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following manner: "Things which give rise to univocation are similar to one 

a~other in the sense that the foundation of similitude in one has exactly the 

same nature as the foundation of similitude in the other •••• On the other hand, 

things which give rise to analogy are similar in the sense that the foundation 

of similitude in one is absolutely different in nature from the foundation of 

similitude in the other ••• and because of this they are said to be the same 

proportionally or analogically" . 1 It is clear from this that analogy is not 

a subdivision of univocity in any sense though it has a "univocal element" in 

•t 2 ]. . As John of St. Thomas puts it, " ••• those terms are called analogues 

whose meaning is not absolutely di verse but admits of some unity". 3 

So then, analogy is a "mean"4 which evades the antipodes of the univ-

ocal--equivocal dileI!Illla. The significance of this for Thomism will become 

apparent when it is applied to God, but first, the importance of analogy in 

general will be discussed. 

and subtilty that no room is left for any novel elaboration". John of St. 
Thomas, op. cit., p. 27 • In the introduction to the English translation 
Henry J. Koren, a modern Thomist, says: "Cajetan's well-known work de 
analogia contains the first and still unsurpassed systematization of the 
Aristotelian-Thomistic theory of analogy. As such it is the classical treatise 
of analogy and forms the basis of practically all modern discussions of the 
arduous problem of analogy". Thomas de Via Cajetan, The Analogy of Names and 
the Concept of Being, translated by Edward A. Bushinski in collaboration with 
Henry J. Koren (Pittsburg: Duquesne University Press, 1953), Vol. IV, p. ix. 

1Tuid., p. 30. 

2As to whether or not it is a subdivision of equivocity or not Thomists 
are not in agreement. Bochenski writes: " ••• Thomists were right when they 
named their analogia as a subclass of the class aequivoca and some modern 
Thomists are wrong when they put analogy as a third class coordinated to 
univocity and equivocity". I. M. Bochenski, "On Analogy", The Thomist, Vol. IX, 
(1948), p. 432. 

3But the unity is not based on resemblance identity or equality of 
nature but is a proportional, relative unity. John of St. Thomas, op. cit., 
p. 154. 

4However, Phelan warns against a stagnant concept of Thomas' view 
saying: "analogy is not a formula like the Cogito of Descarte, the Esse est 



9 

The Importance of Analogy 

Analogy is " ••• one of the most important problems for contemporary 

philosophy". Phelan claims that " ••• there is not a problem either in the 

order of being, or in the order of knowing, or in the order of predicating 

which does not depend for its ultimate solution on the principle of analogy. 

Not a question can be asked either in speculative or practical philosophy which 

does not require for its final solution an understanding of analogy". 1 Be 

that as it may, it is indisputable that analogy does play an important role in 

the various disciplines. 

Its General Importance 

The fields outside Thomistic theism are no more :i.mmune from the 

necessity of analogy than is the metaphysician of infinite being. 

For NaturalScience.--Even the scientist presupposes a kind of analogy 

in all his procedures. Casserley is willing to hazard the guess " .•• that even 

in natural science the idea of law is a misinterpretation of analogy". 2 And 

since the aim of science is to unify and systematize its findings it may be 

said with Anderson that "no real unity in multiplicity or identity in diversity, 

no analogy; no analogy, no science".3 

For Revealed Theology.--As Farrer has pointed out, even the dogmatic 

theologian is caught up in the same necessity. Says he, 

percipi of Berkley or the Sythetic a priori of Kant; it cannot be univocally 
applied to the solution of every problem that arises. Analogy is a principle 
which must be properly interpreted and proportionately adapted to each partic­
ular order of knowledge". Gerald Bernard Phelan, St. Thomas and Analogy 
(Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1941), p. 

1Phelan, op. cit., p. 1. 

2Julian V. L. Casserley, The Christian in Philosophy (London: Faber 
and Faber Limited, 1949), p. 209. 

3.Anderson, op. cit., p. 319. 
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there is a superstition among revelationalists that by declaring themselves 
independent of any proof of God by analogy from the finite world, they have 
escaped the necessity of considering the analogy or relation of the finite 
to the infinite altogether. They are completely mistaken. For all their 
statements about God must be expressed and are plainly expressed in language 
drawn from the finite World. 1 

And the reason that the revelationalist does not escape the problem is because 

the entire vocabulary of religion is based upon the perception of analogies 
between the material and the spiritual worlds. Words which now bear an 
immaterial and spirit~al significance were originally used to denote visible 
and tangible objects. 

For the Natural Theologian.--

This is undoubtedly true, however reluctant the revelationalists may be to 
admit itj nevertheless the doctrine of analogy plays a far larger part among 
those who believe in natural theology,3 for in their case it is not merely 
a question of explaining how God can be spoken about in language derived 
from our experience of a finite world •.•• T.here is also the question how the 
infinite can be seen to exist from the consideration of finite things and 
what relation God can have towards themj for the cosmological theist analogy 
is nat merely a matter of linguistics and of psychology but of metaphysics 
too. 

This fact may best be seen upon exarru.ning the importance of analogy in Thomistic 
theism which is the natural theology par excellence. 

Its Importance for Thomism 

St. Thomas never really explained himself at length on the subject 

of analogy though he often mentions it and everywhere presupposes it.5 

1Austin M. Farrer, Finite and Infinite (London: The Westminister Press, 
1943), p. 2. 

2G. C. Joyce, "Analogy", Encylopedia of Religion and Ethics, edited by 
James Hastings (New York: Charles Scribners Sons, 1955), p. 416. 

3Mascall further suggests that " ..• the neglect of this doctrine among 
English speaking thinkers outside the Roman communion is responsible for much 
of the unsatisfactoriness of Anglo-Saxon natural theology ••.. " Eric I. Mascall, 
Existence and Analogy (New York: Longrnans, Green and Co., 1949), p. 92 

4Thid.' p. 92. 

5cajetan says, "it is a well known fact that St. Thomas speaks about 
analogy almost as frequently as about act and potency of participation". 
Cajetan, op. cit., p. 7. 
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But his connnentators have generally given it a very important status.l 

The Fact of its Importance.--However, one may observe the significance 

analogy had in the consciousness of Thomas by the numerous allusions to it in 

his works. On this basis Paterson concludes that we may reasonably infer that 

St. Thomas himself felt that this was "one of the most fundamental problems" 

with which he dealt. 2 The reason for this may be, as Cajetan has pointed out, 

that Thomas 1 " ••• main concern was with the application of analogy to philosophi-

cal and theological problems 11 3 and not the theoretical explication of it, 

though he did the latter as well. 

The Reason for its Importance.--The reason for the importance of analogy 

in Thomism is at once obvious when we understand it to be the center link in 

the chain of theistic argumentation. It forms the structure of the bridge that 

spans the chasm separating the realm of the infinite from that of the finite. 

This will doubtless be understood when one recalls that for Thomas human reason 

alone can establish the existence and nature of God without the aid of revelation.4 

So important is analogy for Thomism that some have claimed that it would 

be a fruitful task to rewrite the whole history of philosophy in terms of it.5 

So in order to appreciate fully the implications of analogy in Thomas, we shall 

briefly sketch the development of it before his time. 

1Gilson suggests that the reason for this 11 ••• is due to a secret long­
ing [among Thomists} to redeem an all too apparent misery, the knowledge of God 
which St. Thomas will concede us". Gilson, op. cit., p. 105. 

2 
Robert Leet Paterson, The Conception of God in the Philosophy of 

Aquinas (London: George Allen and Unwin Limited, 1933), p. 227. 

3cajetan, op. cit., p. 7, {emphasis mine}. 

4st. Thomas does not deny the historical influence of revelation on 
reason but contends that reason does not borrow any premises from revelation 
in establishing its conclusion. 

5Lyttkens, op. cit., p. 16. 
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The History of Analogy 

According to Lyttkens, no one has yet rewritten the history of philosophy 

from the viewpoint of analogy. 1 Most of the early records are scant and re-

hashed but there are fragments that would indicate a presocratic origin, perhaps 

in Pythagoras. 

Analogy Before Plato 

The Probable Origin.--The original Greek word implies a mathematical 

proportion, and as was said, it has been customary to ascribe " ••• the discovery 

of the mathematical theory of proportions to Pythagoras, who according to 

Jamblichus learnt it from the Babylonians". 2 Though most of the sources for 

this are late and uncertain, there is one early fragment in which a Pythagorean, 

Archytas, describes analogy in detail. 

The Pythagorean Usage.--Archytas regards it as a kind of "mean" 

(mesothesis) and differentiates three kinds of mathematical analogies--the 

harmonic, the arithmetical and geometrical. (1) The first may be disregarded 

since it played no significant part in the subsequent development of philosophy. 

(2) The arithmetical is what is now called an arithmetic series. The analogous 

likeness consists in there being an equal distance or internal between the digits. 

That is, as 6 is 2 away from 4, so 8 is 2 away from 6 and 10 from 8 , etc. (3) 

Geometric analogy was the predecessor of the latter mathematical proportionality. 

It consisted of two couples of numbers interrelated in the same way. This was 

their true concept of analogy and was called "geometric" because that is where 

it was discovered and how it was symbolized. 

1Ibid.' p. 14. 

2The substance of this section is a condensation of Lyttkens' treatment 
of the early history of analogy. Ibid., p. l8ff. 
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The Proportional Relation.--In both the arithmetic and the geometric 

analogies it was not the likeness of relation but the position of a certain term 

that comprised the analogy. For example, in the proportion two/four : : four/ 

eight, it is "four" that occupies the middle position and hence comprises the 

analogy. The same is true of the middle or key number in a series as well as 

this fractional form. And with this mathematical clue the pythagoreans pro-

ceeded to solve the mysteries of reality by linking the world of irrational 

numbers with the realm of rational numbers. Thus analogy was used to penetrate 

other realities not directly accessible to them. 

Nevertheless, analogy was left in a rather ambiguous and uncertain state 

of affairs. For having once stated that certain numbers were analogous, they 

felt no further need to show how the terms were related. And "owing to its 

diffuse character, it is often difficult to decide with full certainty what 

1 
they actually meant by analogy". Lyttkens says that "as far as can be deter-

mined from our sources, Plato was the first to make any real use of analogy 

without any direct connection with mathematics.". 2 

Analogy in Plato 

The Various Kinds.--Plato used the concept of analogy in three er four 

different ways. 

fl} In the first place, its original mathematical character is retained in 
some of his sayings, where it refers to like mathematical relations between 
the cosmic elements. [2} Secondly, he designates as analogous similar 
general relations between different kinds of knowledge and spheres of 
reality. [3} Thirdly, analogy has with him come to designate similarity 
in the function of two things. Instead of like relations between two 
couples, analogy is here beginning to designate similarity in general of 
two things. In these three cases analogy signifies relations between 
things and various facts, but in one of his sayings it at any rate approaches 

2Ibid. B-oshinski agrees saying, "Plato and Aristotle introduce the 
term into philosophy to indicate proportions which are not mathematical" in 
Cajetan, op. cit., p. 10, N 5. 
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another sense, viz., [4} to indicate the nature of certain concepts, 
which is an important difference in the use to which analogy is put. 
{a} It may signify certain real likenesses or relations between different 
phenomena but also [b} logical definitions of certain concepts and their 
uses.l 

The Progress Indicated.--It was in the latter way that Plato prepared 

the way for a later use of analogy, as he asserts that the D:!miurge made the 

world as like himself as possible. 2 He has here departed from the mathematical 

use and has transferred analogy into the sphere of all-round similarities of 

relations. 

Furthermore, the comparison Plato makes of the sun to the Good is of 

great historical interest because it is the basis of the subsequently appearing 

theory of the analogical knowledge of God. .And his thoughts of the Good as the 

producer of products similar to but not identical with itself probably gave 

rise to the neoplatonic theory of exemplar causality and the similarity of cause 

and effect. 

.Analogy in Aristotle 

"Aristotle's contribution to the analogy concept is naturally mainly 

in the sphere of logic. He developed analogy as a means of determining a con­

cept and its meaning."3 Nevertheless his genius to systematize and classify 

worked its way into the spheres of biology and ethics4 as well. 

Analogy and Generic Classification.--Aristotle was the first one who 

seriously attempted to classify animal species by using analogy as a kind of 

1Lyttkens, op. cit., p. 26. 

2Plato, Plato's Cosmology, translation of Timaeus with cormnentary by 
F. M. Cornford and K. P. French (New York: Harcourt Brace and Co., 1937), 
P· 29E . 

3 
Lyttkens, op. cit., p. 29. 

4rn ethics Aristotle uses the arithmetic analogy which for him is the 
"golden mean" between ethical extremes . Ibid., p. 31 ff. 
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category to unite the most remote types. His classification is based on the 

degree to which different animals possess similar characteristics. Animals 

of identical types are put in the same species. But those differing only in 

degree are placed in a common genus. Among these genera there is analogous 

agreement between those most closely related. And finally there is a functional 

analogy say, for example, between the fins of a fish and the wings of a bird. 

That is, there is a similarity of function even though there is a vast differ-

ence in generic characteristics. 

The Shift of the Analogous Concept.--So then the concept of analogy has 

shifted, as it previously did in one of Plato's cases, from signifying likeness 

in the relation of two couples to a functional or a general likeness. Lyttkens 

feels that it is difficult to tell whether this shift is really tending toward 

a "structural" and "inner" likeness or merely an actual functional likeness. 

At least there is a tendency in the latter direction. 1 

An Apparent Contradiction.--Aristotle held that God and the world were 

mutually independent. God had caused the world not by efficient causality but 

by final causality as the Unmoved mover who moved the world as the Lover is 

moved by the beloved. 2 But at the same time, he asserted that God was pure 

act and the world, potency which is a relation of efficient and material causal­

ity. But, as Little says, he does not draw the logical implications.3 And " .•• it 

1Ross feels that these differentia include something that has the 
same function as substance. Hence, for him Aristotle has gone all the way to 
an analogy of structural likeness. Aristotle, The Works of Aristotle Trans­
lated into English, translated by W. D. Ross (2nd edition, Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1948), "Metaphysics", Vol. II, 229. 

2Thid.' p. 147. 

3Little explains the inconsistency this way: "It seems reasonable 
therefore to conclude that Aristotle, though he implied analogy between God 
and the world, knew that his doctrine of an independent world was inconsistent 
with any real analogy between them; and therefore he never expressly asserted 
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does not seem too harsh to conclude that his concept of analogy was somewhat 

vague and his perception of it in real things fitful and inconsistent " . 1 

Analogy in Neo-Platonism 

The Transition.--Analogy continued in general usage among the post 

Aristotelian Greeks in the sense of a general correspondence though the sense 

of mathematical proportion survived as well. The i nfluence of Plato's and 

Aristotle's views are also noticeable though the doctrine itself is given new 

meaning primarily by the neo-platonists. 2 

The Three Kinds.--"There are three principal uses of analogy which we 

want to examine: t J ~ (1 ' ,, l} for designating statements Q ip ~VOS /<Ql TTpos EV; [2} 

for stating some form of distributive justice •.• ; [3} and as a means of linking 

up different spheres of reality .16 

(1) '.Ihe use of these phrases appear in Aristotle in an analogous sense 

but when the Neo-Platonists inserted Plato's theory of ideas, they took on new 

analogical significance. 
.> tfi> (I \ \. cl 

To them the concept 0 't' EVo.S: l<o.l 1Tpos €1/ meant 

Being. When they coupled with this the " ••• idea that that which by its existence 

produces a character in a higher degree 11 , 4 then they had connected analogy with 

emanation and a hierarchy of being. 

(2) With this latter principle, they connected the second usage of 

analogy. (a) For it was analogy which explained to the Neo-~latonists how the 

that any real analogy existed. In his own mind he had arguments both for and 
against analogy between God and the world but perhaps never allowed himself to 
consider the arguments in its favor". Little, op. cit., p. 275 . 

1Tuid.' p. 276. 

2 cit., 58. Lyttkens, op. p. 

3Ibid. J p. 59. 

4Tuid. J p. 63. 
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same phenomenon or form1 could recur " ••• on the different levels of the hier-

archy of being, but assume each time a different character corresponding to 

that particular level, thus becoming a union of identity and unlikeness". 2 

(b) Connected to this is the principle of distributive justice. By analogy 

the whole world is held together which gives to each part a participation in 

the whole. Thus there is a proportionate likeness of all both small and great 

in the eyes of God.3 

(3) The last usage forms the connecting link between the sensible 

and the intelligible worlds. Between the One and the soul there is a connection 

of analogy, but since the One is above the soul, the soul 1 s powers of knowledge 

are insufficient. Therefore, Plotinus speaks of an analogous knowledge of the 

One which is attained by a mystical abstraction (negation) and made possible by 

what e~nates from the One. 4 

Analogy in Early Christian Fathers 

Before Augustine.--For the most part the doctrine of analogy was only 

implied but not explicated by the early fathers. Joyce says: 

But however legitimately and successfully this method of argument was 
employed by the fathers, it was not by them subjected to reflective 
criticism. A real advance was therefore made when the schoolman entered 
upon a rigorous 5xamination of the limits of the method with particular 
use in theology • 

.Arthur Little confirms this when he writes: 

1That is, how e . g. intelligence, life, and being can be found both at 
the top and near the bottom of a hierarchy. As Lyttkens comments, "this 
is accordingly but a short step from ••• an analogy". Ibid. , p. 81 

2Ibid. J p. 80. 

3Ibid. J p . 78 

4Ibid. J p. 105. 

5Joyce, OJ2 • cit., p. 416. 
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The neo-platonic Fathers •.• undoubtedly conceived of God analogically and 
implied analogy in their writings, but did not expressly explain it or 
advert to its :implications. Dionysius, the rAreopagite , does assert a 
proportion amongst things, but does not precise his ideas. His disciple, 
Erigena, in attempting to express the transcendence of God and His 
remoteness from creatures, calls Hirn by the unfortunate term non-being •••. 
But he certainly failed to explain the element of similarity between God 
a..~d creatures necessary for analogy. Finally, Averroes taught that being 
in God fhough analogical with being in creatures is incommunicable to 
others. 

But none of the early Fathers has left us with a systematic analysis of analogy. 

If it was conceived important to them it was doubtless a presupposed importance. 

In Augustine.--One can better see the status of pre-thomistic analogy 

in an analysis of Augustine for he, as no other father to his time, sums up the 

wisdom of his predecessors. Thilly calls Augustine the last of the Christian 

classicists with whom ends the patristic period of Christian doctrine and to 

whom are traceable the historical roots of embryonic scholasticism.2 So then, 

we may expect Augustine to say as well or better what his patristic prede-

cessors have said about analogy and imply what his scholastic successors were 

eventually to assert concerning it. In a sense, this is what he did and in the 

following fashion. 

(1) First, it must be noted that St. Augustine used some neo-platonic 

concepts in describing the relation of the world to God.3 But for Augustine the 

world~ relation to God was based on creation4 and not e:rmnation. 

1Ll.tt.le, "t 226 op. ci ., p. • 

2Thilly, History of Philosophy, p. 115 . 

3An investigation of how far these concepts were given a Christian sig­
nificance is a vast problem which we cannot here discuss. We are inclined to 
feel that Augustine did a little more than put the truth of his Christianity into 
the terms of ~latonism and that at times he slipped into the views of the P l atin­
ians as well. For an extreme view (viz., that he didn't import any platonic errors 
into Christianity) see Sister Garvey's Augustine: Christian or Nea-Platonist? 

4creation ex nihilo was foreign to Greek philosophy. Lyttkens, op. cit., 
p. 110. The world was made rather ex hula, according to some of the early Greek 
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( 2 ) Augustine did, however, adopt a hierarchy of being from the Neo-

Platonists. In it there are four things: matter, life, intelligence and God 

in that order from the bottom up.1 The higher a thing is, the greater partic-

ipation it has in esse and the more it is like God. 

(3) Furthermore, he adopted the platonic thought that all existing 

things are images of ideas, however, not part of the Demiurge's intellect but 

prototypes in the divine mind. In connection with this, Augustine elaborated 

his theory of divine "illumination", viz., that the soul of man only knows spir­

itual things by a participation in the divine ideas. 2 

(4) This latter forms implicitly his concept of analogous knowledge 

of God. Creation is a participation in the highest good or God, and knowledge 

is a participation in the highest idea or God. So that man has and knows in 

a degree what God has and knows perfectly. 

(5) From this one might expect that Augustine would reason from creation 

to God as from the sensible to the invisible after the style of Plotinus or 

even as Romans 1:203 might indicate to him. But he did not. Following Christian 

tradition he says very little on this point. He stresses mainly the negative 

side of man's knowledge. God is ineffable. "How can man conceive God by his 

intellect when he cannot eyen und~rstand him in his heart. n4 

Analogy in Aquinas 

Between Augustine and Aq_uinas.--For the most part between Augustine 

cosmologists or ex Dea according to the pantheists, deists, etc. 

1Ibid.' p. 113. 

2Augustine, Basic Works of Augustine 

3rzyttkens says, " ••• that invisibilia Dei, Romans 1:20, are by Augustine 
meant to signify the ideas in God. To know God via the sensible is accordingly 
to go from things to their ideas in God" . Lyttkens, op. cit., · p. 114, N 2. 

4Ibid., p. 115. 


























































































































































































