Ens multipliciter dicitur: 
the semantics and metaphysics of being in St. Thomas Aquinas
Abstract: 

 

This paper examines the multiple semantic functions Aquinas attributes to the verb ‘est’, ranging from signifying the essence of God to acting as a copula of categorical propositions to expressing identity. A case will be made that all these apparently radically diverse functions are unified under Aquinas’s conception of the analogy of being, treating all predications as predications of being with or without some qualification (secundum quid or simpliciter). This understanding of the multiplicity of the semantic functions of this verb as conceived by Aquinas will enable us to have a better understanding of the meaning of his metaphysical claims and arguments. In particular, with this understanding of Aquinas’ conception of being, we will be able to see how Aquinas’s famous “intellectus essentiae” argument for the thesis of the real distinction between essence and existence in creatures can work, despite Anthony Kenny’s arguments to the contrary in his recent book Aquinas on Being.

Kenny on Aquinas on Being
In sharp contrast to the judgment of admirers of Aquinas’s thought, according to the verdict of Anthony Kenny in his book Aquinas on Being, Aquinas is “thoroughly confused” on the notion of being (p. v), and thus his doctrine is “one of the least admirable of his contributions to philosophy” (p. viii). In a critical review of Kenny’s book,
 I have argued that Kenny is wrong and his criticisms of Aquinas simply miss their target: trying to judge Aquinas’s claims in terms of the conceptual framework of Fregean logic, Kenny misconstrues those claims, and then he blames Aquinas for the resulting absurdities. Indeed, I have argued to the effect that in these criticisms Kenny sometimes behaves like someone who, having less than perfect command of English, would express shock at the barbarity of British mores when he is asked by native speakers “to keep his eyes peeled” or to allow them “to pick his brain”. But in such a situation we should certainly not blame the native speakers for the misunderstanding. Rather, we should blame the foreigner for delivering judgment before understanding the native speakers’ point, simply for failing to master their idiom. Likewise, if we can show that it is simply Kenny’s failure to master Aquinas’s conceptual idiom that accounts for the absurdities he claims to derive from Aquinas’s theses, then we should immediately see where the blame lies. In my critical review I did so by directly engaging Kenny’s arguments, pointing out exactly where they failed to grasp Aquinas’s original points. 
But that negative, critical approach did not allow me to provide a systematic, positive account of Aquinas’s theory itself. Therefore, in this paper, I will take the reverse course: I will first provide a systematic reconstruction of Aquinas’ theory of being, and then, in possession of this reconstruction, I will show how Kenny’s most fundamental objections to this theory result simply from his failure to grasp it.
Aquinas’s theories of signification, predication and being
The best way to approach Aquinas’s theory of being in the context of contemporary discussion is by contrasting his analysis of a simple, singular predication, such as ‘Socrates is wise’, with some modern analyses of the same. According to the standard modern logical analysis of this predication (first “canonized” in a formal semantic system by Alfred Tarski), the function of the subject term is to pick out the individual named ‘Socrates’, the function of the predicate is to denote the set of all wise things, and the predication is true just in case the thing picked out by the subject is an element of the set denoted by the predicate. On this analysis, therefore, it seems plausible to assume that the function of the copula is to express the relation of elementhood between the referent of the subject and the set denoted by the predicate. Accordingly, this analysis would identify one sense of ‘being’ in addition to several others distinguished by Gottlob Frege, namely, the “class inclusion sense”, expressed by the copula of a universal sentence, the “identity sense” expressed by the copula of an identity claim, the “existential sense” expressed by the ‘there is’ construction, representable by means of the existential quantifier, and the “actuality sense” (Wirklichkeit) expressible by the absolute use of ‘is’, indicating actual existence.
 (Incidentally, at this point one might wonder why there is not a “conjunctive sense” expressed by the copula of an existentially quantified statement, and what sense is expressed by the copula of a ‘most’-sentence, which cannot be expressed by a standard first-order formula – but I should let this pass here.)
To be sure, on Frege’s own analysis of the same simple predication, “the ‘is’ of predication” in it, in contrast to the ‘is’ of class-inclusion, identity, and existence, should be regarded as a mere syntactical marker of the application of the predicate to the subject, but without any semantical content of its own. For on Frege’s view, the predicate of this predication is an “unsaturated” expression, demanding in itself completion by a subject term. As such, it denotes a function, namely, a function from individuals to the two truth-values: the True and the False. Accordingly, the predication is true just in case the function denoted by the predicate yields the True as its value for the individual referred to by the subject as its argument. So, on this analysis, the copula of a singular predication should be regarded as a merely accidental “surface feature” of the syntax of Indo-European languages (whence it is not even represented in standard predicate logic), and it is indeed missing in the syntax of several other, otherwise unrelated languages, such as Arabic, Russian, or Hungarian. (Actually, it should be remarked here that even in these languages, in different tenses, persons and moods the addition of the relevant form of some equivalent of ‘is’ is required, so apparently it is rather the lack of a copula that should be counted as an accidental surface feature in these languages; but this is again an issue that cannot be pursued here.)
Aquinas’s analysis of ‘Socrates is wise’ would be at odds with these modern analyses on almost every point, except for the observation that the function of the subject term in this predication is to pick out the individual named ‘Socrates’. For on Aquinas’s analysis the function of the predicate is not to denote a set, and the function of the copula is not to express the relation of elementhood in this set. And of course, for Aquinas the predicate does not denote a function from individuals to truth-values either. However, as in his seminal paper titled “Form and Existence” Peter Geach has argued,
 Aquinas’s conception can faithfully be reconstructed in terms of assigning the predicate another semantic function, namely, a function yielding individualized forms for individuals. Accordingly, the predicate of ‘Socrates is wise’ has the function of signifying individualized forms, the individualized wisdom of each and every thing that can be wise, and the predication is true just in case the form signified by the predicate in the thing referred to by the subject is actual. Since the truth of the predication is thus dependent on the actual existence of the significate of the predicate in the referent of the subject, it is natural to think of the function of the copula as to assert precisely the actual existence of this significate. Indeed, as Aquinas explains in his commentary on Aristotle’s On Interpretation, this is why the copulative function of linking predicate to subject is exerted by the verb that primarily signifies existence:
The reason why [Aristotle] says that the verb ‘is’ co-signifies composition is that it does not principally signify composition, but secondarily; for it primarily signifies what occurs to the mind in the way of actuality absolutely: for ‘is’, uttered absolutely, signifies being in act, and hence it signifies as a verb. But since actuality, which the verb ‘is’ principally signifies, is in general the actuality of every form, whether it is a substantial or an accidental actuality, this is why when we want to signify any form or act to actually inhere [inesse] in a subject, we signify this by means of the verb ‘is’, either absolutely [simpliciter] or with some qualification [secundum quid] ...

This theory of predication (often referred to in the secondary literature as “the inherence theory” on account of the central idea of the actual inherence of forms in their subjects) has a number of important, both logically and metaphysically relevant implications. (1) In the first place, it must be clear that the notion of signification it attributes to predicate terms immediately yields a more fine-grained semantics for these terms than what either the Fregean or the Tarskian conception could provide. For in the latter, modern conceptions, the intensions of necessarily coextensive terms, such as ‘triangular’ and ‘trilateral’ are indistinguishable. But on the Thomistic conception these terms have to have distinct significations, provided the trilaterality and the triangularity of any triangle are distinct (as they should be). (2) In the second place, the general form of the theory itself demands some distinction between several senses of being. According to this theory, for every true singular affirmative predication there has to be some individualized form signified by the predicate in the subject. However, the forms signified by these predicates cannot all be regarded as beings in the same sense (indeed, they cannot all be regarded as forms in the strict metaphysical sense, let alone beings in the same sense as the substances they inform).
 Consider the predication ‘Homer is blind’. According to the inherence theory, this predication is true if and only if Homer’s blindness exists. But for Homer’s blindness to exist is nothing but for his sight not to exist. So the existence of Homer’s blindness is nothing but the non-existence of his sight, and so, since nothing can be existence and non-existence in the same sense, this blindness cannot exist in the same sense as the opposite sight; therefore, this blindness cannot be an existent or being in the same sense as the opposite sight is. (3) Finally, the inherence theory clearly establishes a close connection between the notions of existence and truth, insofar as it grounds the truth of a singular predication in the actual existence of the significate of the predicate in the referent of the subject.
However, the last two points, the one concerning the need to distinguish various senses in which the significata of various predicates can be said to exist and the other concerning the connection between the notions of existence and truth immediately give rise to a problem concerning Aquinas’s theory. For Aquinas does indeed claim that the significata of various predicates exist in different senses of existence determined by the nature of the significate in question, and yet he also claims that the copula of affirmative predications signifies existence always in the same sense; in the sense in which it signifies the truth of a proposition.
 How can we reconcile these two claims? Does the copula express various senses of existence, depending on the signification of the predicate it joins to the subject, or does it express uniformly the same sense in all predications? As we shall see, the simple answer is: both. But how is that possible?
The multiplicity of the semantic functions of being in Aquinas
A consistent solution to this problem can easily be provided if we consider the multiple semantic functions of the verb ‘est’ (or its equivalents) both in its role as the copula and as an absolute predicate, or est tertium vel secundum adiacens, according to common medieval terminology. The verb in itself as an absolute predicate (est secundum adiacens) simply signifies the actual existence of its subject. The same verb as a copula (est tertium adiacens), however, signifies the actuality of its subject with respect to what is signified in it by the predicate, as well as the actuality of what is signified by the proposition that results from its joining the subject to the predicate as a whole, the so-called enuntiabile. 
So, the simple solution to the foregoing problem is that in any given predication the copula signifies the existence of the significate of the predicate in the subject in the sense of existence determined by the nature of this significate, and yet it uniformly signifies the existence of the enuntiabile in the same sense in all predications. That is to say, it signifies existence in various senses with respect to the significata of various predicates, yet it signifies existence in one sense with respect to the enuntiabile signified by any proposition. So, it signifies multiply in some respect (i.e., with respect to the significata of various predicates) and uniformly in some other respect (i.e., with respect to the significate of the whole proposition resulting from any predication). But this is quite possible, whence there is clearly no inconsistency involved in this position.
Yet, this solution still leaves a number of questions open. For even if it may provide a consistent interpretation for Aquinas’s claims about the multiplicity of the senses of existence expressed in various predications and the uniform signification of the copula in all predications, it is still quite unclear how any of the senses of existence expressed by the copula is related to the senses of existence expressed by ‘est’ as an absolute predicate. Furthermore, it is quite unclear how any of these senses is related to the sense of identity Aquinas also attributes to the copula,
 and in general, how the various senses of existence expressed by any absolute or copulative uses of the verb are supposed to be related to each other in Aquinas’s celebrated theory of the analogy of being.
Predication and the analogy of being 
The primary sense of ‘est’ or its English equivalent ‘is’ is obviously expressed by its use as an absolute predicate of primary beings, that is, primary substances, signifying their actuality absolutely, namely, the actuality of their substantial act of being, as in ‘Socrates est’ or ‘Socrates is’. By contrast, in its function as the copula of the predication of an accident of such a substance, as in ‘Socrates est videns’ that is ‘Socrates is sighted’, the verb has the function of signifying the actuality of the subject not absolutely, but with respect to the accident signified by the predicate, namely, the accidental act of being of Socrates’s sight. In these two cases, therefore, the verb has the function of signifying real acts of being of primary substances, namely, their substantial and accidental acts of being, respectively. However, in the case of the predication of a privation, as we could see, the verb cannot have the function of signifying any real act of being, for the being of a privation is precisely the non-being of the opposite habit that would have real being if it existed. Therefore, in the predication ‘Socrates est caecus’, that is, ‘Socrates is blind’ the verb can only signify the actuality of the lack of a real act of being: for the presence of blindness is the absence of sight. Still, this absence itself is present; this lack of real being is really actual, so it is there in some further sense of ‘is’. But obviously the presence of this absence can only be expressed or conceived by means of conceiving the non-presence of the opposite real being. So, the presence of a privation is conditioned not only on the lack of real being, but also on the human mind’s ability to conceive of the situation by applying its concept of negation necessarily involved in the concept of any privation. This is the reason why Aquinas would identify the being of privations as a sort of being of reason, esse rationis: not that he regarded their being as somehow fictional, or made up by reason, but as something the presence of which is conditioned both on the ways things are in reality and on the way this reality is conceived by human reason. The same type of consideration applies to the being of the enuntiabile signified by the whole proposition: when a proposition is true, then of course it signifies a situation that is really actual; but what the proposition as a whole signifies, what can be referred to by a corresponding sentential nominalization, is also a being of reason, insofar as its presence is conditioned not only on the ways real beings are, but also on the activity of human reason capable of conceiving of this real situation by means of forming the proposition in question.

As can be seen from the foregoing, on this conception there is a systematic connection between the various absolute and copulative uses of the verb ‘est’ and its equivalents, which clearly accounts for the analogical relationship between the primary and secondary senses of the verb and the corresponding participle ‘ens’ or ‘being’. The primary sense of the verb is expressed by its use as it is truly predicated of primary substances. Its various secondary senses are expressed by its use in variously qualified predications, where the qualification may be expressed either (1) by a predicate added to the verb functioning as a copula, or (2) as an explicit determination added to the verb used as an absolute predicate, or (3) by the nature of the subject of which the verb is predicated without any explicit qualification, as illustrated by the following three equivalent propositional forms, respectively:
(1) x is F
(2) x is-with​-respect-to-its-F-ness

(3) The F-ness of x is
Here x is some primary substance, and F is some non-essential predicate of x, signifying in it a real accident or a privation or even a relation of reason as in ‘Socrates is admired by Plato’. What is important to realize about these propositional schemata is that the occurrences of ‘is’ in each signifies the same act of being determined by the significate of the term ‘F’ (referred to by the corresponding abstract term ‘F-ness’ in the last two).

Now where does identity fit into this scheme? It should be noticed here that in the foregoing schemata what provided the qualification on the sense of ‘is’ was the significate of the predicate in the thing referred to by the subject. The predicate, however, according to many medieval logicians (actually, a notable exception would be Peter of Spain)
 functions there also with another one of its semantic values, namely, its (personal) suppositum,
 that is, a thing that actually has its significate. Therefore, the sense of the copula in which it expresses the sense of identity may be regarded as the result of simply adding another qualification to its absolute form, namely, one that refers to the suppositum, rather than the significate of the predicate, as in 
(4) x is-(actual)-with-respect-to-a-thing-that-is-F, 

which is true just in case x is an F, i.e., if x is identical with a thing that is F, namely, itself, provided it is F. So, in this sense the qualified sense of ‘is’ clearly expresses the actual identity of x with itself under the designation of being an F.

Indeed, we can also explain along the same lines why the enuntiabile signified by the whole proposition has to be signified to be a being by the copula in the same sense in which it would signify the being of a privation or any other being of reason. For the primary semantic value of the predicate F is neither its suppositum (a thing that is actually F), nor its ultimate significate (the thing’s individualized F-ness), but its immediate significate, namely, F-ness in general, as it is conceived by the abstractive mind forming the abstract concept expressed by the term F.
 So, what the proposition as a whole signifies, namely, that x is F, is actual in the same sense in which we can say that 

(5) x is-(actual)-with-respect-to-F-ness-(in-general).

Here the qualified predicate obviously has to express the actuality of the subject with respect to a being of reason, given that the qualification itself refers to something that is the direct object of reason, namely, the nature of the thing conceived in abstraction from its individuating conditions.
To be sure, Aquinas never spells out the idea expressed in the propositional schemata listed here in exactly such terms. However, his several remarks made in various contexts about the primary and secondary senses of being relating to each other as unqualified and qualified, as well as his remarks about how the different semantic values of the same term added to the copula may provide different qualifications on its primary sense (thereby determining different secondary senses of the verb), may well justify the connections expressed by the foregoing propositional schemata.

Indeed, further justification may be gleaned from the fact that once we realize these connections, it is easy to see how Aquinas’s claims about the analogical predication of being of substances, especially of God and His creatures can also receive a consistent interpretation in the same framework. 
The analogy of being between God and creatures

Consider the absolute predication of being of some primary substance x, as in

(6) x is (or exists),
the predication of a substantial predicate S (i.e., one of the genera, species, and specific differences on the tree of Porphyry in the category of substance) of the same, as in 

(7) x is S

and the predication of being explicitly qualified by the significate of this predicate, namely, the essence of x, as in

(8) x is-with-respect-to-its-S-ness.

According to Aquinas’s doctrine of the real distinction between essence and existence in creatures and the real identity of the same in God, if the variable ‘x’ in these schemata stands for a creature, then the significate of this qualified predicate and the significate of the predicate ‘S’ in x are distinct items of reality. However, if the variable ‘x’ stands for God, then these significates are the same, namely, the absolutely simple, indivisible divine nature, which is nothing but divine existence. 
Now, the predicates of the two equivalent claims in (6) and in (8) signify the same act of being of x. However, if x is God, then, and only then, the determination referred to in the qualified predicate, namely, divine essence is not distinct from what is signified by the absolute predicate, namely, divine existence. Therefore, in this case and only in this case, the qualification does not impose any determination or limitation on the sense of the absolute predicate: God is the only entity that absolutely IS without any limitation whatsoever. By contrast, if x is a creature, then the determination referred to in the qualified predicate, a creaturely essence, is distinct from the significate of the absolute predicate, some creaturely existence. In this case, therefore, the determination does impose some limitation on the mode of being signified by the qualified predicate, in the sense that the nature of the creature delimits what the creature can or cannot be, have, do or suffer. Therefore, since the qualified predicate signifies the same act of being that is signified by the absolute predicate, the qualification imposes a determination also on the sense of the absolute predicate: a creature can only exist in the way determined by its limited nature. That is to say, the nature of a creature, being distinct from its existence, imposes an implicit determination on the sense in which the creature can be. For example, since for a man to be is for him to be a man, a man can only be in the way a man can be, which is an essentially limited form of existence. By contrast, even if also for God to be is for Him to be God, for God to be is not a limited form of existence, since for God to-be-with-respect-to-his-divinity is the same as for God to-be-with-respect-to-his-existence, and an act of existence does not delimit itself.
 So, it is only God whose existence is absolute BEING, whereas any creaturely existence is only being somehow, in a creaturely way. As Aquinas says:

A created spiritual substance has to contain two [principles], the one of which is related to the other as potency to act. And this is clear from the following. It is obvious that the first being, which is God, is infinite act, namely, having in Himself the whole plenitude of being not contracted to the nature of some genus or species. Therefore it is necessary that His being itself should not be an act of being that is, as it were, put into a nature which is not its own being, for in this way it would be confined to that nature. Hence we say that God is His own being. But this cannot be said about anything else; just as it is impossible to think that there should be several separate whitenesses, but if a whiteness were separate from any subject and recipient, then it would be only one, so it is impossible that there should be a subsistent act of being, except only one. Therefore, everything else after the first being, since it is not its own being, has being received in something, by which its being is contracted; and thus in any created being the nature of the thing that participates being is other than the act of being itself that is participated
.

The analogical character of the predication of being in this case is obvious, if we consider the following: just as the predication of being of an accident is diminished relative to the predication of being of a substance, so the predication of being of a created substance is diminished relative to the predication of being of God.
 To be sure, this does not render the absolute predication of being of created substances diminished in and of itself; it is diminished merely relative to the “absolutely absolute” predication of being of God. 
This is understandable, if we consider that according to Aquinas we gain our primary concept of absolute being from created substances, so we need to understand divine being by analogically “stretching” our mundane concept, by first grasping the analogy between the being of created substances and accidents, and then the analogy between the being of created substances and God. If we gained our primary concept of being directly from God, that is, if the primum cognitum of our minds were divine being, and not created being in general, then we could understand created being directly as a sort of diminished being, limited and specified by the limited nature it realizes. But this observation would already lead our discussion into the arcana of late-medieval disputes concerning the primum cognitum.

So, to keep this discussion within its pre-determined limits, let us briefly return in closing to Anthony Kenny’s qualms about Aquinas’s doctrine, especially, in connection with the thesis of real distinction, and the so-called intellectus essentiae argument for it in his De Ente et Essentia.
Kenny vs. Aquinas on the real distinction
In his book, Kenny launched a two-pronged attack against Aquinas’s doctrine. He tried to establish that Aquinas in his intellectus essentiae argument either was talking about existence in the sense of “specific existence”, in which case he was either talking nonsense or essence and existence are distinct both in God and in creatures, or he was talking about existence in the sense of “individual being”, in which case essence and existence are identical both in God and in creatures. This argument fails on many counts.
In the first place, as I have argued in my review, pace Geach, Aquinas simply does not have a notion equivalent to the notion of the Fregean “specific existence”, i.e., the notion of an existential quantifier. In fact, a notion that would come closest to this notion in Aquinas’s conceptual arsenal would be regarded by him not a concept of existence, but a signum quantitatis, namely, a signum particulare. In any case, Kenny’s reason for holding that Aquinas would have to use in his argument the notion of specific existence is his unjustified assumption that Aquinas would take a phoenix to be by definition a fictitious bird as we do. However, from his argument, as well as from the parallel text of Aquinas’ Commentary on the Sentences,
 it is quite clear that Aquinas uses this example as the illustration of a real, but ephemeral natural phenomenon, like a lunar eclipse or a rainbow, the essence of which we could know perfectly well in terms of a scientific definition, yet, we may not know whether this kind of thing actually exists at the present time. So, Kenny’s objection definitely fails for this interpretation of Aquinas’s argument, which intends to show the real distinction between the real essences of real things of nature, and their present act of existence.
But Kenny’s objection fails for his second interpretation as well, even if that interpretation is somewhat closer to the truth (although it entirely fails to take into account the analogical character of ‘is’ and its equivalents as an absolute predicate of created substances and God). For Kenny bases his objection on the false assumption that the distinctness of essence and existence would have to mean that it is possible to have one without the other. (And so, he argues, since it is impossible to have a dog’s existence without its essence, for a dog cannot be without being a dog, essence and existence would have to be the same also in the case of this creature). However, this assumption is obviously false: for it is clearly possible to have distinct, yet necessarily concurrent items in reality. For example, it is clear that the triangularity of any particular triangle is not the same as its trilaterality (unless sides and angles are the same items). But it is also clear that one cannot have a particular triangularity without a particular trilaterality. So, we have two really distinct items here, clearly distinguishable in Aquinas’s fine-grained semantics (even if not distinguishable in the more coarse-grained modern conceptions), which are nevertheless inseparable in reality. Therefore, pace Kenny, real distinction does not have to mean real separability, which finishes off the other prong of his attack. 
Thus, as far as Kenny’s objections are concerned, there is nothing in them that would show that Aquinas is “confused about being”. Indeed, if the foregoing considerations are helpful in any way to clarify the systematic aspect of Aquinas’s doctrine as can be gathered from his several scattered remarks, then they may also prompt a better appreciation of the judgment of those admirers of Aquinas who find in his doctrine some of the profoundest metaphysical insights in the history of human thought.
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� “Oportet enim in substantia spirituali creata esse duo, quorum unum comparatur ad alterum ut potentia ad actum. Quod sic patet. Manifestum est enim quod primum ens, quod Deus est, est actus infini�tus, utpote habens in se totam essendi plenitudinem non contractam ad aliquam naturam generis vel speciei. Unde oportet quod ipsum esse eius non sit esse quasi inditum alicui naturae quae non sit suum esse; quia sic finiretur ad illam naturam. Unde dicimus, quod Deus est ipsum suum esse. Hoc autem non potest dici de aliquo alio: sicut impossibile est intelligere quod sint plures albedines separatae; sed si esset albedo separata ab omni subiecto et recipiente, esset una tantum; ita impossibile est quod sit ipsum esse subsistens nisi unum tantum. Omne igitur quod est post primum ens, cum non sit suum esse, habet esse in aliquo receptum, per quod ipsum esse contrahitur; et sic in quolibet creato aliud est natura rei quae participat esse, et aliud ipsum esse participatum.” De spir. creat. q. un., a. 1.


� It should be noted here, however, that this is not “the criterion” on account of which ‘being’ ought to be regarded as predicated analogically of God and creatures. Throughout this paper, a predicate is regarded as analogical if and only it has a primary sense and some secondary sense(s) somehow related to, and therefore derivable from, the primary sense by means of some diminishing qualification. This “semantical derivability” need not reflect at all the actual process of the formation of an analogical concept. For the finer details of this issue in the context of 13th-century logic, see Ashworth, E. J. “Analogy and equivocation in Thirteenth-Century Logic. Aquinas in context,” Mediaeval Studies, 54(1991), pp. 94-135, and Ashworth, E. J. "Medieval Theories of Analogy", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Winter 2004 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = <http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2004/entries/analogy-medieval/>.


� A difficult, but very illuminating discussion of the problem can be found in the first question of Cajetan’s commentary on Aquinas’s De Ente et Essentia. See op. cit. Quaestio 1: Utrum ens sit primum cognitum ordine et via originis, pp. 2-19. See Cajetan, Thomas de Vio, Commentary on Being and Essence, translated from the Latin with an Introduction by L. H. Kendzierski and F. C. Wade, Milwaukee, Wis., Marquette University Press, 1964, pp. 40-61.


� Cf. 2SN, d. 3, q. 1, a. 1, co.
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