FIRST PART, QUESTION 14

Of God’s Knowledge
(In Sixteen Articles)

Having considered what belongs to the divine substance, we have now to treat of God’s operation. And since
one kind of operation is immanent, and another kind of operation proceeds to the exterior effect, we treat first of
knowledge and of will (for understanding abides in the intelligent agent, and will is in the one who wills); and
afterwards of the power of God, the principle of the divine operation as proceeding to the exterior effect. Now
because to understand is a kind of life, after treating of the divine knowledge, we consider truth and falsehood.
Further, as everything known is in the knower, and the types of things as existing in the knowledge of God are
called ideas, to the consideration of knowledge will be added the treatment of ideas.

Concerning knowledge, there are sixteen points for inquiry:

(1) Whether there is knowledge in God?
(2) Whether God understands Himself?
(3) Whether He comprehends Himself?
(4) Whether His understanding is His substance?
(5) Whether He understands other things besides Himself?
(6) Whether He has a proper knowledge of them?
(7) Whether the knowledge of God is discursive?
(8) Whether the knowledge of God is the cause of things?
(9) Whether God has knowledge of non-existing things?
(10) Whether He has knowledge of evil?
(11) Whether He has knowledge of individual things?
(12) Whether He knows the infinite?
(13) Whether He knows future contingent things?
(14) Whether He knows enunciable things?
(15) Whether the knowledge of God is variable?
(16) Whether God has speculative or practical knowledge of things?

Whether there is knowledge ? lag.14a. 1

Objection 1. It seems that in God there is nopher says (De Anima iii) that “the soul is in a sense all
knowledge. For knowledge is a habit; and habit do#sings.” Now the contraction of the form comes from
not belong to God, since it is the mean between potdahe matter. Hence, as we have said above (g. 7, a. 1)
tiality and act. Therefore knowledge is notin God.  forms according as they are the more immaterial, ap-

Objection 2. Further, since science is about conclysroach more nearly to a kind of infinity. Therefore it is
sions, it is a kind of knowledge caused by somethirgdear that the immateriality of a thing is the reason why
else which is the knowledge of principles. But nothinigis cognitive; and according to the mode of immaterial-
is caused in God; therefore science is notin God. ity is the mode of knowledge. Hence it is said in De An-

Objection 3. Further, all knowledge is universal, ofima ii that plants do not know, because they are wholly
particular. But in God there is no universal or particulanaterial. But sense is cognitive because it can receive
(9. 3, a. 5). Therefore in God there is not knowledge. images free from matter, and the intellect is still further

On the contrary, The Apostle says, “O the depth ofcognitive, because it is more separated from matter and
the riches of the wisdom and of the knowledge of Godinmixed, as said in De Anima iii. Since therefore God
(Rom. 11:33). is in the highest degree of immateriality as stated above

| answer that, In God there exists the most perfectg. 7, a. 1), it follows that He occupies the highest place
knowledge. To prove this, we must note that intelligeirt knowledge.
beings are distinguished from non-intelligent beings in Reply to Objection 1. Because perfections flow-
that the latter possess only their own form; whereasy from God to creatures exist in a higher state in God
the intelligent being is naturally adapted to have al$timself (g. 4, a. 2), whenever a name taken from any
the form of some other thing; for the idea of the thingreated perfection is attributed to God, it must be sep-
known is in the knower. Hence it is manifest that tharated in its signification from anything that belongs to
nature of a non-intelligent being is more contracted atitbat imperfect mode proper to creatures. Hence knowl-
limited; whereas the nature of intelligent beings haseglge is not a quality of God, nor a habit; but substance
greater amplitude and extension; therefore the Philosmd pure act.
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Reply to Objection 2 Whatever is divided andthem, so far as they enter into divine predication, every-
multiplied in creatures exists in God simply and unithing that savors of imperfection; and everything that
edly (g. 13, a. 4). Now man has different kinds ofxpresses perfection is to be retained in them. Hence
knowledge, according to the different objects of His is said, “With Him is wisdom and strength, He hath
knowledge. He has “intelligence” as regards the knowdeunsel and understanding” (Job 12:13).
edge of principles; he has “science” as regards knowl- Reply to Objection 3. Knowledge is according to
edge of conclusions; he has “wisdom,” according #ése mode of the one who knows; for the thing known
he knows the highest cause; he has “counsel” or “prig-in the knower according to the mode of the knower.
dence,” according as he knows what is to be done. Bubw since the mode of the divine essence is higher than
God knows all these by one simple act of knowledgthat of creatures, divine knowledge does not exist in
as will be shown (a. 7). Hence the simple knowleddgod after the mode of created knowledge, so as to be
of God can be named by all these names; in suchumiversal or particular, or habitual, or potential, or ex-
way, however, that there must be removed from eachisting according to any such mode.

Whether God understands Himself? lag.14a. 2

Obijection 1. It seems that God does not understand Since therefore God has nothing in Him of poten-
Himself. For it is said by the Philosopher (De Cautiality, but is pure act, His intellect and its object are
sis), “Every knower who knows his own essence, raftogether the same; so that He neither is without the in-
turns completely to his own essence.” But God does netligible species, as is the case with our intellect when it
go out from His own essence, nor is He moved at allpnderstands potentially; nor does the intelligible species
thus He cannot return to His own essence. Therefalifer from the substance of the divine intellect, as it dif-
He does not know His own essence. fers in our intellect when it understands actually; but the

Objection 2. Further, to understand is a kind of pagntelligible species itself is the divine intellect itself, and
sion and movement, as the Philosopher says (De Anithas God understands Himself through Himself.

iii); and knowledge also is a kind of assimilation to the Reply to Objection 1. Return to its own essence
object known; and the thing known is the perfection afieans only that a thing subsists in itself. Inasmuch as
the knower. But nothing is moved, or suffers, or is madbe form perfects the matter by giving it existence, it is
perfect by itself, “nor,” as Hilary says (De Trin. iii), “isin a certain way diffused in it; and it returns to itself
a thing its own likeness.” Therefore God does not uimasmuch as it has existence in itself. Therefore those
derstand Himself. cognitive faculties which are not subsisting, but are the

Objection 3. Further, we are like to God chiefly inacts of organs, do not know themselves, as in the case
our intellect, because we are the image of God in oof each of the senses; whereas those cognitive facul-
mind, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. vi). But our irties which are subsisting, know themselves; hence it is
tellect understands itself, only as it understands otlsaid in De Causis that, “whoever knows his essence re-
things, as is said in De Anima iii. Therefore God undeturns toit.” Now it supremely belongs to God to be self-
stands Himself only so far perchance as He understasdbsisting. Hence according to this mode of speaking,
other things. He supremely returns to His own essence, and knows

On the contrary, It is written: “The things that are Himself.
of God no man knoweth, but the Spirit of God” (1 Cor. Reply to Objection 2. Movement and passion are
2:11). taken equivocally, according as to understand is de-

| answer that, God understands Himself througlscribed as a kind of movement or passion, as stated in
Himself. In proof whereof it must be known that albe Animaiii. For to understand is not a movement that
though in operations which pass to an external effeid,an act of something imperfect passing from one to
the object of the operation, which is taken as the teramother, but it is an act, existing in the agent itself, of
exists outside the operator; nevertheless in operati@esnething perfect. Likewise that the intellect is per-
that remain in the operator, the object signified as tfected by the intelligible object, i.e. is assimilated to it,
term of operation, resides in the operator; and accotbis belongs to an intellect which is sometimes in poten-
ingly as it is in the operator, the operation is actudiality; because the fact of its being in a state of poten-
Hence the Philosopher says (De Anima iii) that “theality makes it differ from the intelligible object and
sensible in act is sense in act, and the intelligible in am$similates it thereto through the intelligible species,
is intellect in act.” For the reason why we actually fealhich is the likeness of the thing understood, and makes
or know a thing is because our intellect or sense is acto be perfected thereby, as potentiality is perfected by
tually informed by the sensible or intelligible speciesict. On the other hand, the divine intellect, which is no
And because of this only, it follows that sense or intelvay in potentiality, is not perfected by the intelligible
lect is distinct from the sensible or intelligible objectobject, nor is it assimilated thereto, but is its own per-
since both are in potentiality. fection, and its own intelligible object.



Reply to Objection 3. Existence in nature does nott is perfected by the intelligible species of something;
belong to primary matter, which is a potentiality, unlesand in that way it understands itself by an intelligible
it is reduced to act by a form. Now our passive intebpecies, as it understands other things: for it is manifest
lect has the same relation to intelligible objects as pthat by knowing the intelligible object it understands
mary matter has to natural things; for it is in potentialitglso its own act of understanding, and by this act knows
as regards intelligible objects, just as primary mattertise intellectual faculty. But God is a pure act in the order
to natural things. Hence our passive intellect can béexistence, as also in the order of intelligible objects;
exercised concerning intelligible objects only so far aserefore He understands Himself through Himself.

Whether God comprehends Himself? lag.14a. 3

Objection 1. It seems that God does not comprdng is as great as His actuality in existing; because it is
hend Himself. For Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaedtom the fact that He is in act and free from all matter
xv), that “whatever comprehends itself is finite as reand potentiality, that God is cognitive, as shown above
gards itself.” But God is in all ways infinite. TherefordAa. 1,2). Whence it is manifest that He knows Him-
He does not comprehend Himself. self as much as He is knowable; and for that reason He

Objection 2. If it is said that God is infinite to us, perfectly comprehends Himself.
and finite to Himself, it can be urged to the contrary, Reply to Objection 1. The strict meaning of “com-
that everything in God is truer than it is in us. If thereprehension” signifies that one thing holds and includes
fore God is finite to Himself, but infinite to us, then Go@nother; and in this sense everything comprehended is
is more truly finite than infinite; which is against whafinite, as also is everything included in another. But God
was laid down above (g. 7, a. 1). Therefore God doiEsnot said to be comprehended by Himself in this sense,
not comprehend Himself. as if His intellect were a faculty apart from Himself, and

On the contrary, Augustine says (Octog. Tri.as if it held and included Himself; for these modes of
Quaest. xv), that “Everything that understands itseffpeaking are to be taken by way of negation. But as
comprehends itself” But God understands Himseltod is said to be in Himself, forasmuch as He is not
Therefore He comprehends Himself. contained by anything outside of Himself; so He is said

| answer that, God perfectly comprehends Him-to be comprehended by Himself, forasmuch as nothing
self, as can be thus proved. A thing is said to be coin-Himself is hidden from Himself. For Augustine says
prehended when the end of the knowledge of it is dBe Vid. Deum. ep. cxii), “The whole is comprehended
tained, and this is accomplished when it is known a&ghen seen, if it is seen in such a way that nothing of it
perfectly as it is knowable; as, for instance, a demois-hidden from the seer.”
strable proposition is comprehended when known by Reply to Objection 2. When itis said, “God is finite
demonstration, not, however, when it is known by sonte Himself,” this is to be understood according to a cer-
probable reason. Now it is manifest that God knowain similitude of proportion, because He has the same
Himself as perfectly as He is perfectly knowable. Faelation in not exceeding His intellect, as anything finite
everything is knowable according to the mode of itsas in not exceeding finite intellect. But God is not to be
own actuality; since a thing is not known according aslled finite to Himself in this sense, as if He understood
it is in potentiality, but in so far as it is in actuality, addimself to be something finite.
said in Metaph. ix. Now the power of God in know-

Whether the act of God’s intellect is His substance? lag.14a. 4

Obijection 1. It seems that the act of God'’s intellectinderstands Himself, if He Himself is not distinct from
is not His substance. For to understand is an operatitis act of understanding, He understands that He un-
But an operation signifies something proceeding froderstands Himself; and so on to infinity. Therefore the
the operator. Therefore the act of God’s intellect is natt of God’s intellect is not His substance.
His substance. On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vii), “In
Objection 2. Further, to understand one’s act of unGod to be is the same as to be wise.” But to be wise is
derstanding, is to understand something that is neitlilee same thing as to understand. Therefore in God to be
great nor chiefly understood, and but secondary and &cthe same thing as to understand. But God’s existence
cessory. If therefore God be his own act of understarid-His substance, as shown above (qg. 3, a. 4). Therefore
ing, His act of understanding will be as when we undethe act of God's intellect is His substance.
stand our act of understanding: and thus God’s act of | answer that, It must be said that the act of God’s
understanding will not be something great. intellect is His substance. For if His act of understand-
Objection 3. Further, every act of understandingng were other than His substance, then something else,
means understanding something. When therefore Gagdthe Philosopher says (Metaph. xii), would be the act
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and perfection of the divine substance, to which the dile species, and His act of understanding are entirely

vine substance would be related, as potentiality is to astie and the same. Hence when God is said to be un-

which is altogether impossible; because the act of wterstanding, no kind of multiplicity is attached to His

derstanding is the perfection and act of the one undsubstance.

standing. Let us now consider how this is. As was laid Reply to Objection 1. To understand is not an op-

down above (a. 2), to understand is not an act passargtion proceeding out of the operator, but remaining in

to anything extrinsic; for it remains in the operator dsm.

his own act and perfection; as existence is the perfec- Reply to Objection 2. When that act of understand-

tion of the one existing: just as existence follows aing which is not subsistent is understood, something not

the form, so in like manner to understand follows ogreat is understood; as when we understand our act of

the intelligible species. Now in God there is no formnderstanding; and so this cannot be likened to the act

which is something other than His existence, as showhthe divine understanding which is subsistent.

above (g. 3). Hence as His essence itself is also His in- Thus appears the Reply to the Third Objection. For

telligible species, it necessarily follows that His act dhe act of divine understanding subsists in itself, and be-

understanding must be His essence and His existendengs to its very self and is not another’s; hence it need
Thus it follows from all the foregoing that in God,not proceed to infinity.

intellect, and the object understood, and the intelligi-

Whether God knows things other than Himself? lag.14a.5

Objection 1. It seems that God does not knovin the first cause, must be in His act of understanding,
things besides Himself. For all other things but Goahd all things must be in Him according to an intelli-
are outside of God. But Augustine says (Octog. Twgible mode: for everything which is in another, is in it
Quaest. qu. xlvi) that “God does not behold anythingccording to the mode of that in which it is.
out of Himself.” Therefore He does not know things Now in order to know how God knows things other
other than Himself. than Himself, we must consider that a thing is known in

Objection 2. Further, the object understood is théwo ways: in itself, and in another. A thing is known
perfection of the one who understands. If therefore Gaditself when it is known by the proper species ade-
understands other things besides Himself, somethimgate to the knowable object; as when the eye sees a
else will be the perfection of God, and will be nobleman through the image of a man. A thing is seen in
than He; which is impossible. another through the image of that which contains it; as

Objection 3. Further, the act of understanding isvhen a part is seen in the whole by the image of the
specified by the intelligible object, as is every other aathole; or when a man is seen in a mirror by the image
from its own object. Hence the intellectual act is sim the mirror, or by any other mode by which one thing
much the nobler, the nobler the object understood. Bsatseen in another.

God is His own intellectual act. If therefore God under- So we say that God sees Himself in Himself, be-
stands anything other than Himself, then God Himseduse He sees Himself through His essence; and He sees
is specified by something else than Himself; which caather things not in themselves, but in Himself; inas-
not be. Therefore He does not understand things otheuch as His essence contains the similitude of things

than Himself. other than Himself.
On the contrary, It is written: “All things are naked Reply to Objection 1. The passage of Augustine in
and open to His eyes” (Heb. 4:13). which itis said that God “sees nothing outside Himself”

| answer that, God necessarily knows things otheis not to be taken in such a way, as if God saw nothing
than Himself. For it is manifest that He perfectly undeputside Himself, but in the sense that what is outside
stands Himself; otherwise His existence would not béimself He does not see except in Himself, as above
perfect, since His existence is His act of understandirexplained.
Now if anything is perfectly known, it follows of neces-  Reply to Objection 2. The object understood is a
sity that its power is perfectly known. But the poweperfection of the one understanding not by its substance,
of anything can be perfectly known only by knowindput by its image, according to which it is in the intel-
to what its power extends. Since therefore the divitect, as its form and perfection, as is said in De Anima
power extends to other things by the very fact that it i. For “a stone is not in the soul, but its image.” Now
the first effective cause of all things, as is clear frothose things which are other than God are understood
the aforesaid (g. 2, a. 3), God must necessarily kndy God, inasmuch as the essence of God contains their
things other than Himself. And this appears still molienages as above explained; hence it does not follow that
plainly if we add that the every existence of the firghere is any perfection in the divine intellect other than
effective cause—viz. God—is His own act of undethe divine essence.
standing. Hence whatever effects pre-exist in God, as Reply to Objection 3. The intellectual act is not



specified by what is understood in another, but by tla¢ion is specified by that intelligible form which makes

principal object understood in which other things aithe intellect in act. And this is the image of the princi-

understood. For the intellectual act is specified by il thing understood, which in God is nothing but His

object, inasmuch as the intelligible form is the princiewn essence in which all images of things are compre-
ple of the intellectual operation: since every operatidrended. Hence it does not follow that the divine intel-

is specified by the form which is its principle of operlectual act, or rather God Himself, is specified by any-
ation; as heating by heat. Hence the intellectual opéning else than the divine essence itself.

Whether God knows things other than Himself by proper knowledge? lag.14a. 6

Objection 1. It seems that God does not knowproceeding from the imperfect to the perfect, as is clear
things other than Himself by proper knowledge. For, &#®m Phys. i. If therefore the knowledge of God regard-
was shown (a. 5), God knows things other than Himseilfig things other than Himself is only universal and not
according as they are in Himself. But other things aspecial, it would follow that His understanding would
in Him as in their common and universal cause, and aret be absolutely perfect; therefore neither would His
known by God as in their first and universal cause. THiging be perfect; and this is against what was said above
is to know them by general, and not by proper know{g. 4, a. 1). We must therefore hold that God knows
edge. Therefore God knows things besides Himself things other than Himself with a proper knowledge; not
general, and not by proper knowledge. only in so far as being is common to them, but in so far

Objection 2. Further, the created essence is as diss one is distinguished from the other. In proof thereof
tant from the divine essence, as the divine essencevis may observe that some wishing to show that God
distant from the created essence. But the divine essekieews many things by one, bring forward some exam-
cannot be known by the created essence, as said aljges, as, for instance, that if the centre knew itself, it
(9. 12/a. 2). Therefore neither can the created essenarild know all lines that proceed from the centre; or if
be known by the divine essence. Thus as God knolight knew itself, it would know all colors.
only by His essence, it follows that He does not know Now these examples although they are similar in
what the creature is in its essence, so as to know “wipatrt, namely, as regards universal causality, neverthe-
it is,” which is to have proper knowledge of it. less they fail in this respect, that multitude and diversity

Objection 3. Further, proper knowledge of a thingare caused by the one universal principle, not as regards
can come only through its proper ratio. But as Gatlat which is the principle of distinction, but only as
knows all things by His essence, it seems that He daegards that in which they communicate. For the diver-
not know each thing by its proper ratio; for one thingity of colors is not caused by the light only, but by the
cannot be the proper ratio of many and diverse thinglfferent disposition of the diaphanous medium which
Therefore God has not a proper knowledge of thing®gceives it; and likewise, the diversity of the lines is
but a general knowledge; for to know things otherwissaused by their different position. Hence it is that this
than by their proper ratio is to have only a common arihd of diversity and multitude cannot be known in its
general knowledge of them. principle by proper knowledge, but only in a general

On the contrary, To have a proper knowledge ofway. In God, however, it is otherwise. For it was shown
things is to know them not only in general, but as thebove (g. 4, a. 2) that whatever perfection exists in any
are distinct from each other. Now God knows things icreature, wholly pre-exists and is contained in God in
that manner. Hence it is written that He reaches “evenda excelling manner. Now not only what is common to
the division of the soul and the spirit, of the joints alsoreatures—viz. being—belongs to their perfection, but
and the marrow, and is a discerner of thoughts and aiso what makes them distinguished from each other;
tents of the heart; neither is there any creature invisilds living and understanding, and the like, whereby liv-
in His sight” (Heb. 4:12,13). ing beings are distinguished from the non-living, and

| answer that, Some have erred on this point, saythe intelligent from the non-intelligent. Likewise ev-
ing that God knows things other than Himself only iery form whereby each thing is constituted in its own
general, that is, only as beings. For as fire, if it knew tlepecies, is a perfection; and thus all things pre-exist in
nature of heat, and all things else in so far as they @&ed, not only as regards what is common to all, but
hot; so God, through knowing Himself as the principlalso as regards what distinguishes one thing from an-
of being, knows the nature of being, and all other thinggher. And therefore as God contains all perfections in
in so far as they are beings. Himself, the essence of God is compared to all other

But this cannot be. For to know a thing in generassences of things, not as the common to the proper, as
and not in particular, is to have an imperfect knowledgenity is to numbers, or as the centre (of a circle) to the
Hence our intellect, when it is reduced from potentiafradiating) lines; but as perfect acts to imperfect; as if |
ity to act, acquires first a universal and confused knowliere to compare man to animal; or six, a perfect num-
edge of things, before it knows them in particular; dser, to the imperfect numbers contained under it. Now



it is manifest that by a perfect act imperfect acts can bdge of the object known according to the (mode of)
known not only in general, but also by proper knowkxistence it has in the knower, the knower nevertheless
edge; thus, for example, whoever knows a man, knolisows it according to its (mode of) existence outside
an animal by proper knowledge; and whoever knowise knower; thus the intellect knows a stone according
the number six, knows the number three also by progerthe intelligible existence it has in the intellect, inas-
knowledge. much as it knows that it understands; while nevertheless
As therefore the essence of God contains in itséifknows what a stone is in its own nature. If however
all the perfection contained in the essence of any otliee adverb ‘so’ be understood to import the mode (of
being, and far more, God can know in Himself all cknowledge) on the part of the knower, in that sense it is
them with proper knowledge. For the nature proper taue that only the knower has knowledge of the object
each thing consists in some degree of participationknown as it is in the knower; for the more perfectly the
the divine perfection. Now God could not be said tthing known is in the knower, the more perfect is the
know Himself perfectly unless He knew all the ways imode of knowledge.
which His own perfection can be shared by others. Nei- We must say therefore that God not only knows that
ther could He know the very nature of being perfectlgll things are in Himself; but by the fact that they are
unless He knew all modes of being. Hence it is manit Him, He knows them in their own nature and all the
fest that God knows all things with proper knowledgenore perfectly, the more perfectly each one is in Him.
in their distinction from each other. Reply to Objection 2. The created essence is com-
Reply to Objection 1. So to know a thing as it is pared to the essence of God as the imperfect to the
in the knower, may be understood in two ways. In orperfect act. Therefore the created essence cannot suf-
way this adverb “so” imports the mode of knowledge diiciently lead us to the knowledge of the divine essence,
the part of the thing known; and in that sense it is falslkut rather the converse.
For the knower does not always know the object known Reply to Objection 3. The same thing cannot be
according to the existence it has in the knower; since ttaden in an equal manner as the ratio of different things.
eye does not know a stone according to the existenc8iit the divine essence excels all creatures. Hence it can
has in the eye; but by the image of the stone which islie taken as the proper ration of each thing according to
the eye, the eye knows the stone according to its exise diverse ways in which diverse creatures participate
tence outside the eye. And if any knower has a knowit, and imitate it.

Whether the knowledge of God is discursive? lag.14a.7

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of Godtood anything, we turn ourselves to understand some-
is discursive. For the knowledge of God is not habitutiling else; while the other mode of discursion is accord-
knowledge, but actual knowledge. Now the Philosophieig to causality, as when through principles we arrive at
says (Topic. ii): “The habit of knowledge may regarthe knowledge of conclusions. The first kind of discur-
many things at once; but actual understanding regasilsn cannot belong to God. For many things, which we
only one thing at atime.” Therefore as God knows marmynderstand in succession if each is considered in itself,
things, Himself and others, as shown above (AA 2,5)\ite understand simultaneously if we see them in some
seems that He does not understand all at once, but dige thing; if, for instance, we understand the parts in
courses from one to another. the whole, or see different things in a mirror. Now God

Objection 2. Further, discursive knowledge is tesees all things in one (thing), which is Himself. There-
know the effect through its cause. But God knowfere God sees all things together, and not successively.
things through Himself; as an effect (is known) throughikewise the second mode of discursion cannot be ap-
its cause. Therefore His knowledge is discursive.  plied to God. First, because this second mode of dis-

Objection 3. Further, God knows each creatureursion presupposes the first mode; for whosoever pro-
more perfectly than we know it. But we know the efeeeds from principles to conclusions does not consider
fects in their created causes; and thus we go discursiviebth at once; secondly, because to discourse thus is to
from causes to things caused. Therefore it seems thaiceed from the known to the unknown. Hence it is
the same applies to God. manifest that when the first is known, the second is still

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xv), unknown; and thus the second is known not in the first,
“God does not see all things in their particularity or sefput from the first. Now the term discursive reasoning is
arately, as if He saw alternately here and there; but ldtained when the second is seen in the first, by resolv-
sees all things together at once.” ing the effects into their causes; and then the discursion

| answer that, In the divine knowledge there is noceases. Hence as God sees His effects in Himself as
discursion; the proof of which is as follows. In outheir cause, His knowledge is not discursive.
knowledge there is a twofold discursion: one is accord- Reply to Objection 1. Altogether there is only one
ing to succession only, as when we have actually undect of understanding in itself, nevertheless many things



may be understood in one (medium), as shown abovated causes in the causes themselves, much better than
Reply to Objection 2. God does not know by theirwe can; but still not in such a manner that the knowl-
cause, known, as it were previously, effects unknowegge of the effects is caused in Him by the knowledge
but He knows the effects in the cause; and hence Hifsthe created causes, as is the case with us; and hence
knowledge is not discursive, as was shown above. His knowledge is not discursive.
Reply to Objection 3. God sees the effects of cre-

Whether the knowledge of God is the cause of things? lag.14a. 8

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of Godvould not produce a determinate effect unless it were
is not the cause of things. For Origen says, on Ronetermined to one thing by the appetite, as the Philoso-
8:30, “Whom He called, them He also justified,” etcpher says (Metaph. ix). Now it is manifest that God
“A thing will happen not because God knows it as fuzauses things by His intellect, since His being is His
ture; but because it is future, it is on that account knovat of understanding; and hence His knowledge must be
by God, before it exists.” the cause of things, in so far as His will is joined to it.

Objection 2. Further, given the cause, the effect folHence the knowledge of God as the cause of things is
lows. But the knowledge of God is eternal. Therefore ifsually called the “knowledge of approbation.”
the knowledge of God is the cause of things created, it Reply to Objection 1. Origen spoke in reference to
seems that creatures are eternal. that aspect of knowledge to which the idea of causality

Objection 3. Further, “The thing known is prior to does not belong unless the will is joined to it, as is said
knowledge, and is its measure,” as the Philosopher say®ve.

(Metaph. x). But what is posterior and measured cannot But when he says the reason why God foreknows
be a cause. Therefore the knowledge of God is not th@me things is because they are future, this must be un-
cause of things. derstood according to the cause of consequence, and not

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xv),according to the cause of essence. For if things are in
“Not because they are, does God know all creaturée future, it follows that God knows them; but not that
spiritual and temporal, but because He knows thethg futurity of things is the cause why God knows them.
therefore they are.” Reply to Objection 2. The knowledge of God is the

| answer that, The knowledge of God is the causeause of things according as things are in His knowl-
of things. For the knowledge of God is to all creaturesdge. Now that things should be eternal was not in the
what the knowledge of the artificer is to things madeowledge of God; hence although the knowledge of
by his art. Now the knowledge of the artificer is th&od is eternal, it does not follow that creatures are eter-
cause of the things made by his art from the fact thadl.
the artificer works by his intellect. Hence the form of Reply to Objection 3. Natural things are midway
the intellect must be the principle of action; as heat Ietween the knowledge of God and our knowledge: for
the principle of heating. Nevertheless, we must obsemve receive knowledge from natural things, of which
that a natural form, being a form that remains in that t&od is the cause by His knowledge. Hence, as the nat-
which it gives existence, denotes a principle of actiarmral objects of knowledge are prior to our knowledge,
according only as it has an inclination to an effect; arahd are its measure, so, the knowledge of God is prior
likewise, the intelligible form does not denote a princko natural things, and is the measure of them; as, for
ple of action in so far as it resides in the one who undeénstance, a house is midway between the knowledge of
stands unless there is added to it the inclination to an #fe builder who made it, and the knowledge of the one
fect, which inclination is through the will. For since thavho gathers his knowledge of the house from the house
intelligible form has a relation to opposite things (inaslready built.
much as the same knowledge relates to opposites), it

Whether God has knowledge of things that are not? lag.14a.9

Objection 1. It seems that God has not knowledgknown by God.
of things that are not. For the knowledge of God is Objection 3. Further, the knowledge of God is the
of true things. But “truth” and “being” are convertiblecause of what is known by Him. But it is not the cause
terms. Therefore the knowledge of God is not of thingd things that are not, because a thing that is not, has no
that are not. cause. Therefore God has no knowledge of things that
Objection 2. Further, knowledge requires likenesare not.
between the knower and the thing known. But those On the contrary, The Apostle says:
things that are not cannot have any likeness to Gduyho...calleth those things that are not as those that
Who is very being. Therefore what is not, cannot tmre” (Rom. 4:17).



| answer that, God knows all things whatsoevembjects present to Him. But there are other things in
that in any way are. Now it is possible that things th&od’s power, or the creature’s, which nevertheless are
are not absolutely, should be in a certain sense. Fmt, nor will be, nor were; and as regards these He is
things absolutely are which are actual; whereas thingmid to have knowledge, not of vision, but of simple in-
which are not actual, are in the power either of Gddlligence. This is so called because the things we see
Himself or of a creature, whether in active power, @round us have distinct being outside the seer.
passive; whether in power of thought or of imagination, Reply to Objection 1. Those things that are not ac-
or of any other manner of meaning whatsoever. Whatral are true in so far as they are in potentiality; for it
ever therefore can be made, or thought, or said by tlsdrue that they are in potentiality; and as such they are
creature, as also whatever He Himself can do, all dmown by God.
known to God, although they are not actual. And in so Reply to Objection 2. Since God is very being ev-
far it can be said that He has knowledge even of thingsything is, in so far as it participates in the likeness of
that are not. God; as everything is hot in so far as it participates in
Now a certain difference is to be noted in the comeat. So, things in potentiality are known by God, al-
sideration of those things that are not actual. For thoutiiough they are not in act.
some of them may not be in act now, still they were, or Reply to Objection 3. The knowledge of God,
they will be; and God is said to know all these witljpined to His will is the cause of things. Hence it is not
the knowledge of vision: for since God’s act of undenecessary that what ever God knows, is, or was, or will
standing, which is His being, is measured by eternitige; but only is this necessary as regards what He wills
and since eternity is without succession, compreherid-be, or permits to be. Further, itis in the knowledge of
ing all time, the present glance of God extends over &lbd not that they be, but that they be possible.
time, and to all things which exist in any time, as to

Whether God knows evil things? lag. 14 a. 10

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know evimust know all that can be accidental to it. Now there
things. For the Philosopher (De Anima iii) says that there some good things to which corruption by evil may
intellect which is not in potentiality does not know pribe accidental. Hence God would not know good things
vation. But “evil is the privation of good,” as Augustinegerfectly, unless He also knew evil things. Now a thing
says (Confess. iii, 7). Therefore, as the intellect of Gasl knowable in the degree in which it is; hence since
is never in potentiality, but is always in act, as is cledhis is the essence of evil that it is the privation of good,
from the foregoing (a. 2 ), it seems that God does nloy the fact that God knows good things, He knows
know evil things. evil things also; as by light is known darkness. Hence

Objection 2. Further, all knowledge is either theDionysius says (Div. Nom. vii): “God through Him-
cause of the thing known, or is caused by it. But theelf receives the vision of darkness, not otherwise see-
knowledge of God is not the cause of evil, nor is ihg darkness except through light.”
caused by evil. Therefore God does not know evil Reply to Objection 1. The saying of the Philoso-
things. pher must be understood as meaning that the intellect

Objection 3. Further, everything known is knownwhich is not in potentiality, does not know privation by
either by its likeness, or by its opposite. But whateverivation existing in it; and this agrees with what he said
God knows, He knows through His essence, as is clgaeviously, that a point and every indivisible thing are
from the foregoing (a. 5). Now the divine essence néinown by privation of division. This is because simple
ther is the likeness of evil, nor is evil contrary to it; foand indivisible forms are in our intellect not actually, but
to the divine essence there is no contrary, as Augustody potentially; for were they actually in our intellect,
says (De Civ. Dei xii). Therefore God does not knothey would not be known by privation. It is thus that
evil things. simple things are known by separate substances. God

Objection 4. Further, what is known through antherefore knows evil, not by privation existing in Him-
other and not through itself, is imperfectly known. Butelf, but by the opposite good.
evil is not known by God; for the thing known must Reply to Objection 2. The knowledge of God is not
be in the knower. Therefore if evil is known througlthe cause of evil; but is the cause of the good whereby
another, namely, through good, it would be known bgvil is known.

Him imperfectly; which cannot be, for the knowledge Reply to Objection 3. Although evil is not opposed
of God is not imperfect. Therefore God does not knote the divine essence, which is not corruptible by evil;
evil things. it is opposed to the effects of God, which He knows by

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 15:11), “Hell His essence; and knowing them, He knows the opposite
and destruction are before God [Vulg: ‘the Lord’].”  evils.

| answer that, Whoever knows a thing perfectly, Reply to Objection 4. To know a thing by some-



thing else only, belongs to imperfect knowledge, if thagation of good; therefore evil can neither be defined nor
thing is of itself knowable; but evil is not of itself know-known except by good.
able, forasmuch as the very nature of evil means the pri-

Whether God knows singular things? lag. 14a. 11

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know sinke is the son of Sophroniscus, or because of something
gular things. For the divine intellect is more immatesf that kind, would not know him in so far as he is this
rial than the human intellect. Now the human inteparticular man. Hence according to the aforesaid mode,
lect by reason of its immateriality does not know sinsod would not know
gular things; but as the Philosopher says (De Anima ii), singular things in their singularity.

“reason has to do with universals, sense with singular On the other hand, others have said that God knows
things.” Therefore God does not know singular thingssingular things by the application of universal causes

Objection 2. Further, in us those faculties alondo particular effects. But this will not hold; forasmuch
know the singular, which receive the species not aks no one can apply a thing to another unless he first
stracted from material conditions. But in God thingknows that thing; hence the said application cannot be
are in the highest degree abstracted from all materialitiye reason of knowing the particular, for it presupposes
Therefore God does not know singular things. the knowledge of singular things.

Objection 3. Further, all knowledge comes about Therefore it must be said otherwise, that, since God
through the medium of some likeness. But the likeneisshe cause of things by His knowledge, as stated above
of singular things in so far as they are singular, doés. 8), His knowledge extends as far as His causality
not seem to be in God; for the principle of singularitgxtends. Hence as the active power of God extends
is matter, which, since it is in potentiality only, is alnhot only to forms, which are the source of universality,
together unlike God, Who is pure act. Therefore Gdulit also to matter, as we shall prove further on (qg. 44,

cannot know singular things. a. 2), the knowledge of God must extend to singular
On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 16:2), “All the things, which are individualized by matter. For since
ways of a man are open to His eyes.” He knows things other than Himself by His essence, as

I answer that, God knows singular things. Forbeing the likeness of things, or as their active principle,
all perfections found in creatures pre-exist in God idis essence must be the sufficing principle of know-
a higher way, as is clear from the foregoing (q. 4ng all things made by Him, not only in the universal,
a. 2). Now to know singular things is part of our perbut also in the singular. The same would apply to the
fection. Hence God must know singular things. Evedowledge of the artificer, if it were productive of the
the Philosopher considers it incongruous that anythiagdnole thing, and not only of the form.
known by us should be unknown to God; and thus Reply to Objection 1. Our intellect abstracts the
against Empedocles he argues (De Anima i and Metapttelligible species from the individualizing principles;
i) that God would be most ignorant if He did not knowhence the intelligible species in our intellect cannot be
discord. Now the perfections which are divided amorthe likeness of the individual principles; and on that ac-
inferior beings, exist simply and unitedly in God; hencepunt our intellect does not know the singular. But the
although by one faculty we know the universal and iniatelligible species in the divine intellect, which is the
material, and by another we know singular and materegsence of God, is immaterial not by abstraction, but of
things, nevertheless God knows both by His simple iitself, being the principle of all the principles which en-
tellect. ter into the composition of things, whether principles of

Now some, wishing to show how this can be, saitie species or principles of the individual;, hence by it
that God knows singular things by universal causes. Féod knows not only universal, but also singular things.
nothing exists in any singular thing, that does not arise Reply to Objection 2. Although as regards the
from some universal cause. They give the example sgecies in the divine intellect its being has no material
an astrologer who knows all the universal movemergenditions like the images received in the imagination
of the heavens, and can thence foretell all eclipses thatl sense, yet its power extends to both immaterial and
are to come. This, however, is not enough; for singularaterial things.
things from universal causes attain to certain forms and Reply to Objection 3. Although matter as regards
powers which, however they may be joined together, dte potentiality recedes from likeness to God, yet, even
not individualized except by individual matter. Henci so far as it has being in this wise, it retains a certain
he who knows Socrates because he is white, or becalilseness to the divine being.



Whether God can know infinite things? lag. 14a. 12

Objection 1. It seems that God cannot know infiniténtellect by the intelligible species of man in a certain
things. For the infinite, as such, is unknown; since threay knows infinite men; not however as distinguished
infinite is that which, “to those who measure it, leavdsom each other, but as communicating in the nature of
always something more to be measured,” as the Philotite species; and the reason is because the intelligible
pher says (Phys. iii). Moreover, Augustine says (Dspecies of our intellect is the likeness of man not as to
Civ. Dei xii) that “whatever is comprehended by knowlthe individual principles, but as to the principles of the
edge, is bounded by the comprehension of the knowesgecies. On the other hand, the divine essence, whereby
Now infinite things have no boundary. Therefore theye divine intellect understands, is a sufficing likeness
cannot be comprehended by the knowledge of God. of all things that are, or can be, not only as regards the

Objection 2. Further, if we say that things infiniteuniversal principles, but also as regards the principles
in themselves are finite in God’s knowledge, against tsoper to each one, as shown above. Hence it follows
it may be urged that the essence of the infinite is thatliiat the knowledge of God extends to infinite things,
is untraversable, and the finite that it is traversable, @gen as distinct from each other.
said in Phys. iii. But the infinite is not traversable either Reply to Objection 1. The idea of the infinite per-
by the finite or by the infinite, as is proved in Phys. viains to quantity, as the Philosopher says (Phys. i). But
Therefore the infinite cannot be bounded by the finitde idea of quantity implies the order of parts. There-
nor even by the infinite; and so the infinite cannot dere to know the infinite according to the mode of the
finite in God’s knowledge, which is infinite. infinite is to know part after part; and in this way the

Objection 3. Further, the knowledge of God is thenfinite cannot be known; for whatever quantity of parts
measure of what is known. But it is contrary to thbe taken, there will always remain something else out-
essence of the infinite that it be measured. Therefaide. But God does not know the infinite or infinite
infinite things cannot be known by God. things, as if He enumerated part after part; since He

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xii), knows all things simultaneously, and not successively,
“Although we cannot number the infinite, nevertheless said above (a. 7). Hence there is nothing to prevent
it can be comprehended by Him whose knowledge hidsm from knowing infinite things.
no bounds.” Reply to Objection 2. Transition imports a certain

I answer that, Since God knows not only things acsuccession of parts; and hence it is that the infinite can-
tual but also things possible to Himself or to creatatbt be traversed by the finite, nor by the infinite. But
things, as shown above (a. 9), and as these must beeiguality suffices for comprehension, because that is said
finite, it must be held that He knows infinite things. Alto be comprehended which has nothing outside the com-
though the knowledge of vision which has relation onlgrehender. Hence it is not against the idea of the infinite
to things that are, or will be, or were, is not of infinitdo be comprehended by the infinite. And so, what is in-
things, as some say, for we do not say that the wofidite in itself can be called finite to the knowledge of
is eternal, nor that generation and movement will gdod as comprehended; but not as if it were traversable.
on for ever, so that individuals be infinitely multiplied; Reply to Objection 3. The knowledge of God is the
yet, if we consider more attentively, we must hold thabeasure of things, not quantitatively, for the infinite is
God knows infinite things even by the knowledge of viaot subject to this kind of measure; but it is the mea-
sion. For God knows even the thoughts and affectiossgre of the essence and truth of things. For everything
of hearts, which will be multiplied to infinity as rationalhas truth of nature according to the degree in which it
creatures go on for ever. imitates the knowledge of God, as the thing made by

The reason of this is to be found in the fact that thert agrees with the art. Granted, however, an actually
knowledge of every knower is measured by the modeiafinite number of things, for instance, an infinitude of
the form which is the principle of knowledge. For thenen, or an infinitude in continuous quantity, as an in-
sensible image in sense is the likeness of only one firitude of air, as some of the ancients held; yet it is
dividual thing, and can give the knowledge of only onemanifest that these would have a determinate and finite
individual. But the intelligible species of our intellecbeing, because their being would be limited to some de-
is the likeness of the thing as regards its specific natuterminate nature. Hence they would be measurable as
which is participable by infinite particulars; hence owuegards the knowledge of God.

Whether the knowledge of God is of future contingent things? lag. 14 a. 13

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of Godince therefore that knowledge is necessary, what He
is not of future contingent things. For from a necessakypows must also be necessary. Therefore the knowl-
cause proceeds a necessary effect. But the knowledgedde of God is not of contingent things.

God is the cause of things known, as said above (a. 8). Objection 2. Further, every conditional proposition
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of which the antecedent is absolutely necessary muosinifest that contingent things are infallibly known by
have an absolutely necessary consequent. For the @oe, inasmuch as they are subject to the divine sight in
tecedent is to the consequent as principles are to their presentiality; yet they are future contingent things
conclusion: and from necessary principles only a necés+elation to their own causes.

sary conclusion can follow, as is proved in Poster. i. But Reply to Objection 1. Although the supreme cause
this is a true conditional proposition, “If God knew thais necessary, the effect may be contingent by reason of
this thing will be, it will be,” for the knowledge of God the proximate contingent cause; just as the germination
is only of true things. Now the antecedent conditionaf a plant is contingent by reason of the proximate con-
of this is absolutely necessary, because it is eternal, daimdjent cause, although the movement of the sun which
because it is signified as past. Therefore the consequsithe first cause, is necessary. So likewise things known
is also absolutely necessary. Therefore whatever God God are contingent on account of their proximate
knows, is necessary; and so the knowledge of Godcsuses, while the knowledge of God, which is the first
not of contingent things. cause, is necessary.

Objection 3. Further, everything known by God Reply to Objection 2 Some say that this an-
must necessarily be, because even what we ourselezedent, “God knew this contingent to be future,” is
know, must necessarily be; and, of course, the knowlet necessary, but contingent; because, although it is
edge of God is much more certain than ours. But past, still it imports relation to the future. This how-
future contingent things must necessarily be. Therefareer does not remove necessity from it; for whatever has
no contingent future thing is known by God. had relation to the future, must have had it, although the

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 32:15), “He Who future sometimes does not follow. On the other hand
hath made the hearts of every one of them; Who undeome say that this antecedent is contingent, because it
standeth all their works,” i.e. of men. Now the works a a compound of necessary and contingent; as this say-
men are contingent, being subject to free will. Ther@g is contingent, “Socrates is a white man.” But this
fore God knows future contingent things. also is to no purpose; for when we say, “God knew this

| answer that, Since as was shown above (a. 9fontingent to be future,” contingent is used here only as
God knows all things; not only things actual but alstihe matter of the word, and not as the chief part of the
things possible to Him and creature; and since someprbposition. Hence its contingency or necessity has no
these are future contingent to us, it follows that Gagference to the necessity or contingency of the propo-
knows future contingent things. sition, or to its being true or false. For it may be just as

In evidence of this, we must consider that a contitrue that | said a man is an ass, as that | said Socrates
gent thing can be considered in two ways; first, in itselfuns, or God is: and the same applies to necessary and
in so far as it is now in act: and in this sense it is n@bntingent. Hence it must be said that this antecedent is
considered as future, but as present; neither is it consatbsolutely necessary. Nor does it follow, as some say,
ered as contingent (as having reference) to one of téat the consequent is absolutely necessary, because the
terms, but as determined to one; and on account of thitecedent is the remote cause of the consequent, which
it can be infallibly the object of certain knowledge, fors contingent by reason of the proximate cause. But this
instance to the sense of sight, as when | see that Socrée® no purpose. For the conditional would be false
is sitting down. In another way a contingent thing camere its antecedent the remote necessary cause, and the
be considered as it is in its cause; and in this waydbnsequent a contingent effect; as, for example, if | said,
is considered as future, and as a contingent thing riibthe sun moves, the grass will grow.”
yet determined to one; forasmuch as a contingent causeTherefore we must reply otherwise; that when the
has relation to opposite things: and in this sense a camtecedent contains anything belonging to an act of the
tingent thing is not subject to any certain knowledgeoul, the consequent must be taken not as it is in itself,
Hence, whoever knows a contingent effect in its caubet as it is in the soul: for the existence of a thing in
only, has merely a conjectural knowledge of it. Noutself is different from the existence of a thing in the
God knows all contingent things not only as they are Boul. For example, when | say, “What the soul under-
their causes, but also as each one of them is actuallystands is immaterial,” this is to be understood that it is
itself. And although contingent things become actushmaterial as it is in the intellect, not as it is in itself.
successively, nevertheless God knows contingent thinglkewise if | say, “If God knew anything, it will be,”
not successively, as they are in their own being, as wettie consequent must be understood as it is subject to the
but simultaneously. The reason is because His knowlvine knowledge, i.e. as it is in its presentiality. And
edge is measured by eternity, as is also His being; ahds it is necessary, as also is the antecedent: “For ev-
eternity being simultaneously whole comprises all timerything that is, while it is, must be necessarily be,” as
as said above (g. 10, a. 2 ). Hence all things that aretle Philosopher says in Peri Herm. i.
time are present to God from eternity, not only because Reply to Objection 3. Things reduced to act in
He has the types of things present within Him, as sortime, as known by us successively in time, but by God
say; but because His glance is carried from eternity o@are known) in eternity, which is above time. Whence to
all things as they are in their presentiality. Hence it iss they cannot be certain, forasmuch as we know future
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contingent things as such; but (they are certain) to Gtidction holds good with regard to forms that are sep-
alone, whose understanding is in eternity above timgrable from the subject; thus if | said, “It is possible
Just as he who goes along the road, does not see tHosa white thing to be black,” it is false as applied to
who come after him; whereas he who sees the whaltee saying, and true as applied to the thing: for a thing
road from a height, sees at once all travelling by thehich is white, can become black; whereas this say-
way. Hence what is known by us must be necessaing, ” a white thing is black” can never be true. But
even as it is in itself; for what is future contingent in itin forms that are inseparable from the subject, this dis-
self, cannot be known by us. Whereas what is knowinction does not hold, for instance, if | said, “A black
by God must be necessary according to the modecirow can be white”; for in both senses it is false. Now
which they are subject to the divine knowledge, as d@b be known by God is inseparable from the thing; for
ready stated, but not absolutely as considered in theinat is known by God cannot be known. This objec-
own causes. Hence also this proposition, “Everythitigpn, however, would hold if these words “that which is
known by God must necessarily be,” is usually distikknown” implied any disposition inherent to the subject;
guished; for this may refer to the thing, or to the sayingut since they import an act of the knower, something
If it refers to the thing, it is divided and false; for thecan be attributed to the thing known, in itself (even if
sense is, “Everything which God knows is necessarit’always be known), which is not attributed to it in so
If understood of the saying, it is composite and true; féar as it stands under actual knowledge; thus material
the sense is, “This proposition, ‘that which is known bgxistence is attributed to a stone in itself, which is not
God is’ is necessary.” attributed to it inasmuch as it is known.
Now some urge an objection and say that this dis-

Whether God knows enunciable things? lag. 14 a. 14

Obijection 1. It seems that God does not know enurby simple intelligence, by understanding the essence
ciable things. For to know enunciable things belongs ¢ each thing; as if we by the very fact that we un-
our intellect as it composes and divides. But in the diterstand what man is, were to understand all that can
vine intellect, there is no composition. Therefore Gdae predicated of man. This, however, does not hap-
does not know enunciable things. pen in our intellect, which discourses from one thing

Objection 2. Further, every kind of knowledgeto another, forasmuch as the intelligible species repre-
is made through some likeness. But in God thesents one thing in such a way as not to represent an-
is no likeness of enunciable things, since He is altother. Hence when we understand what man is, we do
gether simple. Therefore God does not know enunci@at forthwith understand other things which belong to
ble things. him, but we understand them one by one, according to

On the contrary, It is written: “The Lord knoweth a certain succession. On this account the things we un-
the thoughts of men” (Ps. 93:11). But enunciable thingerstand as separated, we must reduce to one by way
are contained in the thoughts of men. Therefore Goflcomposition or division, by forming an enunciation.
knows enunciable things. Now the species of the divine intellect, which is God’s

| answer that, Since it is in the power of our intel- essence, suffices to represent all things. Hence by un-
lect to form enunciations, and since God knows whaterstanding His essence, God knows the essences of all
ever is in His own power or in that of creatures, as saillings, and also whatever can be accidental to them.
above (a. 9), it follows of necessity that God knows all Reply to Objection 1. This objection would avail if
enunciations that can be formed. God knew enunciable things after the manner of enun-

Now just as He knows material things immaterieiable things.
ally, and composite things simply, so likewise He knows Reply to Objection 2. Enunciatory composition
enunciable things not after the manner of enuncialdignifies some existence of a thing; and thus God by
things, as if in His intellect there were compositioflis existence, which is His essence, is the similitude of
or division of enunciations; for He knows each thingll those things which are signified by enunciation.

Whether the knowledge of God is variable? lag. 14 a. 15

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of God¢an know. But God can make more than He does.
is variable. For knowledge is related to what is knowFherefore He can know more than He knows. Thus His
able. But whatever imports relation to the creature ksiowledge can vary according to increase and diminu-
applied to God from time, and varies according to thn.
variation of creatures. Therefore the knowledge of God Objection 3. Further, God knew that Christ would
is variable according to the variation of creatures.  be born. But He does not know now that Christ will

Objection 2. Further, whatever God can make, Hbe born; because Christ is not to be born in the fu-
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ture. Therefore God does not know everything He on@God in His eternity. Therefore from the fact that a thing
knew; and thus the knowledge of God is variable.  exists in some period of time, it follows that it is known
On the contrary, It is said, that in God “there is noby God from eternity. Therefore it cannot be granted
change nor shadow of alteration” (James 1:17). that God can know more than He knows; because such
| answer that, Since the knowledge of God is Hisa proposition implies that first of all He did not know,
substance, as is clear from the foregoing (a. 4), justasd then afterwards knew.
His substance is altogether immutable, as shown aboveReply to Objection 3. The ancient Nominalists said
(g. 9, a. 1), so His knowledge likewise must be altdhat it was the same thing to say “Christ is born” and
gether invariable. “will be born” and “was born”; because the same thing
Reply to Objection 1. “Lord”, “Creator” and the is signified by these three—viz. the nativity of Christ.
like, import relations to creatures in so far as they afiderefore it follows, they said, that whatever God knew,
in themselves. But the knowledge of God imports rel&de knows; because now He knows that Christ is born,
tion to creatures in so far as they are in God; becauskich means the same thing as that Christ will be born.
everything is actually understood according as it is iFhis opinion, however, is false; both because the di-
the one who understands. Now created things arevirsity in the parts of a sentence causes a diversity of
God in an invariable manner; while they exist variablgnunciations; and because it would follow that a propo-
in themselves. We may also say that “Lord”, “Creatosition which is true once would be always true; which
and the like, import the relations consequent upon tieecontrary to what the Philosopher lays down (Cate-
acts which are understood as terminating in the cregor. iii) when he says that this sentence, “Socrates sits,”
tures themselves, as they are in themselves; and tlrugue when he is sitting, and false when he rises up.
these relations are attributed to God variously, accorfherefore, it must be conceded that this proposition is
ing to the variation of creatures. But “knowledge” andot true, “Whatever God knew He knows,” if referred
“love,” and the like, import relations consequent upaio enunciable propositions. But because of this, it does
the acts which are understood to be in God; and thenmt follow that the knowledge of God is variable. For
fore these are predicated of God in an invariable maas it is without variation in the divine knowledge that
ner. God knows one and the same thing sometime to be, and
Reply to Objection 2. God knows also what He cansometime not to be, so it is without variation in the di-
make, and does not make. Hence from the fact that kiae knowledge that God knows an enunciable proposi-
can make more than He makes, it does not follow thi@dn is sometime true, and sometime false. The knowl-
He can know more than He knows, unless this be redge of God, however, would be variable if He knew
ferred to the knowledge of vision, according to whicknunciable things by way of enunciation, by composi-
He is said to know those things which are in act in sontien and division, as occurs in our intellect. Hence our
period of time. But from the fact that He knows somknowledge varies either as regards truth and falsity, for
things might be which are not, or that some things migakample, if when either as regards truth and falsity, for
not be which are, it does not follow that His knowledgexample, if when a thing suffers change we retained the
is variable, but rather that He knows the variability cfame opinion about it; or as regards diverse opinions,
things. If, however, anything existed which God did nats if we first thought that anyone was sitting, and after-
previously know, and afterwards knew, then His knowmwards thought that he was not sitting; neither of which
edge would be variable. But this could not be; for whatan be in God.
ever is, or can be in any period of time, is known by

Whether God has a speculative knowledge of things? lag. 14 a. 16

Objection 1. It seems that God has not a specula- |answer that, Some knowledge is speculative only;
tive knowledge of things. For the knowledge of God isome is practical only; and some is partly speculative
the cause of things, as shown above (a. 8). But speaund partly practical. In proof whereof it must be ob-
lative knowledge is not the cause of the things knowserved that knowledge can be called speculative in three
Therefore the knowledge of God is not speculative. ways: first, on the part of the things known, which are

Objection 2. Further, speculative knowledge comesot operable by the knower; such is the knowledge of
by abstraction from things; which does not belong tman about natural or divine thing. Secondly, as regards
the divine knowledge. Therefore the knowledge of Gdtle manner of knowing—as, for instance, if a builder
is not speculative. consider a house by defining and dividing, and consid-

On the contrary, Whatever is the more excellentring what belongs to it in general: for this is to con-
must be attributed to God. But speculative knowsider operable things in a speculative manner, and not as
edge is more excellent than practical knowledge, pgactically operable; for operable means the application
the Philosopher says in the beginning of Metaphysias. form to matter, and not the resolution of the com-
Therefore God has a speculative knowledge of thinggosite into its universal formal principles. Thirdly, as
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regards the end; “for the practical intellect differs in itblis practical knowledge, like good things, inasmuch as
end from the speculative,” as the Philosopher says (Ble permits, or impedes, or directs them; as also sick-
Anima iii). For the practical intellect is ordered to th@esses fall under the practical knowledge of the physi-
end of the operation; whereas the end of the speculatdian, inasmuch as he cures them by his art.

intellect is the consideration of truth. Hence if a builder Reply to Objection 1. The knowledge of God is the
should consider how a house can be made, not orderiaagise, not indeed of Himself, but of other things. He is
this to the end of operation, but only to know (how tactually the cause of some, that is, of things that come
do it), this would be only a speculative considerations &s be in some period of time; and He is virtually the
regards the end, although it concerns an operable thinguse of others, that is, of things which He can make,
Therefore knowledge which is speculative by reason afid which nevertheless are never made.

the thing itself known, is merely speculative. But that Reply to Objection 2. The fact that knowledge is
which is speculative either in its mode or as to its erdkrived from things known does not essentially belong
is partly speculative and partly practical: and when it te speculative knowledge, but only accidentally in so far
ordained to an operative end it is simply practical. ~ as itis human.

In accordance with this, therefore, it must be said In answer to what is objected on the contrary, we
that God has of Himself a speculative knowledge onlgust say that perfect knowledge of operable things is
for He Himself is not operable. But of all other thing®btainable only if they are known in so far as they are
He has both speculative and practical knowledge. ldperable. Therefore, since the knowledge of God is in
has speculative knowledge as regards the mode; évery way perfect, He must know what is operable by
whatever we know speculatively in things by defininglim, formally as such, and not only in so far as they are
and dividing, God knows all this much more perfectlyspeculative. Nevertheless this does not impair the no-

Now of things which He can make, but does ndtility of His speculative knowledge, forasmuch as He
make at any time, He has not a practical knowledge, aees all things other than Himself in Himself, and He
cording as knowledge is called practical from the enkinows Himself speculatively; and so in the speculative
But He has a practical knowledge of what He makésowledge of Himself, he possesses both speculative
in some period of time. And, as regards evil things, and practical knowledge of all other things.
though they are not operable by Him, yet they fall under
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