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to discredit it, but rather because, as in the time of Philo, the
belief in revelation is held to have no greater historical valid-
ity than the myths of the Greeks, though in modern times a
greater verisimilitude is lent to this argument by the greater
knowledge we now possess of similar myths among other
peoples. Logically the argument is still, as Philo characterized
it, the refusal to disunguish berween Scripture and myth,
except that nowadays more people are apt to refuse to dis-
tinguish between them.

When they deny the belief that God is infinite in the three
senses in which He has been described as infinite it is again
not because new facts have been discovered to discredit this
belief but rather because, like Job of old, they refuse to ac-
knowledge that one cannot find out the deep things of God
and to atrain unto the purpose of the Almighty. Logically it
15 still the same old question whether God is like the world or
unlike the world, whether He is part of nature or is above
nature, leading on the one hand to the assertion that our
knowledge of nature is now greater than in the past and on
the other hand to the contention that with all our increased
knowledge of nature the facts thercof, not only in their raw
state but even in their scientific correlations, are still sus-
ceptible of the age-old interpretation of rationalized scrip-
tural theology.

The Philonic type of religious philosophy may be dzscribed
after Matthew 9:17 as a process whereby old wine is put into
new bottles. The speculation about God in modern philoso-
phy, ever since the seventeenth century, is still a process of
putting old wine into new borttles. There is only the follow-
ing difference: the wine is no longer of the old vintage of the
revelational theology of Scripture; it is of the old vinrage of
the natural or verbal theology of Greek philosophy. Some-
times, however, even the bottles are not new; it is only the
labels that are new — and one begins to wonder how many
of the latter-day philosophics of religion would not prove to
be only philosophies of labels.

2

EXTRADEICAL AND INTRADEICAL
INTERPRETATIONS OF PLATONIC
IDEAS *

The history of philosophy, especially that philosophy which
hired itself out as a handmaiden to theology, is a succession of
conflicting views and of attempts to reconcile them. Philoso-
phy, which affccts a language of its own, would describe it as
a dialectical process of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. Theol-
ogy, which occasionally stoops to speak the language of ordi-
nary men, would describe it as a process of peacemaking
between mutually  misunderstood friendly opinions. But,
while in theology peacemakers are pronounced blessed and
are they who inherit the kingdom of dogma, in philosophy
synthesizers arc often blasted and castigated as infringers upon
the Law of Contradiction.

In my ralk tonight I shall deal with two opposite inter-
pretations of Platonic ideas and the attempts to reconcile
them, tracing their history through successive generations of
descendants of these Platonic ideas down to the philosophies
of Descartes and Spinoza. I shall try to tell the story briefly,
simply, sketchily, confining myself to highlights and to the
main plot of the story, without going into the intricacies
of the topies that come into play. My purpose in selecting
this topic for a lecture dedicated to the memory of White-
head is to illustrate to some extent the truth of his saying that
“the safest gencral characterization of the European philo-
sophical tradition is that it consists of a series of footnotes to
Plato.” !

* Delivered as the Alfred North Whitehead Lecrure at Harvard Uni-
versity, 196o0. Published in the Journal of the History of fdea_s, 22 (1961):
3-32. Parts of Sccrions | and I1, in expanded form, were delivered as the
Grace A. and Theodore de Taguna Lecture at Bryn Mawr College, 1957,
and as one of the three Walter Turner Candler Lectures at Emory Uni-
vcrsft\.', 105G

'A. N. Whitchead, Process and Reality (New York, 1929), p. 53.
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I. LOGOS

Among the things which Plato somchow left unexplained
about his theory of ideas is the question of_how these idcas
are related to God. His statements on this point create con-
ﬁfcting impressions. Sometimes he uses ];lngungc which lends
itself to the interpretation that the ideas have an existence
external to God, cither ungencrated and coeternal with God *
or produced and made by God.? They arc thus extradeical.
Sometimes, however, he uscs Llngu.lgc which lends itself to
the interpretation that the ideas are the thoughts of God.*
They are thus intradcical. Modern students of Plato, from
Karl Friedrich Hermann to our own Raphael Demos, try to
solve these as well as all other real or seeming contradictions
by a method which may be called the method of periodiza-
tion. They assume that these different views about ideas in
their relation to God were held by Plato at different periods
of his life, and so they classify his dialogues according to
certain chronological schemes and speak of carly dialogues,
middle dialogucs, and later dialogucs.

In antiquity, however, students of Plato did not know of
this convenient method of exegesis. They followed another
method, equally convenient. It may be described as the method
of selection and rejection. What the followers of this method
did was simply to select one set of statements in Plato and
accept them as representative of his true philosophy and to
reject all the other statements as of no account. And so
among the early students of Plato, there were two opposing
interpretations of his ideas in their relation to God. According
to one interpretation, the ideas have a real existence outside
of God: they are extradeical. Agcording to anather inrerpre-
Tation, which identifies Plato’s God with mind, they are

* Timaeus 28 A, 29 A, 52 B, Philebus 15 B.

* Republic X, 597 B-D.

*Early modern students of Plato who found such a view in Plaro are
listed by Zeller, Philosophic der Gricchen 10, 1, ath ed. (Lcipzig, 1921), 664
n. § (Plate and the Older Acadenry, London, 1876, 243 n. 53).

INTERPRETATIONS OF PLATONIC IDEAS 29

thoughts of God: they are intradeical.” The problem concern-
ing Platonic Ideas m their relation to God is brought out
most poignantly in a statement which comes from the third
century, but may reflect carlier traditions. “Plato,” 1t says,
“asserted that there are three first principles of the universe,
God and matter and idea,” and then, referring to the pas-
sages which gave rise to the two opposite interpretations of
Plato, it goes on to say that, with respect to the idea, Plato
at onc time says that “it subsists by itself” and at another
time says that “it is in thoughts [of God].” ®

It is to be noted, however, that in the various passages re-
stating the intradeical interpretation, two modes of expression
are used. In the passage quoted, the expression used is that
the idea is in thoughts (év umj,uwn) Similarly in two other
passages, the expression used s that “the idea is an incorporeal
substance in the thoughts (év rois voruast) and fancies of
God” 7 or that “the Jdms are substances separate from matter,
subsisting in the thoughts and fancies of God, that is, of
mind.” * But in a fourth passage, the expression used is that
“the idea, in relation to God, is His act of thinking (vénows)”
and that “whether God be mind (vois) or something mental,
He has thoughts (vojuara), and these thoughts are eternal
and immurable, and, if this be so, there are ideas,” and the
author then goes on to explain that by saying that there are
ideas he means that God acts by certain rules and plans and
that the order observed in nature is not the result of mere
chance.” Similarly in a fifth passage, the expression used is that
the idea is “the thought (Swivowa) of God.” ® The difference
between these two modes of expression on the face of them
would scem to be quite striking. But still, taken in their texrual
and historical sctting, the two mean the same, the difference

® On this interpreration, sce M. Jones, “The Ideas as Thoughes of God,”
Classical Philology, 21 (1926): 317-326.

? Pscudo-Justin Mareyr, Cobortatio ad Graceos 7 (PG 6, 256A).

* Pseudo-Plutarch, De Placitis Philosophorum 1, 3, 21,

® Ibid. 1, 10, 3 (309).

® Albinus, Didaskalos (ed, P. Louis) IN, 1 and 3.

® Hippolytus, Refur. O, Haer. {ed. P. Wendland) 1, 19, 2
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between them being only verbal. When in the third passage,
for instance, ideas are spoken of as substances scparated
from matter and as subsisting in the thoughts of God, it
means the same as when in the fourth passage ideas are
spoken of as the well regulated and planned process of God’s
thinking and thoughts. The diffcrent form of expression used
in the third passage, as well as in the first and second passages,
is only to show pointedly how, on the one hand, Plato dif-
fered from Aristotle who “admitted the existence of forms
or ideas, but not as scparated from matter or as patterns of
what God has made” ** and how, on the other hand, he dif-
fered from Zenonian Stoics, who “profess that the ideas are
nothing but the conception of our mind.” *# In fact, all those
who interpreted the Platonic ideas intradeically were alre:
under the 1 0 stotchan teaching that in God,
because He i1s immaterial and a mind (voﬁq)_Ms
actual, the process of thinking (vénos) and the object of
thinking (voovgevor) are identcal with His own self.* Even
Pl?ﬁr’nﬁg,\wmms mterpretation of Plato, as we shall sce
later, does not identify God with mind, but still believes that
according to Plato the ideas arc intramental, argucs, quite cvi-
dently on the basis of that Aristotelian teaching, that though
in our thought we distinguish between Nous, which is that
which thinks, and the ideas, which are the object of its think-
ing, still they are both one and even identical, seeing that
Nous is always in a state of “repose and unity and calm,” **
that is, in a state of actuality, for in Nous, as he says elsewhere,
there is no transition “from the potentiality of thinking to the
actuality of thinking.” '

While these two contrasting methods of interpreting the
Platonic ideas were followed by pagan philosophers, a new
method — one less convenient but more subtle — was intro-

" Pseudo-Plutarch, op. cit. 1, 10, 4.

2 1bid. 1, 10, 5.

W Aristotle, Metaphysica X11, 9, 1074b, 34; 10752, 3-5.
" Plotmus, Emeades 11 g, 1.

% Ibid. 11, 5, 3.
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duced by the Jewish philosopher Philo of Alexandria. His
method may be deseribed as that of harmonization, Accord-
ing to this method, all the statements in Plato, however con-
tradictory they may appear to be, are assumed to be true, and
out of all of them a harmonious composite view is molded, in
which all the apparently contradictory statements are made
to live in peace with cach other. Such a method of interpre-
tation was used by Jewish rabbis in their effort to harmonize
contradictory statements in the Hebrew Seripture and by
Augustine, in his De Consensu Evangelistarum, as a way of
harmonizing the contradictory statements in the Gospels.
Philo’s interpretation of Platonic ideas occurs in his various
comments on the story of creation in the Book of Genesis. A
composite summary of these comments may be stated as fol-
lows: When God by His own good will decided to create

this world of ours. ITe first, out of the ideas which had been

in His thought from eternity, constructed an “intelligible
world,” and this intelligible world He placed in the Logos,
which had likewisc existed previously from eternity in_His
thought, Then i the Tikeness of this intelligible world of

ideas, He created this “visible world” of ours.'®

Students of Plato cannot fail secing a resemblance berween
this version of the story of creation of the Book of Genesis
with the story of creation in Plato’s Timacus. As told by Plato
in the Timacus, there is a God, who is called the Demiurge,
the Creator. Then, besides the Demiurge, there is a model
(mapdderypa),’™ which is coeternal with the Demiurge. This
model is called the “intelligible animal™*® and contains in
itself “intelligible animals.” ¥ The Demiurge is said to have
looked at the intelligible animal and in its likeness he created
this world of ours, which is called “the visible animal.” **

Comparing these two accounts of the creation of the world,
one can readily sce that what Philo was trying to do was to

wOpif. 5, 20ff. Cf. chaprer on “God, the World of Ideas, and the
Logos,” in my Phile, rev. ed. (Cambridge, Mass., 1948), I, 200-294.

U Timacus 29 B. 3 fhrvd‘ 30 C.

" [bid, 39 L. = bid. 29 D,
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interpret the stnfy of creation of the Book of Genesis in terms
of the story of creation in the Tinracus. In fact, we know that
this was his purpose.

But, though there is a resemblance between these two ac-
counts of creation, therc arc also some differences. [ shall
mention here three such differences.

The first difference between them is that i the Timacus
the contrast between the pre-existent ideas and the ercated
world is described as a contrast between the “intelligible ani-
mal” ({gov voyrév) and the “visible animal™ ({@ov opariv),
whereas in Philo the contrast is deseribed as one between the
“intelligible world” (xdopos vonrds) and the “visible world”
(kdopos dparés). At first sight the change would scem to be
only verbal and of no significance. But upon further study of
Plato’s and Philo’s philosophies we may discover that it in-
volves two problems upon which Philo differed from Plato.
To begin with, it involves the problem of the existence of a
world-soul. To Plato, there is a world-soul ‘hich exists
in the body of the world, just as there is a soul which exists in
the body of any living bein The world is therefore to him a
vmmmmﬁharc therefore described by him
as an intelligible animal. wwm-
soul. Though occasionally he uses the expression “soul of the
world,” he never uses it in the sense of a soul immanent in the
world. The function of the Platonic, as well as the Stoic,
world-soul, which is a soul immanent in the world, is per-
formed in Philo’s philosophy partly by the Logos, which with
the creation of the world becomes immanent in it, and partly
by what he calls the Divine Spirit, which is an incorporeal
being not immanent in the world. Without a soul, the world
to Philo was not an animal being. Then, it involves the prob-
lem of the existence of ideas as segregate beings. To Plato in
the Timaeus, the intelligible animal contains only the ideas of
the four kinds of living creatures in the universe, namely, the
celestial bodies, birds, fishes, and land-animals.*’ There is no

* Ipid. 39 E.
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evidence thar it contains even the ideas of the four elements,
though such ideas are mendoned or alluded to in the T7i-
nraens. All the ideas, therefore, with the exceprion of those
of living creatures, exist in segregation from each other. To
Philo, however, all the idcas are integrated into a whole,
namely, the intelligible world; and their relation to the intel-
ligible world is conceived by him as that of parts of an in-
divisible whole, which as such have no real existence of their
own apart from that of the whole.

The second difference berween them is that in the Timaeus
there is no mention of a place where the ideas exist, whereas
in Philo the ideas are said to have their place in the Logos.
Now, while the term Logos occurs in Greek philosophy,
having been used ever since Heraclitus in various senses, it
was never used in the sense of the place of the Platonic ideas.
We must therefore try to find out how Philo happened to
come to this concept of a Logos as the place of the Platonic
ideas.

In trying to find an answer to this question, let us start by
examining carcfully the passage in which Philo introduces the
Logos as the place of ideas, In that passage, he begins by say-
ing that, just as the plan conccived by the mind of an archi-
tect, prior to its exccution, cxists in no other place but the
soul of the architeet, so the intelligible world of ideas, prior
to creation of the visible world, existed in no other place but
“the divine Logos.” e then adds the following rhetorical
question: “For what other place could there be . . . suffi-
ciently able to reccive and contain, [ say not all, but any one™
of the ideas of this intelligible world? ** This rhetorical ques-
tion quite evidently contains a challenge. It implies that some-
body did suggest some other place for the ideas and Philo,
convinced that that other place, or any other place that might
be suggested, could not properly be the place of the ideas,

=Jbid. 51 Bf. Cf. R. D. Archer-Hind in his introduction to his edition
of the Timacus (London, 1888), 34-35; I'. M. Cornford, Plate’s Cosmology
(London, 1937), 18R-191.

= Opif. 5, 20
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challenges that somebody as weli as anybody else to show
whether any other place could properly be the place of the
ideas. Fortunately we are able to identify that somebody who
suggested another place for the ideas. It is Plato. In several
passages Plato touches upon the question of the place of the
ideas. In one of these passages, he states that the idea of beauty,
and quite evidently any of the other ideas, is “never any-
where in anything else,” ** a statement on the basis of which
Aristotle generalizes that Plato’s ideas are “nowhere” # or
“not in place.” *® In other passages he spcaks of the ideas as
existing in a “‘supercclestial place” *" or in an “intelligible
place.” * Combining these passages, we may conclude that
what Plato means to say is this: the ideas do not exist in any
place in the visible world, but they exist in the “supercelestial
place” or “intelligible place,” which is outside the visible
world But what 1s that supercelestial or intelligible place out-
side the world? It can be shown, I believe, that Philo took
this supercelestial or intelligible place of Plato to mean an
infinite void outside the world, for, though Plato explicitly
denied the existence of a void within the world,?® there are
statements in his writings which could have been interpreted
by Philo to refer to the existence of a void outside the world,
It happens, however, that Philo, under the influence of Aris-
totle, denied the existence of a void even outside the world.?®
And so, with the elimination of whart Plato designated as the
place of the ideas, he locates the ideas in “the divine Logos”
and, challenging one and all, he asks rhetorically, “for what
other place could there be” for the ideas?

But how did Philo come to substitute the Logos as the place
of ideas for Plato’s infinite vacuum outside the world? The
answer is that he came to 1€ Dy a process of reasoning arising
from a passage in Plato’s own works. He started, we may
imagine, with a passage in Parmenides (132 BC), in which

# Symposiunt 211 A.

:;’;{ﬂsilc{aflll, 4, 21:;5:1, 9. :{:e.tmbﬁc \-’!(,:509 B, VI 515 B.
id. 1V, 2, 209b, 34. = Timacus Bo C.

 Phaedrus 247 C. *CE. Philo, 1, 241-242,
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Socrates, who poses as one not altogether convinced of the
existence of ideas as real beings, raises the question whether
an idea may not be only a “thought (vénua), which cannot
propetly exist anywhere except in souls (év Yuyais).” Souls
here means human souls, for it 1s in this sense that the term
was understood by Aristotle in a passage where, with evident
reference to this passage in the Parmenides, he says that ¢
has been well said that the soul is a place of forms or ideas,”
adding, however, “that this does not apply to the soul as a
whole but only to thinking soul (Juxy voyrua)).” *

Now it can be shown that Philo made use of this statement
of Aristotle,” and we may be ]u%nﬁcd in assuming that he
also knew the original statement in Parmenides. Let us then
imagine that, on reading these two statements, Philo asked
himself: if ideas, according to those who question or deny
their real existence, exist in a human thinking soul, which exists
in a body, why should not those who believe in the existence
of real ideas say that they exist in a thinking soul which does
not exist in a body? Docs not Plato himself believe in a bodi-
less pre-existent soul as well as in a bodiless immortal soul?
And so Philo has arrived at the conclusion that the ideas exist
in a bodiless tlunkmg soul. It is perhaps on the basis of these

passages, too, and by the same kind of reasoning that those
who interpreted the Platonic ideas intradeically came to iden-
tify the God of Plato’s philosophy with its Nous.

Then, let us further imagine that, on having arrived at this
conclusion. Philo began to look for a single Greek word for
the expression “thinking soul” used by Aristotle. It happens
that the Grecks, by the time of Philo, had two words for i,
nous, “mind,” and logos, “rcason.” Philo, therefore, had be-
fore him the choice of one of these two words, and he de-
cided in favor of Logos. What made him decide in favor of
Logos may be assumed to be a threefold consideration. First,
that which was to contain the intelligible world of ideas as
the model for the visible world that was to be created was,

% De Anina 11 4, 4200, 27-28. =Cf. Philo, 1, 233, 247.
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according to Philo, to serve as a sort of instrument by which
the visible world was to be created by God.* Second, the
Greek term “Logos,” which besides “rcason” means also
“word,” is used in the Greek version of Scripture as a transla-
tion of the Hebrew term dabar, “word,” so that in the verse
“by the word of the Lord the heavens were established” (Ps.
33/32:6) the Logos is represented as a sort of instrument by
which the world was created. Third, a parallel to this usc of
the term Logos in the scriptural verse quoted may have been
scen by Philo in Plato’s statement that all animals and plants
and inanimate substances “are created by logos [that is,
reason] and by divine knowledge that comes from God.” *

It 15 this threefold consideration, we may assume, that has
led Philo to decide in favor of the use of the term Logos to
that of Nous. An indication that the term Logos is used by
!ﬁm as the equivalent of Nous, as well as a substitute for i,
in the sense of a bodiless Nous, in contrast to the embodicd
Nous implied in Aristotle’s statement that the “thinking soul”
is the place of ideas, is his statement that the Logos is “the
Nous above us” in contrast to the human thinking soul which
is “the Nous within us.” ® And as an indication that it is the
scriptural verse that caused him to decide in favor of the Logos
is his use of the term Wisdom (oodia) as the cquivalent of
Logos and his description of Wisdom also as that “through
which the world came into existence,” * for in Seripture, cor-
responding to the verse “by the word (logos) of the Lord
the heavens were established” (Ps. 33/32:6) there is the
verse “by wisdom (sophia) God founded the carth” (Prov.
3:19).

Since by Logos is meant Nous, when Philo speaks of the
Logos as the place of the intelligible world, he mecans thercby
that the relation of the Logos to the intelligible world, and
hence also to the ideas which constitute the intelligible world,
is after the analogy of the relation of the thinking mind to

:’Cf. ff{fd., I, 261-282. = Heres 48, 136.
¥ Sophist 265 C, " Fug. 20, 109; cf. Deter, 16, 54,
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its object of thought. Now, according to Aristotle, in the case
of immatcrial things, the thinking mind is identical with its
object of thought® The Logos is, therefore, conceived by
Philo as being identical with the intelligible world and hence
also with the ideas which constitute the intelligible world.*

The third difference berween Philo and the Timaeus is his
departurc from the representation of the ideas in that dialogue
as ungencrated * and as being outside the Demiurge, so that
they were looked at by the Demiurge and were used by him
as a model in the creation of the visible world.*® Philo un-
doubtedly knew of the other kind of statements about the
ideas in the other dialogues of Plato and presumably he would
also know of the two contrasting interpretations current in his
time. Neither of these interpretations, however, was accept-
able to him. The extradeical interpretation was unacceptable,
because it implied the existence of cternal beings besides God,
but to Philo, besides God, there could be no other eternal
being.*' Nor could the intradeical interpretation be acceptable
to him. For, if it meant that the ideas were in thoughts of
God as real beings really distinet from Him, then it implied
that in God there existed something other than himself. But
this was contrary to Philo’s interpretation of the scriptural
doctrine of the unity of God as meaning absolute simplicity.**
And if it meant thar the ideas were thoughts of God and
henee identical with TTim, then it meant a denial of the exist-
ence of ideas as sueh, but, according to Philo, those who de-
nied the existence of incorporeal ideas are condemned in
Scripture as “impious” and “unholy,” # for, on the basis of
certain scriprural verses and a Jewish tradition, he held that
the belicf in the existence of ideas as real beings was one of
the fundamental teachings of Moses.** And so, what did he
do? He introduced a new interpretation of the Platonic ideas
in their rclation to God. According to this new interpreta-

® Metaphysica X11, 9, 10752, 3-4. " Cf.‘ Philo, 1, 322.

= Cf. Philo, 1, 248-252. “Ibid., 172-173; 11, 94ff.
® Timracis 52 A. “ Ihid., 164.

wihid, 8 A. W Ihid., 181-186.
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tion, the Logos, together with the intelligible world of ideas
“’it_lli_ﬂ it, at first, from cternity, existed as a thought of God,;
then, prior to the creation of the world, it was created as a
real incorporeal being distinct from God.

In Philo, then, Platonic ideas were integrated into an in-
telligible world of ideas contained in a Nous called Logos,
so that the original problem of the relation of Platonic ideas
to God became with him a problem of the relation of the
Nous or the Logos to God, and the problem was solved by
him by the assumption of two successive stages of existence
in the Logos, an intradeical one followed by an extradeical.

From now on, in the history of philosophy, idcas will be
treated either, after the manner of Plato himself, as scgre-
gated beings, or, after the manner of his interpreter Philo, as
integrated into an intelligible world placed in a Logos or a
Nous, and the original problem of extradeical and intradeical,
or the solutions thereof, will be applied either to the ideas
themselves or to the Logos or Nous.

II. TRIN[TY *°

Philo preached his philosophical sermons in the synagogues
of Alexandria at the time when Jesus, known as Christ,
preached his hortatory and admonitory sermons in the sy na-
gogues of Galilee. About half a century later there appeared
one of the four standard biographics of Christ, the Fourth
Gospel, the Gospel according to St. John. This biography
of Christ is based upon the theory, introduced by Paul, that

before Christ was born there was a pre-existent Christ, an idcal
Christ, an idea of Christ. This pre-existent idea of Christ,
which in the epistles of Paul is called Wisdom or perhaps also
Spirit is described in this biography of Jesus by the term
Logos, which is conventionally rendered into English by the

* This section is based upon the chapters dealing with the Trinity in
my Philosephy of the Church Fatbers, 1 (Cambridge, Mass., 19s56), 141~
364. (Henceforth Church Fathers.)
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term Word. And we are all acquainted with the opening
verse in the Gospel according to St. John: “In the beginning
was the Word, and the Word was with Gomrd
was God" (1:1). Then, like the ogos of Philo, which be-
ame immanent m the cereared world, the Logos of John,
which is the pre-existent Christ, became immanent, or, as it
is commonly said, incarnate, in the born Christ. And we are
all, again, acquainted with the verse toward the close of the
Prologue of the Gospel according to St. John: “And the
Word was made flesh™ (1:14).

In this Prologue of the Fourth Gospel, there are similari-
ties between the Logos of Philo and the Logos of John. But
two main characteristics of the Philonic Logos are missing in
the Johannine Logos, or, with regard to one of them, it is
not clearly stated. There is no hint at all that the Logos of
John, which is the idea of Christ, contains in itself the in-
telligible world of ideas and there is no clear statement that
before its incarnation it had two stages of existence, one from
cternity as the thought of God, and then, with the creation
of the world, as a real being distinet from God.

These two missing characteristics were supplied in the
second century by these Church Fathers known as Apolo-
gists, who, having been born pagans, were before their con-
version to Christianity students ilosophy. As they them-
selves tell us, what has led them to their conversion was the
reading of Scripture, the Hebrew Scripture, naturally in the
Greek translation. From internal evidence of their writings,
we may gather that they used the works of Philo as a sort of
commentary upon Scripture. From these works of Philo they
became acquainted with Philo’s interpretation of Platonic
ideas, at the center of which was the term Logos. When,
therefore, in the Fourth Gospel they read the opening sen-
tence, “In the beginning was the Logos,” they identified this
Logos with the Philonic Logos and thus, without the Johan-
nine Logos ceasing to mean the pre-existent Christ, it ac-
quired the two main characteristics of the Philonic Logos.
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To begin with, like the Philenic Logos, the Johannine
Logos began to contain the intelligible world of ideas, so
that it was no longer a single idea, the idea of Christ, bue it
became the place of the intellig:ble world consisting of all
ideas. Then, again, like the Philonic Logos, it was made to
have two stages of existence prior to its incarnation: first,
from eternity it was within God and identical with Him;
second, from about the time of the creation of the world it
was a generated real being distinet from God. Once these rwo
innovations were introduced, Fathers of the Church began
to look in the New Testament for proof-texts in su.np[;ort
of them. For the first of these two innovations, two Fathers
of the Church, Origen and Augustine, at one time thought
that they had found a supporting proof-text in Jesus’ s;wi‘;iq,
“I am not of this world” (John 8:23), from which they tried
to infer that there was another world, and that that other
world was the intelligible world of ideas. s Ultimately, how-
ever, this inference was rejected, for different reasons, by
both of them.*” A satisfactory proof-text for this first inno-
vation was, however, discovered by them in the verse stating
that through the Logos were all things made by God (John
1:3). Following Philo in his description of the Logos, they
interpreted this verse to imply that the Logos was used by
God as a sort of architect’s blueprint, which contained the
plan for the structure of the world and thus it contained the
intelligible world of ideas.*® As for the second innovation,
again, two of the Fathers of the Church, Tertullian and Clem-
ent of Alexandria,* took the verse “In the beginning was the
Logos” to mean that “in the beginning of the creation of the
world the Logos came into being.” Now the Greek 5 which
is used in this verse for the English “was,” in classical Greek
means “was” and not “came into being,” for the latter of

“'Or?gcn, De Prine. 11, 3, 6; Augustine, De Ordine 1, 11, 32 (PL 32, 993).

“ Origen, loc. cit.; Augustine, Rerractiones 1, 3, 2 '

“ Origen, In Joannem XIX, 5 (PG 14, 568BC); Augustine, In [oannem
I, 9; cf. Church Fatbers, pp. 277-278, 183284,

* Cf. Church Fathers, pp. 198, 213-214.
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which the Greek would be éyévero. But their interpretation
of 7jv as meaning “came to be” may be justified on the ground
that in the Greek translation of the Hebrew Scripture, the
Sepruagint, the Greek v, through its usc as a translation of
the Hebrew bayab, which means both “was” and “came to
be,” acquired the additional meaning of “came to be.” *°
Following Philo, too, these early Fathers of the Church
added to the Logos another pre-existent incorporeal being,
the Holy Spirit, thus together with God and the Logos
making three pre-existent real beings, subsequently to be-
come known as hypostases or persons. Now the Holy Spirit
is mentioned in the New Testament, butit is not clear whether
it is meant to be the same as the pre-existent Christ, and hence
the same as the Wisdom of Paul and the Logos of John, or
whether it is meant to be a pre-existent being different from
the pre-existent Christ. The Apostolic Fathers, who flourished
before and up to the middle of the second century, were still
uncertain about it. But the Apologists, under the influence of
Philo, definitely declared the Holy Spirit to be distinct from
the Logos. Like the Logos, the Holy Spirit was held by them
to have been art first intradeical and then became extradeical.

But on one point did the Apologists differ radically from

Philo.** To_Philo, who followed the traditional Jewish con-

ception of God as the maker of things after the analogy of
an artisan, the Logos entered its second stage of existence b

an act of making or creating, except that the mﬂﬁn/—i g was out
of nothing, since God is an omnipotent artisan and is in no

need of matcrial for any of his acts of making. Consequently,
like any product of an artisan’s making, which is not the same
as 1ts maker, the Logos is not the same as God. Though Philo
lics to the Logos several terms meaning divine, he never
applies to it the term

od in the real sense of the term. The
Apologists, however, who followed the Chriw

“ Cf. below, “Philosophical Implications of Arianism and Apollinarian-

ism,” p. 139.
“On whar follows, sce the chapter on “The Mystery of Generation,” in
Church Fathers, p. :87-304.
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logical conception of God as the begetter of things, after the
analo f natural procreation, conceived of The entrance of
the Logos into its second stage of existence as having been
effected by_an act of begetting or generating and_conse-
qu‘—ly, as in any act of natural gcncmnon where that which
is generated is like that whi the Logos to them
is God like the God who generated it. Later Christian theo-
logians, Augustine, followed by Thomas Aquinas, tried to
explain the Godship of the Logos by referring to the philo-
sophic principle that all living beings reproduce their kind.
They illustrated it by quoting the Aristotclian statement that
“man begets man,” ** to which St. Augustine added .md dog
dog” ** and which St. Thomas paraphrased by saying “as a
man proceeds from a man and a horse from a horse.” ™ Sub-
sequently the term God was extended to the Holy Spirit, so
that each of the persons, the Father, the Son or o ogos, and

the Holy Spirit, was God.
ese three persons of the Trinity, however, though cach

of them a real being and each of them God and cach of tl1un
rc.llly distinct from the others, constituted onc God, who wa
most simple and indivisible. Conscquently, the Logos, in so

fa_r__a_s_m_ms really distinet From God the Father and God the

Holy Spirit, was extradeical: but, in so far as it was an n-
divisible part of an indivisible triune God, it was intradeical.
This was a new kind of harmonization of extradeical and
intradeical. It may be described as harmonization by unifica-
tion, which was added by the Apologists to the Philonic har-
monization by succession. How three distinct real beings,
each of them God, could be harmonized and unified into one
God, without infringing upon the Law of Contradiction, the
Fathers of the Church tried to explain by various analogics
up to a certain point, bhut beyond that point they admitted

that the Trini $ a mystery.

® Metaphysica VI, 7, 10322, 23-24: cf. IX, 8, 1049b, 27-20.
® Cont, Maximin. 11, 6.
™ Sum, Theol. 1, 27, 2c.
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As part of the mystery of the Trinity is the conception of
the relation of the ideas within the Logos to the triune God.
According to Philo, so also according to the Church Fathers,
the ideas within the Logos were identical with the Logos.
But, whereas to Philo, h\ reason of their bmng identical with
the Luqm they were, like the Logos during its second stage
of existence, extradeical, to the Apologists, despite their being
identical with the Logos, they were not, like the Logos dur-
ing its second stage of existence, both extradeical and intra-
deical by unification: they were only intradeical. The reason
for this is as follows: It lnppcns that among the Church
Fathers from the earliest times there existed thc view that
the distinction between the persons of the Trinity is only
with respect to some causal rclationship existing berween
them, which later came to be described by the terms pater-
nity, filiation, and }1rnccssmu In every other respect they are
one, their unity consisting in the indivisible unity of the one
God which they all constitute. Since they all constitute one
God, whatever is said of any of the persons of the Trinity,
with the exception of the terms which describe the one single
distinction between them, applies to the one indivisible God
which they all constitute. Accordingly, when the intelligible
world of ideas is said to exist in the Logos and to be identi-
cal with the Logos, it really means that it exists in the one
indivisible God, which the three persons constitute, and it is
with that one indivisible God that it is identical.

This, then, was the philosophic situation during the second
century after the Christian era. Three interpretations of Pla-
tonic ideas cxisted side by side. Among pagan philosophers,
the Platonic ideas were treated as segregated beings, and were
interpreted cither (1) extradeically or (2) intradeically. In
Philo and the Church Fathers they were treated as integrated
into an intelligible world placed in a Logos, but, whereas to
Philo the Logos together with the ideas within it (3) was
both intradeical and extradeical by succession, to the Apolo-
gists (4) the Logos was extradeical and intradeical both by
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succession and by unification, but the ideas were only intra-
deical. -

Then, in the third century, something new happened both
in Christian philosophy and in pagan philosophy. Christian
philosophy had its center in Alexandria under Origen and
pagan philosophy had its center in Rome under Plotinus.

Both Origen and Plotinus start their philosophy with three
principles, which are cocternal. Both of them call these prin-
ciples hypostases.”® Both of them describe the first hy postasis,
who is God, as Father.” Both of them describe the sccond
hypostasis as being eternally generated from the first 7 and
call him son ™ and image.” Both of them make their second
hypostasis contain the intelligible world of ideas.® So far
forth they are in agreement. But then they begin to differ.
Origen, as in Christianity, calls his second hypostasis Logos.
Plotinus calls it Nous. In direct opposition to those who
called it Logos, he explicitly denies that the second hypostasis
is the Logos of the first ®* and, especially aiming at the Chris-
tian use of Logos as a technical term designating the second
hypostasis only, he says: “The Soul is a Jogos and a certain
energeia of the Nous, just as the Nous is of the One.” ®
Again, the third hypostasis is called by Origen, as in Christi-
anity, Holy Spirit; Plotinus calls it Soul ® and, again, in
direct opposition to those who called it Spirit, he uses the
term spirit in a material sense and therefore argues that it
cannot be Soul.® Then, also, following Christian tradition,
Origen calls his Logos God; and, while a real being distinet

“Origen, De Princ. 1, 2, 2; In Joan. X, 21 (PG 14, 376B); Cont. Cels.
VI, 12 (PG 11, 1533C); Plotinus, Enneades 11, g, 2; V, 1, 73 V, 8, 12;
V1, 7, 29.

“ Origen, De Prine. 1, 2, 6; Plotinus, Enncades 111, 8, 11,

“ Origen, De Prine. 1, 2, 4; In Jercmiam, Hom. IX, 3 (PG 13, 357A);
Plotinus, Enneades V, 1, 6; VI, 8, z0.

® Origen, De Princ. 1, 2, 4; Plotinus, Enneades 111, 8, 11,

® Origen, De Prine. |, 2, 6; Plotinus, Enneades V, 1, 7, V, 4, 2; V, 6, 4
V,0,2; VL, 2,0.

™ Origen, cf. above at n. 48; Plotinus, Emncades V, g, o.

" Enneades V1, 7, 17. SHhid. V', 1, 100

“lbid .V, 1, 6. “Ibid. 1V, 7, 3-4.
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from his first hypostasis, it constitutes with it onc God. Plo-
tinus, however, is reminiscent of Philo. Like Philo, who calls
his Logos simply “God,” without the definite article “the,”
in contrast to the true God, who is called “the God,” with
the definite artcle “the,” % Plotinus calls his Nous God in
the sense of was, “all,” that is, in an indefinite sense, in con-
trast to God in the sense of ris, that is, a certain particular
God."™ Again, like Philo, who describes his Logos as “the
second God™ " in contrast to the true God who is “the first
God,” % Plotinus describes his Nous as “the second God” * in
contrast to the God, whom he usually refers to as “the First” ™
or whom he may have even described as “the first God.” ™
Accordingly, to Origen, the Logos 1s cternally both extra-
deical and intradeical by unification, but the ideas within it
are intradeical, whereas, according to Plotinus, the Nous,
together with the intelligible world of ideas within it, are
extradcical.

How did these two systems at once alike and different
originate?

Here [ am going to suggest an answer for which there is no
direct documentary cvidence. There is only circumstantial
evidence, the kind of evidence on which a defendant standing
trial for murder may be acquitted by a jury of his peers, and
on which, 1 belicve, a student of the history of philosophy
may venture to build a theory cven at the risk of being con-
demned by fellow historians as indulging in flights of fancy.

My explanation is this: Both Plotinus and Origen were stu-
dents at onc time, though not at the same time, of Ammonius
Saccas in Alexandria. “Ammonius,” according to Porphyry
as quoted by Fusebius, “was a Christian, brought up in Chris-

% Sonnr. 1, 39, 139-240.

“ Enncades V, 5, 3.

T Qu. in Gen, 11, 621 ef. Leg. Al 11, 21, 86.

 Migr. 32, 181; 35, 194; Mos. 11, 26, 205.

™ Enneades V, 3, 3.

Ihid. V, 5,11,

T Ibid. 111, ¢, g, aceording to some readings of the text. Sce cd. Brehier
(Paris, 1925) and ed. Henry and Schwyzer (Paris, 1951) ad lse.
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tian doctrines by his parents, yet, when he began to think and
study philosophy, he immediately changed his way of life
to conform to that required by the laws.” ™ We may assume,
I believe, that during his Christian period, like Clement of
Alexandria,”™ he interpreted Plato in terms of the Philonic
twofold stage theory and applied the same interpretation to
the Johannine Logos and, by reason of the mystery of the
Trinity, while the Logos during its sccond stage of existence
was both extradeical and intradeical by unification, the ideas
within it were only intradeical. Then, when Ammonius gave
up Christianity, we may further assume, he gave up the in-
terpretation of Plato in terms of the Philonic twofold stage
theory and substituted for it the theory of eternal generation;
he also gave up the primarily Biblical term Logos and the
strictly Biblical term Holy Spirit and substituted for them
the purely philosophical terms Nous and Soul; finally, dis-
carding the Christian mystery of the Trinity, his Nous, the
substitute for the Christian Logos as the place of the intelli-
gible world of ideas, was no longer equal with God, no longer
the same as God, and no longer forming rogether with God
and the Soul one God, and hence no longer intradeical and
extradeical by unification. Plotinus, a pagan, adopted this new
philosophy of Ammonius in its entirety. Origen, a Christian,
adopted from it only the concept of eternal genceration, which
he applied to the Christian Logos, but this he did only on
purely Christian religious grounds, considering the principle
of eternal generation less open to misunderstanding and mis-
interpretation than the twofold stage theory.

Truly speaking, then, the philosophy of Plotinus, known
as Neoplatonism, in so far as its theory of ideas is concerned,

* Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V1, 19, 7. It must be noted that Fuschius denies
the apostasy of Ammonius (VI, 19, g-10). Among modern scholars, some say
that Eusebius was mistaken in denying the apostasy of Ammonius Saceas
(cf. Lawlor and Oulton’s note on VI, 19, 10 of their Fnglish translation
of Eusebius), while others say that Porphyry was mistaken in making Am-
monius Saccas born a Christian (cf. Bardy's note on V1, 19, 7 of his French

translation of Eusebius).
* Church Fathers, p. 266-270,
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is a paganized version of the Christian version, which in turn
is a Christianized version of the Philonie Jewish version of
Plato’s theory of ideas. Thus the theory of ideas of both Ori-
gen and Plotinus are a third generation of the Platonic ideas.

In Christianity, the Origenian harmonization of extradeical
and intradeical by the method of unification prevailed and
it became the orthodox ereed of the Church. Burt it met with
opposition. It was felt by many Christians, described by Ori-
gen as those “who sincerely profess to be lovers of God,” ™
that the conceprion of a God, in whom there was a distine-
tion of three real beings each of whom was God, was in-
Cm'l'lp:'!?ih]u with the Cm'iL‘cpritm of the lmit)’ of G(Jd, which
was the common profession of all Christians. The various
attempts at explaining the unity of God ultimately meant
the reduction of the conception of unity to a relative kind
of unity,™ which to them was unacceptable. They had before
them, thercfore, two choices, cither to deny that the Logos
was God or to deny the reality of its existence.™ Some fol-
lowed the first alternative. They are the Arians. Others fol-
lowed the sccond alternative. This had many exponents. But
we shall refer to them, after one of its exponents, as Sabel-
lians. Denying the reality of the Logos, in a passage in which
they refer to the Logos as the Son, they declared that “the
Father is Son and again the Son Father, in hypostasis one, in
name two.” " And when the Holy Spirit was proclaimed
by orthodoxy to be also God, they declared that “the term
Father and Son and Holy Spirit are bur actions and names.” ™
In other words, they rejected the orthodox conceptions of
the Logos as being simultancously both extradeical and intra-
deical by unification and made it only intradeical, in the sense
of identical, and, of course, with it also the ideas within it
were intradeical.

™ In Joan 11, 2 (PG 14, 108C); cf. Church Fatbers, pp. 58off.

™ Churcl Fathers, p. 3124,

™ Cf. ibid., chapter on “Heresies,” p. 575fF.

™ Athanasius, Orat. cont. Arian, IV, 25 (PG 26, 505C).
™ Epiphanius, oldz. Haer. Panar. LXIL 1 (PG 41, 1052B).
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In pagan phi]'usuph_y, simi]arly, the Plotnian conception of
a Nous, in which the ideas integrated into an intelligible
world was located, prevailed until the pagan schools of philos-
ophy were closed by the order of Emperor Justinian in 529.
But one notable exception is to be mentioned, and that is the
theory of Ammonius Hermiae, who was at the head of the
pagan school of philosophy in Alexandria at abour the middle
of the fifth century. In his commentary on the Isagoge, a
work by Porphyry, who was a student of Plotinus, this Am-
monius tries to answer questions raised by Porphyry with
regard to the idecas of Plato — questions not with regard to
the relation of the ideas to God bur rather with regard to
their relation to individual things in the world. After solving
in his own way the phase of the problem with regard to
ideas which was raised by Porphyry, Ammonius, of his own
accord, tries to solve the problem of the relation of the ideas
to God. His answer is contained in the following statements.
First, he says, “He who fabricates all things contains in him-
self the paradigms of all things” ™ and “if He knows that
which He makes, it is at once evident that the forms exist n
the Fabricator.” % Then, trying to prove that this is also the
view of Plato, he says #' that Plato, who, in contradistinction
to Aristotle, describes the ideas as being “intelligible, subsist-
ing in themselves” (vonrai, atrat kal éavras Vperrdoar),*® as
being “really substances” (8vrws odoias),™ and as “first sub-
stances” (mpdras ovoias),™ means thereby that “God contains
in himself the models of the genera and species.” Here then
we have in pagan philosophy a continuation or revival of
the old pre-Plotinian, or rather pre-Philonic, trearment of

* Ammonius in Porphyrii Isagoge sive V. Voces (ed. A, Busse), P4t
I, 20-21,

" Ibid., p. 42, 1. 5-6. MIbid., poogg 1 1-4.

™ Reflecting Plato's description of ideas as voyra (insacus 30 C) and as
things which are aira xad" abra dvra (Timacus 51 B).

® Reflecting Plato’s description of ideas as ot dvrws ofoa (Plcdrius
247 €.

*Nort found in Platw as a description of ideas, hue it probably reflects
Plato’s description of ideas as dibos oboia (Thmacus 3710, ’

INTERPRETATIONS OF PLATONIC IDEAS 40

ideas as beings segregated from each other and as the thoughts
of God.

Thus beginning with the third century both in pagan
philosophy, as represented by the Neoplatonism of Plotinus,
and in Christian philosophy, as represented by orthodoxy and
Sabellianism, the Platonic ideas were integrated into an in-
telligible world. In pagan philosophy it existed in a Nous
which was extradeical; in Christian philosophy it existed in a
Logos which was either, as in orthodoxy, both extradeical
and intradeical by unification or, as in Sabellianism, only in-
tradeical. As for the ideas within the Logos or Nous, in Chris-
tianity they were purely intradeical; in Neoplatonism they
were extradeical along with the Nous with which they were
identical.

III. ATTRIBUTES

Six hundred and twenty-two years roll by since the rise
of Christianity and a new religion appears — Islam. In the
Scripture of this new religion, the Koran, God is described
by what the followers of this religion like to refer to as “the

nincty-ninc most beautiful names of God,” such, for instance,
as “the living,” “the powerful,” “the wise,” and so forth up
to ninety-ninc. Farly in the history of this religion there arose
a view, first with regard to only two of that list of ninety-
ninc names and then also with regard to other names of that
list, that cach name by which God is designated reflects some
real being existing in God as something distinct from His
essence, but inseparable from it and coeternal with ir. Thus,
for mstance, when God is described as living or wise or
powerful, it means that life or wisdom or power exist in Him
as recal, eternal beings, distinet from His essence. These real
beings in God corresponding to the names by which God
is designated are known in Arabic by two terms, one of
which, as we shall see, came to be known to philosophers of
the Wesrt as “arcribures.”

LRI
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This view, it can be shown, could not have originated in
Islam spontancously but it could have originated under Chris-
tian influence in the of debates between Mushms and
Christians shortly after the Muslim conquest of Syria in the
VIIth century.® In these debates, we may assume, Christians
tried to convince the Muslims that the second and third per-

sons of the Trinity are nothing but the terms “wisdom™ and
“life” or “wisdom™ and “power,” which in the Koran are

predicated of God, and that there is nothing in the Koran

ag_al.;lnst the Christian belicf that the predication of God of

either pair of these terms reflects the existence in God of

real bemgs, or persons or hypostascs, as they called them. The

Muslims could find no flaw in the reasoning and no objection
to the conclusion. They therefore accepted the view that in
God there were real beings to correspond to certain terms
predicated of Him in the Koran. But then, when the Chris-
tian debaters continued to argue that these two persons of
the Trinity, the sccond and third, are each God like the first
person, the Muslims balked and quoted against them the
Koranic verses, “say not three . . . God is only onc God”
(4:169) and “they surely arc infidels who say, God is the
third of three, for there is no God but one God” (5:77).

Thus there had arisen in Islam the belief, which became the
orthodox bettefTthat certain terms predicated of God have,

corresponding to them, real existent beings in God, called
atrributes, which are coeternal with God, but cternally in-
separable from Him, and becausc thev were crernally in-

separable from God and becausc also they were not called
God, the unity of God, so vehemently insisted upon in the

Koran, 1s preserved.
That this is how the problem of attributes had originated

in Islam can be shown by arguments cvidential, terminologi-
cal, and contextual. To begin with, among Muslims themselves

"

®See my papers “The Muslim Artributes and S 3
Harvard Theological Review 1956): 1=18, and “T'he Philosophical
imp]:canons of the Problem of Divine Ateributes in the Kalam,” Journal

of the American Oriental Society, 79 (1959): 73-80.
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there were those who in this doctrine of attributes saw an
analogy to the Christian doctrine of the Trinity. Then, the
two Arabic terms for whar we call “attributes,” namely sifat
and ma‘dniyy, arce translations of two Greek terms, xapak-
Tnpt(r.-'txd and ﬁ'pciypa‘ra, which were }):‘ll’t of the technica]
vocabulary of the Trinity. Fimally, the two “most beautiful
names of God,” which originally were taken by Muslims to
reflect real ateributes in God, correspond exactly to the names
by which the sccond and third persons of the Trinity came
to be known to Muslims through Christians writing in Arabic.

This, we imagine, is how the theory of attributes was in-
rroduced in Islam.

No sooner, however, had the belief in real attributes been
introduced than there arose opposition to it. This opposition
was like the Sabellian opposition in Christianity to the reality
of the sccond and third persons of the Trinity. It saw in the
assumption of real attributes, even though not called Gods,
a violation of the true unity of God. Like Sabellianism in
Christianity, therefore, which declared the sccond and third
persons of the Trinity to be mere names of God designating
His actions, this opposition declared the terms predicated of
God in the Kﬁn—%mof God, designatin? His
[eTioms, - Tence the so-called attributes are not real beings
adother than the essence of God: they are identical with
TTis essence.

TAnd 50 the controversy in Christianity over the persons of
the Logos and the Holy Spirit in their relation to God the
Father, became in Islam a controversy over the relation of
the attributes to God, The orthodox Muslim position was
ikc, though not cxactly the same as, orthodox Christian posi-
tion. The attributes, like the sccond and third persons of the
Trinity, were both extradeical and intradeical, except that,
unlike the sccond and third persons of the Trinity, which
were intradeical and extradeical by unification, that is, they
were at once the same as God and other than He, these ortho-
dox Muslim attributes were intradeical and extradeical by
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location, that is, they were in God but other than Ile. The
unorthodox position of the Antiattributists in Islam corre-
sponds to Sabellianism in Christianity.

The Muslim attributes are not ideas. They lack the essential
characteristic of the Platonic ideas, that of being pre-existent
patterns of things that come into existence. Bur they may be
considered as the fourth generation of Platonic ideas through
two generations of Logos, being as they were direet descend-
ants of Logos and the Holy Spirit of the Christian Trinity.
It can be further shown that with the gradual introduction
of Greck philosophy into Islam, the problem of artributes
became identified with the problem of Platonic ideas, or rather
with the problem of universals, as the problem of Platonic
ideas was known by that time, and with that the CONtroversy
between Attributists and Antiattributists in Islam became a
controversy over universals as to whether they were extra-
deical or intradeical.®® It was during this new phasc of the
problem that a new conception of the relation of attributes
to God, or perhaps only a new way of expressing their rela-
tion to God, made its appearance. It is known as the theory
of modes (abwil). Dissatisfied with the orthodox view that
attributes are really “existent” in God and with the unortho-
dox view that attributes, being mere names, are “noncxistent,”
the exponents of this new theory declared that attributes, now
surnamed modes, are “neither existent nor nonexistent.” 57 Of
course, they were charged with infringing upon the Law of
Excluded Middle, but theologians and philosophers that they
were they were not fazed by this difficulty: they found a wn:v
of getting around it.

While in Islam the problem of attributes was raging, there
was no such a problem in Christianity, that is to say, there
was no controversy over the question as to whar was the
meaning of terms, outside the terms Father, Logos or Son,

*To be fully discussed in my work “The Philosophy of the Kalam,” in
preparation.

" Baghdadi, Al-Farq bayn al-Firag (Cairo, A.I1. 13:8), p. 182, L 53
Shahrastani, Nibayat al-Iqdam (cd. Guillaume), p. 133, 1. 4. '
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and Holy Spirit, in their relation to God, when predicated
of 1hm. The mplied distinction berween the Logos, which
was both extradeieal and intradeical by unification, and the
ideas within the Logos, which were only intradeical, was for-
mally made explicie by the last of the Church Fathers, John of
Damascus, in the distinetion drawn by him between “per-
sons” and “names.” * The Logos, as one of the three persons
of the Trinity is a real being, but the ideas within the Logos,
such as the ideas of goodness, greatness, powerfulness, and
the like, are nor real beings; they are only “names,” so that
their distinction from the Logos as well as from one another
is only nominal, derived from the various ways in which the
Logos appears to the mind of man through its various opera-
tions in the world. Since they are only various names of the
Logos, by the principle that whatever is predicated of one of
the persons of the Trinity is predicated of the triune God
as a whole, they are various names of the triune God as a
whole. Accordingly, when you say God is Father and Logos
the Holy Spirit, the relation between the three predicates and
the subject as well as the relation between the three predicates
themselves 1s a real relation and they are all one by the mys-
tery of the Trinity. But when you say that God is good or
great or powerful you merely predicate of God different
“names.” Thus, without using the term “attribute” and with-
out raising a problem of ateribures, the Fathers of the Church
arrived at a position like that of the Antiattributists in Islam.
In fact, it can be shown, that the Annateributists in Islam were
influenced by this view of the Church Fathers.

This distinction between “persons” and ‘“names,” or be-
tween the Logos as the place of ideas and the ideas within it,
in their relation to God, was generally accepted in Christian-
ity. The ideas within the Logos continued to be called
“names” and there was no problem of “attributes” corre-
sponding to such a problem in Islam. But then four events
happened which resulted in the introduction of the problem

= De Fide Orthodoxa, 1, 6-8, 9.
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of divine attributes into mediaeval Christian philosophy. Let
us study these four events. '

The first event was the publication and subscquently the
condemnation of the De Divisione Naturae by John Scotus
Erigena. In that work, published in 867, Erigena deals with
what he calls “the primordial causes of things,” which he says
the Greeks call “ideas” and “prorotypes.”® Following the
Church Fathers, these ideas are placed by him in the L:.-.t_{us.
but, departing from the Church Fathers, who considered the
ideas within the Logos as identical with the Logos, Erigena
distinguished them from the Logos. This may be gathered
from his statements that “before the ages, God the Father be-
got (genuit) His Word, in whom and through whom He
created (creavit) the most perfect primordial causes of all
natures” * and also that while “we believe that the Son is
wholly coeternal with the Father, with regard to the things
which the Father makes (facit) in the Son, I say they are
coeternal with the Son, but not wholly cocternal.” " Note the
two distinctions drawn berween the Logos and the ideas
within it: the former is begotten, the latter are creared or made;
the former is wholly cocternal with God, the latter are nor
wholly cocternal with the Logos. Being thus not identical with
the Logos, they are not identical with God, and thercfore
they are not mere “names” of God. Accordingly, while God
is described by him as “that which creates and is not created,”
the ideas in their totality are described as “that which is
created and creates.” ** Here then we have, in deviation from
the traditional Christian view, a view approaching the or-
thodox Muslim view on attribures.

Erigena’s deviation from the traditional Christian view on
the relation of the ideas to God passed unnoticed by his con-
temporaries. While his De Praedestinatione was condemned

® De Divisione Naturae 11, 2 (PL 122, 529B); 11, 36 (6151-616A). Cf,
E. Gilson, History of Christian Philesophy in the Middle Ages (London
and New York, 1955), pp. 117-119.

“Ibid. 11, 21 (560B).
" Ibid. (561C). B Lhid. 1,1 (431B).
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twice during his hfetime, his De Divisione Naturae was not
molested during his lifetime, nor was it molested for a long
time after that. The Schoolmen during the four centuries
following Iirigena were engaged in the problem of universals,
which is concerned primarily with the problem of the rela-
tion of ideas to sensible objects, and paid little attention to the
problem of the relation of the ideas to God. It was not until
the beginning of the X1Ith century, at the Council of Paris
(1209) that his De Divisione Naturae was condemned; and
onc of the reasons for its condemnation was its theory of
ideas. The writ of condemnation on this point reads as fol-
lows: “The second error is his view that the primordial causes,
which are called ideas, that is forms or exemplars, create and
are creared, whereas, according to the holy Fathers, in so far
as the ideas are in God, they are the same as God, and there-
fore they cannot be created.” ™

This i1s event number one.

Then, prior to the condemnation in 1209 of Erigena’s work,
Gilbert of la Porrée was accused at the Council of Rheims, in
1148, of believing that, when such terms as goodness, wisdom,
greatness and the like are predicated of God, they are not
designations of perfections which are identical with God, but
rather a “form” which is placed in God and by which He 1s
God, analogous to the universal term “humanity,” which,
when predicated of the subject “man” does not designate that
which is identical with the subject but rather a “form” in the
subject by which the subject is man.”* This prompted the
Council to draw up a profession of faith, which, directly in
opposition to the alleged view of Gilbert, maintained that
“God is wise only by a wisdom which is God himself; eternal
by an cternity which is God himself; one only by a unity

@ Ssecundus est, quod primordiales causae, quae vocantur ideae i e
forma scu exemplar [sic], creant ct creantur: cum tamen secundum sanctos
idem sint quod Deus: in quantum sunt in Deo: et ideo creari non possunt”
(quored in Johannes Huber, Jobannes Scotus Erigena, Munich, 1861, p. 436).

®Cf. Geoffrey d'Auxerre, Libellus contra Capitula Gilbert Pictavensis
Episcopi (P1, 185, 597CD; 617A).
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which is God himself, [God] only by a divinity which is e
himself; in short, He is by His own self wise. great, cternal,
one, God.”  The difference between Gilbert and the Council
is strikingly like the difference between the Muslim Attribu-
tists and Antiattributists, The formula used by the Council is
exactly the same as that reported in the name of the Anti-
attributise, or perhaps Modalist, Abu n]—l-hldhn}'l, which reads
as follows: “God is knowing by a knowledge which is him-
self, and He is powerful by a power which is himself, and He
is living by a life which is himself.” %

This is event number two.

Then something else happened. Early in the XIlIth century,
certainly before 1235, there appeared a Latin translation of
Maimonides’ work The Guide of the Perplexed, which con-
tained an account of the Muslim controversics over the prob-
lem of divine attributes and a presentation of his own clabo-
rate theory in opposition to the reality of attributes. This
Latin translation was made not from the original Arabic, in
which the book was written, but from onc of its two Hebrew
versions. In that Hebrew version, the Arabic term sifah,
which, as said above, reflects the Greek term yapakmpioricdy
used in connection with the Trinity, was translared by two
Hebrew terms, mriddab and t0’ar, Thesc two terms, in turn, are
translated by three Latin terms: dispositio, attributio, and
nominatio.® Of these three terms, each of which refleets one
of the senses of the two Hebrew terms as well as of their un-
derlying Arabic term, the term attributio, used in this transla-
tion in the sense of a divine predicate, is of special interest.
By the time this translation was made, the Latin term attribu-
tio or attributum in the technical sense of “predicate™ was not
altogether unknown. According to the Thesarus Linguae
Latinae it was used in that technical sense by Ciccero. But it was

* Ibid. (618A).

" Al-Ash‘ari, Magalat al-Islamiyin  (cd. Rirter), p. 165, 1. 5-7. Al-
Shalrastani, al-Milal wa'l-Nilhal (cd. Cureton), p, 34. I 17-20.

" Rabi Mossei Acgyptii, Diex sen Divector dubitantim art perplexoring,
lib. 1, cap. XLIX, fol. XVIIIa, 1. 28; cap. LI, fol. XV, 1. 4t (Paris, 1520),
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never used, as far as | know, as a designation of terms predi-
cated of God, cither in a work originally written in Latin or
in a work translated from the A rabic into Latin. In the Latin
translation of Ghazali's Magdsid al-Falasifah, which was made
in the Xllch century by John Hispalensis, the Arabic sifab is
translated, not by attributio or attributumn, but by assignatio.®
The verb attribuere™ and the noun attributio ' do indeed
occur in the Latin translation of Avicebrol’s Fons Vitae, also
made in the Xllth century by John Hispalensis, but from the
context it may be gathered that in both its forms the term is
used not in the sense of “predicate” and still less in the sense
of “divine predicate” but rather in the sense of “gift,” “addi-
tion,” “cause.”’

This is event number three.,

The fourth event is a double header.

Between the years 1245-1 250 and between the years 1254~
1256 Alberrus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas respectively pub-
lished their commentaries on the Sentences of Peter Lombard.
In these commentaries, both of them for the first time use
the term “artribuces™ instead of the traditional term “names”
as a description of the ideas within the Logos predicated of
God. Morcover, both of them, as soon as they introduced
the term “attributes,” raised the question, which, as phrased
by Albert, reads: “Whether attributes in God are one or
many:?" ! and, as phrased by Thomas, reads: “Whether in
God are many attributes?” ' The meaning of the question is
whether the attributes are really distinet from God and from
cach other or not. Once this question was raised with regard
to attributes, St. Thomas raised it also with regard to “names,”
phrasing his question to read: “Whether names predicated of
God are synonymous? " 13 meaning, again, whether the ideas

“Algazel's Metaphysics, ed. J. T. Muckle (1933), p. 62, L. 2; cf. Arabic
text: Magdsid al-Falisifab, p. 149, 1. 12.

" Avencebrolis (Ibn Gebirol), Fons Vitae, ed, Bacumker (1895}, p. 92,
Loy ' Albertus Magnus, Iz | Sent. 111, 4.

" Hbid., p. a8z, 1L g. " Thomas Aquinas, In I Sene, 11, 1, 2.

“Sum. Theol. 1, 13, 4; of. Cont, Gent. I, 35; De Potentia 3, 6, Com-
pend. Theol, 5.
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contained in ¢l Logos ang tr;tdirinnally designated by the
term name ape really distinct from God and from cach other
or not. Morcovcr, once St. Thomgs raised the question of the
re'larmn of the ideas to God under the guise of the question
with regard ¢ ateributes a4 names, he rajsed the quc.;;rion
directly wyirh Tegard to ideas, Thyg 1 the VEry same work, the
commentary o he Sentences, i which he for the first time
mrmgiuccd the term attribute ap the problem of attribuees
¢ raised the qucestion “Whether the idegs are many? " 104 ;111;1‘
the same question appears alsg in some of hig Jater works. 105
IjIere aain the question j Whether the jdeqg are really djs-
tinet from God and from each other of not. In other words Hc
r:'used’ the question Whether the Fathers of the Church \;.:crc
right in thejr dSsumption that the ideas within the Logos were
only names anq intradeica] of whether they were \::ronr* in
that assumption of theirs, )
 Lhis is _thf: succession of cvents in the hismry of post-P,-
mst{ Christian ph:Josophy rclnting the problem as ¢ whether
the ideas within the Logos are intradeical o not: (1) the
cundzlsmmu‘on of the :lﬂcgcd Gilbere' view on the rcnhty of
the d]Sf:lnCtI()n between the perfections of God, (2) the con-
:demnano_n of Erigena’s theory of ideas; (3) the mntroduction
nto Christjan Latin philomphy of the term “attributes” n
the Sense of divine Predicates ang withal a knowledge of the
uslim controversjes about it; (4) the use of the rcérm "t

to this question, jr may be said that i, regard to the firg
two events there js g rgument from silepce showing that
there is no connection berween these two cvents and the

‘: In [ Sems. XXXVI, Tt
1
S, Thegl, L o1s, 2; D, Veritate 3 23 Com. Gen;. I, 54: Quodl. IV, 1.
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or allusion to Lrigena or to Gilbert, Besides, while Gilbert was
accused of bc!icving n a real distinction between the perfec-
tion predicated of God and God, he was not accused of be-
Iicu-’ing mn a real distinction between the perfections them-
selves; quite the contrary, he is said ro have believed that all
the perfections predicated of God constitute one form in
God." T'here s, however, cvidence of q connection between
the new problem raised about attributes and the Latin transla-
tion of the work of Maimonides, First, there js St. Thomas
himself, who in his commentary on the Sentences, after in-
troducing the rerm attribute and raising the problem of at.
tributes, quores Maimonides and takes issue with hjm 107 Sec-
ond, there jg Occam, who says: “The holy men of old did not
use that word attribures (attributa) but in its stead they used
the word names (nominag), whence, in contrast to certain
moderns who say that divine ateribuges are distinct and dj-
verse, the ancienrs and those who were at the time of the an-
cient masters said that divine names are distinet and diverse,
wherefrom it follws that they laid down 2 distinction only
with reference to names and a diversity only with reference
to signs, but with reference to the thing signified they assumed
identity and unity”; 18 and i support of this Occam goes
01 o quore Augustine and Peter Lombard. The term “a¢-
tributes™ \was thus regarded by Occam as a new—fanglcd
term, of recent origin, which had come to replace the old
traditional term “names,” and he malkes it unmistakably clear
that there was no problem of the relation of attributes to God
as long as “names” Wwis used instead of “attributes,” and that
the problem arose only with the introduction of the term “at-

"™Op. cir, above, n, 93 (507 C-D). T In I Sent, II, 1, 3¢,

"™ Quodliber I, 2 (Srrasburg, 1391): “Sancrj antiqui non urebantur
isto vocabulo attributa, sed pro isto urchanryr hoc vocabulo nomina, Unde
sicur quidam modern; dicunt quod  artributa divina sune distincta et
diversa, jrq dicehane antiqui et qui crant fempore antiquorum doctorum
quod nomina divina supe distincra cr diversa, ira quod non posuerunt dis.
tnetionem nisj i nominibus et unirarem in re significata er diversitatem
in signis” (quored with omissions by P. Vignaux in Dictionnaire de Théolo-
i Catholiquee, vo, L1, col. 757,
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tributes.” With all this, are we nor justificd in assuming that
the use of the rerm artribute and the rise of the problem of
attributes in medieval Christian philosophy had irs origin in
the Latin translation of Maimonides' Guide of the Perplexed?

In their attempt to solve the problem, the Schoolmen were
all unanimous in rejecting the reality of ateributes predicared
of God. So far forth, they were all aligned against the Muslim
Attributists. But there were differences of opinion among
them as to how to express this opposition to the reality of at-
tributes. Three different ways of expressing it developed in
the course of the discussion.

First, Thomas Aquinas, having introduced the term attri-
bute and having raised the problem of attributes, laid down
certain fundamental views which were shared by all other
Schoolmen.

The starting point in St. Thomas’ discussion of the problem
raised by him is that ideas and attributes are in God, With
regard to ideas, having in mind his own statement clsewhere
that “the Word of God is rightly called conceived or be-
gotten Wisdom, as being the wisc conception of the divine
mind,” 1% he says that the “ideas” are “in the divine Wisdom”
or “in the divine mind,” and this divine wisdom or “divine
mind” is subsequently spoken of by him as the “divine es-
sence” and “God himself.” "' Elsewhere he explicitly says
that “we cannot suppose the ideas to exist outside of God;
they exist in the mind of God only.” " With regard to at-
tributes, in answer to the question “Whether in God are many
attributes,” he starts by saying that “in God there i wisdom,
goodness, and the like.” 112

Then, as an explanation of the statement which was his
starting point, St. Thomas tries to show that, while idecas and
attributes are in God, they are not in God as real beings. With
regard to the ideas which are in God, he argues against their
reality on the ground that there is no “real plurality in God

™ Cont, Gent. 1V, 12, " De Veritare 3, 1c.
" Sum. Theol. 1, 44, 3c. "l Sene. 11, 1, 2e.
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other than the plurality of persons,” 1? maintaining, there-
fore, thar the relations between the ideas in God “are not real
relations, such as those whereby the persons are distinguished,
but relations understood (intellecti) by God,” ™ so that
ideas are many only in the sense that “God understands many
models proper to many things,” "% or “that many ideas are in
His mtellecr as understood by Him,” V¢ or that “although
these ideas are multiplied in their relations to things, they are
not really distinct from the divine essence,” 117 Combining
these statements, we gather that in reality all the ideas in God
are one and, of course, identical with God, but God in His
wisdom causes them to be multiplicd in things. Similarly with
regard to attributes, he says that, unlike the persons of the
Trinity, cach of which signifies “a real thing” (res) 18 and
which are “really (vealiter) distinct from each other,” 1 5o
that “there are many real things (res) subsistent in the divine
nature,” " the plurality of actributes which are affirmed of
God are “in God wholly one in reality (re) but they differ in
rcason (ratione)’; ™! or, as he also phrases it, “the names at-
tributed to God signify one thing” but “they signify that
thing under many and diverse distinctions of reason (sub
rationibus multis et diversis),” 1** so that God “is one in reality
(re), and yer multiple according to reason (secundum ra-
tionenr), because our intellect apprehends Him in a manifold
manner, just as things represent Him in a manifold man-
e A

Thus St. Thomas’ way of expressing his denial of any dis-
tinction between the atrributes and the essence of God, as
well as between the attributes themselves, is to say that the
attributes of God are “mulriple only according to reason.”

Another expression, however, for the same purpose of de-

" Ihid. 1, 15, 2, 0bj. 4.

" Ibid., ad. 4. ™ Ihid. 1, 30, zc.

i £ 1771 A " bid. 1, 30, 1c,

W Ibid., ad, 2. U n I Sent. 10, 1, 3c.
"ESwnn Theol, 1, 44, 3. = Sum. Theol. 1, 13, 4c.

b ), 2, 2z, 30, 4. = Ibid., ad. 3.
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nying any real distinction between the attributes and God and
between the attributes themsclves, is used by Duns Scotus.
The expression used by him is “formal distinction” (distinctio
formalis) .** Whether this “formal distinction” is something
different from St. Thomas’ “distinction of reason” is a moot
point.’® But if it is assumed to be different, the difference has
been stated as follows: “The attributes are distinguished from
the essence not indeed actually in reality (realiter) or by rea-
son only (ratione tantum) bur formally (f ormaliter) or by a
distinction which is midway between real and of reason.” 126
If this is what the expression “formal distinetion” means, then
it reminds onec of the expression “neither existent nor non-
existent” used by the Muslim Modalists; 7 and, like the Mo-
dalists’ expression it could be objected to on the ground of
its being an infringement on the Law of Excluded Middle;
but, if such an objection were raised, it could be answered in
the same way as the Modalists answered the objcction raised
against their expression.

Opposed to the deseription of the anti-realistic conception
of attributes by cither the expression “distinction of reason”
or the expression “formal distinetion” s Occam. As we have
seen, he prefers the good old term “names” to the new-fangled
term “attributes.” He therefore maintains that the terms pred-
icated of God are distinguished from God and from cach
other only “with reference to names” (in mominibus) or “with
reference to signs” (in signis).™ Ag the equivalent of “names”
and “signs,” he uses also the term “concepts” (comnceptus) 12

* Opera Oxoniensis, 1 Sent. I, 7 (Op. VIII, 60:-605), Sce Gilson,
History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle A ges, pp. 461-462, 765, n, 63,

= Cf. Bernard Jansen, “Beitrage zur geschichtlichen Entwicklung der
Distinctio formalis,” Zeitschrift fiir Katholische Theologie, 53 (1929): 318.

™ Francis Noel, Theologiae R. P, Fr, Suares, Sunima, sen Compendium,
I: De Deo Uno et Trino, 1, i, 10, 2 (I, 24).

** Cf. above at n. 8.

= Cf. above n. 108.

*In I Sent. Dist. 11, Qu. 11 ¥ (Lugdunum, 1495), where with refer
ence to divine attribures, he says: “non sunt nisi conceptus quidam vel
signa quae possunt pracdicari vere de Deo" (quoted with an omission by
P. Vignaux in D. T, C,, vol. 11, col. 756),
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though in St. Thomas conceptio, which he uses as the equiv-
alent of conceprus, means the same as ratio, and hence distinc-
tio conceprus would mean the same as distinctio rationis.

These three expressions are all meant to be a denjal of the
reality of attributes. The difference in phrasing, to my mind,
does not mean a difference in the degree of reality which they
cach deny. St. Thomas in his detailed explanation of what he
means by his “distinction of reason” makes it clear that, even
with the qualification that the “reason” is not “from the side
of the reasoner only™ (tamtum ex parte ipsius ratiocinantis)
but also “from the peculiarity of the very thing” (ex pro-
prietate ipsius 7ei)," he does not mean by it any diminution
in the degree ot his denial of the reality of attributes; he only
means by it to emphasize that the attributes, which are in no
sense real, are not definable, thar js to say, they are not uni-
vocal terms, and also that they are not generic or fictitious or
cquivocal or svnonymous terms.'™ And to my mind, again,
just as the phrases uscd by St. Thomas as qualifications of his
“distinction of reason” do not mean a diminution in the degree
of his denial of the reality of divine attributes, so does not also
the expression “formal distinction” used by Duns Scotus. If
there is at all any difference in meaning between the different
expressions used by them, it is to be found with reference to
something in which they openly and outspokenly disagree
with each other. Now they happen to be openly and out-
spokenly in disagreement as to whether attributes are pred-
icated of God univocally or not. St. Thomas takes the nega-
tive; ™ Duns Scotus takes the affirmative.®® But, as we have
seen, St. Thomas explains his “distinction of reason’ plus its
qualification to mean the ncgation, among others, also of the
univocal interpretation of divine ateribures, We may there-
fore conclude that, if Duns Scotus had chosen the expression

I Sent 11,1, 3e.

™ ibid.; of. Sumr. Theol. T, 13, 4-5: Cont. Gent. 1, 32-35.

" 1hid,

" Hicronymus de Monteforting, Ven, Jobannis Duns Scoti Suma Theo-
logica (Rome, 1go0), X111, § (Vol. I pp. 318-322).
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“formal distinction” with a view 1o emphasizing some dif-
f(':rt‘:ncc between himself and St. Thomas on rhchqucsri{m of
c!wmc attributes, the difference which he wanted ro empha-
size was the difference between them on the univocal inter-
pretation of attributes, a difference which can be shown to be
only semantic, Similarly the different formula used by Occam,
to my mind, once more, does not mean an increase in the
degree of his denial of the reality of attributes; it only means
that he felt that the denial of the reality of attributes should
be expressed more strongly and more clearly and in a form,
su.ch as suggested by him, which would be less likely to be
mlsu‘ndcrstood by the unwary and to mislead them into en-
dowing attributes with some measure of reality. In the history
of religions, many a hotly debated problem was not so much
over actual beliefs as over the manner in which to formulate
actual beliefs, behind which there was always the fear that a
wrong formulation might lead the unwary :isrray.

- Thus at about the middle of the XIVth century there were
in medieval Christian philosophy two types of descendants of
Platonic ideas, the Logos and Attributes. The Logos was the
place of the ideas and, through the Logos of Philo, was the
third generation of Platonic ideas; atrributes were the terms
by which the ideas within the Logos were designated and,
through the Muslim attributes, were the fifth generation of
Platonic ideas. It is to these two types of Platonic ideas that
the original question as to whether the Platonic ideas were
extradeical or intradeical was transferred. The answer given
to this question differed in each of these two types of descend-
ants. The Logos was both extradeical and intradeical by uni-
fication; attributes were only intradeical.

Centuries roll by and the scene is shifted from the School-
men, who were professional teachers of philosophy, to Des-
cartes and Spinoza, who were free-lance pl'lilosnp-hcrs, Des-
cartes a free-lance roving philosopher, Spinoza a free-lance
non-roving philosopher.
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Descartes, heir to medieval Christian philosophy, followed
faichfully the traditions of that philosophy. God to him was
still 1immarerial and hence he insists upon the simplicity and
mdivisibility of God."* Following Christian tradition, he de-
clares that the Logos, as one of the persons of the Trinity is
both extradeical and intradeical by unification and that hence
the Trinity is a mystery. Thus bearing in mind the traditional
view that the distunction between the persons is only with
respeet to some causal relation between them, he says with
regard to the persons of the Trinity that he denics that “there
can be discerned between them a real distinction in respect
of the divine essence, whatever be admirteed to prevail in re-
spect to their relation to one another”; ' and, with regard
to the Trinity itself, he says that it is a doctrine “which can
be perceived only by a mind illumined by faith.” **¢ Follow-
ing the vocabulary of the Schoolmen, he refers to such terms
predicated of God as “cternal, infinite, omniscient, and the
creator of all things which are outside of himself”” 7 as “at-
tributes.” ' From his classification of attributes into those
which are “in things themselves” (in rebus ipsis) and those
which are “only in our thought” (in nostra tantum cogita-
tione) " it may be inferred that divine attributes belong te
to the latter and that the distinction between these attributes
and God and between these attributes themselves is what he
deseribes, after St. Thomas, as being a “distinction of reason
(distinctio rationis),” " and, like St. Thomas, he explains that
by that “distinction of reason” he does not mean a “reason”
which 1s only of the “reasoner” (ratiocinantis) but one which
has a “foundation in things” (fundamentum in rebus),**' In

™ Meditatio 11 (Ocuzres, ed. Adam et Tannery, Paris, 18g7-1910,
VII, 50, 1. 16-1g).

“ Sextac Responsiones vo (Ocuvres, VI 433, L 27 to 444, 1. 2).

WEhid. (443, 11 23-27).

W Meditatio 111 (Oenvres, VI, g0, 1. 16-18).

" Correspondance 299 (Oceuvres, 1M, 297, 1. 15-17).

“* Principia Philosophiae 1, 57.

werhid. 1, 62.

" Correspondaiice 18 (Oeuvres, IV, 349, 1l 26-30); cf. above at n. 130.
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tributes themselves: it js g distinction only in thought.
Knowing also that, in the history of the problem of attributes,
those who denied their reality, spoke of them as names, Spi-
noza refers to the attributes of cxtension and thought as two
names of God and explains the unity of God, despite His
having two ateributes, by the example of the third patriarch,
who is one, despite his having two names, Jacob and Israel. ™

And yet, with all this b:lclcground, reaching far and wide
into hismry, students of Spinoza treat the attributes in his
philosophy as if they were inventions of his own mind. With
their bare wit they try to extract some rootless meaning out
of his mnemonic phrascs and, if sometimes they happen to
summon aid from without, they make him split hairs with

Descartes or share honors with Berkeley.

At the beginning of my talk I said that T would trace the
history of the two interpretations of Platonic ideas through
the successive generations of descendants of these ideas. Let
me now, by way of Summary, list the generations through
which I have tried to trace the continuity of these two inter-
pretationss. As there is no better method of showing the con-
tinuity of a historjcal process than that used by the Biblical
historiographers in those genealogies which begin with the
words “Now these are the gencerations,” [ shall adopt this
literary device and begin:

Now these are the generations of Platonic ideas,

And Plato lived forty ycars and begat the ideas.

And the ideas of Plato lived three hundred years and begat
the Logos of Philo,

And the Logos of Philo lived seventy years and begat the
Logos of John,

And the Logos of John lived six hundred years and begat
the attributes of Islam,

And the attributes of Islam lived five hundred and fifty
years and begat the artributes of the Schoolmen,

WEBId. (1, go11),



