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ficance to be attached to the imagoDei. As we have seen, there is a
twofold systematization; first, our concepts are infieri; secondly, their
order is reversed and they stand in facto esse. Now these two orders
stand on different levels of thought. Aslong as our concepts are in de-
velopment, the psychologica analogy commands the situation. But
once our concepts reach their term, the analogy is transcended and we
are confronted with the mystery. In other words, the psychologica
analogy truly gives a deeper insight into what God is. Still, that insight
stands upon analogy; it does not penetrate to the very core, the
essence o God, in which aone trinitarian doctrine can be contem-
plated in its full intelligibility; grasping properly quid sit Deusis the
beatific vison? Just as an experimental physicist may not grasp
most of quantum mathematics, but under the direction of a mathema-
tician may very intelligently devise and perform experiments that ad-
vance the quantum theory, so dso the theologian with no proper
grasp of quid sit Deus but under the direction of divine revelation really
operates in virtue of and towards an understanding that he personally
in this life cannot possess™®

Hence it is that the psychologica analogy enables one to argue that
there are two and only two processions in God, that the first is "per
modum intelligibilis actionis" and a natural generation; that the second
is "per modum amoris" and not a generation; that there are four rea
relations in God and three of them redlly distinct;''* that the names
verbum and imago are proper to the Son, while the names amor and
donum are proper to the Holy Spirit."*® But do not think that Aquinas
allows the psychological analogy to take the place of the divine essence

2 qm. Theol., I, q. 12,a 1c; I-H, q. 3,a. 8 c.

' Ibid., 1, q. 1,aa. 2, 7. M. Grabmann, Die theologische Erkenntnis- und Einleitungslehre
des heiligen Thomas von Aquin, Freiburg in der Schweiz, 1948. M. J. Congar, "Théologie,"
DTC XV, 378-92. M. D. Chenu, La Théologie comme science au Xllle siécle, ed. 2a (pro
manuscripto), Paris, 1943.

™Sum. Theol, I, qg. 27, 28.

™ bid., q. 34,2 2;g. 35,a 2;q. 37,a 1 q. 38, a 2. The difference between essential
love and notional love is quite plainly the difference between love consdered in its essence
(the dynamic presence of the beloved) and love referred to its origin, its principle. The
former relates lover to beloved; the latter proceeds. The same distinction might be put
by comparing love to finis operationis and finisintentionis (DePot., g. 3, a. 16 a). God's

love o God as finis operationis is identical with God, and 0 essential. God's love of God
as finis intentionis is God as proceeding from God as Judge and Word, and o notional.
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as the one sufficient principle of explanation. The psychological analogy
is just the side-door through which we enter for an imperfect look.
Thus, though the generation of the Son is “per modum intelligibilis
actionis,” though a proper name of the Son is the Word, still Aquinas
did not conclude that the principle by which the Father generates is
the divine intellect or the divine understanding. In us the inner word
proceeds from understanding, and our understanding is really distinct
from our substance, our being, our thought, our willing. But in God
substance, being, understanding, thought, willing are absolutely one and
the same reality. Accordingly, Aquinas not merely in his Commentary on
the Sentences,*$ but also in his Summa makes the divine essence the prin-
ciple of divine generation. “Sicut Deus potest generare Filium, ita et
vult. Sed voluntas generandi significat essentiam. Ergo et potentia gen-
erandi.”” “Tllud ergo est potentia generativa in aliquo generante, in
quo generatum similatur generanti. Filius autem Dei similatur Patri
gignenti in natura divina. Unde natura divina in Patre est potentia
generandi in ipso.”8 ““. .. Id quo Pater generat est natura divina.”'!?
The one divine essence is common to Father and to Son. As
the Father’s, the essence is the potency by which the Father generates;
as the Son’s, the essence is the potency by which the Son is generated.!?°
The potentia spirandiis conceived in parallel fashion. Father and Son
are one principle because they are one God.'! They are “duo spirantes”
but “unus spirator.”’? As the potentia generandi means the divine
essence but connotes a personal property,'”® so also does the virtus
spirativa.’** The procession of love is not voluntary but natural, even
though it is “per modum voluntatis.””'? The same argument in the same
passage establishes the existence of both potentia generandi and po-
tentia spirandi'® If one disregards the title of the next article, the
contribution of a rubricist, and attends to Aquinas’ own question, then
its issue is: ‘“‘Videtur quod potentia generandi vel spirandi significet
relationem et non essentiam.”?” It seems to follow that the divine

18 I I Sent., d. 7, q. 2, a. 1 sol., and ad 4m; ébid., q. 1, aa. 1-3; 4bid., d. 6, q. 1,2. 3
sol.

u? Sum. Theol., 1, q. 41, a. § Sed contra. us 1pid., c. us 1hid.

120 Ihid., a. 6, ad 1m,  Ihid., q. 36, a. 4 c. 22 Ibid., ad Tm.

128 Ibid., q. 41, 8. S c. 2 Ibid., q. 36, a. 4 ad 1m. 18 Ibid., q. 41, a. 2 ad 3m.

W JIbid.,a.4c. W Ibid., a. 5.
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essence is the principle by which the Father generates the Son and by
which Father and Son spirate the Holy Spirit; that potentia generandi
and potentia spirandi, while in recto they mean the same divine essence,
still 4n obliquo connote different personal properties.t*® This is all very
far from the type of trinitarian theory in which the Word is generated
by the divine intellect and proceeding Love is spirated by the divine
will.129

Finally, as the reader may have gathered already, the via doctrinae
of the Summa is a masterpiece of theology as science and the apex of
trinitarian speculation. But I would not be misunderstood. Coherently
enough on their position, conceptualists conceive science simply in
terms of certitude. For them the scientific ideal is the certitude one has
of the particular and contingent fact of one’s own existence. For them
the substance of theology is what they are certain about, while the
separable accidents are what they consider probable. They cannot be
expected to think much of Thomist trinitarian theory which, on its own
showing, is no more than an hypothesis which does not attempt to
exclude the possibility of alternatives.’3® Still, without in any way
deprecating certitude or even solidity, one may point out that the cult
of certitude, the search for rigorous demonstration unaccompanied by a
still greater effort to understand, has been tried and has been found
wanting. It is the secret of fourteenth-century scepticism. Moreover,
the same result follows from the same cause at any time; for one can be
certain only because one understands, or else because one believes

128 Cf, q. 36, a. 4 ad 1m; q. 41, a. 5. As the Son understands essentially “non ut producens
verbum sed ut Verbum procedens” (q. 34, a. 2 ad 4m), so the Holy Spirit loves essentially
“‘ut Amor procedens, non ut a quo procedit amor” (q. 37, a. 1 ad 4m). Hence as the divine
essence is the Son’s potency uf generetur (q. 41, a. 6 ad 1m), so also the divine essence is
the Holy Spirit’s potency ut spiretur.

12 Dr. Schmaus made the supposition that the criterion of Augustinian psychological
theory lay in taking the divine intellect as the principle of divine generation, the divine
will as the principle of divine spiration. In consequence he records his mounting surprise
at the views of post-Thomas Dominicans (cf. Der Liber Propugnatorius, eic., pp. 125-34).
Note especially the following from James of Metz: “Sic ergo principium, quo procedit
Filius a Patre in divinis, non est intellectus, sed natura et similiter principium quo pro-
cedit Spiritus sanctus ab utroque est natura non voluntas et hoc dixit (nach Clm. 14 383
steht hier frater) Thomas Parisius in scholis publice, quod non intelligebat Filium pro-
cedere a Patre per actum intellectus sicut audivit magister Albertus (Clm. 14 383: tam-
bertus) ab eo” (sbid., pp. 127 £. in note 48). Without insisting on James’s accuracy, one

cannot well refuse all significance to his testimony.
130 Sym. Theol., I, q. 32, a. 1 ad 2m.
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someone else who certainly understands. It is only inasmuch as different
concepts proceed from one act of understanding that different concepts
are seen to be joined by a necessary nexus. Remove the effort to under-
stand and understanding will decrease; as understanding decreases,
fewer concepts are seen to be joined by a necessary nexus; and as this
seeing decreases, certitudes decrease. To stop the process, either one
must restore the effort to understand or one must appeal not to intellect
but to some higher or lower power.

Moreover, the conceptualist ideal of science is not the only ideal.
For Aristotle perfect science is certain; but all science is knowledge
through causes, and knowledge through causes is understanding and
so of the universal and necessary. Because the conceptualist accepts
only one element of the Aristotelian ideal, while modern science realizes
the other element, a quite unnecessary abyss has been dug by con-
ceptualists between the Scholasticism they claim to represent and, on
the other hand, the contemporary ideal of science. Further, the con-
ceptualist ideal of science has no exclusive claim to represent the ideal
of theology as science. St. Augustine’s crede ut intelligas no more means
“believe to be certain’ than it means “believe to have an intellection”;
it means “believe that you may understand ”” When the Vatican Coun-
cil affirms that reason illumined by faith and inquiring pie, sedulo,
sobrie, can attain some limited but most fruitful intelligentia of the
mysteries of faith, intelligentia means not certitude, for by faith one
alreadx is certain, nor demonstration, for the mysteries cannot be
demonstrated, nor intellection, for a mystery is not a universal, but
rather bbviously understanding.

Nor was understanding as the ideal of scientific theology unknown
to Aquinas whose principles, method, and doctrine the Church bids us
follow. To ask quid sit is to ask: Why? To know guid sit is to know the
cause—above all, the formal cause in the only manner that causes are
known, by understanding. Hence to ask guid sit Deus expresses a
natural desire; but to know guid sit Deus defines a supernatural end.
For knowing guid sit Deus is understanding God. That understanding
cannot result from any finite species but only inasmuch as God him-
self slips into and mysteriously actuates a finite intellect. But potency
that no creature can actuate is obediential and its act, by definition,
is supernatural. Short of this supernatural vision of God, we can know
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quid sit Deus only by analogy. But such analogical knowing moves on
two levels. By the natural light of reason we argue from pure perfec-
tions to the pure act. In the subalternated science of theology we
operate in virtue of ipsum inielligere, under the direction of divine
revelation, without grasping the divine essence, yet truly understand-
ing the relations of properties flowing from the essence, both from the
connection between the mysteries and from the analogy of nature.
Thus, the ideal of theology as science is the subalternated and so
limited, analogical and so imperfect understanding of quid sit Deus
which, though incomparable with the vision of God, far surpasses
what can be grasped by the unaided light of natural reason.

By the measure of the intellectualist concept of theology, the via
doctrinae of the Summa is a masterpiece. It knows just what the human
mind can attain and it attains it. It does not attempt to discover a
synthetic principle whence all else follows. It knows that that principle
is the divine essence and that, in this life, we cannot properly know it.
On the other hand, it does not renounce all thought of synthesis to
settle down to teaching catechism; for it knows that there is such a
thing as imperfect understanding. Systematically it proceeds to that
limited goal. It begins where natural theology leaves off. It employs
the Augustinian psychological analogy as the natural theologian em-
ploys his pure perfections. It develops the key concepts of procession,
relation, person. Then it shifts to a higher level, consciously confronts
mystery as mystery, and so transposes relations to properties and
processions to notional acts. The accurate grasp of the end guarantees
the perfection of the method. The perfection of the method automati-
cally assigns the #mago Dei its proper function and limited significance
and no less provides the solution to the crux trinitatis. Imperfectly we
grasp why God is Father, Word, and Spirit inasmuch as we conceive
God, not simply as identity of being, understanding, thought, and love,
but as that identity and yet with thought, because of understanding,
and love, because of both, where ‘“because’’ means not the logical re-
lation between propositions but the real processio intelligibilis of an
intellectual substance. What is truly profound is also very simple.

Yet into the simplicity of the via doctrinae in the Summa was poured
the sum of previous trinitarian and philosophic achievement. Dogmatic
development was from the apostolic symbol which briefly acknowl-



IMAGO DEI 387

edged God, the Father Almighty, Jesus Christ, His only Son, our Lord,
and the Holy Ghost. Nicaea affirmed the Son to be truly God, con-
substantial with the Father. Constantinople affirmed the divinity of
the Holy Ghost. Speculative thought, on the other hand, was clearly
present as via inventionis in St. Athanasius’ deduction that immaterial
generation must terminate in a consubstantial being; in the doctrine
that distinction between the persons rests on relations as worked out
by the Cappadocians,’® and by St. Augustine;® in the elaboration of
the notions of person and nature summarized for the East by St. John
Damascene,'®® and for the West in the influential, if not altogether
fortunate, work of Boethius;'* and, finally, in the threefold problem
of person, nature, and relation that came to a head in Gilbert de la
Porrée.1%

But more was needed to make Aquinas’ via doctrinae possible. Augus-
tine had to transfer the name, God, from a proper name of the Father
to a common name of the three persons and he had to explore the possi-
bilities of the psychological analogy. The systematic distinction be-
tweennatural and supernatural and so between philosophyand theology
had to be developed.’* Philosophy had to be cultivated to work out
our natural knowledge of God and to place a scientific psychology at
the disposal of theology’s imago Dei. Theology had to discover its
potentialities and its limitations as subalternated science. The last two
of these requirements had to be met mainly by Aquinas himself. I'n
Boetium de Trinitate, not so strangely perhaps, says nothing of the
Trinity; it studies the nature of knowledge, science, faith, philosophy,
theology. The De Veritate was still engaged in the translator’s task of

131 R. Arnou, De Deo Trino, Pars I, Rome, 1933, pp. 130-40.

182 T, Chevalier, Saint Augustin et les péres grecs, Etude des relations trinitaires, Fribourg,
Suisse, 1939.

183 1, Bilz, Die Trinititslehre des hl. Johannes von Damaskus, Paderborn, 1909.

V. Schnurr, Die Trinild{slcln des Boethius im Lichte der *‘skythischen Koniroversen,”
Paderborn, 1935.

3 A, Hayen, “Le Concile 1de Reims et Perreur théologique de Gilbert de la Porrée,”
Arch. dhist. doct. lits. du M .-1}(., XI-XII (1935-1936), 29~102.

13 On the development, see THEOLOGICAL STUDIES., IT (1941), 301-306. It was the lack
of systematic notions on nature and the supernatural that gave St. Anselm and Richard
of St. Victor their apparently rationalist mode of thought and speech. See J. Bayart,
“The Concept of Mystery according to St. Anselm of Canterbury”, Rech. théol. enc. méd.,

IX (1937), 125-66; A.-M. Ethier, Le “De Trinitate” de Richard de Saint-Victor, Ottawa
and Paris, 1939; G. Fritz, “Richard de Saint-Victor,” DTC XIII, 2691-93.
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assigning Aristotelian equivalents to Augustine’s memoria, intelligentia,
amor. 37 Stil, it offered assured promise of Aquinas’ own triad of princi-
pium verbi, verbum, and amor,3® since at least implicitly it formulated
the essentials of Thomist analysis of inner word as definition or judg-
ment expressing understanding.!?® It remains that the Contra Gentiles
worked out the significance of rational reflection as in the limit in-
volving coincidence of principle and term;'® and that the De Potentia,
despite its Richardian elements,'¥® not only provided the polished
categorization of the factors in intellectual process,’® but also, by
treating the relations before treating the persons,¥® contained some
dim anticipation of the master stroke of the Summa. Still it is only
the Summa with its modest appendage, the Compendium theologiae,
beginning not from the Father but from God, that abandons the
Neoplatonist self-diffusion of the good as explanatory principle; that
not merely employs Augustinian analogy to advance from the concept
of God as tpsum intelligere to the concept of God as the absolute think-
ing of absolute thought; but also does so in full accord with a concept
of theology in which the Aristotelian notion of science is expanded to
make room for the Augustinian Crede ut intelligas.

Epilogue

From different quarters and in different manners I have been asked
to explain my purpose and my method.'* My purpose has been the
Leonine purpose, vefera novis augere et perficere, though with this
modality that I believed the basic task still to be the determination

137 De Ver., q. 10, aa. 3, 7.

138 Sum. Theol., I, q. 93, aa. 6-8. For Augustinian memoria Aquinas substituted infel-
lectus in actu intelligens et dicens. For Augustinian intelligentia or notitia Aquinas substituted
a verbum that was definition or judgment.

1% De Ver., q. 3,a.2c.; 9. 4,a. 2.

W C, Gent., IV, 11 §§1-7.

141 On the development of Thomist trinitarian theory there is in course of publication
a work by P. Vanier, S. J. It is available in typescript at the Université de Moniréal and
at L’Immaculée Conception, Montreal. See his article: “La Relation trinitaire dansla Somme
théologique de saint Thomas d’Aquin,” Sciences ecclésiastiques, I (1948), 142-59.

42 De Pot.,q. 8,a.1¢.;q.9,a. 5c.

43 Ibid., q. 8 (on relations); q. 9 (on persons); but q. 10 (on processions) and q.
2 (on potentia generandi).

14 M. O’Connell, Modern Schoolman, XXIV (1947), 224-34; L. Roy, Sciences ecclé-
séastiques, 1 (1948), 225-28; F. V., Bull. théol. anc. méd., V (1948), 335 §980.
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of what the vetera really were. More specifically, my purpose has been
to understand what Aquinas meant by the intelligible procession of an
inner word. Naturally enough, my method had to be both consonant
with my purpose and coherent with my conclusions. Now to under-
stand what Aquinas meant and to understand as Aquinas understood,
are one and the same thing; for acts of meaning are inner words, and
inner words proceed intelligibly from acts of understanding. Further,
the acts of understanding in turn result from empirical data illuminated
by agent intellect; and the relevant data for the meaning of Aquinas
are the written words of Aquinas. Inasmuch as one may suppose that
one already possesses a habitual understanding similar to that of
Aquinas, no method or effort is needed to understand as Aquinas
understood; one has simply to read, and the proper acts of understand-
ing and meaning will follow. But one may not be ready to make that
assumption on one’s own behalf. Then one has to learn. Only by the
slow, repetitious, circular labor of going over and over the data, by
catching here a little insight and there another, by following through
false leads and profiting from many mistakes, by continuous adjust-
ments and cumulative changes of one’s initial suppositions and per-
spectives and concepts, can one hope to attain such a development of
one’s own understanding as to hope to understand what Aquinas
understood and meant. Such is the method I have employed and it
has been on the chance that others also might wish to employ it that
these articles have been written.

The significance of this method is that it unites the ideals of the old-
style manual written ad meniem Divi Thomae and, on the other hand,
the ideal of contemporary historical study. To understand the text, to
understand the meaning of the text, to understand the meaning of
Aquinas, and to understand as Aquinas understood, are but a series of
different specifications of the same act. However, one cannot unite ap-
parently opposed ideals without eliminating their really opposed de-
fects. Method is a means to an end; it sets forth two sets of rules—
rules that facilitate collaboration and continuity of effort, and rules
that guide the effort itself. The latter aim at understanding, but, since
we cannot understand at will, they amount to rules for using chance
to defeat mere chance. Still if method is essential for the development
of understanding, it is no less true that method is a mere superstition
when the aim of understanding is excluded. Such exclusion is the his-
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torian’s temptation to positivism. On the other hand, the temptation
of the manual writer is to yield to the conceptualist illusion; to think
that to interpret Aquinas he has merely to quote and then argue; to
forget that there does exist an initial and enormous problem of develop-
ing one’s understanding; to overlook the fact that, if he is content with
the understanding he has and the concepts it utters, then all he can
do is express his own incomprehension in the words but without the
meaning uttered by the understanding of Aquinas.

A method tinged with positivism would not undertake, a method
affected by conceptualist illusion could not conceive, the task of de-
veloping one’s own understanding so as to understand Aquinas’ compre-
hension of understanding and of its intelligibly proceeding inner word.
Since that statement of my objective is so impressive as to be mis-
leading, I had best add at once how little I have attempted to do.
Aquinas held that only rational creatures offer an analogy to the
trinitarian processions. Clearly, then, the analogy lay in their ration-
ality. At once it followed that a purely metaphysical scheme, such as
the subtleties concerning operatio and operatum, could not be relevant
to trinitarian theory; for any such scheme can be applied no less to
imagination than conception, no less to sensitive desire than to ra-
tional love. Again, it followed at once that no conceptualist theory of
human intellect could meet the case; for conceptualism consists pre-
cisely in the affirmation that concepts proceed not from intellectual
knowledge and so intelligibly but, on the contrary, with the same
natural spontaneity as images from imagination. I had, then, before
me the negative task of detaching from Thomist interpretation the end-
less tendrils of an ivy mantle woven by over-subtle metaphysicians and
conceptualist gnoseologists. This I undertook in positive fashion by
writing a series of lexicographical notes on Thomist usage; their pur-
pose was to preclude the misapprehensions on which misinterpretation
thrives. By doing my negative work in positive fashion, I simultane-
ously furthered my own positive end, namely, to show that Aquinas
adverted to the act of understanding and made it central in his ra-
tional psychology.

This positive task had been anticipated. In his famous L’Intellec-
tualisme de Saint Thomas, Pierre Rousselot maintained what was very
obvious, however much overlooked, that in the writings of Aquinas
it was not the rarely treated concept but the perpetually recurring in-
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tellect that was central and basic. If Rousselot was content with a
metaphysical intellectualism, others were not. Péghaire’s Intellectus et
ratio showed that understanding was both the principle and the term
of all discursive thought, and, on the other hand, Hoenen’s articles in
Gregorianum brought to light both the necessity of some intellectual
apprehension of nexus in phantasm and, as well, the recognition of this
fact by Aristotle and by Aquinas.

All that was needed was to put together what had lain apart, and
it could not but come together easily. Aquinas’ master, St. Albert the
Great, had no illusions about the basic nature of intellect. In that
respect he divided men into three classes—those who had no need of
teachers, those helped by teachers, and those who could not be helped.
For such helplessness two causes were assigned—natural defect and
bad habit. Among such bad habits was counted a prolonged study of
laws without any inquiry into causes or reasons, so that a man became
quite incapable of philosophy.'s Plainly, Albert’s view of intellect in-
cluded understanding. Now Aquinas would not miss that point. In
fact, when he was out to crush Averroism, he appealed to his stock
argument: ‘“Hic homo intelligit.” He might have appealed to con-
ceptual knowledge of universals; but it was so much more effective to
appeal to the act of understanding: “Si enim hoc negetur, tunc dicens
hanc opinionem non intelligit aliquid, et ideo non est audiendus.””*

It was a peremptory argument. It still is; for if men will doubt or
deny that they have universal concepts, who will lay it down as evi-
dent that he understands nothing? Nor was Aquinas content to appeal
to the intimate fact that we do understand; he made that fact the key
to knowledge of the human soul: “Dicendum quod anima humana in-
telligit seipsam per suum intelligere, quod est actus proprius eius,
perfecte demonstrans virtutem eius et naturam.”'#” But if understand-
ing is the proper act of the human soul, much more so is it the proper
act of the angels who “nec habent aliam operationem vitae nisi in-
telligere.”*® Finally, it takes no great acumen to see that the very
Platonist formula, ipsum intelligere, has no more a Platonist meaning
than ipsum esse. As Aquinas did not conceive God as the subsistent

18 S, Alberti, De intellectu et intelligibili, Lib. I, tr. III, c. III, ed. Jammy, Lyons, 1651,
V, 252.

W Iy 11T de An., lect. 7 §690. Ci. TrrOLOGICAL STUDIES, VIII (1947), 61 ff.

M1 Sum. Theol., 1, q. 88, a. 2 ad Im. 48 C, Gent., I1, 97 §3.
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Idea of being, so he did not conceive divine knowledge as the knowl-
edge-beyond-knowledge attributed by Plotinus to the One and by the
pseudo-Dionysius to God. It is not merely that Dionysian language
was to hand and he did not use it, while Aristotelian arguments were
unfamiliar, yet he used them. It is that all he has to say about knowl-
edge is based on the Aristotelian principle of identity; that he rejected
the Platonist assumption that knowledge is by confrontation; that it
is only that assumption which forces Platonistsinto the profundity be-
yond profundity of positing knowledge beyond knowledge to reach
a meaning beyond meaning that certainly is mystifying and, at least for
Aristotelians, likewise meaningless. We can conceive pure perfection
without limitation; but once limits are denied, we have reached our
limit and cannot go beyond the unlimited. Least of all could Aquinas
have lost himself in the Platonist fog and at the same time steadily
progressed from the Sentences towards the clear and calm, the economic
and functional, the balanced and exact series of questions and articles
of the via doctrinae in the Summa, in which the intellectualism of
Aristotle, made over into the intellectualism of St. Thomas, shines as
unmistakably as the sun on the noonday summer hills of Italy.

It seems to me that intellectualism, if once it gains a foothold, never
will be dislodged from the interpretation of Thomist trinitarian theory.
If that is correct, I have reached my objective. Also, of course, if it is
correct, many other things follow. To clarify the purpose of these
articles, I hasten to add that I have not been concerned with them.
From the viewpoint of history there are many questions beyond the
bald fact that Aquinas adverted to understanding and made it central
in his psychology. But these questions are further questions. They pre-
suppose the bald fact and ask about its measure and degree, its emer-
gence and development, its reinforcement and weakening from com-
bination and conflict with other influences in Thomist sources and the
medieval milieu. From the writings of Aquinas one can extend inquiry
to other writers, prior, contemporary, subsequent, eventually to invite
some historian of the stature of M. Gilson to describe the historical
experiment of understanding understanding and thinking thought. My
aim has not been to treat such further questions but to raise the issue
of such treatment by settling a preliminary fact and indicating ele-
mentary landmarks.



IMAGO DEI 393

Perhaps, however, I may express my conviction that many of the
points studied in these articles are very relevant to the history of the
Aristotelian-Augustinian conflict. But, over and above the historical,
there is also a series of theoretical further questions. It was, I think,
very important for me not to touch them, not merely because their
expansion in all directions takes place with the immediacy of logical
implication, but still more because the theoretical exposition of Thomist
thought has already had its definitive edition from the hands of St.
Thomas himself. To put the same point in a slightly different manner,
one may distinguish two developments of understanding. There is the
development that aims at grasping what Pope Leo’s vetera really were;
there is the development that aims at effecting his vetera novis augere et
perficere. To fail to distinguish between these two aims even materially,
as in the inclusion of both within the covers of the same book, results
not in economy but in confusion. The immediacy of logical implication
has no respect for differences of place and time and no power of dis-
crimination between different stages of development of an essentially
identical philosophic or theological tradition. One can aim at under-
standing Aquinas; one can aim at a transposition of his position to meet
the issues of our own day; but to aim at both simultaneously results
inevitably, I believe, in substituting for the real Aquinas some abstract
ideal of theoretical coherence that might, indeed, be named the Platonic
idea of Aquinas, were it not for the fact that a Platonic idea is one,
while such ideals of logical coherence happen to be disquietingly nu-
merous. Plainly, there was only one real Aquinas; plainly, there can
be many Thomistic developments. And though they are many, still
there never will be any difficulty in distinguishing the genuine from
the counterfeit. “Ex operibus eorum cognoscetis eos.” A completely
genuine development of the thought of St. Thomas will command in
all the universities of the modern world the same admiration and re-
spect that St. Thomas himself commanded in the medieval University
of Paris. If the labors of Catholic scholars during the past seventy
years have been great and their fruits already palpable, it remains that
so sanguine an expectation has not yet been brought to birth. For that
reason my purpose has been limited to determining on a restricted but,
I believe, significant point what the vetera really were.






