FIRST PART, QUESTION 39

Of the Persons in Relation to the Essence
(In Eight Articles)

Those things considered which belong to the divine persons absolutely, we next treat of what concerns the person
in reference to the essence, to the properties, and to the notional acts; and of the comparison of these with each other.
As regards the first of these, there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the essence in God is the same as the person?

(2) Whether we should say that the three persons are of one essence?

(3) Whether essential names should be predicated of the persons in the plural, or in the singular?

(4) Whether notional adjectives, or verbs, or participles, can be predicated of the essential names taken
in a concrete sense?

(5) Whether the same can be predicated of essential names taken in the abstract?

(6) Whether the names of the persons can be predicated of concrete essential names?

(7) Whether essential attributes can be appropriated to the persons?

(8) Which attributes should be appropriated to each person?

Whether in God the essence is the same as the person? lag.39a.1

Obijection 1. It would seem that in God the essenceelations as realities. But as it was shown above (g. 28,
is not the same as person. For whenever essence isath®) in creatures relations are accidental, whereas in God
same as person or “suppositum,” there can be only dhey are the divine essence itself. Thence it follows that
“suppositum” of one nature, as is clear in the case of &l God essence is not really distinct from person; and yet
separate substances. For in those things which are retiigt the persons are really distinguished from each other.
one and the same, one cannot be multiplied apart fréfar person, as above stated (g. 29, a. 4), signifies relation
the other. But in God there is one essence and three @ersubsisting in the divine nature. But relation as referred
sons, as is clear from what is above expounded (qg. 28, adthe essence does not differ therefrom really, but only in
g. 30, a. 2). Therefore essence is not the same as persoar way of thinking; while as referred to an opposite rela-

Objection 2. Further, simultaneous affirmation andion, it has a real distinction by virtue of that opposition.
negation of the same things in the same respect cannofhas there are one essence and three persons.
true. But affirmation and negation are true of essence andReply to Objection 1. There cannot be a distinction
of person. For person is distinct, whereas essence is wbt:suppositum” in creatures by means of relations, but
Therefore person and essence are not the same. only by essential principles; because in creatures relations

Objection 3. Further, nothing can be subject to itare not subsistent. Butin God relations are subsistent, and
self. But person is subject to essence; whence it is callmby reason of the opposition between them they distin-
“suppositum” or “hypostasis.” Therefore person is not tlguish the “supposita”; and yet the essence is not distin-
same as essence. guished, because the relations themselves are not distin-

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 7):guished from each other so far as they are identified with
“When we say the person of the Father we mean nothithge essence.
else but the substance of the Father.” Reply to Objection 2. As essence and person in God

| answer that, The truth of this question is quite cleadiffer in our way of thinking, it follows that something
if we consider the divine simplicity. For it was showrtan be denied of the one and affirmed of the other; and
above (g. 3, a. 3) that the divine simplicity requires that therefore, when we suppose the one, we need not suppose
God essence is the same as “suppositum,” which in intide other.
lectual substances is nothing else than person. But a dif-Reply to Objection 3. Divine things are named by us
ficulty seems to arise from the fact that while the divinafter the way of created things, as above explained (g. 13,
persons are multiplied, the essence nevertheless retainddtsl,3). And since created natures are individualized by
unity. And because, as Boethius says (De Trin. i), “releaatter which is the subject of the specific nature, it fol-
tion multiplies the Trinity of persons,” some have thoughdws that individuals are called “subjects,” “supposita,”
that in God essence and person differ, forasmuch as tleeyhypostases.” So the divine persons are named “sup-
held the relations to be “adjacent”; considering only in th@osita” or “hypostases,” but not as if there really existed
relations the idea of “reference to another,” and not tlay real “supposition” or “subjection.”

The “Summa Theologica” of St. Thomas Aquinbkierally translated by Fathers of the English Dominican Province. Second and Revised Edition, 1920.



Whether it must be said that the three persons are of one essence? lag.39a.2

Objection 1. It would seem not right to say that thaunless some adjective qualifies the form; as when we say:
three persons are of one essence. For Hilary says (Dhat woman is of a handsome figure,” or: “This man is of
Synod.) that the Father, Son and Holy Ghost “are indepeérfect virtue.” In like manner, as in God the persons are
three by substance, but one in harmony.” But the sulnultiplied, and the essence is not multiplied, we speak of
stance of God is His essence. Therefore the three persmms essence of the three persons, and three persons of the
are not of one essence. one essence, provided that these genitives be understood

Objection 2. Further, nothing is to be affirmed of Godas designating the form.
except what can be confirmed by the authority of Holy Reply to Objection 1. Substance is here taken for the
Writ, as appears from Dionysius (Div. Nom. i). Nowhypostasis,” and not for the essence.

Holy Writ never says that the Father, Son and Holy Ghost Reply to Objection 2. Although we may not find it
are of one essence. Therefore this should not be assertitlared in Holy Writ in so many words that the three per-

Objection 3. Further, the divine nature is the sameons are of one essence, nevertheless we find it so stated
as the divine essence. It suffices therefore to say that #saregards the meaning; for instance, “l and the Father are
three persons are of one nature. one (Jn. 10:30),” and “I am in the Father, and the Father

Objection 4. Further, it is not usual to say that then Me (Jn. 10:38)"; and there are many other texts of the
person is of the essence; but rather that the essence isapfie import.
the person. Therefore it does not seem fitting to say that Reply to Objection 3. Because “nature” designates
the three persons are of one essence. the principle of action while “essence” comes from being

Objection 5. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. vii,Jessendo], things may be said to be of one nature which
6) that we do not say that the three persons are “from cagree in some action, as all things which give heat; but
essence [ex una essentia)],” lest we should seem to irahty those things can be said to be of “one essence” which
cate a distinction between the essence and the persorsaive one being. So the divine unity is better described by
God. But prepositions which imply transition, denote thgaying that the three persons are “of one essence,” than by
oblique case. Therefore it is equally wrong to say that teaying they are “of one nature.”
three persons are “of one essence [unius essentiae].” Reply to Objection 4. Form, in the absolute sense,

Objection 6. Further, nothing should be said of Gods wont to be designated as belonging to that of which it
which can be occasion of error. Now, to say that the thrisethe form, as we say “the virtue of Peter.” On the other
persons are of one essence or substance, furnishes deaad, the thing having form is not wont to be designated
sion of error. For, as Hilary says (De Synod.): “One subs belonging to the form except when we wish to qualify
stance predicated of the Father and the Son signifies eithiedesignate the form. In which case two genitives are re-
one subsistent, with two denominations; or one substamgered, one signifying the form, and the other signifying
divided into two imperfect substances; or a third prior subiie determination of the form, as, for instance, when we
stance taken and assumed by the other two.” Thereforsdy, “Peter is of great virtue [magnae virtutis],” or else one
must not be said that the three persons are of one sgénitive must have the force of two, as, for instance, “he
stance. is a man of blood"—that is, he is a man who sheds much

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Maxim. iii) blood [multi sanguinis]. So, because the divine essence
that the wordhomoousionwhich the Council of Nicaea signifies a form as regards the person, it may properly be
adopted against the Arians, means that the three perssaid that the essence is of the person; but we cannot say
are of one essence. the converse, unless we add some term to designate the

| answer that, As above explained (g. 13, Aa. 1,2)essence; as, for instance, the Father is a person of the “di-
divine things are named by our intellect, not as they realline essence”; or, the three persons are “of one essence.”
are in themselves, for in that way it knows them not; butin Reply to Objection 5. The preposition “from” or “out
a way that belongs to things created. And as in the objeofs does not designate the habitude of a formal cause, but
of the senses, whence the intellect derives its knowledggther the habitude of an efficient or material cause; which
the nature of the species is made individual by the mattesuses are in all cases distinguished from those things of
and thus the nature is as the form, and the individualvidich they are the causes. For nothing can be its own
the “suppositum” of the form; so also in God the esseno®matter, nor its own active principle. Yet a thing may be its
is taken as the form of the three persons, according to own form, as appears in all immaterial things. So, when
mode of signification. Now in creatures we say that eveme say, “three persons of one essence,” taking essence as
form belongs to that whereof it is the form; as the healttaving the habitude of form, we do not mean that essence
and beauty of a man belongs to the man. But we do netifferent from person, which we should mean if we said,
say of that which has a form, that it belongs to the forrfthree persons from the same essence.”
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Reply to Objection 6. As Hilary says (De Synod.):to me, if | understand it rightly?. .. The oneness of nature
“It would be prejudicial to holy things, if we had to dodoes not result from division, or from union or from com-
away with them, just because some do not think themunity of possession, but from one nature being proper to
holy. So if some misunderstafmmbmoousionwhat is that both Father and Son.”

Whether essential names should be predicated in the singular of the three persons? lag.39a.3

Objection 1. It would seem that essential names, dkey adjectives. For we say that many men are a college,
the name “God,” should not be predicated in the singular an army, or a people; but we say that many men are
of the three persons, but in the plural. For as “man” sigellegians. Now in God the divine essence is signified by
nifies “one that has humanity,” so God signifies “one thatay of a form, as above explained (a. 2), which, indeed,
has Godhead.” But the three persons are three who havsimple and supremely one, as shown above (g. 3, a. 7;
Godhead. Therefore the three persons are “three Godgj’ 11, a. 4). So, names which signify the divine essence in

Objection 2. Further, Gn. 1:1, where it is said, “Ina substantive manner are predicated of the three persons
the beginning God created heaven and earth,” the Hebiiewhe singular, and not in the plural. This, then, is the rea-
original has “Elohim,” which may be rendered “Gods” oson why we say that Socrates, Plato and Cicero are “three
“Judges”: and this word is used on account of the plurahen”; whereas we do not say the Father, Son and Holy
ity of persons. Therefore the three persons are “seve@dlost are “three Gods,” but “one God”; forasmuch as in
Gods,” and not “one” God. the three “supposita” of human nature there are three hu-

Obijection 3. Further, this word “thing” when it is said manities, whereas in the three divine Persons there is but
absolutely, seems to belong to substance. But it is predie divine essence. On the other hand, the names which
icated of the three persons in the plural. For Augustisgnify essence in an adjectival manner are predicated of
says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 5): “The things that are thihe three persons plurally, by reason of the plurality of
objects of our future glory are the Father, Son and Hdlgupposita.” For we say there are three “existent” or three
Ghost.” Therefore other essential names can be predicatgide” beings, or three “eternal,” “uncreated,” and “im-
in the plural of the three persons. mense” beings, if these terms are understood in an adjec-

Objection 4. Further, as this word “God” signifies “atival sense. But if taken in a substantive sense, we say
being who has Deity,” so also this word “person” signifie®ne uncreated, immense, eternal being,” as Athanasius
a being subsisting in an intellectual nature. But we sdgclares.
there are three persons. So for the same reason we carReply to Objection 1. Though the name “God” sig-

say there are “three Gods.” nifies a being having Godhead, nevertheless the mode of
On the contrary, It is said (Dt. 6:4): “Hear, O Israel, signification is different. For the name “God” is used sub-
the Lord thy God is one God.” stantively; whereas “having Godhead” is used adjectively.

| answer that, Some essential names signify th€onsequently, although there are “three having Godhead,”
essence after the manner of substantives; while others gigoes not follow that there are three Gods.
nify it after the manner of adjectives. Those which signify Reply to Objection 2. Various languages have diverse
it as substantives are predicated of the three persons inrtfteles of expression. So as by reason of the plurality of
singular only, and not in the plural. Those which signiffsupposita” the Greeks said “three hypostases,” so also in
the essence as adjectives are predicated of the three Hebrew “Elohim” is in the plural. We, however, do not
sons in the plural. The reason of this is that substantivegsply the plural either to “God” or to “substance,” lest
signify something by way of substance, while adjectivedurality be referred to the substance.
signify something by way of accident, which adheres to a Reply to Objection 3. This word “thing” is one of the
subject. Now just as substance has existence of itself tssmscendentals. Whence, so far as it is referred to rela-
also it has of itself unity or multitude; wherefore the sirtion, it is predicated of God in the plural; whereas, so far
gularity or plurality of a substantive name depends upas it is referred to the substance, it is predicated in the sin-
the form signified by the name. But as accidents have thgiar. So Augustine says, in the passage quoted, that “the
existence in a subject, so they have unity or plurality frosame Trinity is a thing supreme.”
their subject; and therefore the singularity and plurality of Reply to Objection 4. The form signified by the word
adjectives depends upon their “supposita.” In creaturéserson” is not essence or nature, but personality. So, as
one form does not exist in several “supposita” except tiyere are three personalities—that is, three personal prop-
unity of order, as the form of an ordered multitude. Serties in the Father, Son and Holy Ghost—it is predicated
if the names signifying such a form are substantives, thefjthe three, not in the singular, but in the plural.
are predicated of many in the singular, but otherwise if



Whether the concrete essential names can stand for the person? lag.39a. 4

Objection 1. It would seem that the concrete, essetny reason of the form signified—that is, Godhead. But
tial names cannot stand for the person, so that we can tretymetimes it stands for the person, either for only one, as
say “God begot God.” For, as the logicians say, “a singwhen we say, “God begets,” or for two, as when we say,
lar term signifies what it stands for.” But this name “God*God spirates”; or for three, as when it is said: “To the
seems to be a singular term, for it cannot be predicat€iohg of ages, immortal, invisible, the only God,” etc. (1
in the plural, as above explained (a. 3). Therefore, sintin. 1:17).
it signifies the essence, it stands for essence, and not forReply to Objection 1. Although this name “God”
person. agrees with singular terms as regards the form signified

Objection 2. Further, a term in the subject is not modnot being multiplied; nevertheless it agrees also with gen-
ified by a term in the predicate, as to its significatiomral terms so far as the form signified is to be found in
but only as to the sense signified in the predicate. Bagveral “supposita.” So it need not always stand for the
when | say, “God creates,” this name “God” stands for tlessence it signifies.
essence. So when we say “God begot,” this term “God” Reply to Objection 2. This holds good against those
cannot by reason of the notional predicate, stand for peso say that the word “God” does not naturally stand for
son. person.

Objection 3. Further, if this be true, “God begot,” be-  Reply to Objection 3. The word “God” stands for the
cause the Father generates; for the same reason this is raeson in a different way from that in which this word
“God does not beget,” because the Son does not begetan” does; for since the form signified by this word
Therefore there is God who begets, and there is God wiean"—that is, humanity—is really divided among its
does not beget; and thus it follows that there are two Godsfferent subjects, it stands of itself for the person, even

Objection 4. Further, if “God begot God,” He begotif there is no adjunct determining it to the person—that
either God, that is Himself, or another God. But He did, to a distinct subject. The unity or community of the
not beget God, that is Himself; for, as Augustine says (be@man nature, however, is not a reality, but is only in the
Trin. i, 1), “nothing begets itself.” Neither did He begetonsideration of the mind. Hence this term “man” does
another God; as there is only one God. Therefore itnst stand for the common nature, unless this is required
false to say, “God begot God.” by some adjunct, as when we say, “man is a species”;

Objection 5. Further, if “God begot God,” He begotwhereas the form signified by the name “God"—that is,
either God who is the Father, or God who is not the Ftae divine essence—is really one and common. So of it-
ther. If God who is the Father, then God the Father waslf it stands for the common nature, but by some adjunct
begotten. If God who is not the Father, then there is a Gibchay be restricted so as to stand for the person. So, when
who is not God the Father: which is false. Thereforete say, “God generates,” by reason of the notional act this

cannot be said that “God begot God.” name “God” stands for the person of the Father. But when
On the contrary, In the Creed it is said, “God of we say, “God does not generate,” there is no adjunct to
God.” determine this name to the person of the Son, and hence

| answer that, Some have said that this name “Godthe phrase means that generation is repugnant to the di-
and the like, properly according to their nature, stand feine nature. If, however, something be added belonging
the essence, but by reason of some notional adjunct tarehe person of the Son, this proposition, for instance,
made to stand for the Person. This opinion apparentfyod begotten does not beget,” is true. Consequently, it
arose from considering the divine simplicity, which redoes not follow that there exists a “God generator,” and a
quires that in God, He “who possesses” and “what is pd§&od not generator”; unless there be an adjunct pertain-
sessed” be the same. So He who possesses Godhiegdp the persons; as, for instance, if we were to say, “the
which is signified by the name God, is the same as Gdehther is God the generator” and the “Son is God the non-
head. But when we consider the proper way of expressiggnerator” and so it does not follow that there are many
ourselves, the mode of signification must be consider&ods; for the Father and the Son are one God, as was said
no less than the thing signified. Hence as this word “Godbove (a. 3).
signifies the divine essence as in Him Who possesses it,Reply to Objection 4. This is false, “the Father be-
just as the name “man” signifies humanity in a subjegpt God, that is Himself,” because the word “Himself,”
others more truly have said that this word “God,” froras a reciprocal term, refers to the same “suppositum.”
its mode of signification, can, in its proper sense, stahbr is this contrary to what Augustine says (Ep. Ixvi
for person, as does the word “man.” So this word “Godid Maxim.) that “God the Father begot another self [al-
sometimes stands for the essence, as when we say “@ovdm se],” forasmuch as the word “se” is either in the
creates”; because this predicate is attributed to the subpdaiative case, and then it means “He begot another from
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Himself,” or it indicates a single relation, and thus poinfalse. Wherefore the negative of the proposition is true,
to identity of nature. This is, however, either a figurativiHe begot God Who is not God the Father.” If however,
or an emphatic way of speaking, so that it would reallye understand these words not to be in apposition, and
mean, “He begot another most like to Himself.” Likewiseequire something to be added, then, on the contrary, the
also it is false to say, “He begot another God,” becauaffirmative proposition is true, and the negative is false; so
although the Son is another than the Father, as abovetbat the meaning would be, “He begot God Who is God
plained (g. 31, a. 2), nevertheless it cannot be said thatWéo is the Father.” Such a rendering however appears to
is “another God”; forasmuch as this adjective “anothebe forced, so that it is better to say simply that the affir-
would be understood to apply to the substantive God; amétive proposition is false, and the negative is true. Yet
thus the meaning would be that there is a distinction Bfepositivus said that both the negative and affirmative
Godhead. Yet this proposition “He begot another God” &e false, because this relative “Who” in the affirmative
tolerated by some, provided that “another” be taken apwposition can be referred to the “suppositum”; whereas
substantive, and the word “God” be construed in appoBi-the negative it denotes both the thing signified and the
tion with it. This, however, is an inexact way of speakingsuppositum.” Whence, in the affirmative the sense is that
and to be avoided, for fear of giving occasion to error. “to be God the Father” is befitting to the person of the Son;
Reply to Objection 5. To say, “God begot God Whoand in the negative sense is that “to be God the Father,” is
is God the Father,” is wrong, because since the word “Ra-be removed from the Son'’s divinity as well as from His
ther” is construed in apposition to “God,” the word “Godpersonality. This, however, appears to be irrational; since,
is restricted to the person of the Father; so that it wouddcording to the Philosopher (Peri Herm. ii), what is open
mean, “He begot God, Who is Himself the Father”; artd affirmation, is open also to negation.
then the Father would be spoken of as begotten, which is

Whether abstract essential names can stand for the person? lag.39a.5

Objection 1. It would seem that abstract essential On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. i, 1):
names can stand for the person, so that this propositidlothing begets itself.” But if the essence begets the
is true, “Essence begets essence.” For Augustine says é9gence, it begets itself only, since nothing exists in God
Trin. vii, i, 2): “The Father and the Son are one Wisdonas distinguished from the divine essence. Therefore the
because they are one essence; and taken singly Wisdogsgence does not beget essence.
from Wisdom, as essence from essence.” | answer that, Concerning this, the abbot Joachim

Objection 2. Further, generation or corruption in ourerred in asserting that as we can say “God begot God,” so
selves implies generation or corruption of what is withiwe can say “Essence begot essence”: considering that, by
us. But the Son is generated. Therefore since the divimason of the divine simplicity God is nothing else but the
essence is in the Son, it seems that the divine essenadivi;e essence. In this he was wrong, because if we wish
generated. to express ourselves correctly, we must take into account

Objection 3. Further, God and the divine essenceot only the thing which is signified, but also the mode
are the same, as is clear from what is above explainafdts signification as above stated (a. 4). Now although
(9. 3, a. 3). But, as was shown, it is true to say that “Gd@God” is really the same as “Godhead,” nevertheless the
begets God.” Therefore this is also true: “Essence begetsde of signification is not in each case the same. For
essence.” since this word “God” signifies the divine essence in Him

Objection 4. Further, a predicate can stand for that dhat possesses it, from its mode of signification it can of
which itis predicated. But the Father is the divine essends; own nature stand for person. Thus the things which
therefore essence can stand for the person of the Fatheyperly belong to the persons, can be predicated of this
Thus the essence begets. word, “God,” as, for instance, we can say “God is begot-

Objection 5. Further, the essence is “a thing begeten” or is “Begetter,” as above explained (a. 4). The word
ting,” because the essence is the Father who is begettiiegsence,” however, in its mode of signification, cannot
Therefore if the essence is not begetting, the essence st#find for Person, because it signifies the essence as an ab-
be “a thing begetting,” and “not begetting”: which cannditract form. Consequently, what properly belongs to the
be. persons whereby they are distinguished from each other,

Objection 6. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. iv,cannot be attributed to the essence. For that would imply
20): “The Father is the principle of the whole Godheaddistinction in the divine essence, in the same way as there
But He is principle only by begetting or spirating. Thereexists distinction in the “supposita.”
fore the Father begets or spirates the Godhead. Reply to Objection 1. To express unity of essence



and of person, the holy Doctors have sometimes expresaeapredicated of another as the universal of a particular.
themselves with greater emphasis than the strict propri- Reply to Objection 5. The difference between sub-
ety of terms allows. Whence instead of enlarging upatantive and adjectival names consist in this, that the for-
such expressions we should rather explain them: thoser carry their subject with them, whereas the latter do
for instance, abstract names should be explained by coot, but add the thing signified to the substantive. Whence
crete names, or even by personal names; as when we fagicians are wont to say that the substantive is consid-
“essence from essence”; or “wisdom from wisdom”; wered in the light of “suppositum,” whereas the adjective
should take the sense to be, “the Son” who is essence articates something added to the “suppositum.” There-
wisdom, is from the Father who is essence and wisdofore substantive personal terms can be predicated of the
Nevertheless, as regards these abstract names a certaiessence, because they are really the same; nor does it fol-
der should be observed, forasmuch as what belongs tolaer that a personal property makes a distinct essence; but
tion is more nearly allied to the persons because actidgniselongs to the “suppositum” implied in the substantive.
belong to “supposita.” So “nature from nature,” and “wisBut notional and personal adjectives cannot be predicated
dom from wisdom” are less inexact than “essence froofithe essence unless we add some substantive. We cannot
essence.” say that the “essence is begetting”; yet we can say that the
Reply to Objection 2. In creatures the one generatetessence is a thing begetting,” or that it is “God begetting,”
has not the same nature numerically as the generator,ibtthing” and God stand for person, but not if they stand
another nature, numerically distinct, which commencesftr essence. Consequently there exists no contradiction
exist in it anew by generation, and ceases to exist by corsaying that “essence is a thing begetting,” and “a thing
ruption, and so it is generated and corrupted accidentaligt begetting”; because in the first case “thing” stands for
whereas God begotten has the same nature numericallpeson, and in the second it stands for the essence.
the begetter. So the divine nature in the Son is not begot- Reply to Objection 6. So far as Godhead is one in
ten either directly or accidentally. several “supposita,” it agrees in a certain degree with the
Reply to Objection 3. Although God and the divine form of a collective term. So when we say, “the Father
essence are really the same, nevertheless, on accouid tife principle of the whole Godhead,” the term Godhead
their different mode of signification, we must speak in @n be taken for all the persons together, inasmuch as it is
different way about each of them. the principle in all the divine persons. Nor does it follow
Reply to Objection 4. The divine essence is predithat He is His own principle; as one of the people may
cated of the Father by mode of identity by reason of tise called the ruler of the people without being ruler of
divine simplicity; yet it does not follow that it can stancimself. We may also say that He is the principle of the
for the Father, its mode of signification being differentvhole Godhead; not as generating or spirating it, but as
This objection would hold good as regards things whidommunicating it by generation and spiration.

Whether the persons can be predicated of the essential terms? lag.39a.6

Objection 1. It would seem that the persons canngtersons cannot be predicated of this name “God,” except
be predicated of the concrete essential names; so thatiman accidental sense.
can say for instance, “God is three persons”; or “God is On the contrary, Augustine says, in his sermon on
the Trinity.” For it is false to say, “man is every man,” beFaith*, “We believe that one God is one divinely named
cause it cannot be verified as regards any particular stibnity.”
ject. For neither Socrates, nor Plato, nor anyone else is| answer that, As above explained (a. 5), although
every man. In the same way this proposition, “God is tlaljectival terms, whether personal or notional, cannot be
Trinity,” cannot be verified of any one of the “suppositapredicated of the essence, nevertheless substantive terms
of the divine nature. For the Father is not the Trinity; naran be so predicated, owing to the real identity of essence
is the Son; nor is the Holy Ghost. So to say, “God is ttend person. The divine essence is not only really the same
Trinity,” is false. as one person, but it is really the same as the three persons.

Objection 2. Further, the lower is not predicated oWhence, one person, and two, and three, can be predi-
the higher except by accidental predication; as when | segfed of the essence as if we were to say, “The essence
“animal is man”; for it is accidental to animal to be manis the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost.” And be-
But this name “God” as regards the three persons iscmise this word “God” can of itself stand for the essence,
a general term to inferior terms, as Damascene says @eabove explained (a. 4, ad 3), hence, as it is true to say,
Fide Orth. iii, 4). Therefore it seems that the names of tfiéhe essence is the three persons”; so likewise it is true to
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say, “God is the three persons.” theless it is true of the divine essence. This was denied by
Reply to Objection 1. As above explained this termPorretanus because he did not take note of this distinction.
“man” can of itself stand for person, whereas an adjunct Reply to Objection 2. When we say, “God,” or “the
is required for it to stand for the universal human naturdivine essence is the Father,” the predication is one of
Soitis false to say, “Man is every man”; because it canndentity, and not of the lower in regard to a higher species:
be verified of any particular human subject. On the cobecause in God there is no universal and singular. Hence,
trary, this word “God” can of itself be taken for the divinas this proposition, “The Father is God” is of itself true, so
essence. So, although to say of any of the “supposita”tbfs proposition “God is the Father” is true of itself, and
the divine nature, “God is the Trinity,” is untrue, neverby no means accidentally.

Whether the essential names should be appropriated to the persons? lag.39a.7

Objection 1. It would seem that the essential namdsr the manifestation of the divine persons, so also in the
should not be appropriated to the persons. For whatesame manner do we make use of the essential attributes.
might verge on error in faith should be avoided in th&nd such a manifestation of the divine persons by the use
treatment of divine things; for, as Jerome says, “careledghe essential attributes is called “appropriation.”
words involve risk of heresy” But to appropriate to any  The divine person can be manifested in a twofold man-
one person the names which are common to the three per by the essential attributes; in one way by similitude,
sons, may verge on error in faith; for it may be supposeadd thus the things which belong to the intellect are appro-
either that such belong only to the person to whom thpyiated to the Son, Who proceeds by way of intellect, as
are appropriated or that they belong to Him in a fuller d&ord. In another way by dissimilitude; as power is appro-
gree than to the others. Therefore the essential attribyteiated to the Father, as Augustine says, because fathers
should not be appropriated to the persons. by reason of old age are sometimes feeble; lest anything

Objection 2. Further, the essential attributes exaf the kind be imagined of God.
pressed in the abstract signify by mode of form. But Reply to Objection 1. The essential attributes are not
one person is not as a form to another; since a formagpropriated to the persons as if they exclusively belonged
not distinguished in subject from that of which it is théo them; but in order to make the persons manifest by way
form. Therefore the essential attributes, especially whehsimilitude, or dissimilitude, as above explained. So,
expressed in the abstract, are not to be appropriated tortheerror in faith can arise, but rather manifestation of the
persons. truth.

Objection 3. Further, property is prior to the appro- Reply to Objection 2. If the essential attributes were
priated, for property is included in the idea of the apprappropriated to the persons as exclusively belonging to
priated. But the essential attributes, in our way of undeyach of them, then it would follow that one person would
standing, are prior to the persons; as what is commorbis as a form as regards another; which Augustine alto-
prior to what is proper. Therefore the essential attributgether repudiates (De Trin. vi, 2), showing that the Father

are not to be appropriated to the persons. is wise, not by Wisdom begotten by Him, as though only
On the contrary, the Apostle says: “Christ the poweithe Son were Wisdom; so that the Father and the Son to-
of God and the wisdom of God” (1 Cor. 1:24). gether only can be called wise, but not the Father without

| answer that, For the manifestation of our faith it isthe Son. But the Son is called the Wisdom of the Father,
fitting that the essential attributes should be appropriateelcause He is Wisdom from the Father Who is Wisdom.
to the persons. For although the trinity of persons caper each of them is of Himself Wisdom; and both together
not be proved by demonstration, as was above expoundeel one Wisdom. Whence the Father is not wise by the
(g. 32, a. 1), nevertheless it is fitting that it be declaredsdom begotten by Him, but by the wisdom which is His
by things which are more known to us. Now the essent@ln essence.
attributes of God are more clear to us from the standpoint Reply to Objection 3. Although the essential attribute
of reason than the personal properties; because we isaim its proper concept prior to person, according to our
derive certain knowledge of the essential attributes fromay of understanding; nevertheless, so far as it is appro-
creatures which are sources of knowledge to us, suchpasted, there is nothing to prevent the personal property
we cannot obtain regarding the personal properties, as frasn being prior to that which is appropriated. Thus color
above explained (g. 32, a. 1). As, therefore, we make useposterior to body considered as body, but is naturally
of the likeness of the trace or image found in creaturpsor to “white body,” considered as white.
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Whether the essential attributes are appropriated to the persons in a fitting manner lag.39a.8
by the holy doctors?

Objection 1. It would seem that the essential atwhere a gloss observes, “that is, with the Father Who is
tributes are appropriated to the persons unfittingly by tMy head,” also this word “Who is”; because on the text of
holy doctors. For Hilary says (De Trin. ii): “Eternity isls. 65:1, “Behold | go to the Gentiles,” a gloss adds, “The
in the Father, the species in the Image; and use is in B@n speaks Who said to Moses, | am Who am.” These
Gift.” In which words he designates three names properdppear to belong to the Son, and are not appropriated. For
the persons: the name of the “Father,” the name “Imaggfuth,” according to Augustine (De Vera Relig. 36), “is
proper to the Son (g. 35, a. 2), and the name “Bounty” tire supreme similitude of the principle without any dis-
“Gift,” which is proper to the Holy Ghost (g. 38, a. 2). Hesimilitude.” So it seems that it properly belongs to the
also designates three appropriated terms. For he api8on, Who has a principle. Also the “book of life” seems
priates “eternity” to the Father, “species” to the Son, amoper to the Son, as signifying “a thing from another”;
“use” to the Holy Ghost. This he does apparently wither every book is written by someone. This also, “Who
out reason. For “eternity” imports duration of existencés,” appears to be proper to the Son; because if when it
“species,” the principle of existence; and ‘use’ belongs teas said to Moses, “I am Who am,” the Trinity spoke,
the operation. But essence and operation are not foundhten Moses could have said, “He Who is Father, Son, and
be appropriated to any person. Therefore the above tetdody Ghost, and the Holy Ghost sent me to you,” so also
are not fittingly appropriated to the persons. he could have said further, “He Who is the Father, and the

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De DoctrSon, and the Holy Ghost sent me to you,” pointing out a
Christ. i, 5): “Unity is in the Father, equality in thecertain person. This, however, is false; because no per-
Son, and in the Holy Ghost is the concord of equality astn is Father, Son and Holy Ghost. Therefore it cannot be
unity.” This does not, however, seem fitting; because oc@mmon to the Trinity, but is proper to the Son.
person does not receive formal denomination from what is | answer that, Our intellect, which is led to the knowl-
appropriated to another. For the Father is not wise by tbege of God from creatures, must consider God according
wisdom begotten, as above explained (g. 37, a. 2, adtb)the mode derived from creatures. In considering any
But, as he subjoins, “All these three are one by the Fathereature four points present themselves to us in due order.
all are equal by the Son, and all united by the Holy GhosEirstly, the thing itself taken absolutely is considered as
The above, therefore, are not fittingly appropriated to thebeing. Secondly, it is considered as one. Thirdly, its
Persons. intrinsic power of operation and causality is considered.

Objection 3. Further, according to Augustine, to théhe fourth point of consideration embraces its relation to
Father is attributed “power,” to the Son “wisdom,” to thés effects. Hence this fourfold consideration comes to our
Holy Ghost “goodness.” Nor does this seem fitting; fanind in reference to God.

“strength” is part of power, whereas strength is found to According to the first point of consideration, whereby
be appropriated to the Son, according to the text, “Chrige consider God absolutely in His being, the appropri-
the strength of God” (1 Cor. 1:24). So it is likewise ation mentioned by Hilary applies, according to which
appropriated to the Holy Ghost, according to the word®ternity” is appropriated to the Father, “species” to the
“strengti came out from Him and healed all” (Lk. 6:19)Son, “use” to the Holy Ghost. For “eternity” as mean-
Therefore power should not be appropriated to the Fathiag a “being” without a principle, has a likeness to the

Objection 4. Likewise Augustine says (De Trin. vi,property of the Father, Who is “a principle without a prin-
10): “What the Apostle says, “From Him, and by Himgiple.” Species or beauty has a likeness to the property of
and in Him,” is not to be taken in a confused sense.” Arlle Son. For beauty includes three conditions, “integrity”
(Contra Maxim. ii) “‘from Him’ refers to the Father, ‘by or “perfection,” since those things which are impaired are
Him’ to the Son, ‘in Him’ to the Holy Ghost.” This, how- by the very fact ugly; due “proportion” or “harmony”; and
ever, seems to be incorrectly said; for the words “in Himastly, “brightness” or “clarity,” whence things are called
seem to imply the relation of final cause, which is firdteautiful which have a bright color.
among the causes. Therefore this relation of cause shouldThe first of these has a likeness to the property of the
be appropriated to the Father, Who is “the principle fro®on, inasmuch as He as Son has in Himself truly and per-
no principle.” fectly the nature of the Father. To insinuate this, Augus-

Objection 5. Likewise, Truth is appropriated to thetine says in his explanation (De Trin. vi, 10): “Where—
Son, according to Jn. 14:6, “I am the Way, the Truth, arldat is, in the Son—there is supreme and primal life,” etc.
the Life”; and likewise “the book of life,” according to Ps. The second agrees with the Son’s property, inasmuch
39:9, “In the beginning of the book it is written of Me,"as He is the express Image of the Father. Hence we see
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that an image is said to be beautiful, if it perfectly reprenoved, we do not find equality in the Father, but we find
sents even an ugly thing. This is indicated by Augustiiteas soon as we suppose the Son. So, all are equal by
when he says (De Trin. vi, 10), “Where there exists woneason of the Son, not as if the Son were the principle of
drous proportion and primal equality,” etc. equality in the Father, but that, without the Son equal to
The third agrees with the property of the Son, as tltee Father, the Father could not be called equal; because
Word, which is the light and splendor of the intellect, adis equality is considered firstly in regard to the Son: for
Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 3). Augustine alluddst the Holy Ghost is equal to the Father, is also from the
to the same when he says (De Trin. vi, 10): “As the peBon. Likewise, if the Holy Ghost, Who is the union of
fect Word, not wanting in anything, and, so to speak, tige two, be excluded, we cannot understand the oneness
art of the omnipotent God,” etc. of the union between the Father and the Son. So all are
“Use” has a likeness to the property of the Holy Ghostpnnected by reason of the Holy Ghost; because given the
provided the “use” be taken in a wide sense, as includely Ghost, we find whence the Father and the Son are
ing also the sense of “to enjoy”; according as “to use” &id to be united.
to employ something at the beck of the will, and “to en- According to the third consideration, which brings be-
joy” means to use joyfully, as Augustine says (De Tririore us the adequate power of God in the sphere of causal-
X, 11). So “use,” whereby the Father and the Son enjiy, there is said to be a third kind of appropriation, of
each other, agrees with the property of the Holy Ghogpower,” “wisdom,” and “goodness.” This kind of appro-
as Love. This is what Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 10priation is made both by reason of similitude as regards
“That love, that delectation, that felicity or beatitude, i&hat exists in the divine persons, and by reason of dis-
called use by him” (Hilary). But the “use” by which wesimilitude if we consider what s in creatures. For “power”
enjoy God, is likened to the property of the Holy Ghost d&s the nature of a principle, and so it has a likeness to the
the Gift; and Augustine points to this when he says (Dwavenly Father, Who is the principle of the whole God-
Trin. vi, 10): “In the Trinity, the Holy Ghost, the sweet-head. But in an earthly father it is wanting sometimes by
ness of the Begettor and the Begotten, pours out uporreigson of old age. “Wisdom” has likeness to the heavenly
mere creatures His immense bounty and wealth.” Thusion, as the Word, for a word is nothing but the concept
is clear how “eternity,” “species,” and “use” are attributedf wisdom. In an earthly son this is sometimes absent by
or appropriated to the persons, but not essence or opeason of lack of years. “Goodness,” as the nature and
ation; because, being common, there is nothing in thelsject of love, has likeness to the Holy Ghost; but seems
concept to liken them to the properties of the Persons. repugnant to the earthly spirit, which often implies a cer-
The second consideration of God regards Him &a&in violent impulse, according to Is. 25:4: “The spirit of
one.” In that view Augustine (De Doctr. Christ. i, 5)the strong is as a blast beating on the wall.” “Strength” is
appropriates “unity” to the Father, “equality” to the Somppropriated to the Son and to the Holy Ghost, not as de-
“concord” or “union” to the Holy Ghost. It is manifestnoting the power itself of a thing, but as sometimes used to
that these three imply unity, but in different ways. Faxpress that which proceeds from power; for instance, we
“unity” is said absolutely, as it does not presuppose arsay that the strong work done by an agent is its strength.
thing else; and for this reason it is appropriated to the Fa- According to the fourth consideration, i.e. God’s rela-
ther, to Whom any other person is not presupposed sittiom to His effects, there arise appropriation of the expres-
He is the “principle without principle.” “Equality” implies sion “from Whom, by Whom, and in Whom.” For this
unity as regards another; for that is equal which has theeposition “from” [ex] sometimes implies a certain rela-
same quantity as another. So equality is appropriateditsm of the material cause; which has no place in God,;
the Son, Who is the “principle from a principle.” “Union"and sometimes it expresses the relation of the efficient
implies the unity of two; and is therefore appropriated twause, which can be applied to God by reason of His ac-
the Holy Ghost, inasmuch as He proceeds from two. Atide power; hence it is appropriated to the Father in the
from this we can understand what Augustine means wheame way as power. The preposition “by” [per] some-
he says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 5) that “The Three are onégmes designates an intermediate cause; thus we may say
by reason of the Father; They are equal by reason of that a smith works “by” a hammer. Hence the word “by”
Son; and are united by reason of the Holy Ghost.” F@ not always appropriated to the Son, but belongs to the
it is clear that we trace a thing back to that in which w8on properly and strictly, according to the text, “All things
find it first: just as in this lower world we attribute lifewere made by Him” (Jn. 1:3); not that the Son is an in-
to the vegetative soul, because therein we find the fisstument, but as “the principle from a principle.” Some-
trace of life. Now “unity” is perceived at once in the pertimes it designates the habitude of a form “by” which an
son of the Father, even if by an impossible hypothesis, thgent works; thus we say that an artificer works by his art.
other persons were removed. So the other persons deHesice, as wisdom and art are appropriated to the Son, so
their unity from the Father. But if the other persons be ralso is the expression “by Whom.” The preposition “in”
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strictly denotes the habitude of one containing. Now, Gadowledge regarding those who are to possess eternal life.
contains things in two ways: in one way by their simili€Consequently, it is appropriated to the Son; although life
tudes; thus things are said to be in God, as existing in Hesappropriated to the Holy Ghost, as implying a certain
knowledge. In this sense the expression “in Him” shouldnd of interior movement, agreeing in that sense with the
be appropriated to the Son. In another sense things preperty of the Holy Ghost as Love. To be written by an-
contained in God forasmuch as He in His goodness pather is not of the essence of a book considered as such;
serves and governs them, by guiding them to a fitting ermijt this belongs to it only as a work produced. So this does
and in this sense the expression “in Him” is appropriatedt imply origin; nor is it personal, but an appropriation to
to the Holy Ghost, as likewise is “goodness.” Nor need tlzeperson. The expression “Who is” is appropriated to the
habitude of the final cause (though the first of causes) erson of the Son, not by reason of itself, but by reason
appropriated to the Father, Who is “the principle withowif an adjunct, inasmuch as, in God’s word to Moses, was
a principle”: because the divine persons, of Whom the Rarefigured the delivery of the human race accomplished
ther is the principle, do not proceed from Him as towardhy the Son. Yet, forasmuch as the word “Who” is taken
an end, since each of Them is the last end; but They pioa relative sense, it may sometimes relate to the person
ceed by a natural procession, which seems more to belofighe Son; and in that sense it would be taken person-
to the nature of a natural power. ally; as, for instance, were we to say, “The Son is the

Regarding the other points of inquiry, we can sdyegotten ‘Who is,’” inasmuch as “God begotten is per-
that since “truth” belongs to the intellect, as stated abosenal.” But taken indefinitely, it is an essential term. And
(g. 16, a. 1), it is appropriated to the Son, without, hovedthough the pronoun “this” [iste] seems grammatically to
ever, being a property of His. For truth can be considerpdint to a particular person, nevertheless everything that
as existing in the thought or in the thing itself. Hence, age can point to can be grammatically treated as a per-
intellect and thing in their essential meaning, are referredn, although in its own nature it is not a person; as we
to the essence, and not to the persons, so the same imay say, “this stone,” and “this ass.” So, speaking in a
be said of truth. The definition quoted from Augustingrammatical sense, so far as the word “God” signifies and
belongs to truth as appropriated to the Son. The “bostands for the divine essence, the latter may be designated
of life” directly means knowledge but indirectly it meangy the pronoun “this,” according to Ex. 15:2: “This is my
life. For, as above explained (g. 24, a. 1), it is God&od, and | will glorify Him.”
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