FIRST PART, QUESTION 93

The End or Term of the Production of Man
(In Nine Articles)

We now treat of the end or term of man’s production, inasmuch as he is said to be made “to the image and
likeness of God.” There are under this head nine points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the image of God is in man?

(2) Whether the image of God is in irrational creatures?

(3) Whether the image of God is in the angels more than in man?

(4) Whether the image of God is in every man?

(5) Whether the image of God is in man by comparison with the Essence, or with all the Divine
Persons, or with one of them?

(6) Whether the image of God is in man, as to his mind only?

(7) Whether the image of God is in man’s power or in his habits and acts?

(8) Whether the image of God is in man by comparison with every object?

(9) Of the difference between “image” and “likeness.”

Whether the image of God is in man? lag.93a.1

Obijection 1. It would seem that the image of Godmage nothing is wanting that is to be found in that of
is not in man. For it is written (Is. 40:18): “To whomwhich it is a copy. Now it is manifest that in man there
have you likened God? or what image will you makis some likeness to God, copied from God as from an
for HIm?” exemplar; yet this likeness is not one of equality, for

Objection 2. Further, to be the image of God isuch an exemplar infinitely excels its copy. Therefore
the property of the First-Begotten, of Whom the Apoghere is in man a likeness to God; not, indeed, a perfect
tle says (Col. 1:15): “Who is the image of the invisibléikeness, but imperfect. And Scripture implies the same
God, the First-Born of every creature.” Therefore thehen it says that man was made “to” God’s likeness;
image of God is not to be found in man. for the preposition “to” signifies a certain approach, as

Objection 3. Further, Hilary says (De Syndyithat of something at a distance.

“an image is of the same species as that which it repre- Reply to Objection 1. The Prophet speaks of bod-
sents”; and he also says that “an image is the undividédimages made by man. Therefore he says pointedly:
and united likeness of one thing adequately represefwthat image will you make for Him?” But God made
ing another.” But there is no species common to bo#hspiritual image to Himself in man.

God and man; nor can there be a comparison of equal- Reply to Objection 2. The First-Born of creatures
ity between God and man. Therefore there can be isadhe perfect Image of God, reflecting perfectly that of

image of God in man. which He is the Image, and so He is said to be the “Im-
On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 1:26): “Let Us age,” and never “to the image.” But man is said to be
make man to Our own image and likeness.” both “image” by reason of the likeness; and “to the im-

| answer that, As Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 74)age” by reason of the imperfect likeness. And since the
“Where an image exists, there forthwith is likeness; bperfect likeness to God cannot be except in an identical
where there is likeness, there is not necessarily an inature, the Image of God exists in His first-born Son; as
age.” Hence it is clear that likeness is essential to #tre image of the king is in his son, who is of the same
image; and that an image adds something to likenessature as himself: whereas it exists in man as in an alien
namely, that it is copied from something else. For arature, as the image of the king is in a silver coin, as Au-
“image” is so called because it is produced as an igustine says explains in De decem Chordis (Serm. ix,
itation of something else; wherefore, for instance, ah, xcvi, De Tempore).
egg, however much like and equal to another egg, is not Reply to Objection 3. As unity means absence of
called an image of the other egg, because it is not copididision, a species is said to be the same as far as it is
from it. one. Now a thing is said to be one not only numerically,

But equality does not belong to the essence of apecifically, or generically, but also according to a cer-
image; for as Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 74): “Whetain analogy or proportion. In this sense a creature is
there is an image there is not necessarily equality,” ase with God, or like to Him; but when Hilary says “of
we see in a person’s image reflected in a glass. Yet thithing which adequately represents another,” this is to
is of the essence of a perfect image; for in a perfdm¢ understood of a perfect image.
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Whether the image of God is to be found in irrational creatures? lag. 93a. 2

Objection 1. It would seem that the image of God Now it is manifest that specific likeness follows the
is to be found in irrational creatures. For Dionysius sayd#timate difference. But some things are like to God
(Div. Nom. ii): “Effects are contingent images of theifirst and most commonly because they exist; secondly,
causes.” But God is the cause not only of rational, bbbecause they live; and thirdly because they know or un-
also of irrational creatures. Therefore the image of Go@rstand; and these last, as Augustine says (QQ. 83,
is to be found in irrational creatures. qu. 51) “approach so near to God in likeness, that

Objection 2. Further, the more distinct a likeness isamong all creatures nothing comes nearer to Him.” It is
the nearer it approaches to the nature of an image. Bldar, therefore, that intellectual creatures alone, prop-
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “the solar ray hasrly speaking, are made to God'’s image.

a very great similitude to the Divine goodness.” There- Reply to Objection 1. Everything imperfect is a
fore it is made to the image of God. participation of what is perfect. Therefore even what

Objection 3. Further, the more perfect anything isalls short of the nature of an image, so far as it pos-
in goodness, the more it is like God. But the whole unsesses any sort of likeness to God, participates in some
verse is more perfect in goodness than man; for thoudggree the nature of an image. So Dionysius says that
each individual thing is good, all things together areffects are “contingent images of their causes”; that is,
called “very good” (Gn. 1:31). Therefore the whol@as much as they happen [contingit] to be so, but not ab-
universe is to the image of God, and not only man.  solutely.

Obijection 4. Further, Boethius (De Consol. iii) says Reply to Objection 2. Dionysius compares the so-
of God: “Holding the world in His mind, and forminglar ray to Divine goodness, as regards its causality; not
it into His image.” Therefore the whole world is to thes regards its natural dignity which is involved in the
image of God, and not only the rational creature. idea of an image.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. vi, Reply to Objection 3. The universe is more per-
12): “Man’s excellence consists in the fact that Goigct in goodness than the intellectual creature as regards
made him to His own image by giving him an intelextension and diffusion; but intensively and collectively
lectual soul, which raises him above the beasts of tthe likeness to the Divine goodness is found rather in
field.” Therefore things without intellect are not madthe intellectual creature, which has a capacity for the
to God's image. highest good. Or else we may say that a part is not

| answer that, Not every likeness, not even whatightly divided against the whole, but only against an-
is copied from something else, is sufficient to make ather part. Wherefore, when we say that the intellectual
image; for if the likeness be only generic, or existing byature alone is to the image of God, we do not mean
virtue of some common accident, this does not suffitieat the universe in any part is not to God’s image, but
for one thing to be the image of another. For instandbat the other parts are excluded.

a worm, though from man it may originate, cannot be Reply to Objection 4. Boethius here uses the word
called man’s image, merely because of the generic liKémage” to express the likeness which the product of an
ness. Nor, if anything is made white like somethingrt bears to the artistic species in the mind of the artist.
else, can we say that it is the image of that thing; fGihus every creature is an image of the exemplar type
whiteness is an accident belonging to many species. Bhgreof in the Divine mind. We are not, however, us-
the nature of an image requires likeness in species; ting the word “image” in this sense; but as it implies a
the image of the king exists in his son: or, at least, likeness in nature, that is, inasmuch as all things, as be-
some specific accident, and chiefly in the shape; thirgg, are like to the First Being; as living, like to the First
we speak of a man’s image in copper. Whence Hilakyfe; and as intelligent, like to the Supreme Wisdom.
says pointedly that “an image is of the same species.”

Whether the angels are more to the image of God than man is? lag. 93 a. 3

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels are ndure is called God’s image so far as it is akin to God.
more to the image of God than man is. For Augu3herefore the angels are not more to the image of God
tine says in a sermon de Imagine xliii (de verbis Apoghan man.

xxvii) that God granted to no other creature besides man Objection 3. Further, a creature is said to be to
to be to His image. Therefore it is not true to say th&od’s image so far as it is of an intellectual nature. But
the angels are more than man to the image of God. the intellectual nature does not admit of intensity or re-

Obijection 2. Further, according to Augustine (QQmissness; for it is not an accidental thing, since it is a
83, qu. 51), “man is so much to God’s image that Galibstance. Therefore the angels are not more to the im-
did not make any creature to be between Him and mage of God than man.
and therefore nothing is more akin to Him.” But a crea- On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. in Evang.



xxxiv): “The angel is called a “seal of resemblancethan man is, we must grant that, absolutely speaking,
[Ezech. 28:12] because in him the resemblance of ttiee angels are more to the image of God than man is,
Divine image is wrought with greater expression.”  but that in some respects man is more like to God.

| answer that, We may speak of God’simage intwo  Reply to Objection 1. Augustine excludes the infe-
ways. First, we may consider in it that in which the imrior creatures bereft of reason from the image of God;
age chiefly consists, that is, the intellectual nature. Thioist not the angels.
the image of God is more perfect in the angels than in Reply to Objection 2. As fire is said to be specifi-
man, because their intellectual nature is more perfecally the most subtle of bodies, while, nevertheless, one
as is clear from what has been said (g. 58, a. 3; q. Knd of fire is more subtle than another; so we say that
a. 8). Secondly, we may consider the image of God mothing is more like to God than the human soul in its
man as regards its accidental qualities, so far as to gieneric and intellectual nature, because as Augustine
serve in man a certain imitation of God, consisting inad said previously, “things which have knowledge, are
the fact that man proceeds from man, as God from Gaah near to Him in likeness that of all creatures none are
and also in the fact that the whole human soul is in tieearer.” Wherefore this does not mean that the angels
whole body, as God from God; and also in the fact thate not more to God’s image.
the whole human soul is in the whole body, and again, Reply to Objection 3. When we say that substance
in every part, as God is in regard to the whole world. lloes not admit of more or less, we do not mean that one
these and the like things the image of God is more pespecies of substance is not more perfect than another;
fect in man than it is in the angels. But these do not bfit that one and the same individual does not partici-
themselves belong to the nature of the Divine image firate in its specific nature at one time more than at an-
man, unless we presuppose the first likeness, whictotber; nor do we mean that a species of substance is
in the intellectual nature; otherwise even brute animabkared among different individuals in a greater or lesser
would be to God’s image. Therefore, as in their intetiegree.
lectual nature, the angels are more to the image of God

Whether the image of God is found in every man? lag. 93 a. 4

Objection 1. It would seem that the image of God iditually knows and loves God, though imperfectly; and
not found in every man. For the Apostle says that “mahis image consists in the conformity of grace. Thirdly,
is the image of God, but woman is the image [Vulgnasmuch as man knows and loves God perfectly; and
glory] of man” (1 Cor. 11:7). Therefore, as woman ithis image consists in the likeness of glory. Wherefore
an individual of the human species, it is clear that eveoy the words, “The light of Thy countenance, O Lord,
individual is not an image of God. is signed upon us” (Ps. 4:7), the gloss distinguishes a

Obijection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 8:29)threefold image of “creation,” of “re-creation,” and of
“Whom God foreknew, He also predestined to be matlékeness.” The first is found in all men, the second only
conformable to the image of His Son.” But all men ari@ the just, the third only in the blessed.
not predestined. Therefore all men have not the confor- Reply to Objection 1. The image of God, in its
mity of image. principal signification, namely the intellectual nature,

Obijection 3. Further, likeness belongs to the nature found both in man and in woman. Hence after the
of the image, as above explained (a. 1). But by sin mamords, “To the image of God He created him,” it is
becomes unlike God. Therefore he loses the imageaafded, “Male and female He created them” (Gn. 1:27).

God. Moreover it is said “them” in the plural, as Augustine
On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 38:7): “Surely (Gen. ad lit. iii, 22) remarks, lest it should be thought
man passeth as an image.” that both sexes were united in one individual. But in

| answer that, Since man is said to be the imaga secondary sense the image of God is found in man,
of God by reason of his intellectual nature, he is trend not in woman: for man is the beginning and end of
most perfectly like God according to that in which hevoman; as God is the beginning and end of every crea-
can best imitate God in his intellectual nature. Noture. So when the Apostle had said that “man is the im-
the intellectual nature imitates God chiefly in this, thatge and glory of God, but woman is the glory of man,”
God understands and loves Himself. Wherefore we dee adds his reason for saying this: “For man is not of
that the image of God is in man in three ways. Firsyoman, but woman of man; and man was not created
inasmuch as man possesses a hatural aptitude for fanwoman, but woman for man.”
derstanding and loving God; and this aptitude consists Reply obj. 2 and 3: These reasons refer to the image
in the very nature of the mind, which is common toonsisting in the conformity of grace and glory.
all men. Secondly, inasmuch as man actually and ha-



Whether the image of God is in man according to the Trinity of Persons? lag.93a.5

Objection 1. It would seem that the image of Godn one way, and plants in another. Wherefore it is mani-
does not exist in man as to the Trinity of Persons. Ffast that the distinction of the Divine Persons is suitable
Augustine says (Fulgentius De Fide ad Petrum i): “One the Divine Nature; and therefore to be to the image of
in essence is the Godhead of the Holy Trinity; and origod by imitation of the Divine Nature does not exclude
is the image to which man was made.” And Hilary (Dbeing to the same image by the representation of the Di-
Trin. v) says: “Man is made to the image of that whickiine Persons: but rather one follows from the other. We
is common in the Trinity.” Therefore the image of Godnust, therefore, say that in man there exists the image of
in man is of the Divine Essence, and not of the Trinit§¢od, both as regards the Divine Nature and as regards
of Persons. the Trinity of Persons; for also in God Himself there is

Obijection 2. Further, it is said (De Eccl. Dogmat.)one Nature in Three Persons.
that the image of God in man is to be referred to eter- Thus itis clear how to solve the first two objections.
nity. Damascene also says (De Fide Orth. ii, 12) that Reply to Objection 3. This argument would avail if
the image of God in man belongs to him as “an intellthe image of God in man represented God in a perfect
gent being endowed with free-will and self-movementthanner. But, as Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 6), there
Gregory of Nyssa (De Homin. Opificio xvi) also asserts a great difference between the trinity within ourselves
that, when Scripture says that “man was made to thed the Divine Trinity. Therefore, as he there says: “We
image of God, it means that human nature was madseeg, rather than believe, the trinity which is in ourselves;
participator of all good: for the Godhead is the fulnesghereas we believe rather than see that God is Trinity.”
of goodness.” Now all these things belong more to the Reply to Objection 4. Some have said that in man
unity of the Essence than to the distinction of the Pdhere is an image of the Son only. Augustine rejects this
sons. Therefore the image of God in man regards, moginion (De Trin. xii, 5,6). First, because as the Son
the Trinity of Persons, but the unity of the Essence. is like to the Father by a likeness of essence, it would

Objection 3. Further, an image leads to the knowlfollow of necessity if man were made in likeness to the
edge of that of which it is the image. Therefore, if therSon, that he is made to the likeness of the Father. Sec-
is in man the image of God as to the Trinity of Personendly, because if man were made only to the image of
since man can know himself by his natural reason,tite Son, the Father would not have said, “Let Us make
follows that by his natural knowledge man could knowan to Our own image and likeness”; but “to Thy im-
the Trinity of the Divine Persons; which is untrue, agge.” When, therefore, it is written, “He made him to
was shown above (g. 32, a. 1). the image of God,” the sense is not that the Father made

Objection 4. Further, the name of Image is not apman to the image of the Son only, Who is God, as some
plicable to any of the Three Persons, but only to the Saxplained it, but that the Divine Trinity made man to Its
for Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 2) that “the Son alonignage, that is, of the whole Trinity. When it is said that
is the image of the Father.” Therefore, if in man thei®od “made man to His image,” this can be understood
were an image of God as regards the Person, this wouldwo ways: first, so that this preposition “to” points to
not be an image of the Trinity, but only of the Son.  the term of the making, and then the sense is, “Let Us

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. iv): “The make man in such a way that Our image may be in him.”
plurality of the Divine Persons is proved from the fac®econdly, this preposition ‘to’ may point to the exem-
that man is said to have been made to the image of Gaaldr cause, as when we say, “This book is made (like)

| answer that, as we have seen (g. 40, a. 2), thi that one.” Thus the image of God is the very Essence
distinction of the Divine Persons is only according tof God, Which is incorrectly called an image forasmuch
origin, or, rather, relations of origin. Now the mode ods image is put for the exemplar. Or, as some say, the
origin is not the same in all things, but in each thinBivine Essence is called an image because thereby one
is adapted to the nature thereof; animated things belrgrson imitates another.
produced in one way, and inanimate in another; animals

Whether the image of God is in man as regards the mind only? lag.93a.6

Objection 1. It would seem that the image of Godlistinction of male and female is in the body. Therefore
is not only in man’s mind. For the Apostle says (1 Cothe image of God is also in the body, and not only in the
11:7) that “the man is the image...of God.” But mamind.
is not only mind. Therefore the image of God is to be Objection 3. Further, an image seems to apply prin-
observed not only in his mind. cipally to the shape of a thing. But shape belongs to the

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Gn. 1:27): “God body. Therefore the image of God is to be seen in man’s
created man to His own image; to the image of God Hedy also, and not in his mind.
created him; male and female He created them.” But the Objection 4. Further, according to Augustine (Gen.



ad lit. xii, 7,24) there is a threefold vision in us, “corever, we do not find the principle of the word, and the
poreal,” “spiritual,” or imaginary, and “intellectual.” word and love; but we do see in them a certain trace of
Therefore, if in the intellectual vision that belongs tthe existence of these in the Cause that produced them.
the mind there exists in us a trinity by reason of whidkor in the fact that a creature has a modified and finite
we are made to the image of God, for the like reasoature, proves that it proceeds from a principle; while
there must be another trinity in the others. its species points to the (mental) word of the maker, just
On the contrary, The Apostle says (Eph. 4:23,24)as the shape of a house points to the idea of the archi-
“Be renewed in the spirit of your mind, and put on th&ect; and order points to the maker’s love by reason of
new man.” Whence we are given to understand that auhich he directs the effect to a good end; as also the use
renewal which consists in putting on the new man, bef the house points to the will of the architect. So we
longs to the mind. Now, he says (Col. 3:10): “Puttinfind in man a likeness to God by way of an “image” in
on the new” man; “him who is renewed unto knowlhis mind; but in the other parts of his being by way of a
edge” of God, “according to the image of Him that cretrace.”
ated him,” where the renewal which consists in putting Reply to Objection 1. Man is called to the image
on the new man is ascribed to the image of God. Thed-God; not that he is essentially an image; but that the
fore to be to the image of God belongs to the mind onlynage of God is impressed on his mind; as a coin is
I answer that, While in all creatures there is somen image of the king, as having the image of the king.
kind of likeness to God, in the rational creature alon&herefore there is no need to consider the image of God
we find a likeness of “image” as we have explainesks existing in every part of man.
above (Aa. 1,2); whereas in other creatures we find a Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Trin.
likeness by way of a “trace.” Now the intellect or minii, 5), some have thought that the image of God was not
is that whereby the rational creature excels other créa-man individually, but severally. They held that “the
tures; wherefore this image of God is not found evenan represents the Person of the Father; those born of
in the rational creature except in the mind; while in theman denote the person of the Son; and that the woman
other parts, which the rational creature may happenisma third person in likeness to the Holy Ghost, since she
possess, we find the likeness of a “trace,” as in oth&w proceeded from man as not to be his son or daughter.”
creatures to which, in reference to such parts, the ratid} of this is manifestly absurd; first, because it would
nal creature can be likened. We may easily understdotlow that the Holy Ghost is the principle of the Son,
the reason of this if we consider the way in which as the woman is the principle of the man’s offspring;
“trace,” and the way in which an “image,” representsecondly, because one man would be only the image
anything. An “image” represents something by likenes$ one Person; thirdly, because in that case Scripture
in species, as we have said; while a “trace” represest®uld not have mentioned the image of God in man
something by way of an effect, which represents thmtil after the birth of the offspring. Therefore we must
cause in such a way as not to attain to the likenessurfderstand that when Scripture had said, “to the image
species. For imprints which are left by the movementé God He created him,” it added, “male and female He
of animals are called “traces”: so also ashes are a traceated them,” not to imply that the image of God came
of fire, and desolation of the land a trace of a hostitbrough the distinction of sex, but that the image of God
army. belongs to both sexes, since it is in the mind, wherein
Therefore we may observe this difference betweémere is no sexual distinction of sex, but that the image
rational creatures and others, both as to the represenfacod belongs to both sexes, since it is in the mind,
tion of the likeness of the Divine Nature in creaturesyherein there is no sexual distinction. Wherefore the
and as to the representation in them of the uncreat®gostle (Col. 3:10), after saying, “According to the im-
Trinity. For as to the likeness of the Divine Nature, raage of Him that created him,” added, “Where there is
tional creatures seem to attain, after a fashion, to theither male nor femalé”(Vulg. “neither Gentile nor
representation of the species, inasmuch as they imitaésv”).
God, not only in being and life, but also in intelligence, Reply to Objection 3. Although the image of God
as above explained (a. 2); whereas other creaturesimdonan is not to be found in his bodily shape, yet be-
not understand, although we observe in them a certaause “the body of man alone among terrestrial animals
trace of the Intellect that created them, if we consider not inclined prone to the ground, but is adapted to
their disposition. Likewise as the uncreated Trinity i®ok upward to heaven, for this reason we may rightly
distinguished by the procession of the Word from treay that it is made to God’s image and likeness, rather
Speaker, and of Love from both of these, as we hatrean the bodies of other animals,” as Augustine remarks
seen (q. 28, a. 3); so we may say that in rational crd®Q. 83, qu. 51). But this is not to be understood as
tures wherein we find a procession of the word in thhough the image of God were in man’s body; but in the
intellect, and a procession of the love in the will, thergense that the very shape of the human body represents
exists an image of the uncreated Trinity, by a certaihe image of God in the soul by way of a trace.
representation of the species. In other creatures, how-Reply to Objection 4. Both in the corporeal and in

* these words are in reality from Gal. 3:28



the imaginary vision we may find a trinity, as Augusthe species in the memory, though not extrinsic to the
tine says (De Trin. xi, 2). For in corporeal vision thersoul, is adventitious to it; and thus in both cases the
is first the species of the exterior body; secondly, the agecies falls short of representing the connaturality and
of vision, which occurs by the impression on the sigleb-eternity of the Divine Persons. The corporeal vision,
of a certain likeness of the said species; thirdly, the iteo, does not proceed only from the species of the ex-
tention of the will applying the sight to see, and to res¢rnal body, but from this, and at the same time from
on what is seen. the sense of the seer; in like manner imaginary vision

Likewise, in the imaginary vision we find first theis not from the species only which is preserved in the
species kept in the memory; secondly, the vision itremory, but also from the imagination. For these rea-
self, which is caused by the penetrative power of tlsens the procession of the Son from the Father alone is
soul, that is, the faculty of imagination, informed by thaot suitably represented. Lastly the intention of the will
species; and thirdly, we find the intention of the wiljoining the two together, does not proceed from them
joining both together. But each of these trinities fallgither in corporeal or spiritual vision. Wherefore the
short of the Divine image. For the species of the ext@rocession of the Holy Ghost from the Father and the
nal body is extrinsic to the essence of the soul; whifon is not thus properly represented.

Whether the image of God is to be found in the acts of the soul? lag.93a.7

Objection 1. It would seem that the image of Godut actual thought,” as Augustine says (De Trin. xiv,
is not found in the acts of the soul. For Augustine say3. Therefore, first and chiefly, the image of the Trin-
(De Civ. Dei xi, 26), that “man was made to God’s imity is to be found in the acts of the soul, that is, inas-
age, inasmuch as we exist and know that we exist, amdch as from the knowledge which we possess, by ac-
love this existence and knowledge.” But to exist dodsal thought we form an internal word; and thence break
not signify an act. Therefore the image of God is not forth into love. But, since the principles of acts are the
be found in the soul’s acts. habits and powers, and everything exists virtually in its

Objection 2. Further, Augustine (De Trin. ix, 4) principle, therefore, secondarily and consequently, the
assigns God’s image in the soul to these three thingsmage of the Trinity may be considered as existing in
mind, knowledge, and love. But mind does not signifihe powers, and still more in the habits, forasmuch as
an act, but rather the power or the essence of the ihe acts virtually exist therein.
tellectual soul. Therefore the image of God does not Reply to Objection 1. Our being bears the image
extend to the acts of the soul. of God so far as if is proper to us, and excels that of the

Objection 3. Further, Augustine (De Trin. X, 11)other animals, that is to say, in so far as we are endowed
assigns the image of the Trinity in the soul to “memorwith a mind. Therefore, this trinity is the same as that
understanding, and will.” But these three are “naturalhich Augustine mentions (De Trin. ix, 4), and which
powers of the soul,” as the Master of the Sentences sagssists in mind, knowledge, and love.

(1 Sent. D iii). Therefore the image of God is in the Replyto Objection 2. Augustine observed this trin-
powers, and does not extend to the acts of the soul. ity, first, as existing in the mind. But because the mind,

Objection 4. Further, the image of the Trinity al-though it knows itself entirely in a certain degree, yet
ways remains in the soul. But an act does not alwagso in a way does not know itself—namely, as being
remain. Therefore the image of God does not extenddistinct from others (and thus also it searches itself,
the acts. as Augustine subsequently proves—De Trin. X, 3,4);

On the contrary, Augustine (De Trin. xi, 2 seqq.)therefore, as though knowledge were not in equal pro-
assigns the trinity in the lower part of the soul, in relgortion to mind, he takes three things in the soul which
tion to the actual vision, whether sensible or imaginare proper to the mind, namely, memory, understand-
tive. Therefore, also, the trinity in the mind, by reasaing, and will; which everyone is conscious of possess-
of which man is like to God’s image, must be referreithg; and assigns the image of the Trinity pre-eminently
to actual vision. to these three, as though the first assignation were in

| answer that, As above explained (a. 2), a certaimpart deficient.
representation of the species belongs to the nature of anReply to Objection 3. As Augustine proves (De
image. Hence, if the image of the Divine Trinity is tdlrin. Xiv, 7), we may be said to understand, will, and
be found in the soul, we must look for it where the sotb love certain things, both when we actually consider
approaches the nearest to a representation of the spdties, and when we do not thing of them. When they are
of the Divine Persons. Now the Divine Persons are diset under our actual consideration, they are objects of
tinct from each other by reason of the procession of thar memory only, which, in his opinion, is nothing else
Word from the Speaker, and the procession of Love cahan habitual retention of knowledge and love'But
necting Both. But in our soul word “cannot exist withsince,” as he says, “a word cannot be there without ac-

* Cf.q.79,a.7,ad 1



tual thought (for we think everything that we say, eveitself, ever loves itself”; which some take to mean that
if we speak with that interior word belonging to no nathe soul ever actually understands, and loves itself. But
tion’s tongue), this image chiefly consists in these three excludes this interpretation by adding that “it does
things, memory, understanding, and will. And by umot always think of itself as actually distinct from other
derstanding | mean here that whereby we understahithgs.” Thus itis clear that the soul always understands
with actual thought; and by will, love, or dilection land loves itself, not actually but habitually; though we
mean that which unites this child with its parent.” Frommight say that by perceiving its own act, it understands
which it is clear that he places the image of the Divirieself whenever it understands anything. But since it
Trinity more in actual understanding and will, than ifs not always actually understanding, as in the case of
these as existing in the habitual retention of the mesieep, we must say that these acts, although not al-
ory; although even thus the image of the Trinity existgays actually existing, yet ever exist in their principles,
in the soul in a certain degree, as he says in the sathe habits and powers. Wherefore, Augustine says (De
place. Thus it is clear that memory, understanding, amdn. xiv, 4): “If the rational soul is made to the im-
will are not three powers as stated in the Sentences. age of God in the sense that it can make use of reason

Reply to Objection 4. Someone might answer byand intellect to understand and consider God, then the
referring to Augustine’s statement (De Trin. xiv, 6)image of God was in the soul from the beginning of its
that “the mind ever remembers itself, ever understanelastence.”

Whether the image of the Divine Trinity is in the soul only by comparison with God lag. 93 a. 8
as its object?

Obijection 1. It would seem that the image of the Dismall, attains to a representation of the species. Where-
vine Trinity is in the soul not only by comparison withfore we need to seek in the image of the Divine Trinity
God as its object. For the image of the Divine Trinity i81 the soul some kind of representation of species of the
to be found in the soul, as shown above (a. 7), accordiDiyine Persons, so far as this is possible to a creature.
as the word in us proceeds from the speaker; and Idvew the Divine Persons, as above stated (Aa. 6,7), are
from both. But this is to be found in us as regards amlystinguished from each other according to the proces-
object. Therefore the image of the Divine Trinity is irsion of the word from the speaker, and the procession
our mind as regards any object. of love from both. Moreover the Word of God is born

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. xii,of God by the knowledge of Himself; and Love pro-
4) that “when we seek trinity in the soul, we seek it ineeds from God according as He loves Himself. But it
the whole of the soul, without separating the processiefclear that diversity of objects diversifies the species
reasoning in temporal matters from the considerationaif word and love; for in the human mind the species
things eternal.” Therefore the image of the Trinity is tof a stone is specifically different from that of a horse,
be found in the soul, even as regards temporal objectahich also the love regarding each of them is specifi-

Objection 3. Further, it is by grace that we carcally different. Hence we refer the Divine image in man
know and love God. If, therefore, the image of the Trirto the verbal concept born of the knowledge of God,
ity is found in the soul by reason of the memory, undeand to the love derived therefrom. Thus the image of
standing, and will or love of God, this image is not ilGod is found in the soul according as the soul turns to
man by nature but by grace, and thus is not commonG@d, or possesses a nature that enables it to turn to God.
all. Now the mind may turn towards an object in two ways:

Objection 4. Further, the saints in heaven are moslirectly and immediately, or indirectly and mediately;
perfectly conformed to the image of God by the beatifas, for instance, when anyone sees a man reflected in a
vision; wherefore it is written (2 Cor. 3:18): “We. .. ardooking-glass he may be said to be turned towards that
transformed into the same image from glory to glorythan. So Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 8), the “the mind
But temporal things are known by the beatific visionemembers itself, understands itself, and loves itself. If
Therefore the image of God exists in us even according perceive this, we perceive a trinity, not, indeed, God,
to temporal things. but, nevertheless, rightly called the image of God.” But

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 12):this is due to the fact, not that the mind reflects on itself
“The image of God exists in the mind, not because it habsolutely, but that thereby it can furthermore turn to
a remembrance of itself, loves itself, and understands@ed, as appears from the authority quoted above (Arg.
self; but because it can also remember, understand, &wdthe contrary).
love God by Whom it was made.” Much less, there- Reply to Objection 1. For the notion of an image
fore, is the image of God in the soul, in respect of othéris not enough that something proceed from another,
objects. but it is also necessary to observe what proceeds and

| answer that, As above explained (Aa. 2,7), im-whence it proceeds; namely, that what is Word of God
age means a likeness which in some degree, howepssceeds from knowledge of God.



Reply to Objection 2. In all the soul we may is a certain natural knowledge and love as seen above
see a kind of trinity, not, however, as though besidés. 12, a. 12; g. 56, a. 3; g. 60, a. 5). This, too, is natu-
the action of temporal things and the contemplation wdl that the mind, in order to understand God, can make
eternal things, “any third thing should be required tose of reason, in which sense we have already said that
make up the trinity,” as he adds in the same passatie image of God abides ever in the soul; “whether this
But in that part of the reason which is concerned wiimage of God be so obsolete,” as it were clouded, “as
temporal things, “although a trinity may be found; yedlmost to amount to nothing,” as in those who have not
the image of God is not to be seen there,” as he sdlie use of reason; “or obscured and disfigured,” as in
farther on; forasmuch as this knowledge of temporsinners; or “clear and beautiful,” as in the just; as Au-
things is adventitious to the soul. Moreover even thgaustine says (De Trin. xiv, 6).
habits whereby temporal things are known are not al- Reply to Objection 4. By the vision of glory tem-
ways present; but sometimes they are actually presgutral things will be seen in God Himself; and such a vi-
and sometimes present only in memory even after th&pn of things temporal will belong to the image of God.
begin to exist in the soul. Such is clearly the case wiffhis is what Augustine means (De Trin. xiv, 6), when
faith, which comes to us temporally for this present lifdje says that “in that nature to which the mind will bliss-
while in the future life faith will no longer exist, but onlyfully adhere, whatever it sees it will see as unchange-
the remembrance of faith. able”; for in the Uncreated Word are the types of all

Reply to Objection 3. The meritorious knowledgecreatures.
and love of God can be in us only by grace. Yet there

Whether “likeness” is properly distinguished from “image”? lag.93a.9

Objection 1. It would seem that “likeness” is notscendental, it is both common to all, and adapted to
properly distinguished from “image.” For “genus” is noeach single thing, just as the good and the true. Where-
properly distinguished from “species.” Now, “likenessfore, as the good can be compared to each individual
is to “image” as genus to species: because, “where thdrmg both as its preamble, and as subsequent to it, as
is image, forthwith there is likeness, but not converselgignifying some perfection in it, so also in the same
as Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 74). Therefore “likevay there exists a kind of comparison between “like-
ness” is not properly to be distinguished from “image fhess” and “image.” For the good is a preamble to man,

Objection 2. Further, the nature of the imagénasmuch as man is an individual good; and, again, the
consists not only in the representation of the Divingood is subsequent to man, inasmuch as we may say
Persons, but also in the representation of the Divinéa certain man that he is good, by reason of his per-
Essence, to which representation belong immortaliigct virtue. In like manner, likeness may be considered
and indivisibility. So it is not true to say that the “like-n the light of a preamble to image, inasmuch as it is
ness is in the essence because it is immortal and indigemething more general than image, as we have said
ible; whereas the image is in other things” (Sent. ii, bove (a. 1): and, again, it may be considered as sub-
XVi). sequent to image, inasmuch as it signifies a certain per-

Objection 3. Further, the image of God in man idection of image. For we say that an image is like or un-
threefold—the image of nature, of grace, and of glorfke what it represents, according as the representation
as above explained (a. 4). But innocence and righteoissperfect or imperfect. Thus likeness may be distin-
ness belong to grace. Therefore it is incorrectly sagglished from image in two ways: first as its preamble
(Sent. ii, D, xvi) “that the image is taken from the memand existing in more things, and in this sense likeness
ory, the understanding and the will, while the likenesegards things which are more common than the intel-
is from innocence and righteousness.” lectual properties, wherein the image is properly to be

Objection 4. Further, knowledge of truth belongsseen. In this sense it is stated (QQ. 83, qu. 51) that “the
to the intellect, and love of virtue to the will; whichspirit” (namely, the mind) without doubt was made to
two things are parts of the image. Therefore it is incathe image of God. “But the other parts of man,” belong-
rect to say (Sent. ii, D, xvi) that “the image consists iimg to the soul’s inferior faculties, or even to the body,
the knowledge of truth, and the likeness in the love &dre in the opinion of some made to God’s likeness.” In
virtue.” this sense he says (De Quant. Animae ii) that the like-

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 51)ness of God is found in the soul’s incorruptibility; for
“Some consider that these two were mentioned nairruptible and incorruptible are differences of univer-
without reason, namely “image” and “likeness,” sincasal beings. But likeness may be considered in another
if they meant the same, one would have sufficed.” way, as signifying the expression and perfection of the

| answer that, Likeness is a kind of unity, for one-image. In this sense Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
ness in quality causes likeness, as the Philosopher sgyk2) that the image implies “an intelligent being, en-
(Metaph. v, Did. iv, 15). Now, since “one” is a tran-dowed with free-will and self-movement, whereas like-



ness implies a likeness of power, as far as this may et in those conditions subsequent to general notions of
possible in man.” In the same sense “likeness” is saiging, such as simplicity and indissolubility.
to belong to “the love of virtue”: for there is no virtue  Reply to Objection 3. Even certain virtues are nat-
without love of virtue. ural to the soul, at least, in their seeds, by reason of
Reply to Objection 1. “Likeness” is not distinct which we may say that a natural “likeness” exists in the
from “image” in the general notion of “likeness” (forsoul. Nor it is unfitting to us the term “image” from one
thus it is included in “image”); but so far as any “likepoint of view and from another the term “likeness.”
ness” falls short of “image,” or again, as it perfects the Reply to Objection 4. Love of the word, which is
idea of “image.” knowledge loved, belongs to the nature of “image”; but
Reply to Objection 2. The soul's essence belongfove of virtue belongs to “likeness,” as virtue itself be-
to the “image,” as representing the Divine Essence longs to likeness.
those things which belong to the intellectual nature; but



