cause (seea. 5).

Q. 19, aa. 11-12introduce the question of the divine com­
mandments (precepts, prohibitions) and consiliaas expressionsof
God's will. The material object of the question is the lex divina,
the Old Law and the NewLaw, the topic which is discussed in
ST I-II, qq. 90-108.Formallythe question is whether and in how
far our normal language about wishingand commanding is prop­
er for God. The difficultiesas I see themv! are:
a. that precept, prohibition, and counsel have a time index,
since they concern the future behaviour of a creature (see a. 12,
resp.) and
b. that they are not alwaysfulfilled,while in q. 19, a. 6 the thesis
was that God's will is alwaysfulfilled.

91 I say "as I see them," because Aquinas more or less conceals the
theological relevance of the question: the sed contraof a. 11 presents only the
difficulty that "voluntas Dei ... quandoque autem pluraliter significatur, ut
cum dicitur (Ps. 110, 2) Magna operaDomini, exquisita in omnes voluntates ejus:"
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When we take the two difficulties together, the image arises of a
God who desires a certain behaviour from people and'then has
to wait and see whether they obey. Aquinas' solution is that
with regard to the divine commandments the word voluntas is
used in a metaphorical way. That seems a fairly high price to
pay, but the image of a God waiting for our fulfilment of His
commandments would certainly blur the Christian distinction.w

3.3 Aquinas as a negativetheologian

The first argument that we have to reckon with a negative
theological impulse in Aquinas' treatment of the divine will, is
that a 'positive' reading of ST I, q. 19 (as if it were a kind of des­
cription of God) leaves the reader with many puzzles. How to
combine the essential identity in God of esse, intelligere,and velle
(stated in a. 1) with the distinction between agere per naturam
and agere per voluntatem (a. 4)? Another problem is that talk in
terms of 'choice' is recommended with regard to God's willing
of alia a se (a. 10), while this 'choice' is eternal (a. 3), immutabilis
(a. 7), and necessary (be it ex suppositione).The last three charac­
terisations make the moment of 'choice' paper thin: when there
is no temporal moment of choice in God and God is the wayHe
is (willing alia a se), is then creation not a necessary consequence
of God's nature?

The reasons for talking this wayhave been explained above:
only in this waycan the Christian distinction be maintained. But
that means that when Aquinas rejects the necessity of creation,
he is speaking more about the nature of creation (= the created

92 The point is not that Aquinas does not want to take the question of the
commandments seriously: in his treatment of the Old Law (STI-II, qq. 99-
105) he spends much exegetical effort explaining the signification of the
moral, ceremonial, and judicial commandments. So we should say that the
existence of these precepts, prohibitions, and counsels is willed by the Crea­
tor because they are means of leading human beings to their final destina­
tion. In other words, the point of aa. 11-12 is only that we should not be de­
ceived by our normal and adequate language.
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world) than about the nature of God's act of creating.93 So, the
intention of q. 19 is not to give a total 'image or concept of
God', but to regulate our speakingabout Him. I do not intend to
say that Aquinas is not thinking about God, but only about lan­
guage. On the contrary, his attention is directed towards the
divine mystery.But the net result is a 'better not knowing God'
than before. This result is reached by introducing distinctions
which we have to make, though they are not valid secundum rem
in God. At the same time, thinking this divine simplicity could
lead us to mistaken conclusions, so that we have to reintroduce
the distinctions. We are sent from distinctions to simplicity and
back. A good example of this procedure is q. 19, a. 2, obj 1 and
the answer to it. "There is an argument that God does not will
other things than Himself, since God's willing is His Being. But
God is not other than Himself. So, He does not will anything
other than Himself." 'To the first objection should be said that,
though God's willing in reality is His being, there is a distinction
in their definition according to different modes of understand­
ing and signifying, as is clear from the foregoing. When I say
that God is, no relation is implied to anything, as is the case
when I say that God wills. Therefore, though He is not some­
thing different from Himself, yet He wills something different
from Himself."94 So the distinction of agereper naturam and agere
per voluntatem is not a real distinction in God, but we run a risk
when we only apply 'natural cause' models; after having made
the distinction, we run another risk. The same goes for the
choice model: not using it would lead to a systematic clarity
which makes everything necessary (determinism); using it leads
to other dangers (forgetting about God's eternity).

Another instance of introducing a model and at the same
time hollowing it out is the explanation of 1 Tim. 2, 4 in q. 19, a.

93 With respect to God's act of creation also we very soon loose our grasp
on the matter: " ... dicendum, quod creatio active significata significat actio­
nem divinam, quae est eius essentia cum relatione ad creaturam. Sed rela­
tio in Deo ad creaturam non est realis, sed secundum rationem tantum" (ST
I, q. 45, a. 3, ad 1).
94 Translated by the author.
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6, ad 1. The model used is that of the voluntas antecedensand the
voluntas consequens: it is nicely explained by the example of the
judge who anteeedenterwills that everyone lives,but consequenter
sentences the murderer to death. But already before the ex­
planation Aquinas depletes the model: Quae quidem distinctio non
accipitur ex parte ipsius voluntatis divinae, in qua nihil estprius vel pos­
terius; sed ex parte volitorum. The consequence for the exegesis of
2 Tim. 2, 4 is a fairly harsh one (it is a metaphorical statement
about God), but that is not the theme of this study.

In the introduction on the structure of ST I, qq. 19-24, I
already pointed out the transformation of speaking about divine
'passions': most of the passionswere left out from the beginning.
In the first article of q. 20 the passion moment of love is re­
moved at once, since passions involve bodily change. We may
only speak of divine love as signifyingan act of the intellectual
appetite.ve Also, the talk about God in terms of 'preference' is
accepted and qualified: it is accepted, because there are differ­
ences in goodness among creatures and these should be reduced
to God's creativewilling of these differences.w it is qualified, be­
cause a difference in intensity of God's loving is denied. This
negation is necessitated by the formal feature of divine simplici­
ty.97A similar qualifying interpretation is given of divine mercy:
the passion moment should be denied in divinis (STI, q. 21, a. 3,
ad 1), the attribute fits God because of the similarity of the
effect of His deeds with our deeds of mercy: expelleredefectus (q.
21, a. 3, resp.).

95 Amor igitur et gaudium et delectatio, secundum quod significant actus
appetitus sensitivi, passiones sunt: non autem secundum quod significant
actus appetitus intellectivi. Et sic ponuntur in Deo (STI, q. 20, a. 1, ad 1).
96 Cum enim amor Dei sit causa bonitatis rerum, ut dictum est (a. 2), non
esset aliquid alio melius, si Deus non vellet uni maius bonum quam alteri
(STI, q. 20, a. 3, resp.).
97 Respondeo dicendum quod, cum amare sit velie bonum alicui, duplici
ratione potest aliquid magis vel minus amari. Uno modo, ex parte ipsius
actus voluntatis, qui est magis vel minus intensus. Et sic Deus non magis
quae dam aliis amat: quia omnia amat uno et simplici actu voluntatis, et
semper eodem modo se habente (ib.).
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As for Aquinas' treatment of providence and predestination,
I may quote the conclusion of an earlier study I made of these
questions: "When, in thinking on predestination, we let ourselves
be seduced to misconceptions, because we change Aquinas' con­
cepts into images, this leads to an attitude of fatalism. Aquinas
does not give occasion for this because of his 'negative' speaking.
In the end we still do not know how God works. We do not
come in the position of an outsider, who enjoys a bird's-eye
view of the system of God and world. We remain within our
history, where we have to make our choices without extra infor­
mation."98

The second form of negative theology, i.e. that an affir­
mative proposition is explained by putting a negative prop­
osition in its place, does not occur in the quaestioneswe are deal­
ing with now.

As for the 'theological prudence or temperance' (as I have
called it before), I shall give only some references here, without
detailed expositions of the texts: STI, q. 19, a. 3; a. 8; q. 22, a. 4;
q. 23, a. 3; a. 5; aa. 6-7.99

4. God's potency and beatitude

4.1 The structureof qq. 25-26

The question of God's potency was already announced in
the prologue of q. 14: after the operationesimmanentes of knowing
and willing, God's potency should be treated ut principium opera­
tionis divinae in effectum exterioremprocedentis.Here again Aquinas

98 J. WISSINK, "Providentie, predestinatie en praktijk," J. van den Eijn­
den (ed.), De praktische Thomas. Thomas van Aquino: de eonsequenties van zijn
theologie voor hedendaags gedrag, Hilversum, 1987, pp. 74-87, esp. p. 86 (trans­
lated by the author).
99 Of course it is not my intention to say that Aquinas is prudent only in
these articles. The point is that in these places the seduction to go on
speculating is especially great and that the fact that Aquinas does not do so
is a sign that he is aware that this not possible, since God is God and we are
creatures.
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followsthe lead of an anthropological scheme: our external acts
presuppose potentiae and habitus potentiae. The treatment of the
divine essence could, of itself,have been arranged in another or­
der, since the motive for placing the treatment of divine poten­
cy here (ut principium operationis) is at once denied as valid in
divinis.IooBut Aquinas has a theological reason for wanting to dis­
cuss divine omnipotence before the doctrine of creation: God
would have been omnipotent, even if there wasno creation.tv-

The question about the beatitude of God is not so much a se­
quel to the question of God's potency as a conclusion to the
whole of qq. 14-25:in the definition of beatitude (in the response
of q. 26, a. 1) knowing,willing,and possecome together.tw

4.2 The theologicalcharacterof 1, qq. 25-26

The dossier of explicit scriptural quotations contains for q.
25:Ps. 88 (89),9; 2 Tim. 2, 13; 1 Cor. 1,20; Lk. 1,37; Mt. 26, 53;
Eph. 3, 20. In q. 26: 1Tim. 6, 15;Gob40,10;) 1Cor. 15,41.

The dossier is rather limited, but the quoted texts represent
many texts: we should say that they are passim notes. The
context of the quotations is again fairlyvaried. In Ps. 88 it is the
election of David and God's power in His creation (where the
passage through the Red Sea and God's taming of the waters in
creation myths are merged). An important instance of God's

100 Ad tertium dicendum quod potentia in rebus creatis non solum est
principium action is, sed etiam effectus. Sic igitur in Deo salvatur ratio poten­
tiae quantum ad hoc, quod est principium effectus: non autem quantum ad
hoc, quod est principium action is, quae est divina essentiae. Nisi forte se­
cundum modum intelligendi, prout divina essentia ... potest intelligi et sub
ratione action is, et sub ratione potentiae; sicut etiam intelligitur et sub ratio­
ne suppositi habentis naturam, et sub ratione naturae (STI, q. 25, a. 1, ad 3).
101 Et tarnen, etiam si nullum effectum produceret, non esset Dei potentia
frustra. Quia frustra est, quod ordinatur ad finem, quem non attingit: poten­
tia autem Dei non ordinatur ad effectum sicut ad finem, sed magis ipsa est
finis sui effectus (STI, q. 25, a. 2, ad 2).
102 Nihil enim aliud sub nomine beatitudinis intelligitur, nisi bonum
perfectum intellectualis naturae; cuius est suam sufficientiam cognoscere
in bono quod habet; et cui competit ut ei contingat aliquid vel bene vel male,
et sit suarum operationum domina (STI, q. 26, a. 1, resp.).
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omnipotence is the incarnation, the word of the angel to Mary
in Lk. 1, 17. In the question whether God can undo facts of the
past (q. 25, a. 4), an allusionismade toJesus' miracles (curing the
blind, raising the dead). Mt. 26, 53 testifies to the possibilityof
Jesus' praying to His Father to send Him protective armies of
angels to saveHim from death. The context of Eph. 3, 20 is also
one of prayer and doxology. The types of dealing with the
texts do not differ from those found before.

Here also we look for the theological character of the ques­
tionsAquinas is asking.

Q. 25, a. 1 is a theological question of first importance. The
thankful commemorationsof the magnalia Dei are celebrations of
the power of God. The disputes of Deutero:fesajaare about the
power of the true God as compared with the gods of Baby­
lon.l°3

Q. 25, a. 2 applies the concept of infinity to the attribute of
power/potency. In the answer to the second objection (that the
effect of God's power is alwayssmaller than His power and that
God's power would not be frustra, even if God had not created
a world), the arguments are explicitly stating the Christian
distinction.

Q. 25, a. 3 is a logical consequence of the doctrine of
creation. One could explain 'omnipotence' as 'Creator poten­
cy'. Immediately connected with it are the doctrine of God's gu­
bernatio (obj. 4 and the answer to it) and the possibilityof mira­
cles (ibidem).

Q. 25, a. 4 is an application of the thesis that God's omnip­
otence does not imply that He can do things that are absolutely
impossible, since they are contradictory. Undoing a past fact is
an instance of this. The directly theological theme connected
with this is the remission of sin: forgivingdoes not mean that the
fact of havingsinned ismade undone (ad 3).

103 This context is not mentioned by Aquinas in this connection, but in
q. 25, a. 3, ad 2 we meet an explicit distinction between the pagan gods and
the true God in connection with Aristotle's remark that God can do evil
things!
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Q. 25, aa. 5-6 are about God's power to act differently from
the wayHe in fact acts and to create a better world. Here we
meet the famous distinction between God's potentia absoluta and
His potentia ordinaria (ad 1). Without the theses of these two
articles the contingency of this world would be lost and
consequently also the Christian distinction. It is interesting that,
although Aquinas must introduce a margin between this factual
world and God's potency (so that it is in principle possible to
talk of possible other worlds), and does not feel held to the
position that this world is the 'best of all possible worlds', he
makes two reservations. The first concerns the order of this fac­
tual universe: the argument is the valde bonumof Gen. 1 (q. 25, a.
5, ad 3; a. 4, ad 3) .104 The second reservation concerns Christ
and His mother: better than this is impossible. Here we meet
with respect to Christology a variation of the Anselmian id quo
majus cogitarinequit!

Q. 26, a. 1 presents God's happiness (bliss, beatitude) as a
simple conclusion from the foregoing. Although the theological
point that God did not create from need is not explicitlymade
in this article, that position is excluded by the positive words
bonum perfectum and sufficientia.l05

104 We have to be careful here. On the one hand, Aquinas would not
subscribe to Leibniz's dictum that this world is 'the best of all possible worlds',
since on this hypothesis everything becomes necessary and the ]ewish­
Christian distinction is abolished. On the other hand, he does not promote
an attitude which thinks that a better world is an easy thing to fancy: would
a world without mosquitoes, cancer, and aggression really be a better
world? Our first emotional response would, of course, be: "yes, it would."
But it seems good to think twice or three times about this.

Two other remarks:
a. the discovery of the evolutionary processes in our world modifies the
whole question a little, but only a little;
b. the question whether I can become a better man, remains a very valid
question and a fruitful one indeed; it is probably a better question than the
one about better worlds: "Alia bonitas est, quae est extra essentiam rei; sicut
bonum hominis est esse virtuosum vel sapientem. Et secundum tale bo­
num, potest Deus res a se factas facere meliores" (STI, q. 25, a. 6, resp.).
105 But the theme is nearby: see the text of Saint GREGORY in the sed
contra of the next article: "Ipse gloriosus est, qui, dum seipso perfruitur, acce­
dentis laudis indigens non est."
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Q. 26, a. 2 puts the essence of divine beatitude in an operatio
intellectualis of God as an analogans of the eschatological beati­
tude given to human beings.

Q. 26, a. 3 elaborates this analogy, adding the remark that
the subjective realisation of beatitude can be greater and less
great.

Q. 26, a. 4 sets the concluding seal on the whole: as in God
all perfections of creation pre-exist in an eminent mode, so in
God's beatitude all created happiness is contained in an eminent
mode.

4.3 Aquinas as a negativetheologian

First we have to look again at the qualifications and modifi­
cations of potency and beatitude, when used for God. The first
modification is that in divinis active potency and act are iden­
tified: both are the divine essence (q. 25, a. 1, ad 2). Therefore,
God's power is not the principium operationisbut only the princi­
pium effedus (ib., ad 3). So the reason of speaking about God's
power is only that His worksare powerful. Our modus intelligendi
must present the perfections of creatures in God in the order of
principles of operation and actions (ib.), but we must remember
that our modus intelligendi and our modus significandi are not iso­
morphic with divine reality. We are not far from propounding
that the meaning of "God is powerful" is "God is not impotent".
The only reason why this explanation is insufficient is that ac­
tive potency is a perfection. So, the final result is that we pos­
itively attribute potency to God, but do not know what divine
potency is.

Further qualifications are that God's power is infinite (q. 25,
a. 2) and that it is omnipotence. Both qualifications come down
to saying that God's potency is the potency of the Creator. It
should therefore be maintained that the totality of the creatures
does not exhaust God's power (a. 2, ad 2 and ad 3). What we
say about infinite potency is regulated by what we have said
about God's willing a world: there is something like a liberum
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arbitrium in God's creating and so in our factual world we meet
only the power that God 'chose' to exercise. The infinity of
God's power is in a sense not directly revealed by our actual
world: it is believed by implication when we characterise God
as Creator.lw

In q. 26 we meet only one explicit qualification of talking
about the beatitude of God: Aquinas applies the formal feature
of simplicity to it (q. 26, a. 1).

The second way of negative theology (the double negation)
does not occur in q. 25 and q. 26.

As an example of the third way of negative theology (the
prudence to stop where one should stop, since we do not know
what God is), I shall consider the way in which Aquinas deals
with omnipotence and with the question of divine 'alternatives'.

In the question of divine omnipotence Aquinas avoids two
extremes. One extreme is that he would limit God's power by
the so-called laws of nature: God does not become the prisoner
of His causae secundae.That would be the stulta sapienua mundi of
1 Cor. 1, 20.107 The other extreme is that everything would be­
come completely arbitrary, so that all necessity in created
things is abolished. The motivation for maintaining the crea­
tures' own causality is neatly presented in ST I, q. 22, a. 3: it is
not a defect of His power, but the abundance of His goodness
that He shares the dignity of causalitywith His creatures.

As to the question of the divine 'alternatives', I regard as the­
ological prudence that Aquinas takes his point of viewon earth
and not on the divine side. The arguments that God can do
things which in fact He does not do, are

106 Unde non oportet, quod tota virtus eius manifestetur in motu ita, quod
moveat in non tempore. Et praesertim, quia movet secundum disposition em
suae voluntatis (STI, q. 25, a. 2, ad 3). - In the text I have presented the first
point of this remark. Of course there is another point to it: God's potency
should never be separated from His love, justice, and mercy. Abstract
omnipotence occurs only as a demonic effort at imitating God; fortunately
the effort must of necessity fail.
107 In hoc autem reputatur stulta mundi sapientia, quod ea quae sunt im­
possibilia naturae, etiam Deo impossibiliajudicabat ... (STI, q. 25, a. 3, ad 4).
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a. that God does not act ex necessitatenaturae and
b. that the actual world order is not the exhaustive represen­
tation of God's wisdom, since this order is finite and God's wis­
dom infinite.
So we have to distinguish between a potentia absoluta and a poten­
tia ordinaria (q. 25, a. 5, ad 1). I saidbefore that this makes talk of
possible worlds possible. I should add now that it is not advis­
able to make an extensiveuse of this possibility,since in so doing
one inevitablytakes the point of viewof the mind of Him de quo
nescimus quid sit. This our world is good and difficult enough.

5. Conclusion

Regarding our first hypothesis:
1. Putting the emphasis on the theological character of the texts
showstheir unity and consistencymore than any other reading
would do. It is noteworthy that the distinctions between 'natu­
ral knowledge of God' and 'revealed knowledgeof God' or be­
tween revelatum and revelabile do not occur in ST I, qq. 14-26.
That confirms our interpretation of STI, q. 1, a. 3, that Aquinas
there is more concerned about the unity of theology than about
the distinctions between theology and philosophy, and that the
first task of theology is explanation of Scripture.
2. We have found different waysof explaining Scripture. Next
to normal exegesis of texts which everyonewould acknowledge
as such, we could showhow even 'systematic' texts function as a
theological kind of exegesis,that is: a reflectiveappropriation of
the texts. We distinguished between twowaysof asking reflec­
tive questions about the texts: why are the statements of Scrip­
ture true? and: how are they true?
3. This reflective explanation of Scripture takes place within the
context of the ordodisciplinaeof sacra doctrina (see the prologue to
the first part of the Summa). This order demands that the inter­
pretation of Scripture confronts philosophical problems and
that it makes use of every available knowledge in order to do
justice to the texts of Scripture and to the demands of intellec-



82 J.B.M. WISSINK

tual honesty. Thus we had to acknowledge some texts as 'phil­
osophical texts'. But nowhere does Aquinas give the impression
of a metabasis eis allo genos: these more philosophical pieces are
part of his task of explaining Scripture. As RAHNERhas put it:
theology should have Philosophie im Leibe.l°8
4. The theological reading has put more emphasis on the referen­
ces in the texts to the Trinity, to Christ, and to the whole of
salvation history than normally is done. They show how inade­
quate the division is of De Deo uno as opposed to De Deo trino:
Aquinas is discussing the one essence of the triune God, who
became flesh in Jesus Christ and leads us to our final destination.
The many instances where we could show the nexus mysteriorum
fidei are of course not a complete proof that his texts are theol­
ogy (and not philosophy, for example), since one could also
show many interconnections of philosophical themes. But in
connection with the foregoing points they certainly confirm our
first hypothesis. Our reading protests against considering the
references to the Trinity, Christ, and the whole of salvation his­
tory purely as illustrations of an argument that could have done
without them. They are indications of the central intention
rather than dispensable illustrations.

Regarding our second hypothesis:
1. Aquinas represents his own type of negative theology, that
differs from that of pseudo-Dionysius. It has many positive
assertions about God, but in the last analysis it appears that any
reflection about God only deepens the mystery, without abol­
ishing it.
2. We have found some distinct waysin which this negative turn
was practised. Next to the directly negative ways of speaking,
there was the way in which Aquinas qualifies and hollows out
the positive models he is using. Further, we have called atten­
tion to Aquinas' theological prudence or temperance (as we

lOS The expression that "theology should have philosophy in its body" is
Karl RAHNER'S. See J. VAN DEN EIJNDEN, "Een gesprek met Karl Rahner,"
Jaarboek van de WerkgroepThomas van Aquino 2 (1982), [pp. 69-94] on p. 76.
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called it), which left him taking the creatures' point of view, so
that he never gave way to the temptation to take the 'point of
viewof God'. Also this third point confirms the 'negative' line in:
his theology.





SCHEPPING IN DEN BEGINNE

Thomas van Aquino over de aanvang van de wereld
in zijn commentaar op het Liber de causis, lectio 11

Petervan Veldhuijsen

"Wo immer es möglich ist, philosophisch zu argumentieren,
versäumt der Theologe Thomas die Gelegenheit nie."

w. KLUXENI

Woord vooraf

Aan het begin van de Summa contra gentiles zegt Thomas van
Aquino dat het zijn taak als student in de wijsheid is de
waarheid van het katholieke geloof uiteen te zetten, ook al kan
dit zijn krachten te boven gaan. Deze waarheid en wijsheid
betreft God en alles wat op hem betrekking heeft. Vandaar dat
Thomas de kern van zijn leven en denken uitspreekt met deze
woorden van HILARIUS:"Heel mijn spreken en overpeinzen zal
God tot uitdrukking brengen."2 Op persoonlijke wijze geeft
Thomas met deze verklaring uiting aan wat volgens hem in
principe het hart is van elk mensenleven. Het uiteindelijke doel
van het verlangen naar weten dat alle mensen van nature
bezitten is namelijk het contemplatieve kennen en inzien van
God voorzover een geschapen intellect in staat is tot volledig
weten door de visio primae veritatis, waardoor alle dingen
gemakkelijkgekend kunnen worden.>

1 Philosophische Ethik bei Thomas von Aquin, Hamburg, 1980 (1964), p. 16.
2 Scg I, c. 2. Zie B.A.M. BARENDsE,Thomas van Aquino, Baarn, 1968, p. 97;
Zich door het leuen heendenken. Kampen, 1982, p. 128.
3 Zie Scg III, cc. 59 en 63. Nota bene dat er verschil is tussen God zien ''van
aangezicht tot aangezicht" (visio beatifica) en God begrijpen. Dit laatste is
voor elk eindig verstand onmogelijk, en wel omdat het oneindige wezen
van God niet op eindige wijze omvat kan worden. Zie STI, q. 12, a. 7; q. 56,
a. 3; De uer., q. 8, a. 2. Vgl. AUGUSTINUS,Epistola 147, 9, 21: aliud est enim
videre, aliud est totum videndo comprehendere; Sermo 177,3,5.
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Maar deze vervulde kennis, die tevens het volkomen goed en
geluk van de mens is, kan in het aardse leven niet dan met hoge
uitzondering bereikt worden. Pas in het hemelse vaderland zal
de aanschouwing volmaakt bereikt zijn. Volgens de natuurlijke
weg van de mens als viator, de weg van de rede en de
wijsbegeerte, is het mogelijk dat er na veel moeiten, langdurige
studie en vermijding van dwaalwegenwel iets van God geweten
wordt (bijv. dat hij is, dat hij schepper is, één is, voorzienig).
Maar als het gaat om de goddelijke mysteriën als Triniteit, Incar­
natie e.a., dan blijkt hoe ontoereikend het verstandelijk zicht is
op God, hoe gebonden de geest is aan de zintuiglijkheid en
"beladen met de zwaartevan een vergankelijk lichaam."!

Opdat de moeiten van de natuurlijke weg vergemakkelijkt
zouden worden en het verlangen naar de voltooide kennis niet
ijdel zou blijken, heeft God zelf van zijn eigen wijsheid en
wetenschap een en ander via openbaring meegedeeld, zoals
opgetekend in de Schriften. Bedacht moet hierbij worden dat
niet alleen de waarheden over God die het verstand te boven
gaan a principio in geloof bevestigd dienen te worden, maar
ook die welke redelijk te doorgronden zijn, en welopdat alle
mensen - dus ook de filosofisch geschoolden - gemakkelijk,
zonder twijfel en dwaling deelgenoot kunnen worden aan de
goddelijke kennis.s

Strikt genomen is de christelijke geloofskennis voldoende
voor een mens in dit leven. Immers, "geen enkele filosoof heeft
zoveelover God kunnen weten (...) als na de komst van Christus
een oud vrouwtje door het geloof weet."6Thomas' geloofsover­
tuiging was echter zo vergroeid met zijn intellectualiteit, aldus
BARENDSE,dat het samenstel een organische eenheid genoemd
kan worden, die zich het beste laat resumeren "als fides quae­
rens intellectum, als een geloof op zoek naar inzicht."?Maar voor

4 Zie In I Sent. prol., q. 1, a. 1; In De Trin., q. 2, a. 2; Seg I, c. 3 en IV, c. 1; ST I,
q. 1, a. 1, sol.
5 Zie In III Sent., d. 24, q. 1, a. 3, qla 3, sol.; SeC I, c. 4; De uer., q. 14, a. 10, sol.;
STII-II, q. 2, a. 4, sol.; zie ook MAIMONIDES, Dux perplex. I, cap. 34.
6 In Symbol. Apostol: c. 1; Preek 20 juli 1270 Univ. van Parijs.
7 Thomas van Aquino, p. 80.
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wieverstandelijk inzicht zoekt is de autoriteit van het geloof niet
toereikend, anders zou het verstand van de deelnemers aan de
redelijke argumentatie leeg (vacuus) blijven.ë "VolgensThomas
(weet) het gelovige oude vrouwtje over God méér dan de niet­
gelovende filosoof - maar de gelovigegodgeleerde méér dan het
oude vrouwtje."9

De geloofskennis namelijk, zo zegt Thomas, stilt het natuur­
lijke verlangen naar God niet maar ontsteekt het eerder, want
iedereen verlangt ernaar inzicht te verkrijgen in wat hij
gelooft.w En dit geldt ook van het oude vrouwtje: het verstan­
delijk zien van God, zij het pas in patria, is het uiteindelijke doel
en geluk van de mens. Maar in dit leven is het de godgeleerde
die juist door zijn intellectuele beroep een voorproeve neemt
op dit gelukzalige doel. "Wie nauwgezet en toegewijd een
beschouwing wijdt aan de geloofsartikelen zal steeds en altijd
meer ontdekken zodat hem wonderbaarlijke inzichten en argu­
menten worden gemanifesteerd."ll Zowelhet werk dat de filoso­
fen op hun zoektocht naar de eerste waarheid geleverd hebben
als ook het zelfstandig voortzetten van deze filosofische traditie
is dan ook voor Thomas van wezenlijk belang bij de verhel­
dering en het verstaan van de geopenbaarde geloofskennis, of
het nu gaat om de kennis die de rede wel kan doorgronden of
die welke een mysterie blijft voor het natuurlijke verstand.

Welk soort argumenten gebruikt Thomas voor zijn denken
over God?Als het gaat om waarheden die het geloof leert en de
rede onderzoekt, dan kunnen ten bewijzezowelargumenten die
strikt demonstratief en apodictisch zijn aangevoerd worden als­
ook waarschijnlijkheidsargumenten.12 De geloofswaarheid bij­
voorbeeld dat God is en bestaat kan op de natuurlijke weg van

8 Q},laest.quodl:N, q. 9, a. 18, sol.
9 Barendse, Thomas van Aquino, p. 81. De setting van de twee teksten uit In
symbol. apostol. en Quaest. quodl. is van Barendse (a.w., pp. 80-81), hoewel hij
beide vindplaatsen niet uitdrukkelijk vermeldt.
10 Zie Scg III, c. 40.
11 ScgN, c. 54, begin; zie ook N, c. 1; vgl. In I Sent. prol., q. 1, a. 3, qla 2, ad 3.
12 Scg I, c. 9: (... ) nitemur ad manifestationem illius veritatis, quam fides
profitetur et ratio investigat, inducentes rationes demonstrativas et probabi­
les.
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de rede bewezen worden, zoals duidelijk blijkt uit de filosofi­
sche traditie (Scg I, c. 13).13Als het echter gaat om waarheden
die alleen uit openbaring bekend zijn en daarom de rede te bo­
ven gaan, dan kunnen deze strikte geloofswaarheden uiteengezet
worden door waarschijnlijkheids-en autoriteitsargumenten.t+

Zoals op de weg van de rede bewijsvoering op grond van
autoriteit het zwakste is volgens BOËTHIUS, zo is in de
geloofswetenschap de argumentatie ex auctoritate juist het
meest eigene, het krachtigste en werkzaamste, en wel omdat zij
haar fundamenten of principes - de geloofsartikelen - via
openbaring ontvangen heeft uit Gods eigen wetenschap.P Maar
ook al geeft de auctoritas aan dat de geloofsartikelen waar zijn,
zij geeft nog geen volkomen kennis en inzicht in hun gronden en
wezen. Zo'n kennis, die eigenlijk goddelijk is, kan in dit aardse
leven niet volledig bereikt worden, maar fragmenten en
stukwerk zijn zeker mogelijk. Wij hebben gezien dat dit
fragmentarische inzicht soms zover gaat dat een enkel
geloofsartikel bewezen kan worden en soms alleen verhelderd
door waarschijnlijkheidsargumenten, rationes probabiles, of
letterlijk: rationes verisimiles.l"

13 Nota bene: Thomas bedoelt niet dat een filosofisch bewijs voor Gods
bestaan hetzelfde op het oog heeft als de geloofsuitspraak dat God bestaat. Dat
God bestaat is voor de gelovige meer dan het loutere zijn dat de rede kan
aantonen. En hetzelfde geldt van schepping: de filosofen leerden schep­
ping, maar "volgens een andere wijze" dan die het geloof leert. Zie In III
Sent., d. 25, q. 1, a. 2, ad 2. Dit wil niet zeggen dat deze filosofische wijze om
schepping uit te drukken niet ter verheldering van de geloofsleer kan
worden gebruikt - juist zelfs, zoals uit Thomas' werk blijkt (zie bijv. In II
Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 2, sol.). Maar bedacht moet worden dat de typische geloofs­
kennis altijd zorgt voor een "meer" als het gaat om waarheden die de
filosofen en de christelijke theologen delen.
14 Scg I, c. 9: ( ) ad illius veritatis manifestationem procedemus quae ratio-
nem excedit ( ) rationibus probabilibus et auctoritatibus (... ) veritatem fidei
declarantes.
15 STI, q. 1, a. 8, argo2 en ad 2.
16 Scg I, C. 9. Zie ook In De Trin., q. 2, a. 2, ad 5: ratio persuasoria.
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Inleiding

Voor een professor aan de faculteit der wijsbegeerte (magis­
ter in artibus) is de idee van een begonnen schepping uit niets
geen onderzoek waardig, omdat volgens het natuurlijke ver­
stand en zijn bronnen als Aristoteles c.s. zowelwording uit niets
als een absoluut eerste aanvang onmogelijk is. Een van de weini­
gen die nogal eens spot met geloofswaarheden,JOHANNES VAN

JANDUN (1285/9-1328), maakt over de bewering dat de wereld
eens aangevangen is de grap dat zo'n begin weinig voorkomt,
zelfs maar één keer, en dat dit zeer lang geleden in vervlogen
tijden heeft plaats gevonden.t?

Maar voor een professor aan de faculteit der theologie, zoals
Thomas van Aquino, is schepping "in den beginne" een waar­
heid waarmee niet te spotten valt, en welomdat zij door God
zelf uit zijn eigen weten is geopenbaard in de Schriften. Deze
geloofswaarheid behoort wel niet tot de diepste mysteries,zoals
die van de Triniteit, maar niettemin behoort zij tot de noodzake­
lijke kennis van elke gelovige, aangezien zij het eerste begin
markeert van de joods-christelijkeheilsgeschiedenis:schepping -
incarnatie en verlossing- dag der wrake en nieuwe schepping.

Wat de oorsprong der dingen betreft is er, aldus Thomas,
een tweevoudige stellingname. De ene, de positie van het ge­
loof, poneert dat de wereld door God tot zijn gebracht is "in
den beginne" (de novo) en de andere, de positie van sommige
filosofen, poneert dat de wereld van eeuwigheid af (ab aeterno)
uit God voortgevloeid is.18Wanneer Thomas in verband met
zijn scheppingsleer aandacht besteedt aan de kwestie of de
wereld er altijd en eeuwigdurend geweest is of een eerste zijns­
aanvang heeft gehad, dan valt het op dat hij om welke reden

17 Quaestiones super Physicorum I, q. 22, sol.: (... ) raro contingit iste modus
(nml. schepping "in den beginne") et nunquam fuit nisi sernel et est yalde
longurn tempus praeteriturn postquam fuit. Geciteerd in Et. GILSON,Etudes
de philosophie médiévale, Strasbourg, 1921, p. 75 (uit teksten-appendix bij het
hoofdstuk: "La doctrine de la double vêritê").
18 Scg III, c. 65: Circa rerum originem dupex est positio: una fidei, quod res
de novo fuerint a deo productae in esse; et positio quorundam philosopho­
rum, quod res a deo ab aetemo effluxerint.
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dan ook grote belangstelling toont voor de posttie van de
filosofische traditie, zo zelfs dat hij een eeuwige schepping uit
niets voor redelijk mogelijkverklaart, ook al heeft de schepper
zelf in zijn wijsheidanders beslist.

Aangezien Gods wil ondoordringbaar is voor de rede
kunnen wij de wijsheidsgronden voor zijn wilskeuze dat de
schepping niet van eeuwigheid af is niet kennen, wij kunnen
alleen in geloof bevestigendat de wereld eens aangevangenis.19

(...) ereatio rerum dependet ex voluntate ereatoris, qui tunc et non
prius res ereare voluit;quae quia nobis nota non est initiumereationis
rerum ratione investigarenon possumus, sed fide tenemus, prout
nobis traditum est per eos quibus divinam voluntatem revelatam
credimus.

Wij hebben gezien dat verstandelijk ondoorgrondelijke
geloofswaarheden toch met argumenten verhelderd kunnen
worden, zodat zij tot aannemelijke en waarschijnlijkeinzichten
leiden.

Wat bedoelt Thomas nu? Indien het gaat om waarheden
over God en wereld die de menselijke rede te boven gaan en
daarom alleen op de autoriteit van de openbaring berusten, dan
moet tweeërlei bedacht worden als de aandacht gericht is op
verstandelijk inzicht. Het is mogelijkom waarschijnlijkheidsargu­
menten aan te voeren voor de geloofswaarheden die niet
volkomen bewijsbaarzijn - een vermoeden en gelijkenisvan wat
God volmaakt weet is zo naspeurbaar - maar dergelijke argu­
menten moeten naar buiten toe niet gebruikt worden om de
tegenstanders van het christelijk geloof te weerleggen en te
overreden, anders zouden zijjuist wegens de ontoereikendheid
van deze argumenten eerder in hun dwalingen gesterkt kunnen
worden. Zij zouden dan zelfs kunnen menen dat het christelijk
geloof op zeer zwakkegronden berust, iets wat bij deze niet­
christelijke auteurs vervolgenseen bron van hilariteit en ridiculi-

19 In II Sent., d. 2,q. 1,a. 3, sol.;vgl.STI, q. 46,a. 2, sol.
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sering zou kunnen betekenen.w Argumentatie met een waar­
schijnlijkdheidskarakter heeft dus alleen zin naar binnen toe,
namelijk ter oefening en tot troost van de gelovigen.21 En, zoals
eerder opgemerkt, zij voert ook tot verder en dieper inzicht in
de geloofskennis.

De vraag naar de intelligibiliteit van schepping "in den
beginne" behoort, zoals duidelijk zal zijn, tot de aloude kwestie
over de eeuwigheid van de wereld: heeft de wereld eens een
eerste aanvang gehad of is zij er altijd en eeuwigdurend
geweest? Thomas heeft zich in verschillende werken uitvoerig
met dit vraagstuk bezig gehouden en dan vooral met twee
contradictoir tegengestelde posities, die weliswaar beide leren
dat het wereld-zijndegeheel en al uit de goddelijke oorsprong is
voortgekomen. Volgens de filosofen is de geschapen wereld
noodzakelijk en bewijsbaar eeuwigdurend a parte ante, terwijl
het merendeel van Thomas' collega's in de theologie precies het
tegendeel voorstond: schepping betekent noodzakelijk en bewijs­
baar zijnsverwervingmet een eerste aanvang.

Thomas' kritiek op elk van beide standpunten is gelijklui­
dend: de argumentatie is vermeend demonstratief, maar komt in
werkelijkheid niet verder dan sofistiek en pogingen tot waar­
schijnlijkheid. Zijn oplossing in dezen is in zekere zin bemid­
delend. De mening van de filosofen en hun positie is volgens het
christelijk geloof onwaar, maar volgens de rede niet zonder
intelligibiliteit en daarom niet onmogelijk. God had kunnen
beslissen tot een schepping van eeuwigheid af. Anderzijds heb­
ben de theologen met hun mening en positie de waarheid beves­
tigd, maar met ondeugdelijke argumentatie, die in het beste
geval alleen tot waarschijnlijkheid voert.

Thomas ontkent dus de noodzakelijkheid maar niet de
mogelijkheid van elk van beide posities, een mogelijkheid die in
het gevalvan creatio ab aeterno de gestalte van aannemelijkheid
(probabilitas) verkrijgt en in het geval van creatio ab initio

20 In II Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 5, sol.; Scg I, c. 9; ST I, q. 46, a. 2, sol.; vgl. Mairno­
nides, Dux perpL II, 16.
21 Scg I, c. 9.
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waarschijnlijkheid (verisimilitudo). Ik maak dit onderscheid
tussen probabilitas en verisimilitudo om aan te geven dat de
argumentatie voor de ene mogelijkheid niet doelt op een reële
maar alleen op een gedachte waarheid (creatio ab aeterno had
waar kunnen zijn maar is het de facto niet), terwijl de
argumentatie voor de andere mogelijkheid op een reële waar­
heid doelt (creatio ab initio is de facto22 waar, aldus Thomas) en
daarom ook waar-schijnlijkgenoemd kan worden.

Lange tijd is in het onderzoek sinds de 19de eeuw toonaan­
gevend geweestde nadruk op Thomas' zogenoemde agnostische
houding in de kwestie.Alseen vroeg-of voortijdigeKant zou hij
vanuit "zuiver kritisch standpunt" alleen de patstelling van de
rede hebben willenaantonen om zo ruimte te kunnen geven aan
de buitenredelijke positie van het christelijk geloof.23 Het is
zeker waar dat Thomas veel aandacht en werk besteedt aan de
vermeend apodictisch opgevoerde argumentatie voor zowel de

22 De terminologie 'de facto' kan als aanduiding van de feitelijkestand van
zaken gemakkelijk de verkeerde indruk wekken als ging het om een
contingente feitelijkheid.Bedoeldwordt hier met 'de facto' dat iets, in casu
de wereld, is zoals het gegevenis in de zin van geschapen zijn. Contingen­
tie betreft hèt wel of niet kunnen zijn van iets binnen de gegevengescha­
pen werkelijkheid, met name de wereld van de zichtbare natuur waar de
dingen veranderlijk en beweeglijkzijn op grond van materiële potenties
en juist daarom kunnen zijn of niet zijn.Wanneer echter de gehele wereld
beschouwd wordt als zijnsafhankelijkvan een scheppende oorzaak, dan
kan je er ook van spreken dat de wereld wel en niet kan zijn: haar zijn
hangt namelijk volstrekt af van de schepper. Vergeleken met de fysische
contingentie of feitelijkheid,kan er dus ook gesprokenworden van metafy­
sische contingentie of de facto zijn. Het principiële verschil in betekenis
van deze dubbelzinnige terminologiewordtwat ThomasvanAquino betreft
nog steeds weer over het hoofd gezien. Voor een kritische beschouwing
over de onzorgvuldigheid in het gebruik van de term contingentie en een
goede uiteenzetting over het begrip ervan bij Thomas, zie Jan AERTSEN,
Nature and creature,Leiden,1988,pp. 239-248.
23 ZieTh. ESSER,Die Lehre des hl. Thomas van Aquino iiber die Möglichkeit einer
anfangslosen Schäpfung, Münster,1895,pp. 11,31, 174;A.ROHNER,Das Schäp­
fungsproblem bei Moses Maimonides, Albertus Magnus und Thomas von Aquin,
Münster, 1913,pp. 111-116;A.ANTWEILER,Die Anfangslosigkeit der Welt nach
Thomas van Aquin und Kant, Trier, 1961,pp. 107-108;F.VANSTEENBERGHEN,
Introduction à l'êtude de la philosophie médiévale, Louvain-Paris,1974,pp. 520-525
(zelfsDe aetemitate mundi beschouwtVan Steenberghen als een agnostisch
werk).
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aanvang als de eeuwigheid van de wereld. In zoverre is een
vergelijking met het werk van Kant zinvol.ë+

Evenals JOHANNESPHILOPONUS(6de eeuw) vóór hem heeft
Thomas een zorgvuldig onderscheid gemaakt tussen de negatie­
ve en kritische taak van weerlegging en de positieve taak van
argumentatie voor de eigen opvatting.25 Maar in tegenstelling
met Philoponus, volgens wie schepping "in den beginne" apodic­
tisch bewezen kan worden, heeft Thomas na zijn weerlegging de
originele tweevoudige opvatting ontwikkeld van zowel de
mogelijkheid van creatio ab aeterno als die van creatio ab initio.
De eerst genoemde mogelijkheid is in de doctrinaire uitwerking,
receptie en becommentariëring van Thomas' denken tot in de
moderne tijd tegen alle 'kantianisme' overwegend beschouwd
als typisch voor zijn oplossing in de kwestie.

Maar bij mijn weten is er tot nu toe geen interesse en studie
gericht op de tweede positie die Thomas voorstaat: de mogelijk­
heid van schepping "in den beginne". In wat volgt zal ik deze
verscholen idee op tweeërlei wijze pogen te verhelderen, en
wel door twee eigen filosofische argumenten van Thomas te
bezien, die zonder apodicticiteit maar niettemin met kracht
pleiten voor een absoluut eerste aanvang van de geschapen
wereld. Beide argumenten zijn ex parte dei crean tis, d.W.z.zij
spreken over schepping uit het oogpunt van God als wilsoor­
zaak. Het eerste argument, dat ik maar kort ter sprake breng,
richt zich op de gedachte dat de gelijkenis met de schepper en
zijn nabootsing door het schepsel op de beste wijze tot
uitdrukking komt in het aangevangen zijn van de wereld. Het
tweede argument wil inzicht geven in de volgens de filosofische
traditie onmogelijke positie dat de onveranderlijke wil van de
schepper een volstrekt nieuw en begonnen effect kan voort­
brengen.

24 Zie A. Antweiler, a.w., pp. 133-140.
25 Voor Philoponus, zie zijn De aeternitate mundi contra Proclum (ed. Rabe),
Leipzig, 1899, p. 9.
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1. Hoe kan je "in den beginne" uitleggen zonder uitgelachen te
worden?26Twee 'vergeten' teksten

Wanneer Thomas de ratio van schepping onderzoekt, dan
houdt hij gewoonlijken uitdrukkelijk de geloofskennisbuiten het
redelijke discours: "in den beginne" staat buiten het filosofische
begrip van schepping. Wel is het wijsgerig gezien mogelijk om
de oorsprong en zijnsafhankelijkheid van de wereld te bewijzen,
iets wat de filosofen van Aristoteles tot Averroes dan ook niet
nagelaten hebben om te doen. Het is echter onmogelijk om een
strikt bewijs voor de aanvang van de wereld te geven, ook al
behoort zo'n begin van de zijnsduur volgens het christelijk
geloof zonder meer tot het volledige wezenskenmerk, de
complete ratio van schepping. Wie toch meent dat hij schepping
"in de beginne" demonstratief kan bewijzen, maakt zich belache­
lijk voor het forum van de filosofen, die al lang elk vermeend
apodictisch bewijsweerlegd hebben.27

Maar Thomas zou Thomas niet zijn als hij zich neergelegd
had bij deze uitschakeling van het denken in een geloofszaak.Na
alle omzichtigheid en bescherming komt hij niettemin met eigen
filosofische argumenten voor de eerste aanvang der dingen.
Mgezien van apodeixis kan je wel tot inzicht met waar­
schijnlijkheid komen. Het verstand vindt namelijk wat het geloof
zoekt, zo zou Thomas kunnen zeggen, zij het dat volgens hem in
tegenstelling met AUGUSTINUSen ANSELMUS28de verstandelijke
vondsten onvolkomen zijn en blijven. Met twee teksten nu heeft
Thomas op filosofische wijze willen laten zien dat de eerste

26 Zo luidt de titel van een recensie over het boeklB.M. WISSINK (ed.), The
eternity of the world in the thought of Thomas Aquinas and his contemporaries,
Leiden, 1990, door dr Pim VALKENBERG in hetjaarboek van het Thomas­
Instituut1990, p. 138.
Z7 In II Sent.,d. 1, q. 1, a. 2, sol.; a. 5, sol. en tekst tussen ad 14 en ad 1;Depot.,
q. 3, a. 5, sol.; a. 14, ad 8; ST!, q. 46, a. 2, sol.
28 AUGUSTINUS, De TrinitateXV, 2 (PL 43, 1058): fides quaerit, intellectus
invenit. ANSELMUS,Proslogion,cap. 1, in fine.
Een interessante drieslag in dezelfde traditie kan je vinden bij Giovanni
PICO in een brief aan Aldus Manutius van 11 febr. 1490, Opera, Basileae,
1572, vol. I, p. 359: philosophia quaerit, theologia invenit, religio possidet.
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tweewoorden van Genesis 1, 1 (In principio creavit Deus caelum
et terram) naar hun historische en letterlijke zin tot op zekere
hoogte verstandelijk inzichtelijk zijn. De eerste tekst is uit de Scg
II, c. 38 en de tweede betreft nagenoeg de gehele commentaar­
lectio over propositie 11 van het Liber de causis.

2. Summa contra gentiles Il, c. 38

Nadat Thomas in cap. 31-37de argumenten van de filosofen
voor de eeuwigheid van de wereld uiteengezet en weerlegd
heeft, gaat hij in cap. 38 in op de rationes van de meeste van zijn
collega-theologen, zoals BONAVENTURA, die een strikt bewijs
zouden vormen voor de aanvang van de schepping.29 In tegen­
stelling tot de positie van de filosofen is Thomas van deze
vermeend onomstotelijke bewijzen van de theologen niet erg
onder de indruk, want hij bestrijdt ze kort en in het voorbijgaan
en niet zonder ironie met behulp van de filosofen (per eos qui
aeternitatem mundi posuerunt). Thomas bezwaar is dat de
aangevoerde argumentatie haar pretentie van apodeixis niet
waarmaakt, zij zijn namelijk niet in alle opzichten noodzakelijk
(non usquequaque de necessitate concludunt) . Toch waardeert
Thomas één ding aan deze zwakkebewijzen:zij bezitten aanne­
melijkheid (probabilitatem habeant), en welomdat hun conclu­
sie volstrekt waar is, zij het niet door menselijke demonstratio
maar op grond van Gods eigen wetenschap waarvan hij eniger­
lei - o.a. het "in den beginne" - geopenbaard heeft.

Aan het eind van zijn weerlegging komt Thomas verrassend
genoeg met een eigen oplossing.Een van de argumenten voor de
wereldeeuwigheid hield in dat het effect van Gods scheppen
daarom altijd en eeuwigdurend moet zijn, omdat het geschape­
ne juist met die zijnsduur het meest in overeenstemming is met
de toeordening op zijn doel.w Thomas bestrijdt de noodzakelijk­
heid van dit argument door te beweren dat eerder het tegen-

29 Scg II, c. 38: Sunt autem quae dam rationes a quibusdam inductae ad pro­
bandum mundum non semper fuisse.
30 Scg II, c. 32, argo 7.
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deel het geval is. Het meest in overeenstemming zijn wordt
volgens hem precies uitgedrukt door de niet-eeuwigheidoftewel
de aanvang.s! Deze bestrijding en haar argumentatie herneemt
Thomas in cap. 38 om ze buiten de context van de discussiepro
en contra als zelfstandig op te voeren ter verheldering van "in
den beginne".

Thomas begint met te zeggen dat je in tegenstelling tot de
krachteloze bewijzen van zijn collega's beter, werkzamer en
krachtiger de aanvang van de wereld kunt laten zien als je uit­
gaat van het doel van Gods wil.32 Maar hoe verduidelijk je nu
deze bewering? De reden voor het uitgangspunt is dat Gods wil
bij de schepping gericht is op een goedgelijkende afbeelding van
zijn goedheid door het geschapene. Welnu, Gods kracht en
goedzijn komt het beste tot uiting doordat het andere dat hij
buiten zich heeft voortgebracht er niet altijd en eeuwig is
geweest.ê" Ter versterking van de conclusie, die nog uitstaat,
vermeldt Thomas eerst enkele corollaria op grond van de
manifestatio van de schepper door het geschapene. Een aange­
vangen wereld maakt over God drie dingen duidelijk:

1. Het zijn van de wereld is vanwege de schepper. Immers,
wat begint te zijn heeft noodzakelijk een oorzaak, i.c. God de
zijnsgever.

2. God schept niet natuurnoodzakelijk, maar vanuit zijn vrije
wil. Immers, wat begint te zijn had er evengoed niet kunnen zijn.

3. Gods schepperskracht is oneindig. Immers, wat begint te
zijn was er tevoren absoluut niet; dus vereist scheppen uit niets
een oneindige kracht om de oneindige afstand tussen niet-zijnen
zijn te overbruggen.u

31 Scg II, c. 35, ad 7.
32 Scg II, c. 38, in fine: Potest autem efficacius procedi ad hoc (nm!. de aan­
vang van de geschapen zijnsduur) ostendendum ex fine divinae voluntatis,
ut supra tactum est (zie c. 35).
33 Ibid.: Finis enim divinae voluntatis in rerum productione est eius bonitas
inquantum per causata manifestatur. Potissime autem manifestatur divina
virtus et bonitas per hoc quod res aliae praeter ipsum non semper fuerunt.
34 Ibid.: Ex hoc enim ostenditur manifeste quod res aliae praeter ipsum ab
ipso esse habent, quia non semper fuerunt. Ostenditur etiam quod non agit
per necessitatem naturae; et quod virtus sua est infinita in agenda.
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Natuurlijk is het volgensThomas zo dat in filosofischopzicht
voor een eeuwigdurende geschapen wereld dezelfde corollaria
en hun redegeving gelden - want ook een eeuwigewereld heeft
God als oneindige zijnsoorzaak, die in vrijheid tot eeuwige
schepping uit niets kon besluiten - maar het verschil is, om met
Maimonides te spreken, dat een aangevangen schepping een
gemakkelijker en meer intelligibel gegeven is om over God als
oorzaak te sprekenj'" en dus als vrije en oneindig machtige
oorzaak. Omgekeerd kan je dan ook zeggen, en dat bedoelt
Thomas, dat het geschetste godsbegrip eerder en verstandelijk
gezien meer reden geeft om te besluiten tot een aangevangen
dan een eeuwigdurende schepping. Thomas' gevolgtrekking is
daarom dat het eerste begin van de wereld een zijnsgave was
die het meest in overeenstemming zou zijn met de goddelijke
goedheid.36

Voordat ik overga tot het tweede argument ex parte dei wil
ik, ten overvloede misschien, erop wijzen dat, ook al spreekt
Thomas over zijn argumentatie als "zeer in overeenstemming"
met Gods wil en goedzijn, dit nog niets zegt over enigerlei
inzicht in Gods natuur. God kennen houdt in dat wij weet
hebben van ons niet-weten over wat hij is; Gods wezen is en
blijft volstrekt onkenbaar.ê?

35 In II Sent., d. 2, q. 1,a. 3, ad 2.Maimonides,Dux perpL I, c. 71;II, cc. 1~24.
36 Scg II, c. 38 in fine: Hoc igitur convenientissimumfuit divinaebonitati, ut
rebus creatis principium durationis daret.
37 In De div. nom., c. 7, lectio 4 (nr 731): Hoc ipsum est Deum cognoscere,
quod nos scimus nos ignorare de Deo quid sit. Scg III, c. 49: quid vero sit
(nm!. God) penitus rnanet ignotum.
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3. Het boek over de oorzaken

Het Liber Aristotelis de expositione bonitatis purae of, zoals
gewoonlijk gezegd wordt, het Liber de causis, behoort tot de
meest geciteerde en bestudeerde werken in de 13de en 14de
eeuw van de Latijnse Middeleeuwen. Het relatief kleine traktaat
van ongeveer 25 pagina's octavo bestaat uit 31 proposities of
theorema's, elk met z'n eigen uitleg of commentum.êë Zoals de
naam al zegt gaat het er in De eausis om vast te stellen wat de
eerste oorzaken van de dingen zijn.39

Op grond van onvoldoende bronnenkennis werd aanvanke­
lijk gemeend dat het boek over de oorzaken tot de werken van
Aristoteles behoorde. In het midden van de 13de eeuwontstaat
er twijfel aan deze toeschrijving: men citeert zonder auteur te
noemen of men noemt PROCLUSvoor de theorema's en AL-FARA­
BI voor de commenta of ook een zekere AVENDAUTHvoor het
gehele werk. Pas wanneer WILLEMVANMOERBEKEop 18 mei
1268 zijn vertaling van Proclus' Elementatio theologicaheeft vol­
tooid, is het mogelijk om de neoplatonische origine van De eausis
te peilen. Het is dan Thomas van Aquino geweest, die als een
van de eersten er op gewezen heeft dat het Liber door een Arabi­
sche filosoof - Thomas noemt geen naam maar spreekt passim in
zijn commentaar over "auctor huius libri" - samengesteld werd
uit Proclus' werk.w De Elementatio is zeker de hoofdbron van De

38 Oorspronkelijk bestond het Liber de eausis uit 31 proposrues, maar
sommige mss. tellen er 32, namelijk wanneer propositie 4 opgedeeld wordt
in twee proposities. Thomas, die uitgaat van 32 proposities in zijn commen­
taar, kent dit feit en poogt het uit te leggen door het nauwe verband tussen
prop. 4 en 5 aan te geven. Zo zegt hij in zijn Super librum De causis expositio,
lectio prop. 5 (ed. Saffrey, p. 35, 7-9): Un de et in quibusdam libris haec non
ponitur propositio per se, sed adiungitur comrnento praecedentis propositio­
nis. Zie A. PATTIN, "De hiërarchie van het zijnde in het 'Liber de causis',"
Tijdschrift vOMFilosofie23 (1961), p. 134;J.P. ZWAENEPOEL,Les Quaestiones in
Librum de eausis attribuées àHenri de Cand, Louvain-Paris, 1974, p. 10.
39Zie Thomas, In De causis, prooemium (p. 3, 11-12): Intentio igitur huius
libri qui De eausis dicitur, est determinare de primis eausis rerum.
40 In De causis, prooemium (p. 3, 3-11): Et in graeco quidem invenitur sic
traditus liber Proeli Platonici, continens ccxi propositiones, qui intitulatur
Elementatio theologica; in arabico vero invenitur hie liber qui apud Latinos De
eausis dicitur, quem constat de arabico esse translaturn et in graeco penitus
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causis, maar de auteur van het boek over de oorzaken heeft er,
aldus A. Pattin.O een persoonlijke uitwerking aan gegeven in o.a.
monotheïstische en creationistische zin.

Over de schrijver is veel te doen geweest, maar het schijnt
dat Pattin duidelijk en met krachtige argumentatie heeft aange­
toond dat het zou moeten gaan om ene Avendauth, een Latijnse
verbastering van ABRAHAMIBNDAOUD.Deze 'zoon van David'
was een joodse geleerde en filosoof, israelita philosophus, zoals
hij zichzelf noemde, die leefde en werkte in de 12de eeuw te
Toledo (ob. ca. 1180). Zijn in het Arabisch geschreven De eausis
of Metaphysica werd na bekendheid en succes door GERARDVAN
CREMONAin een Latijnse versie vertaald, die de christelijke
middeleeuwers als een metafysische grondtekst zouden gaan
gebruiken.42 Maar hoe overtuigend en sterk Pattins argumenten
ook overkomen, toch is zijn conclusie op grond van nieuw
onderzoek onterecht gebleken. Het boek over de oorzaken is het
werk van een anonieme auteur, die in het filosofischemilieu van

non haberi: unde videtur ab aliquo philosophorum arabum ex praedicto
Iibro Proeli excerptus, praesertim quia omnia quae in hoc Iibro continentur,
multo plenius et diffusius continentur in ilIo.
Via voortdurende vergelijking geeft Thomas in zijn commentaar ook een
bewijs voor de afhankelijkheid van Proclus.
Zeer waarschijnlijk heeft Thomas sinds zijn vroege geschriften al getwij­
feld aan toeschrijving aan Aristoteles. In het In I Sent., d. 42, q. I, a. 2, sed
contra 2, zegt hij weliswaar "secundum Philosophum in Iibr. De causis,"
maar in het tweede en derde boek van het Scriptum (d. 18, q. 2, a. 2, ad 1; d.
35, q. 1, a. I, ad 3) spreekt hij van "degene (ille) die De eausis heeft geschre­
ven."
41 Arl. cit., pp. 140-157; "Introduction", Le Liber de eausis (édition), [Leuven
1966: separate uitgave van het Tijdschrift VOUTFilosofie28 (1966), pp. 90-203], p.
6.
42 A. Pattin, "Over de schrijver en de vertaler van het Liber de causis," Tijd­
schrift voor Filosofie 23 (1961), pp. 503-526;zie ook Pattins "Introduction" tot
zijn editie van het Liber ("I'auteur et Ie traducteur du 'Liber de causis'"), op.
cit.,pp. 2-13.
Het is opmerkelijk dat Pattin in zijn speurtocht naar de ware auteur van De
eausis zonder enige polemiek met de oplossingen van BARDENHEWER, BÉ­
DORET, SAFFREY e.a. door het labyrint van de handschriftelijke gegevens
zijn weg vervolgt.
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het vroeg-9de-eeuwseBagdad zeer waarschijnlijk nauwe connec­
ties onderhield met een groep van vertalers rond AL-KrNDI.43

4. "In den beginne" in In De causis, Iectio II

Het commentaar van Thomas dateert uit de jaren 1271 en
'72. Misschien behoort het werk tot de eerste helft van 1272
voordat Thomas Parijs verlaat voor Napels. Wij hebben gezien
dat de bedoeling van het boek over de oorzaken gelegen is in
het naspeuren van de eerste zijnsoorzaken, maar wat is nu de
intentio van Thomas' expositie? Volgens zijn laatste bezorger
gaat het hem om een vergelijking tussen drie teksten: De causis,
Elementatio theologia en het werk van pseudo-DIONYSIUS.44Als
echter gezocht wordt naar de eigen opvatting van Thomas, dan
is het niet altijd gemakkelijk om te onderscheiden tussen de
weergave en exegese van een commentaar-tekst en de zelfstan­
dige visie daarop.w Soms is Thomas uitgesproken duidelijk, bijv.
wanneer hij naar aanleiding van het thema van de hemelzielen
zegt dat hij geen positie kiest, maar alleen de meningen van
anderen weergeeft.46 Maar soms is de uiteenzetting zelf dui­
delijk, zoals in het geval van ons onderwerp, want het
belangrijkste gedeelte van de lectio over propositie 11 laat er
geen twijfelover bestaan dat Thomas hier een eigen en oor­
spronkelijke visie uiteenzet.

43 Zie R.C. TAYLOR,"The [Liber de causis] in the islamic philosophical mi­
lieu," J. KRAYEe.o. (eds), Pseudo-Aristotle in the Middle Ages. The 'Theology' and
other texts, London, 1986, pp. 37-40.
44 H.D. SAFFREY,"Introduction," S. Thomae de Aquino Super Librum de eausis
expositio, Fribourg-Louvain, 1954, pp. xxxvi-vii: "Saint Thomas, lorsqu'i1 com­
mentait Ie Liber de causis, avait trois livres ouverts devant lui: Ie texte du Liber,
un manuscrit de I'Elementatio et un corpus dionysien. ( ... ) Mais la véritable
intentio de saint Thomas dans ce cornmentaire est de comparer les trois
textes."
45 Vgl. M.-D. CHENU, Das Werk des hl. Thomas von Aquin, Graz etc., 1982
(1960) [geautor. vertaling en verbetering van Introduction à l'étude de Saint
Thomas d'Aquin, Montréal-Paris, 1954 (1950)], p. 104: "Beachten wir (... ) daB
diese expositiones sehr verschiedene Forrnen annehmen können, vom
Literalkommentar bis zur Paraphrase, von der unpersönlichen Glosse bis
zur eigenständigen Ausarbeitung."
46 In De causis, lectio prop. 5, in fine (p. 41, 27-28).
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Het is de bedoeling van De eausis de eerste zijnsoorzaken te
determineren. Deze eerste of universele oorzaken zijn van
drieërlei soort: God, de intelligenties en de zielen.s? Via 31(32)
proposities behandelt het boek dan deze drie oorzaken wat hun
orde, wederzijdse afhankelijkheid en eigen kenmerken betreft.
Als de tweede soort ter sprake komt, die van de intelligenties
(prop. 7-13), gaat het over hun oorzakelijkheid, substantie, maar
vooralover hun kennis. Propositie 11 behandelt die kennis waar­
mee de intelligenties de eeuwigeen onvergankelijke dingen ken­
nen. Zij luidt zo: "Elkeintelligentie kent de altijddurende dingen
die niet te gronde gaan noch onder de tijd vallen."48 Ons interes­
seert nu het commentaar van Thomas op dit theorema, en spe­
ciaal zijn uitvoerige uitweiding over het probleem van de aan­
vang of eeuwige duur a parte ante van de wereld. Ik zal Tho­
mas' expositie in drieën verdelen en elk gedeelte anders lezen en
uiteenzetten, namelijk samenvattend, cursorisch en nauwgezet.

4.1 Geen opperolakkigelezingvan prop. 11 (pp. 72,10-74, 15)

Een oppervlakkige lezing van het theorema verstaat hem zo,
aldus Thomas, dat een intelligentie alleen de boventijdelijke en
onvergankelijke zijnden kent en geen kennis heeft van de
vergankelijke en tijdelijke dingen. Maar uit de verklaring die de
auteur van het Liber toevoegt aan de propositie blijkt dat het
kennen van de intelligenties opgevat moet worden als veroor­
zaken: door kennen veroorzaakt een intelligentie op onmiddellij­
ke wijzede altijd- en eeuwigdurende zijnden.

Verdere uitleg geeft Thomas met behulp van Proclus.
Volledig begrip van de propositie houdt dan twee dingen in.
Ten eerste is het onmiddellijke effect van het verstandelijke zijn
van de intelligentie het onveranderlijke en altijddurende zijnde.
Ten tweede bedoelt de propositie dat het vergankelijke en tijde­
lijke zijnde, dat niet onmiddellijk door de intelligentie veroor-

47 Thomas, In De causis, lectio prop. 2 (p. 11, 8-10).
48 Liber de eausis (ed. Pattin, p. 72, 50-52): Omnis intelligentia intelligit res
sempiternas quae non destruuntur neque cadunt sub tempore.
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zaakt wordt, veroorzaakt wordt door de hemelbewegingen, die
op hun beurt onmiddellijk veroorzaakt worden door de derde
soort universele oorzaak, namelijk de wereldziel.

Het zal duidelijk zijn dat Thomas met dit gedeelte van zijn
commentaar alleen de mening weergeeft van de filosofen, zon­
der dat hij zelf stelling neemt. De hoofdgedachte van getrapte
veroorzaking behoort niet tot Thomas' eigen denken.w

4.2 Een niet-noodzakelijke en onware conclusie (Pp. 74, 16-75, 2)

Wanneer het onmiddellijke effect van de intelligentie
altijddurend is, dan moet haar middellijke effect, namelijk de
vergankelijke en tijdelijke werkelijkheid via de wereldziel en de
hemelbewegingen, ook altijddurend zijn. Tegen deze bewijsvoe­
ring heeft Thomas twee bezwaren. Ten eerste is zij niet
noodzakelijk en ten tweede, als je haar immers accepteert, wor­
den vele fundamenten van het katholieke geloof opgeheven.w
Hij noemt er twee, die direct met het thema van de noodzakelij­
ke veroorzaking van een altijddurend effect samenhangen. Bin­
nen een christelijke theologie als die van Thomas kunnen God en
de engelen opgevat worden als twee soorten van intelligentia.ê!
Maar binnen de wereldbeschouwing van het Liber de eausis
zouden de engelen op onmiddellijke wijzeniets nieuws in de zin
van tijdelijk aangevangen kunnen bewerkstelligen in de onder­
maanse wereld. Nog minder echter zou dit van God gelden, die
zelfs boven elke eeuwige duur verheven is. Uit de nood­
zakelijkheid van een altijddurend zijnde en dus uit de

49 Zowel in het In II Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 3, als in De ver., q. 5, a. 9, is Thomas
nog van mening dat getrapte schepping of emanatie filosofisch niet onmo­
gelijk is, maar vanaf de SeC II, cc. 20-21, bestrijdt hij deze wijsgerige moge­
lijkheid. Zie ook Depot., q. 3, a. 4, ST I, q. 45, a. 5 en Quaest. quodl. III, q. 3, a.I.
so Rg. 24-26: Haec autem probatio quae hic inducitur, etsi a quibusdam
philosophis concedatur, non tarnen necessitatem habet. Hac enim probatio­
ne suscepta, multa fundamenta catholicae fidei tollerentur.
51 Zie In De causis, lectio prop. 2.
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onmogelijkheid van een nieuw en aangevangen maaksel volgt
tenslotte dat de wereld er altijd en eeuwig is geweest.52

In het volgende, belangrijkste gedeelte van zijn commentaar
zal Thomas een zelfstandig traktaat geven over de mogelijkheid
van een absoluut eerste aanvang van de geschapen wereld, en
wel om tegenover het noodzakelijkheidsdenken van de neopla­
tonische filosofen de verstandelijke inzichtelijkheid van het "in
den beginne" van Genesis 1, 1 wijsgerigkracht bij te zetten.

4.3 Een aangevangen wereld is mogelijk (pp. 75, 3-77, 16)

Thomas begint dit gedeelte met de weergavevan een aloud
en zwaar wegend argument voor de eeuwigheid van de wereld,
dat hij vervolgens in twee etappes zal weerspreken. Het argu­
ment, dat schijnbaar op uiterst effectievewijze de noodzakelijk­
heid van een niet-aangevangen wereld lijkt te kunnen bewijzen,
gaat uit van het onbewogen zijn van de intelligentia bij uitstek,
de goddelijke maker van alles wat is.53 De redenering luidt als
volgt. Als een bewerkende oorzaak volstrekt onbewogen is, dan
schijnt het immers niet mogelijk te zijn dat zij op een wel
bepaald moment begint met veroorzaken, terwijl zij tevoren niet
operatief was - tenzij er misschien een uiterlijke verandering
voorondersteld is.54

Aristoteleshad reeds in zijnDe philosophia (fragm. 22Rose) te­
gen allerlei voorstellingen van een begonnen wereld, met name
die van Plato in de Timaeus, aangevoerd dat zo'n begin een

52 P. 74, 27-75, 2: sequeretur enim quod angeli nihil de novo in his inferio­
ribus immediate facere possent, et multo minus Deus qui non solum est
aeternus, sed ante aeternitatem, ut supra dictum est, et sequeretur ulterius
mundum semper fuisse.
53 Rg. 3-4: Haec enim videtur esse efficacissima ratio ponentium aeternita­
tem mundi, quae sumitur ex immobilitate factoris.
Saffrey (p. xxxiv) heeft niet goed gelezen als hij in zijn inleiding zegt:
"Saint Thomas mentionne dans Ie commentaire sur la proposition 11 une
ratio efficacissima contre (sic!) l'éternité du monde (infra, p. 75. 3) .... "
'Contre' moet natuurlijk 'pour' zijn.
54 Rg. 4-7: Non enim videtur posse contingere quod aliquod agens nunc
incipiat operari, cum prius non operatus fuerit, si omnino immobiliter se
habeat, nisi forte aliqua exteriori mutatione praesupposita.
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nieuwe wilsbeschikking (novum consilium), d.w.z. een verande­
ring, beweging en tijdelijkheid zou veronderstellen in de onver­
anderlijke, onbewogen en eeuwige maker van de wereld. Eer­
der in dezelfde dialoog (fragm. 16) zegt Aristoteles dat de god­
heid geheel en al onveranderlijk moet zijn en dit zonder enige
relativering. Aangezien Gods geest daarom geen nieuwe beslis­
singen kan nemen, kan hij ook niet tot een nieuw en aangevan­
gen effect besluiten. De wereld moet dus van eeuwigheid af te­
zamen met haar maker hebben bestaan.

Deze argumentatie heeft lang dienst gedaan, tot in de nada­
gen van de Griekse en Romeinse maar ook de Arabische wijsbe­
geerte. Wanneer AVERROES(1126-1198)het onderwerp van de
eeuwige wereldbeweging in zijn commentaar op boek VIII van
de Physica bespreekt, last hij een digressio in om kritiek te leve­
ren op het standpunt van de Mutakallimun.s> volgens wie de
eeuwige wil van God niettemin in staat is tot de schepping van
een niet-eeuwigemaar begonnen wereld. Averroeswerkt dan te­
gen deze moslim-theologen op uitvoerige wijze het argument
van Gods onveranderlijkheid uit, dat ik hier in de samenvatting
van Thomas weergeef.56 Als een wilsoorzaak iets op een later
moment wil maken en niet eerder, dan moet je tenminste be­
denken dat er tijd, waardoor de beweging geteld wordt, veron­
dersteld wordt. Zonder beweging is het daarom ook onmogelijk
dat vanuit een onbewogen en eeuwigewil een nieuw en aange­
vangen effect voortkomt. Nogmaals beoordeelt Thomas deze

55 Mutakallimun is afgeleid van Kalam, dat spreken of gesproken verhan­
deling betekent. De Mutakallimun zijn dan letterlijk de Sprekers, zij die
discussiëren; bedoeld worden de moslim-theologen van conservatieve en
anti-filosofische snit. Hun visie, helaas niet hun namen, kennen wij alleen
uit Maimonides, Dux perpL I, 73. Averroes noemt ze in de Latijnse versie van
zijn Physica-commentaar (bijv. fol. 349vaI; editie: zie nt 56): Loquentes nos­
trae legis, de Sprekers van onze wet, d.w.z. van ons moslim-geloof.
56 Voor AVERROES,In De Physico auditu, comm. 15, Aristotelis opera cum Aver­
rois commentarius, Venetiis, 1562-1574, vol. IV, fol. 349vaI-35OvbL.Enkele cita­
ten: (fol. 349vbLM:) (... ) impossibile est, ut voluntas nova dependeat de actio­
ne nova. ( ... ) impossibile esse, ut actio nova fiat per voluntatem antiquam.
(... ) neeesse est ut iIIud, quod est volitum, esset cum voluntate. - (fol.
350vaHI:) Si igitur neeesse fuerit hoc esse motorem antiquum vel volun­
tatem antiquam, neeesse est ut appetitus eius sit antiquus et suum movere sit
antiquum et suum volitum sit antiquum, sine principio et sine fine.
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argumentatie als "zeer krachtig" ten bewijze van de eeuwige
wereldduur, ook al matigt hij (misschien ter introductie van zijn
weerlegging) 'efficacissima' tot' efficacior'. Met zorg moet daar­
om de bestrijding van het bewijster hand genomen worden.ë?

4.4 Thomas' weerlegging

Eerder hebben wij gezien dat er onder meer twee grond­
slagen van het christelijk geloof opgeheven zouden worden, in­
dien de bewijsvoeringvoor de these dat de eeuwige intelligentie
een eeuwig effect voortbrengt als noodzakelijk opgevat zou wor­
den. Met een tweeledig antwoord gaat Thomas op deze volgens
hem ondeugdelijke bewijsvoering in. Ten eerste geeft hij een
argumentatie voor de mogelijkheid dat intelligenties als de
engelen en God in en binnen de tijd nieuw begonnen effecten
kunnen bewerkstelligen (pp. 75, 17-76,25). Thomas' antwoord is
niet alleen een weerlegging en verdediging van het tegendeel
zonder meer, maar ook een voorbereiding op het tweede deel
van zijn solutio. Het tweede gedeelte betreft namelijk de verde­
diging van de mogelijkheid dat de wereld eens nieuw en met
een eerste aanvang is geschapen door het eerste principe (pp.
76,25-77,16).

Thomas zet zijn weerlegging in met een onderscheid te
maken tussen tweeërlei agens: er is een werkoorzaak die iets in
en binnen de tijd maakt en er is een agens dat ook de tijd maakt
en tegelijkertijd daarmee datgene wat in de tijd gemaakt
wordt.5B Vooreerst gaat het dan om een agens dat iets binnen de
tijd bewerkstelligt.

57 Rg. 7-14:quia, ut Averroesin commentoVIIIPhysicorum prosequitur, si
aliquod agens voluntariumvult aliquid facere post et non prius, ad minus
oportet quod imaginetur tempus,quod est numerusmotus.Et ideo concludit
impossibileesse quod, ex voluntate immobiliet aetema, proveniat effectus
novus,nisi praesuppositomotu. Et quia haecvidetur esseefficaciorratio qua
utuntur ad probandum aetemitatem mundi, diligenter et huius rationis
solutioattendenda.
58 Rg. 15-17:Considerandum est igitur aliter loquendum esse de agente
quod producit aliquid in tempore,atque aliter de agente quod producit tem­
pus simulcum re quae in tempore producitur.
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4.5 Het eerste gedeelte van de solutio (de agente quod producit aliquid in
tempore) (Pp. 75, 17-76, 25)

Voor de productie van iets in en binnen de tijd wordt een
verhouding tot de tijd vereist. Het gaat dan om een verhouding
tot de tijd van alleen datgene wat gemaakt wordt, maar het kan
ook gaan om een verhouding tot de tijd van tevens de maker
zelf.59 Wat dit laatste betreft is een handeling in de tijd niet
alleen betrokken op datgene wat bewerkt wordt maar ook op
de bewerker. Iets is immers in de tijd in zoverre het in beweging
is. Wanneer nu een verandering zowel aanwezig is aan de kant
van wat gemaakt wordt als aan de kant van de maker, dan is de
handeling volgens maaksel en maker in de tijd. Bijvoorbeeld:
iemand die bevangen is door kou vormt zich op een wel
bepaald moment de gedachte om zich te warmen, zo dat hij een
vuur ontsteekt om de kou te verdrijven.w

Maar deze tweevoudige verhouding tot de tijd komt niet
altijd en als enige voor. Er is immers 'iets' waarvande substantie
niet in de tijd is, 'iets' wat niet veranderlijk noch bewogen is,
maar waarvan de operatie en werkzaamheid naar buiten toe in
en binnen de tijd werkt. Zo'n agens brengt zonder enige eigen
verandering een effect voort binnen de tijd dat er tevoren niet
was.Aldus kan God ook iets voortbrengen in de tijd dat nieuw
en aangevangen is en tevoren niet bestond. God opereert hierbij
volgens een wel bepaalde verhouding van dit nieuwe effect tot
de gegeven tijd. Zo gebeurt het bij alle wonderbaarlijke effecten
die onmiddellijk van God komen.v'

59 Rg.17-20:Cum enim aliquid in temporeproducitur, oportet accipere ali­
quam proportionem ad tempus, vel solumeius quod producitur, vel etiam
producentis ipsius.
60 Rg.20-26:quandoque enim actioest in tempore,non solumex parte eius
quod agitur, sed etiam ex parte agentis; in tempore enim est aliquid
secundum quod est in motu, cuius numerus tempus est. Quando igitur
aliquamutatio invenitur ex parte eius quod agitur et ex parte agentis, tunc
actio secundumutrumque est in tempore;puta cum aliquisalteratusa frigo­
re, de novo sibivenit in mentern ut ignemaccendatad friguspellendurn.
61 P. 75, 26-76,8: Hoc autern non semper contingit: est enim aliquid cuius
substantianon est in tempore, sed operatio in tempore est (...). Huiusmodi
ergo agens, absquealiqua sui mutatione, effectumproducit in tempore, qui



SCHEPPING IN DEN BEGINNE 107

Ook al is Gods zijn, dat identiek is met zijn kennen, eeuwig
en onbewogen, toch kan hij door zijn kennen een nieuw en
aangevangen effect binnen de tijd voortbrengen. In vergelijking
met de mens is dit enigszins (aliqualiter) duidelijk te maken.
Iemand kan namelijk, terwijl zijn wilonbewogen blijft, de
uitvoering van zijn werk in de toekomst uitstellen, zodat hij dat
werk op een wel bepaalde tijd zal doen.w

Maar zo dikwijls dit voorkomt, d.w.z. elke keer als de zelf
onbewogen wil het besluit neemt om iets te zullen doen, moet
toch een andere beweging vooraf bedacht worden op grond
waarvan iets op passende wijze beter later dan eerder gemaakt
kon worden. In ieder geval moet het verloop van de tijd zelf
bedacht worden, die zonder beweging niet gedacht kan
worden.63

Thomas accepteert deze lichte opwerping (sed si tu dicas),
want hij zegt dat deze opmerking, die nader ingaat op de
overeenkomst tussen God en mens, waar is met betrekking tot
de particuliere effecten die God als nieuwe en aangevangen
effecten binnen de tijd bewerkstelligt. Evenals de menselijke
geest en wil veronderstelt ook de goddelijke wil de tijd als
reeds en vooraf bestaand aan dat wat in de tijd bewerkstelligd
wordt. Zo heeft God de opstanding van Lazarus op de vierde

prius non fuerat. Et sic etiam Deus aliquid potest producere in tempore de
novo, quod prius non fuerat, secundum eertam proportionem huius efIectus
ad hoc tempus, sicut contingit in omnibus miraculosis efIectibus qui fiunt
immediate a Deo.
62 P. 76, 8-17: Nee obstat quod dicitur quod producit per suum esse, quia
suum esse est suum intelligere; et, sicut suum esse est unum, intelligit ta­
rnen multa, et propter hoc potest multa producere, quamvis eius intelligere
unum et simplex remaneat, ita, quamvis sit suum esse aetemum et immo­
bile, potest tarnen intelligere aliquod esse temporale et mobile, et ideo, etsi
suum intelligere sit sempitemum, per ipsum tarnen producere potest effec­
turn novum in tempore. Cuius indicium aliqualiter in nobis apparet: potest
enim homo, voluntate immobili permanente, opus suum in futurum differ­
re, ut faciat illud determinato tempore.
63 Rg. 18-22: Sed si tu dicas quod, quotiens hoc contingit, oportet praeintel­
ligere alium moturn ex quo contingat quod aliquid prius non fuerit conve­
niens fieri, postmodum indicatur ut conveniens ad fiendum, ad minus
ipsum temporis decursum qui sine motu intelligi non potest.
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dag en niet eerder tot stand gebracht door rekening te houden
met enigerlei voorafgaande verandering der dingen.w

Bonaventura geeft in zijn commentaar op de Sententiaë» ter
verheldering van de bewering dat de eeuwige God een nieuwe
en aangevangen schepping heeft gemaakt een vergelijkbaar
voorbeeld als Thomas: "Op dit moment wil ik dat ik morgen de
mis hoor." Het zou kunnen zijn dat Thomas aan deze tekst heeft
gedacht en als dat het geval is, dat hij deze dan in de context
waarin Bonaventura hem gebruikt, bekritiseerd heeft. Voor
Thomas gaat de vergelijking tussen Gods geest en die van de
mens alleen op als het gaat om Gods particuliere effecten in de
wereld en binnen de tijd, maar niet als het gaat om de
universele zijnsveroorzakingvan de wereld. "In den beginne" is
dan volstrekt verschillend van welk nieuw en begonnen effect
ook dat binnen de tijd wordt gemaakt. Deze universele
zijnsveroorzaking"in den beginne", namelijk schepping met een
eerste begin, komt nu ter sprake.

4.6 Het tweedegedeeltevan de solutio (de agente quod producit tempus
simul cum re quae-in temporeproducitur) (pp. 76, 25-77, 16)

De solutio van het "zeer effectieve argument" voor de
eeuwigheid van de wereld kan opgevat worden als een voort­
gaande uitsluiting van voorwaarden totdat voor de universele
zijnsvoortbrenging geen enkele voorwaarde meer aanwezig is.
Deze voortgang van uitsluiting bestaat uit drie stappen, waarvan
wij de eerste reeds bezien hebben.

1. Er zijn producties waarbij niet alleen het gemaakte in de
tijd een verhouding heeft tot reeds aanwezige tijd, beweging en

64 Rg. 22-23: dicemus hoc quid em verum esse in particularibus Dei effecri­
bus quos in tempore operatur. Quod enim Lazarum suscitavit quarta die et
non prius, habito respectu ad aliquam rerum mutation em praecedentem
hoc fecit.
65 L. II, pars 1, d. 1, a. 1, q. 2, ad 5 (ed. min., II, p. 1Gb). Zie ookANoNYMUS,
"Quaestio si potuit deus facere mundum ab aeterno," R.C. DALESand O.
ARGERAMI(eds), Medieval Latin texts on the eternity of the world, Leiden, 1991,
pp.33-34.
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verandering, maar waarbij ook het agens zo'n verhouding heeft;
dit geldt van alle natuurlijke agentia.

2. Er zijn ook producties waarbij alleen het gemaakte een
verhouding heeft tot reeds aanwezige tijd. De maker of het
agens blijft echter zelf onbewogen. Dit geldt van zowel de mens,
die bijv. nu iets wil maken maar zijn daadwerkelijke productie
uitstelt, als a fortiori van God, die volstrekt onbewogen blijft
maar niettemin binnen de tijd nieuwe effecten, zoalswonderen,
kan bewerkstelligen.

3. De derde stap houdt in dat elke voorwaarde van een
verhouding tot de tijd geheel en al uitgesloten wordt. Het gaat
namelijk nu om een agens - en alleen God komt hiertoe in
aanmerking - dat de tijd zelf en al haar vooronderstellingen
voortbrengt. Kortom, er is tenslotte sprake van de totale zijns­
voortbrenging "in den beginne" door de schepper. Wat zegt
Thomas over deze laatste stap?

Met betrekking tot de voortbrenging van het universum is
elke verhouding tot duur en tijd afwezig en zelfs uitgesloten,
want tegelijkertijd met de wereld ontstaat ook de tijd, de duur
en de beweging van alles wat is. Er is dus geen andere vooraf­
gaande tijd of beweging, waartoe de nieuwheid van de aange­
vangen wereld een verhouding heeft. Deze nieuwheid of
aanvang heeft alleen een verhouding tot de rede en het begrip
van de maker, God, in zoverre deze volgens zijn kennis en wil
heeft bepaald dat de wereld als zijn effect niet van eeuwigheid
af zal zijn maar een begin zal hebben na niet-zijn.66

Uiteindelijk kan Thomas dan besluiten met de bewering dat
de eeuwige God een niet-eeuwigemaar aangevangen wereld kon
voortbrengen, en wel volgens de gegronde reden van zijn wijs­
heid.v? Let wel dat Thomas spreekt van 'kon' en niet van

66 In De eausis. lectio prop. 11 (p. 76, 25-77, 2): Sed in universi productione
hoc locum non habet (zie de tweede stap), quia simul cum mundo fit etiam
tempus et totus universaliter motus; non est ergo aliud tempus praecedens
vel motus, ad quem oporteat novitatem huius effectus proportionari, sed
solum ad rationem facientis prout intellexit et voluit hunc effectum ab
aetemo non fore, sed incipere post non esse.
67 Ibid. (p. 77, 14-16): Sicut igitur infinitus Deus finiturn universum produxit
secundum suae sapientiae ration em, ita aetemus Deus potuit novum mun-
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'moest'. Gods wil is namelijk vrij om te bepalen of hij zijn
schepping van eeuwigheid af laat zijn of "in den beginne". De
redenen die ten grondslag liggen aan de goddelijke wilskeuze
voor de eerste of de tweede mogelijkheid (andere mogelijkhe­
den zijn aan de menselijke geest niet bekend) liggen in de
diepten van Gods geest verborgen. Waarom God er dus voor
gekozen heeft om de wereld met een eerste aanvangvan duur te
maken en niet van eeuwigheid af, ligt dan ook zonder meer
besloten in zijn rede.

Nawoord en conclusie

Volgens Thomas van Aquino hebben de filosofen de schep­
ping van de wereld geleerd, zij het via een lange en moeizame
weg vol van zijpaden en valkuilen, en wel in deze zin dat de
gehele werkelijkheid haar zijn verworvenheeft van een godde­
lijke zijnsgever.68Deze filosofischeweg is na inleidende denkbe­
wegingen in principe begonnen met Plato en Aristoteles en tot
zijn afsluiting gekomen met Avicenna (980-1037).69 Hoeveel en

dum producere secundum eandem sapientiae rationem. ['finiturn univer­
sum' doelt op het voorafgaande gedeelte (rg. 2-13), dat een uitvoerige
vergelijking betreft tussen ruimte en tijd, die ik hier heb weg gelaten]
68 Zie In II Sent., d. 1, a. 1, q. 2, sol.; vgl. ibid., ad 1; ibid., q. 5, ad 2, in fine; De
pot., q. 3, a. 5, sol.
Voor het itinerarium van de filosofen naar uiteindelijke kennis over de
oorsprong van de werkelijkheid, zie De pot., q. 3, a. 5, sol.; ScC II, c. 37; In
VIII Physic., lectio 2, nr 975 en ST I, q. 44, a. 2, sol.; zieJan A. Aertsen, Nature
and creature,pp. 196-201.
69 Voor een uiteenzetting van de weg die de filosofen hebben afgelegd,
voordat zij tot het begrip van schepping als zijnsafhankelijkheid van een
goddelijke oorsprong toekwamen, zie Jan A. Aertsen, Nature and creature, pp.
196-201.
Wanneer Thomas de laatste fase van het filosofische oorsprongsdenken
beschrijft, de fase waarin de universele en goddelijke oorzaak van het zijn­
de als zijnde ontdekt en complementair daarmee het scheppingsbegrip ont­
wikkeld wordt, dan noemt hij geen namen maar spreekt hij slechts van
aliqui (ST I, q. 44, a. 2). Toch zijn er twee teksten aan te wijzen waar Thomas
deze aliqui benoemt, zij het bepaald tot één filosoof: Avicenna. "Yet there is
at least one text," zo zegt Jan Aertsen (Nature and creature, p. 200, nt 27), "in
which Thomas says that quidam philosophi, such as Avicenna, have recog­
nized on the basis of demonstration that God is the Creator of things. See In
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hoe ruimschoots er op de weg van de wijsbegeerte gepresteerd
en bereikt is, toch moet Thomas bij welk thema dan ook, en dus
ook bij dat van schepping, vaststellen dat de filosofen zeker ver
zijn gekomen in het intelligibel maken van het geschapen zijn
van de wereld maar dat zij tenslotte geen laatste woord konden
spreken.

Het laatste, maar eigenlijk het eerste woord, spreekt
namelijk alleen het christelijk geloof. Want ook al hebben de
filosofen, en deze zijn volgens Thomas nooit christelijke den­
kers,"? de ratio van schepping op bijna volmaakte wijze redelijk
inzichtelijk gemaakt, toch konden zij niet tot een volledig begrip
ervan komen. Wat de verleden duur van de geschapen
werkelijkheid betreft, zijn de filosofen een dwaalwegingeslagen.
In tegenstelling immers tot de waarheid van het christelijk geloof
dat de schepping eens "in den beginne" haar duur begon, heb­
ben zij haast unaniem geleerd dat de wereld, geschapen of niet,
van eeuwigheid af heeft bestaan.

Wanneer Thomas voor de opbouw van zijn scheppingstheo­
logie het geschapen zijn van de wereld tot verstandelijke uit­
drukking wil brengen, dan is het opmerkelijk dat hij een onder­
scheid maakt tussen tweeërlei notie van schepping, namelijk een
filosofischeen een strikt christelijkenotie. In het bijzonder komt
deze tweevoudigheid tot uiting in de prachtige tekst over schep­
ping in In II Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a. 2, sol. Het hoofdgedeelte of de
solutio van artikel 2 bestaat uit drie onderdelen. Primo: Schep-

III Sent., d. 25, q. 1, a. 2 argo 2: 'Deum esse unum est probabile per demon­
strationem, et similiter Deum esse creatorem rerum; un de etiam quidam
philosophi, ut Avicenna, demonstratione moti hoc concedunt.'" Er is echter
nog een tweede tekst waarin Thomas Avicenna noemt als denker die het
geschapen zijn van de wereld ontdekt heeft. De eerste tekst betrof creatio
activa (= God de schepper), maar de tweede tekst betreft creatio passiva, het
geschapene zelf. Sommige filosofen immers, zoals Avicenna, hebben er
geen bezwaar tegen gemaakt dat de voortbrenging van de wereld als een
productie van eeuwigheid af die niet iets preëxistents vooronderstelt met de
term 'schepping' benoemd wordt (STI, q. 46, a. 2, ad 2).
70 Zie Mark D. JORDAN,"Theology and philosophy," N. KRETZMANNand E.
STUMP(eds), The Cambridge companion to Aquinas, Cambridge, 1993, pp. 233-
234.
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ping is niet alleen geloofszaak,maar ook redelijk bewijsbaar."!
Secundo: Schepping kan volgens de wegvan de wijsbegeerte tot
op zekere hoogte inzichtelijk gemaakt worden, namelijk door
een analyse van geschapen zijn "uit niets" in de zin van vol­
strekte zijnsafhankelijkheid van een goddelijke maker. Toch
hebben de filosofen niet de volledige ratio van schepping kun­
nen achterhalen. Zij hebben wat de duur betreft, met name de
verleden duur van de wereld, uiteindelijk mis getast. Want
tertio: Schepping uit niets heeft tevens als betekenis dat de
wereld eens aangevangen is.Maar in deze zin kan schepping niet
bewezen worden, noch door de filosofen toegegeven; zij kan
alleen door het christelijk geloof vastgesteldworden.zz

Het is Thomas' mening dat het wezenskenmerk van schep­
ping ligt in de oorspronkelijke zijnsafhankelijkheid van het
geschapen zijnde ten opzichte van de schepper. Want ook al
moet gezegd worden dat er niets is zonder duur, 73 toch kan de
eerste aanvang van de wereld of anders zijn tegendeel, de
eeuwige verleden duur, niet opgevat worden als noodzakelijk
wezenskenmerk. Een mooie tekst in dit verband is deze uit De
pot., q. 3, a.14: "Het behoort tot de ratio van schepping dat zij
een beginsel van oorsprong bezit maar niet een begin van duur,
tenzij schepping opgevatwordt in de zin van het geloof."74

Zo zou in een zeker opzicht terecht met Jan Aertsen/>
beweerd kunnen worden "that Thomas develops a twofold

71 ( ... ) creationem esse non tantum fides tenet, sed etiam ratio demonstrat.
72 Si autem accipiamus tertium oportere ad rationem creation is, ut scilicet
etiam duratione res creata prius non esse quam esse habeat, ut dicatur esse
ex nihilo, quia est tempore post nihil, sic creatio demonstrari non potest, nee
a philosophis conceditur, sed per fidem supponitur.
73 Niets is zonder duur, zo zou je principieel kunnen spreken over alles wat
is. Ook al zijn er allerlei soorten duur te onderscheiden (sempiternitas,
perpetuitas, aeviternitas, temporalitas) aan het zijnde, er is geen zijnde zon­
der duratio. Zo kennen de Middeleeuwers zelfs aan God duur toe, namelijk
zijn aeternitas, ook al is het dan beter om in dit geval te spreken van de oor­
sprong van de duur. Aldus zou je duur als een transcendentale naam kun­
nen opvatten, een naam die een perfectie van het zijnde als zijnde uitdrukt.
74 De pot., q. 3, a. 14, ad 8 (in contr.): (... ) de ratione vero creation is habere
principium origin is, non autem duration is, nisi accipiendo creationem ut
accipit fides.
75 Nature and creature,p. 209.
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notion of 'creation', a philosophical and a Christian one." Het is
immers op grond van het voorafgaande duidelijk dat de filoso­
fen op de weg van de wijsbegeerteweliswaartot het begrip van
schepping in de zin van volstrekte zijnsafhankelijkheid zijn
gekomen, maar niet tot dat van schepping in de zin van gescha­
pen zijn in en met een eerste aanvangvan duur, een 'begrip' of
'inzicht' dat alleen op grond van het christelijkgeloof bekend is.

De vraag is nu of met deze tweevoudigheideen onderscheid
of een scheiding bedoeld wordt. Jan Aertsen suggereert het
tweede als hij zegt dat het geloofsinzicht in het begonnen zijn
van de geschapen wereld 'buiten' de filosofieblijft. "This insight
of faith remains 'outside' philosophy. The philosopher can, in­
deed, make the origin of the world, that is, its being's depen­
dence, rationally transparent, but not its beginning. "76"Aprin­
ciple of duration does not belong to the essence of creation un­
less creation is taken as faith takes it." Een conclusie die in deze
nog impliciet blijft, wordt uitdrukkelijk getrokken door Rudi TE
VELDE.77Ten opzichte van het wijsgerig perspectief van de
rede, zo zegt hij, heeft schepping als geloofswoord en zekere
meerwaarde, namelijk wanneer schepping een aanvang van
duur uitdrukt. ''Voor de rede is de schepping alleen inzichtelijk
als een (ontijdelijke) relatie van oorsprong, niet als aanvang der
dingen." En de gevolgtrekking zou dan zijn "dat het filosofisch
begrip van schepping neutraal is ten aanzien van het al of niet
eeuwig-zijnvan de geschapen werkelijkheid."

Afgezien van de onjuiste bewering dat schepping alleen
redelijk inzichtelijk is als een niet-durationele (Te Velde spreekt
abusievelijk van "ontijdelijke") relatie van oorsprong,78 is het
nog maar de vraag ofje wel in volstrekte zin kunt zeggen dat het
geloofsinzicht in de scheppingsaanvang "buiten" de filosofie
blijft (Aertsen), alsook dat het wijsgeriginzicht neutraal staat ten
opzichte van schepping "in den beginne" of anders schepping
van eeuwigheid af (Te Velde).

76tus; p. 210.
77 Parücipatie en substantialiteit (diss.), Amsterdam, 1991, p. 123.
78Zienoot73.
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Zoals Thomas met filosofische argumentatie heeft willen
laten zien dat schepping van eeuwigheid af mogelijk is, zo heeft
hij ook via filosofische argumentatie willen aantonen dat de
geloofswaarheidvan het "in den beginne" niet alleen mogelijk is
maar zelfs rationeel waar-schijnlijk. Het is zeker waar dat de
christelijke geloofskennis in eigenlijkezin buiten de wijsbegeerte
blijft, maar dan welopgevat als buiten de weg van de filosofen.
Deze weg is volgens Thomas afgesloten met de komst van de
christelijke openbaring, en welomdat zij principieel en feitelijk
haar doel, de kennis van God en daarmee de kennis van alle
dingen, noch bereikt heeft noch ook kan bereiken. Het is name­
lijk het christelijkgeloof dat de zin en het doel van het natuurlijk
verlangen naar weten - wijsbegeerte - vervolmaakt, zij het met
het oog op de voltooiing bij uitstek: de gelukzalige visio dei in
patria."? Niettemin kan gezegd worden dat Thomas na het
tijdperk van de filosofen het filosoferen voortgezet heeft, maar
dan wel steeds op grond van zijn christelijke theologie. Een
bijzondere en eigenaardige, misschien wel typisch "Aquinati­
sche" vorm van wijsbegeerte ontstaat dan: "that theology streng­
thens philosophical reflection and improves philosophical dis­
coveries."80 Thomas' filosofischereflecties over het eerste begin
van de wereld reken ik dan tot die beschouwingen die geloofs­
dan wel theologische artikelen op verstandelijke wijze willen
verhelderen.

79 Zie Jan A. Aertsen, Nature and creature, pp. 213 e.v.; idem, "Thomas van
Aquino: Het verlangen naar weten en zijn bovennatuurlijke voltooiing," J.
Davidse (ed.), Grote filosofen, Kampen, 1992 (1991), pp. 69 e.v.; idem,
"Aquinas's philosophy in its historical setting," N. Kretzmann and E. Stump
(eds), The Cambridge companion to Aquinas, Cambridge, 1993, pp. 27-33.
80 Mark D. Jordan, "Theology and philosophy," The Cambridge companion to
Aquinas, p. 247.



SUMMARY

Creation in the Beginning

Thomas Aquinas on the commencement of the world
in his commentary on the Liber de causis, lectio 11

On the backdrop of Thomas' general visionon theology and
its tasks in human life and against the rejection of the notion by
the magisti in artibus, the question of the creation "in the begin­
ning," as pursued by a master of theology like Thomas Aquinas,
is taken up. Thomas criticises the absolute claims of both those
(philosophers) who reject as those (theologians) who defend the
creatio a novo: neither argumentation is demonstrative in the
proper sense. The creatioab aeterno can only claimprobabilitas (ac­
ceptability), the alternative only verisimilitudo (plausibility).

The article draws attention to two neglected passages in
which Thomas bolsters the position of faith (creatio a novo) with
rational though not compelling arguments: SeC II, c. 38 and espe­
cially In Librum de eausis, prop. II. On the basis of an analysisof
these texts and of Thomas general approach to the question else­
where, it is concluded that Thomas does not exclude philosoph­
ical argumentation from his theology. In one sense, Christian
theology has properly succeeded pagan philosophy and thus
falls outside "the way of the philosophers," in another sense,
"that theology strengthens philosophical reflection and im­
proves philosophical discoveries," i.e. Thomas' philosophical
reflections, like those on the first beginning of the world, are
incorporated in his theological work in order to clarify articles
of faith by rational means.





VROUWEN, MANNEN, SCHEPSELEN

Een lezing van Summa theologiae I, q. 92 en q. 93, aa. 4 en 6

Marianne Merkx

1. Inleiding

Wat zegt Thomas over vrouwen? Deze vraag is uitgangspunt
bij de lezing van enkele artikelen uit de Summa die hier bespro­
ken worden. Is dat wel een relevante of interessante vraag?

Er zijn minstens vier redenen te noemen die uitnodigen om
de visie van Thomas op vrouwen nader te onderzoeken.

Thomas is vanwege zijn invloed niet alleen het voorbeeld
van middeleeuwse theologie, maar ook vaak het voorbeeld als
het gaat over de positie van vrouwen in de theologie.' De ques­
tiones in de Summa waar Thomas expliciet over 'de vrouw'
spreekt (ST 1, qq. 92 en 93), zijn beroemd of - beter gezegd -
berucht. Deze questiones 92 en 93 worden relatief vaak ge­
noemd, maar dan komt slechts een klein deel aan de orde en blij­
ven er veel vragen over. Het is te verwachten dat een totale
lezing meer kan verduidelijken.

Opvallend in die verwijzingen is, en dat is een tweede
reden om verder te kijken, dat in de literatuur twee verschillen­
de conclusies verbonden worden aan de visie van Thomas op
vrouwen, die elkaar lijken tegen te spreken. Ofwel de gelijk­
waardigheid tussen mannen en vrouwen wordt benadrukt,
ofwel de ondergeschiktheid van vrouwen ten opzichte van man­
nen.t Aangezien deze twee questiones niet vaak met elkaar in

I Bij voorbeeld: K.E. Bj3RRESEN,"Antropologische fundamenten van de
man-vrouw verhouding in de klassieke theologie," Concilium 12 (1976), p. 1;
R. Radford RUETHER,Sexism and God-Talk, Boston, 1983; CJ.M. HALKES,Zoe­
kend naar wat verlorenging, Baarn, 1984.
2 De spanning tussen gelijkwaardigheid en ondergeschiktheid komt
uitgebreider aan de orde in: Marianne MERKx,De spanning er in houden. Over
de visie op de vrouw in scheppingstheologie bij Thomas van Aquino [doctoraal­
scriptie], Nijmegen, 1991.
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verband gebracht worden, zijn de twee uiteenlopende conclu­
sies mogelijk. Lezing van beide kan de verhouding tussen gelijk­
waardigheid en ondergeschiktheid naar voren brengen.

Daarnaast maakt de context de betreffende citaten ook theo­
logisch interessanter: de questiones hebben een plaats in de
scheppingstheologie van Thomas, de basis van zijn theologisch
denken.

Tenslotte een voor de hand liggende reden. Door lezen en
herlezen van Schrift en traditie, in telkens andere tijden en om­
standigheden, veranderen theologie en geloof steeds weer. Elk
perspectief levert een andere lezing. De vraag "watzegt Thomas
over vrouwen?" klinkt vandaag, tegen de achtergrond van de
ontwikkelingen van feministische theologie, anders dan voor-
heen) .

Deze motieven kleuren de lezing van questio 92 en questio
93, aa. 4 en 6, die in deze bijdrage centraal staat. Daarnaast
wordt de lezing bepaald door drie thema's, die naar voren ko­
men vanuit de twee laatst genoemde redenen. Zoals gezegd is
scheppingstheologie het kader waarbinnen de visie op vrouwen
naar voren komt. Op de eerste plaats wordt daarom stil gestaan
bij de betekenis van scheppingstheologie in het denken van Tho­
mas (2.1.). Vervolgens wordt ingegaan op de verhouding ziel­
lichaam (2.2), een kwestiedie onlosmakelijkverbonden is met de
ondergeschikte positie van vrouwen door de normatieve schei­
ding tussen ziel en lichaam, waarbij vrouwen aan de 'slechte'
kant, de kant van lichaam, geplaatst zijn. Tot slot komt de
'imago Dei-leer' aan de orde, omdat deze leer aanknopingspun­
ten lijkt te bieden voor een gelijkwaardigepositie van vrouwen
en mannen (2.3).

Vanuit deze context worden de questiones 92 en 93 gelezen
en becommentarieerd (paragraaf 3)

In een vierde paragraaf wordt de balans opgemaakt.

3 Opvallend is dat het werk van K.E. Berresen uit 1968 het enige is geble­
ven dat zo uitgebreid vanuit teksten van Thomas op de theologische antropo­
logie ingaat.
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2. Een kijkje in de scheppingstheologie in de Summa

2.1 Scheppingals uitgangspunt

De scheppingsleer is een van de plaatsen in de theologie
waar de positie van vrouwen ter sprake komt, zij het meestal in
de negatieve zin. Feministische theologes- hebben laten zien hoe
de scheppingsleer de ondergeschiktheid van vrouwen legiti­
meert. Antropologie en biologie spelen daar een belangrijke rol
in: natuur, seksualiteit, vrouwelijkheid en mannelijkheid zijn
onderwerpen uit deze terreinen, die de visie op vrouwen
bepalen. Deze kant van de scheppingsleer, ook van Thomas,
krijgt daarom (terecht) veel nadruk, maar is slechts een deel van
de scheppingsleer.

Schepping is niet zomaar een thema voor Thomas, schep­
ping en scheppingsgeloof klinken door zijn hele werk. Niet voor
niets wordt hij Thomas a Creatore genoemd, waarmee het meest
kenmerkende van zijn theologie wordt aangegeven."

Door de Summa als geheel te bekijken, wordt duidelijk waar
scheppingstheologie een plaats heeft in dit overzichtswerk, maar
ook wat de betekenis van het scheppingsdenken is voor Thomas.
In de proloog op artikel twee maakt Thomas de opbouw dui­
delijk: de Summa bestaat uit drie delen. Deel één gaat over God,
deel twee, dat uit twee delen bestaat, over de terugkeer van de
mens naar God (in onze termen algemene en bijzondere moraal)
en deel drie over Christus, de weg naar God." Het uitgangspunt
van Thomas wordt hier verwoord, namelijk het geloofsgegeven,
dat God begin en eind van de schepping, Schepper van alles is.

4 Zie noot 1.
5 Zoals ook bij voorbeeld bij]OHANNESVANHETKRUIS:a.H. PESCH,Thomas
von Aquin. Grenu unel GrössemittelalterlicherTheologie,Mainz, 1988,p. 399.
6 ST I, q. 2, inleiding: Quia igitur principalis intentio huius sacrae doctri­
nae est Dei cognition em tradere, et non solum secundum quod in se est, sed
etiam secundum quod est principium rerum et finis earum et specialiter
rationalis creaturae ut ex dictis (art. 7) est manifesturn, ad huius doctrinae
expositionem intendentes: primo tractabimus de Deo; secundo de motu
rationalis creaturae in Deum; tertio de Christo qui secundum quod homo,
via est nobis tendendi in Deum.
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In de eerste questio van de Summa, waar Thomas zijn visie op
theologie presenteert, geeft hij aan dat dit uitgangspunt de basis
is voor ons kennen van God en spreken over Cod.?

Door vanuit het geheel van de Summa 'in te zoomen' op het
gedeelte over de mens (deel I, questiones 90-102), wordt de
plaats van dit tractaat - waarin het meest expliciet over de
vrouwwordt gesproken - duidelijk. De scheppingsleer staat bin­
nen het eerste deel, de Godsleer. De Godsleer, of beter gezegd
de beschouwing over God, zoals Thomas dat aanduidt, is ver­
deeld in drie stukken: de dingen die tot het goddelijk wezen
behoren (qq. 2-26), de dingen die tot de onderscheiding van de
personen behoren (qq. 27-43) en de dingen die behoren tot de
voortkomst van de schepselen uit God (qq. 44-119).8

Dit derde deel is ook in drieën verdeeld: over de voortbren­
ging (qq. 44-46), over hun onderscheiding (qq. 47-102) en over
hun behoud en beheer (qq. 102-119).9

De questiones 44-46 zijn belangrijk om te begrijpen wat
'schepping', 'scheppen' en 'schepselen' betekenen. Het zijn reli­
gieuze termen, die alleen betekenis hebben als er een Schepper
is. Bij Thomas is deze band tussen schepping en Schepper voort­
durend in alle bewustheid aanwezig: geen schepping zonder
Schepper. In ons kennen moeten we uitgaan van de schepping
om tot de Schepper te komen. In de zijnsorde is de beweging
omgekeerd: al het geschapene vindt zijn oorsprong in God, de
Schepper.tv Dit onderscheid behandelt Thomas vóór het gedeel­
te over de schepping. Het heeft gevolgen voor ons denken en
spreken over de schepping. Het anders zijn van God en de

7 ST I, q. 1, a. 7, antwoord. Zie: H. RIKHOF, Ooer God spreken. Een tekst van
Thomas van Aquino uit de Summa Theologiae,Delft, 1988, pp. 130-134.
8 ST I, introductie, q. 2: Consideratio autem de Deo tripartita erit: primo
namque considerabimus ea quae ad essentiam divinam pertinent; secundo
ea quae pertinent ad distinctionem personarum; tertio ea quae pertinent ad
processum creaturarum ab ipso.
9 ST I, q. 44, introductie: Post considerationem divinarum personarum,
considerandum restat de processione creaturarum a Deo. Erit autem haec
consideratio tripartita: ut primo consideretur de productione creaturarum;
secundo de earum distinctione; tertio, de conservatione et gubematione.
10 B. DELFGAAuw,Thomas van Aquino, Bussum, 1980, p. 52.
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noodzaak om voorzichtig te spreken over God, zijn hoofdpunten
uit de Godsleer van Thomas. Ze werken door in het gedeelte
over het geschapene. Dit betekent dat we ons er voortdurend
bewust van moeten zijn, dat we niet weten wat God is, maar
alleen - en wel vanuit de schepping - weten dat God is. Het
betekent ook dat God en schepping fundamenteel verschillend
zijn. Dit betekent niet dat God 'ver weg' is van de wereld voor
Thomas. 'Thomas' uitgangspunt is de spanning die in de gelo­
vige belijdenis van God de Schepper van hemel en aarde ligt
opgesloten: de spanning van enerzijds het verschil tussen God en
alles en anderzijds de band tussen God en alles."II

Een uitstapje van het overzicht naar de betreffende questio­
nes over schepping plaatst bovengenoemde punten in het schep­
pingsdenken en geeft inzicht in enkele centrale begrippen en
uitgangspunten, die van belang zijn voor de lezing van de ques­
tiones 92 en 93.12

Questio 44 gaat over de eerste oorzaak van de dingen, ques­
tio 45 over de wijzevan voortvloeien van de dingen uit het eer­
ste beginsel en questio 46 over het begin van het bestaan. Eerst
staat God centraal, dan het geschapene en dan de verhouding
tussen God en de wereld.

Causa

De centrale begrippen van deze questiones laten zien op
welk niveau Thomas bezig is: causa, universalis, omnia, en esse
zijn de termen om creatio en creatura te plaatsen. Het gaat over
het geheel, over grondstructuren, algemene principes.

In questio 44 legt Thomas uit dat God oorzaak is van alle
zijnden.

Thomas onderscheidt met ARISTOTELES vier oorzaken: causa
efficiens (werkoorzaak, vaak alleen causa genoemd), causa for-

11 H. Rikhof, Over God spreken, p. 35.
12 De questiones over schepping worden niet geheel becommentarieerd; er
wordt verwezen naar enkele citaten. Q. 92 en q. 93, a. 4 en a. 6 worden ge­
heel besproken. De tekst van qq. 92 en 93 ontbreekt hier; een vertaling is te
vinden in mijn doctoraalscriptie (zie noot 2).
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malis (vormoorzaak, forma genoemd), causa materialis (de mate­
rie, materia) en causa finalis (doeloorzaak, finis). Hij gebruikt
daarnaast ook causa nog in andere woordverbindingen, zoals
causa exemplaris, in een betekenis die zowel iets heeft van de
doeloorzaak als de vormoorzaak.të

In deze questio geeft Thomas eerst aan dat God causa effici­
ens is: alles wat is, is van God.14 Basisgedachte hierachter is dat
God alleen bestaat in zichzelf; al het andere deelt in het be­
staan.t" Hieruit volgt in artikel twee dat God de oorzaak is van
de materia prima.w In artikel drie en vier geeft Thomas aan dat
dit ook betekent dat God causa finalis en exemplaris van alles is.
De hoofdgedachte van deze questio is dat God niet te vergelij­
ken is met andere oorzaken, omdat God de oorzaak van alles is.
God alleen bestaat 'per se'; God is als het ware de overkoe­
pelende factor, de basis: God dus als begin en doel van de
schepping.

Creatio

In questio 45 werkt Thomas dit uit. Ze bestaat uit acht artike­
len, te verdelen in vier tweetallen. Eerst komt het eigene van
scheppen aan bod: scheppen betekent uit niets de dingen in het
zijn voortbrengen.'? en scheppen is een activiteit van GOd.I8
Scheppen gaat niet over het bijzondere, maar over het algeme­
ne, niet over het individuele, maar over het universele. Daar
lijkt een groot misverstand te liggen en dit is voor Thomas
belangrijk, want hij legt de nadruk steeds op het woord 'univer­
salis'.19

13 B. Delfgaauw, Thomas van Aquino, p. 72.
14 ST!, q. 44, a. 1: (...) dicere omne quod quocumque modo est a Deo esse.
IS Ibid.: (... ) Deus est ipsum esse per se subsistens (...) omnia alia a Deo
non sint suum esse, sed participant esse.
16 Ibid., a. 2.
17 ST!, 45, a 1: (...) ita creatio, quae est ernanatio totius esse, est ex non ente
quod est nihil; ibid., a 2: unde neeesse est dicere quod Deus ex nihilo res in
esse producit.
18 Ibid., a. 2: (...) dicendum quod non solum non est impossibile a Deo ali­
quid creari, sed neeesse est ponere a Deo omnia creata esse (...).
19 Ibid., a. 1: (...) non solum opertet considerare emanationem alicujus en­
tis particularis ab aliquo particulari agente, sed etiam emanationem totius
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Vervolgensgaat hij in op het eigene van geschapen zijn: ge­
schapen zijn houdt een relatie in; er vindt geen beweging of ver­
andering plaats van de oorzaak naar het veroorzaakte, zoals bij
de voortbrenging van afzonderlijke dingen (particularis), waar­
door een relatie overblijft.w Geschapen zijn betekent ook 'wor­
den', 'zijn', waardoor geschapen zijn betekent dat iets 'bestaat'
als zelfstandig ding.21 Deze termen bevestigen dat Thomas het
over grondstructuren heeft. Hij is niet op het concrete vlak be­
zig, maar op abstract niveau. Het gaat niet over het historische,
maar het absolute: scheppen gebeurt op absolute wijze.22

Dan komt Thomas terug op God als Schepper. Hij herhaalt
dat alleen God scheppen kan23 en dat dit trinitair verstaan moet
worden. Hij legt dit uit aan de hand van een algemeen kader.
Scheppen is het bestaan van iets veroorzaken. Dat kan alleen
vanuit het bestaan van de handelaar, want de handelaar brengt
iets voort dat op de handelaar lijkt: uit het veroorzaakte is de
oorzaak te kennen. Scheppen hoort dus bij het wezen van God,
en het wezen van God zijn de drie personen.s!

Uit de voortkomst van de personen is echter een patroon
voor de voortkomst van de schepselen te zien. Scheppen ge­
beurt door Gods verstand en wil (intellectus en voluntas); Gods
verstand bracht het Woord voort en Gods liefde, die in de wil
zetelt, de H. Geest. In het volgend artikel komt dit terug. Tot
slot gaat Thomas weer in op het schepsel zijn. Heel de schepping
'lijkt' in zekere zin op God, en wel op de Triniteit. Alle schep­
selen dragen een spoor (vestigium)van God; er is altijd iets van
de oorzaak terug te vinden in het veroorzaakte.Maar in de rede-

entis a causa universali, quae est Deus; et hanc quidem emanationem desig­
namus nomine creationis.
20 Ibid., a. 3.
21 Ibid., a. 4: (...) creari est quodam fieri (...). Fieri autem ordinatur ad esse
rei (...). IIli enim proprie convenit esse, quod habet esse: et hoc est subsistens
in suo esse.
22 Ibid., a. 5: Producere autem esse absolute, non inquantum est hoc vel
tale, pertinet ad rationem creationis.
23 Ibid., a. 5: (...) ereare non potest esse propria actio nisi solius Dei.
24 Ibid., a 6: Et ideo ereare convenit Deo secundum suum esse; quod est
ejus essentia, quae est communis tribus Person is.
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lijke schepselen is een gelijkenis in de vorm van een beeld te
vinden, aangezien zij verstand en wil bezitten.25 Hier spitst
Thomas zich voor het eerst toe op de mens en wordt het duide­
lijk hoe belangrijk het redelijk zieledeel is. De questio besluit met
een belangrijke misverstand:het verschil tussen natuurprocessen
en het maken van kunst enerzijds en scheppen anderzijds. Een
natuurlijk proces of het maken van kunst gaat uit van materie.
Schepping is dus voorondersteld en ligt niet op hetzelfde
niveau. Scheppen en natuur- of kunstprocessen kruisen elkaar
dus niet.26

Contingentie van de wereld

In de laatste van de questiones over de voortkomst uit God
staat het verschil tussen God en wereld centraal: God is abso­
luut, de wereld contingent. Hier ligt de kern van Thomas' schep­
pingsgedachte. De verhouding Schepper-schepping wordt door
hem gezien als een verhouding tussen het absolute en het contin­
gente. De afhankelijkheid van de schepping ten overstaan van
God is een absolute afhankelijkheid.27 De schepping is geen
natuurproces, geen gebeuren dat noodzakelijk geschiedt, en dus
is ze contingent.28

Questio 46 is opgebouwd uit drie artikelen. In het eerste
weerlegt Thomas tien argumenten die de eeuwigheid van de
schepping aantonen. Thomas stelt dat niets behalve God van
eeuwigheid bestaat. Gods wil is immers oorzaak van al het zijn
en dus hangt de noodzaak van al het zijn af van de wilvan God.
Het is niet noodzakelijkvan God uit om ook maar iets dan God

25 Ibid., a. 7: Processiones autem divinarum personarum attenduntur se­
cundum actus intellectus et voluntatis, sicut supra dictum est; nam Filius
procedit ut Verbum intellectus, Spiritus Sanctus ut Amor voluntatis. In crea­
turis igitur rationalibus in quibus est intellectus et voluntas, invenitur reprae­
sentatio Trinitatis per modum imaginis, inquantum invenitur in eis ver­
bum conceptum et amor procedens.
26 Ibid., a 8: Unde in operibus naturae non admiscetur creatio, sed prae­
supponitur ad operationem naturae.
Zl B. Delfgaauw, Thomas van Aquino, p. 63.
28 H. Rikhof, Over God spreken, p. 92.
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zelf te willen, dus ook geen eeuwige wereld. Het eeuwig bestaan
kan dus niet aangetoond worden.29 In het volgend artikel laat
Thomas zien dat ook het begin niet aangetoond kan worden,
noch uit de wereld zelf, noch uit de oorzaak van de wereld,
want Gods wil is niet te onderzoeken. Het begin van de wereld
is dus een geloofspunt, door de openbaring aan ons getoond.w
Hiermee laat Thomas zien dat spreken over Schepper en schep­
ping niet op een logisch of filosofisch niveau plaatsvindt, maar
de basis van het geloof is, die hij wel inzichtelijk wil maken. Tot
slot gaat Thomas op enkele misverstanden rond 'het begin' in.
Hij stelt dat hemel, aarde, tijd en de natuur van de engelen
tegelijken samen zijn geschapen.31

De combinatie van zijn Bijbelkennis, zijn eigen kritische
receptie van de kerkleraren - met name AUGUSTINUS- en zijn
toepassing van de aristotelische filosofie, die in de scheppings­
theologie van Thomas herkenbaar is,32is ook in deze drie ques­
tiones over de uitgangspunten van het scheppingsdenken te vin­
den. Opvallend is wel dat Bijbelcitaten - met name het schep­
pingsverhaalëê- en verwijzingennaar Augustinus voor de meeste
argumenten anderzijds gebruikt worden, terwijl de filosofie in de
antwoorden gebruikt wordt om het uitgangspunt of de positie
van Thomas - wat meestal aansluit bij het argument anderzijds uit

29 ST I, 46, a. 1: dicendum nihil praeter Deum ab aeterno fuisse. Et hoc
quidem ponere non est impossibile. Osten sum est enim supra quod voluntas
Dei est causa rerum. Sic ergo a1iqua neeesse est esse sicut neeesse est Deum
velie ilia, cum necessitas effectus ex necessitate causae dependeat, ut dicitur
in Meta. (V, 5, 1015b9). Ostensum est autem supra quod, absolute loquendo,
non est neeesse Deum velie aliquid nisi seipsum. Non est ergo necessarium
Deum velie quod mundus fuerit semper.
30 Ibid., a. 2: dicendum quod mundum non semper fuisse, sola fide tene­
tur, et demonstrative probari non potest (...). Voluntas enim Dei ratione in­
vestigari non potest, nisi circa ea quae absolute neeesse est Deum velie; talia
autem non sunt quae circa creaturas vult, ut dictum est (q. 19, a. 3). Potest au­
tern voluntas divina homini manifestari per revelationem, qui fides inniti­
tur. Unde mundum incoepisse est credibile, non autem demonstrabiIe vel
scibile.
31 Ibid., a. 3: Quatuor enim ponuntur simul creata, scilicet caelum empy­
reurn, materia corporalis, quae nomine 'terrae' intelligitur, tempus, et natu­
ra angelica.
32 A. GANOCZY,Schäpfungslehre,Düsseldorf, 1983, p. 110.
33 Van het scheppingsverhaal komt steeds Genesis 1, 1 terug.
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te leggen. De objectiesbestaan uit een mengelingvan filosofische
standpunten - met name Aristoteles - en geloofsargumenten,
zonder verwijzingen.Thomas wil laten zien hoe misverstanden
ontstaan als er niet theologisch over schepping nagedacht
wordt.

Thomas gaat hier slechts eenmaal in op de mens. De antro­
pologie is geplaatst in het volgende deel, de onderscheiding van
de dingen.ë+

2.2 Bezield lichaam en belichaamdeziel

De visie van Thomas op ziel wordt als één van de aspecten
van gelijkwaardigheid in de scheppingsleer geduid. De zielen
van vrouwen en mannen zijn volgensThomas in essentie gelijk.35
Maar tegelijk roept deze visie vragen op die de gelijk­
waardigheid relativeren: de ziel van de vrouw is door de onvol­
maaktheid van het lichaam ook minder volmaakt. Opvallend is
dat de onvolmaaktheid van de ziel alleen buiten de scheppings­
leer ter sprake lijkt te komen.w De zielen zijn in essentiegelijken
de verschillen accidenteel: dit roept de vraag op wat dit bete­
kent voor (de relatie tussen) gelijkheid en ondergeschiktheid.

34 De onderscheiding van de dingen wordt weer verdeeld in drie gedeel­
ten, nl. de onderscheiding van de dingen in het algemeen (q. 47), de on­
derscheiding van het goede en kwade (qq. 48-49) en de onderscheiding van
het geestelijk en lichamelijk schepsel (qq. 50-102). Het laatste gedeelte gaat
dus expliciet over de schepselen.

Thomas begint met het louter geestelijk schepsel, de engel (qq. 50-64),
vervolgt met het louter lichamelijke schepsel (qq. 65-74) en gaat dan in op
het schepsel dat samengesteld is uit het geestelijke en het lichamelijke (qq.
75-102). In dit laatste, duidelijk grootste deel zitten we bij de mens. Eerst
komt de aard van de mens aan bod (qq. 75-89), dan de voortbrenging (qq.
90-102). De mens besluit het deelover de schepping, maar ook het deel over
God.
35 K.E. B!1SRREsEN, Subordination and Equivalence. The Nature and Role of Wo­
man in Augustine and Thomas Aquinas, Washington, 1981 (oorspr. Parijs 1968),
p. 174; B. Bujo, Moralautonomie und Normenfindung bei Thomas von Aquino unter
Einbeziehung der neutestamentlichen Kommentare, Paderbom, 1979, pp. 163-172.
36 Berresen verwijst alleen naar plaatsen buiten de scheppingsleer wat be­
treft de onvolmaaktheid van de ziel van de vrouw.
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Ook lijkt Thomas de nadruk op de ziel of de geest te leggen.37
Thomas geeft dit deel aan als basisvoor het imagoDei, waar de
gelijkheid op gebaseerd is. De geest, de ratio is echter maar een
deel van de ziel.

Deze vragen hangen samen met de relatie tussen lichaam en
ziel. Als Thomas over de mens spreekt, staat de ziel voorop. In
de bespreking van questio 47 is dit al naar voren gekomen. Het
wordt nog duidelijker als het gedeelte over de schepselen in de
Godsleer wat nader bekeken wordt. Zoals gezegd, begint Tho­
masmet het louter geestelijkschepsel in questio 50. In questio 75
komt de mens, het geestelijk én lichamelijk schepsel, aan bod.
Ook daar begint hij met de geestelijkekant. Hij geeft in zijn in­
troductie van dit gedeelte aan waarom: "De natuur van de mens
te bestuderen hoort tot (de taak van) de theoloog van de kant
van de ziel, niet van de kant van het lichaam, tenzij volgens de
verhouding die het lichaam heeft tot de ziel."38 Thomas begint
met de ziel en behandelt pas daarna het lichaam, en welvoor zo­
ver het in verhouding staat met de ziel. Dit doet hij in het ge­
deelte over de aard van de mens, maar ook in het gedeelte over
de voortbrenging, het antropologisch tractaat: questio 90 gaat
over de voortbrenging van de ziel, questio 91 over de voortbren­
ging van het lichaam.

De ziel krijgt vanuit een theologisch spreken dus meer aan­
dacht dan het lichaam. Maar de ziel is niet alleen geestelijk:de
structuur van de ziel, zoalsdie door Thomas in de Summa wordt
toegelicht, laat dit zien. De ziel (anima) bestaat uit kenvermogens
(potentiae apprehensivae) en streefvermogens (potentiae appe­
titivae). Deze zijn weer verdeeld in een verstandelijk en een
zinnelijk zieledeel. Daarnaast is er ook een vegetatief deel, be­
staande uit voedingsvermogen, groeivermogen en voortplan­
tingsvermogen. De zinnelijke kenvermogens bestaan uit de in-

37 E.C. MCLAUGHLIN,"Equality of Souls, Inequality of Sexes: Woman in
Medieval Theology," R. Radford RUETHER(ed.), Religion and Sexism,New
York, 1974, pp. 216-217.
38 ST 1, introductie, q. 75: Naturam autem hominis considerare pertinet
ad theologum ex parte animae, non autem ex parte corporis, nisi secundum
habitudinem quam habet corpus ad anima.


