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Thomas Aquinas was a
13" Century Dominican
theologian.
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Thomas Aquinas's
"Five Ways"

Argument from motion

Argument from efficient
causality

Argument from
necessary being

Argument from degrees
of perfection

Argument from final 8 &=
causality Thomas Aqumas
@ 2251 274)

R

C s @y

Quodlibetalblog
“Discussing Aquinas™




Aquinas began writing his
Summa Theologiae in
1266.

Aquinas's Summa
Theologiae is his most
extensive work.

It was, however,
unfinished.

It was written as a
Teacher's Guide

It was written as an attempt3
to "set forth whatever is
included in this Sacred
Science as briefly and
clearly as the matter itself
may allow ... in such a way
as may tend to the

instruction of beginners."

Complete English
Edition in 5 Volumes

ST. THOMAS
AQUINAS
SUMMA THEOLOGICA

One of the world’s

Complete English
dition in 5 Volumes

ST. THOMAS
AQUINAS
OGICA

One of the world’s eatest masterpieces

[Summa Theologiae, from the Prologue. St. Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologica:
Complete English Edition in Five Volumes, translated by Fathers of the English
Dominican Province (Westminster, MD: Christian Classics, 1981]




Works Antecedent to
the Summa Theologiae

J
000

On Being and Essence

K/
0’0

Writings on the Sentences of Peter Lombard

J
000

Commentary on the De Trinitate of Boethius

K/
0’0

Exposition on the 'On the Hebdomads' of Boethius

J
0‘0

On the Principles of Nature
Truth

Summa Contra Gentiles
On the Power of God

J K/
0’0 0’0

K/
0’0




- The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

First Part: God
Second Part: Man

Third Part: Christ

o~ The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

First Part
Prima Pars; |; la
119 questions consisting of 584 articles
ssexistence and nature of God
sscreation
ssman
ssdivine government




- The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

First Part of the Second Part
Prima Secundae; |-ll; 1a-lae
114 questions consisting of 619 articles
ssmorality,
ssthe habits
selaw

o~ The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

Second Part of the Second Part
Secunda Secundae; II-11; lia-liae
189 questions consisting of 9177 articles
ssfaith
ssprudence and justice
ssfortitude and temperance

ssacts of certain men (prophecy; tongues;
contemplative life, etc.)




- The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

Third Part
Tertia Pars; |l 1lla
90 questions consisting of 549 articles
s Christ
sssacraments (section on penance was
unfinished)

This makes a total of 512 questions with 2,669
articles (not counting the supplement).

o~ The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

Supplement (written by Rainaldo da Piperno)

Suppl.; Suppl. lllae

99 questions consisting of 446 articles
sscompletion of section on penance
ssconfession
ssindulgences
ssmarriage
sseschatology.




- The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

Appendicies 1 and 2 (complied by Nicolai from
Aquinas's Commentary.on the Sentences of Peter.
Lombard)

sspurgatory.

- The Plan of the Summa Theologiae <

Question (e.g., The Existence of God)
First Article of the Question (e.g., Whether.the Existence of God'is'Self-Evident)
Objections
first objection
second objection

*On the contrary® (usually. a quote from an authority)
*|'answer that" (unpacking of his.own arguments pertaining to the article)
Replies to each of the objections

Next Article of the Question

[repeat until all the articles for: this question are exhausted]
Next Question

[repeat until all 614 questions consisting of 3,125 articles questions are exhausted]
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Both Reason in Terms of:

formal and material logic
actuality and potentiality

material, formal; efficient,
and final causes

the division of/the sciences into'the
theoretical; the practical,
and the productive

Both Distinguish:
thelmaterialifromjthelimmaterial

'sensationjfromlintellection

theltemporallfromjtheleternal

thelbodyifromithe[soul
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Both:

regardiintellectualicontemplationiasithe/supremelgoallof:
humanistriving

lookiuponifreechoicelasithe/source]of
moraliaction

groundfallinaturally/attainablelhumaniknowledgeion
externalisensiblejthings;linstead of/on/sensations;ideas;
or.language

lookiuponicognitioniasialway/ofibeingliniwhichlknoweriand
thing/lknown'are one'andithe samelinithe actuality ofithe
cognition
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f.

(1225- 1274)"(

a":""

/ F
‘ Thomas Aquinas'
\

nolmetaphysicallcategonylofi existence isithelactuality of all
&E‘.&] actualities and the perfection
'Ioglcal distinction)} of all perfections

highest element in
imetaphysicslisIEormEss metaphysics is existence
fordevenylbeingitolbe! existence is distinct from
isjitolbelalEorm} essence in sensible creatures
existence and essence are known
\ithelsamelintellectualfact} by different intellectual acts

ea_lltyetaphVSIGS, God is ultimate reality
\ultimatelrealitylinireligion
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"7i,7he true denotes

l

P{”
mm‘\

~Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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Cornrespondence

iheonylofflruth
DTy R TR 4

Correspondence

lheonry of lruth

proposition ) reality
WGl eencertinteimingl) s ([ Ol CYica A
| Gfghedly

Form in the intellect Form in the sensible object
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Aquinas employs the same notions
of act.and potency as Aristotle.

19



«By,non-existence we
understand not simply those
thingsiwhich do not exist, but

thoselwhich are potential,

and not actual.”
[Summat Theo/iée; IN552]

tObserve that some things
existithough they do not
lexistiwhile other things do

exi§i Thatwhich can be is

\Vashington|s quare| Pressi960)) 61]
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> Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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The significance of Aquinas'

employment of act and
potency

21



Sensible things are not be able to ultimately.
account for the actualization of their own
potentialities.

The act / potency of sensible things stands
in stark contrast to God's nature of being
pure actuality.

22



Not surprisingly, Aquinas
follows Aristotle in the notions
of form and matter:

zBecauseithe definition telling what a
thinglis/signifies that by which a thing
is|locatedlin its genus or species,
philosophers have substituted the
termiquiddity: for the term 'essence.’
iThelPhilosopher. [i.e., Aristotle]
frequéntly calls this '‘what something p

23



"What-ness"

\withirespectitolalthingisioperationS . NEue

il respesiio @ S mefies.

with'respectito’a thing;s'accidents: | Substance'

with respectito athing's'intellect: Quiddity;
with respect to a thing's existence: Essence

Matter is not a principle of
knowing but is a principle of
individuation.

Matter is actualized by Form.

24



Matter and Form together
(hylomorphism) constitute a
sensible (i.e., physical) object.

tForm and matter are
found.in composite
substances, as for 2
example the soul and !
body.in man."”

[©nlBeing; andEiéisence, 1188/ trans! Maurer, 34]

s\u‘,::;_# '&i-" e, -
mas ‘Aquinas
(1225:1274)
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Matter and Form together
constitute the essence of the
sensible (i.e., physical) object.

Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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Matter is not a principle of
knowing the sensible object, but
is a principle of individuation
of it.

In knowing a sensible object, the
intellect of the knower grasps
the Form of the sensible object.

27
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Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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gFromithis it follows that
nothing prevents us
fromiknowing material
things through forms
whichlexist lmmaterlallyf
infour mmds

: .|v;'“R eplyjtrans’JamesiV: McGlynn 2, (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1994), 19] ,\(

{ \ ==

Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)

The significance of Aquinas's
employment of form and matter
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Thomas will argue that sensible
things, being composed of form
and matter, are not ultimately
able to account for their own
existence and thus will need a
First Cause as their grounding.

Thomas will unpack the
metaphysical attributes of God
demonstrating that the particular
aspects of the nature of God
stand in stark contrast to the
form and matter aspects of
sensible things.

30
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Uses oﬂ‘e Term
'Realism’
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SINon:philosophicallusel
v Realism Reg;_rging the
Existence of’External Reality.

» Realism Regarding the
Nature ofiUniversals

SINon:philosophicallusel

v
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A realist in the non-philosophical
sense of the term is one who
approaches an issue with common
sense, usually devoid of
sentimentality and naiveté.

~»RealismiRe arding the
Existence’ of/External Reality.

33



Here realism maintains that there is
a material reality external to us as
knowers and that this material
external reality exists whether we
are perceiving it or not.

This notion of realism is contrasted
with Idealism. Idealism (George
Berkeley) maintains that there is no
external material reality.

34



Any view of knowing that maintains
that there is a reality external to us
as knowers is a form of realism.

Thus, John Locke is a realist even
though Locke's view on how we
know external reality is quite
different from Plato’s, Aristotle's and
Aquinas’s views.
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» Realism Regarding the
NaturejofiUniversals

TR TN

Here realism maintains that
universals (e.qg., human-ness) are
real entities that have existence
apart from particulars. (Plato)

36



This notion of realism is contrasted

with anti-realism like conceptualism

(William of Ockham) or nominalism
(David'Hume).

ARG

Plato Aristotle Aquinas OG4EnmD Hume
Extreme Moderate Scholastic Conceptualism®™Nominalism
Realism Realism Realism

37



Realismland
9
Teleology.

38



REALISM: UNIVERSALS

IRealismlregardingjuniversalsiholdsthat
universalslareliealfandlirreducibleltolparticulars]

REALISM: TELEOLOGY

teleologylislalrealfandlirceduciblelfeaturefofithelnaturaliworid?

REALISM: UNIVERSALS

IRealismlregardingjuniversalsiholdsthat
universalslarelreallandlirreducibleftolparticulars}

Extreme]Realism
‘ Universalslarejthelonly,
thingsithatarelfullyireals
merely
sshadowsgdofitheir

REA JLU

Realismlregardingjteleologyl(ifeleologicallRealism)lholdsitha
teleologylisfalrealfandlirreducible}feature]ofithelnaturalfworid}

RBlatoniclleleologicallRealism

llielcologylislitieduciblelbuifisfenticely,
derivedifromlanfouisidel(extrinsic)isource?
asHfogexampleNaldivinelmindllikelRlato;s
demilrger
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REALISM: UNIVERSALS |,

IRealismiregardingjuniversalsjholdsithat Realismlregardinglteleologyl({feleclogicallRealism)]holdsftha
universalslareliealfandlirreducibleltolparticulars]

teleologylisialreallandlirceduciblelfeaturelofithelnaturalfworid
Moderate]Realism AristotelianfileleclogicallRealism
Universalsfarelreallbut{only; ileleclogylislintrinsicitol(immanent

O My existi(as]universals)linl within)[naturalfsubstanceslandldoes]not
L~ ﬂ.‘d;j intellectsRnhedcomeyiolexist
* - injthelintellecibyAwaylof]
igedt |

derivelfromlanyldivinelsourceXihislis
notjinfconflictiwithfAristotlejsjlUnmoved

MoverAWhilelthelUnmovedlMovenrdisithe
meEpnsSEly el e  ftelositowardiwhichlallfmotionlisdirected?

| pEnevE® (e, e Fom):  fitlisinotithelcauselofithelexistencelofithe
4 s, e [Ferm Tes 6dSs  [naturallsubstancesiwithitheigteleologies?
)i Jllaslaluniversallinfthelintellect

infasimuchlasithelUnmovediMover(on
ofithelknowedandfas]al Moyvers)lislno{at{allfanfefficient{cause]of;
particuladinktheltreeMmnel theluniverse!
Rormlislindividuatedibyjits
Matter)

REALISM: UNIVERSALS |,

IRealismlregardingjuniversalsiholdsithat Realismlregardinglteleclogyl(ieleologicallRealism)]holdsftha
universalsfarelreallandlirreducibleftolparticulars] teleologylislalrealfandlirreduciblelfeaturejofithe]naturalfworld®

Scholastic]Realism

S Reetm b ceme [iTeleologylislintrinsicltol(immanentiwithin)
8 Vierkele [Reelism iy et el finaturallsubstances¥inithislislitithelsamelas

e univereeb cEn come (o &dt AristotelianileleologicallRealismiHowever?
inkthelintellectsloffhumansi(byj thelexistencelofifinalfcauses](teleology)
must{ultimatelylbelexplainedlinftermslof{a
IScholasticlRealismldiffersifrom

divinelintellectinlthisli{differsifrom]both
IModerate]Realismlinithaithel RlatoniclandfAristotelianjTeleological

univeRERele odstclemellyfn RealismYlike]RlatoniciTeleologicallrealism
-1-:5-7-%'; (e miftae] off €l e6 (iclir Gieeler: f(butfunlikelAristoteliankTeleologicallRealism)
251274

it{seesitheldivinelmindlas]relevantjto
teleologyjllikelAristotelianileleological
Realism|(butjunlike]Rlatonicileleological
Realism)lit{seeslteleologyjaslintrinsiclto
(immanentjwithin)lnaturallsubstances?

ScholasticileleologicaljRealism

40
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Noteithatimanyi(ifinotimost)itextbooks'doinotimake
this!distinction!and; thus;iwould:callithe!Realism!of
the Scholastics'Moderate Realism! (eitherbecause
they.do not noticeithe distinction or.do not' regardit

ks
¢
A
.

A
v

iIhe key/herelisithis:aslheldifferenceifromithe
Rlatoniclapproachiisithatithe:Scholasticiview does
notitakeithelexistence of{aldivinelordering
intelligenceitoifollow.directly;fromithelexistence of:
teleology/ininature.’An intermediate steplin
argumentation’is required; forthe!linkibetween
teleology,;and an orderingiintelligence’is (with'a
nod to Aristotle) notitaken to'be obvious.* [Eeser,
Teleology, 148]
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REALISM: UNIVERSALS

ForiEeserithelproblemiwithiIDlisithatiitiskipsithis
intermediatejstep;ithusirenderingithelargument
(eitherzexplicitly/orby/implication)inon=iThomistic

R[ AAAL |\’v~

TELEOLOGY

e384

PP

.00

in'asimuch! atlitfailsitoifactoriinithatithelteleology: s
arises|primarily;/fromitheiformi(iie% itlislintrinsicito s S

.
A0

orimmanentiwithinithe substance)iwhile
ultimately,from' God'as the!Creator, ofithe form:.
> The reasonithatithis'is'a problem'is'because

hes

' certain of.the main proponents of/ ID claim
to be Thomistic:.

ek & -l .q ] - - - '-..'. '
‘ -_— . .
B il HUBl o irw ] Yl ey

ANTI-REALISM: UNIVERSALS

Universalslareleithegreducibleltolpartictlars]
oareltintealfaltogether

Conceptualism

Wniversalsfatelnothinglbut
conceptslinkthelmindslofi
intellectsfandihavelnelieal
greundinglinkthelparticularst
Ifsholldibelnotedithat{some
texi{booksllabell®ckhamias
alnominalisfandiweuldiput
Humel(below)lentirely,
outsideltheldisclssionfofi
universalsfasialphilosephical
skeptict

ANTI-REALISM: TELEOLOGY

ilcleclogylisleithedreducibleltolnonsteleclogical
lofdislunrealfaltogether)

Teleological

JAdmitsiteleologyjinfsomelsensefbut:
sayslit{canibelreduceditolnon3

teleological

42



ANTI-REALISM: UNIVERSALS

Wniversalstareleithegredlicibleltolpaitictlars
ogarellinrealfaliogetier]

Nominalism

_ llherelisinoliealityato
v universalsHinsteadqwhafare
referedjiolas
- universalsfarelonlydnamesio
labelsfgivenktelcentainkthings
ofpropeltiest

ANTI-REALISM: TELEOLOGY

ilcleologylisleitherreducibleftolnonsteleological
odislinrealfaliogether

TeleologicallEliminativism
teleologyjaltogether’

VILHFE
VS NOML
NANDISS

‘ LBV
v 3R 050
s rp.n(nw-:'
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As with much of his metaphysics (except,
notably, regarding existence) Aquinas
tracks Aristotle in his understanding of
causality.

However, there are some strategic
distinctions drawn.

Some might suggest that Aristotle did not
draw a careful enough distinction between a
cause and a principle.




Aquinas/ care to make such a distinction
hints at an important emphasis that
characterizes his entire metaphysical
system, having directly do with how
existence figures in to that system.

gNow/it'should be noted that,
althoughla principle and a cause
areithelsame in subject, they
neve'rtheless differ in meaning,

influence onthe being of the - 4
thing caused.” (\§ Smewgg . Pf

[€ommentarylon/Aristotle sl Metaphysics, Book V, Lesson 1, §751, trans. John P. Rowan B\ Th Omas Aq uinas

J‘("

(Notre 1DUmb|Ox. Rress;1961), 277, emphasis added]

(1225:1274)
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Cause vs. Principle

named Connie®

Though rare, the name 'Connie' might refer.to a male
instead of a female. As such, you cannot be sure
whether Connie is a man or a woman.

46



As}youlcontinue to
=, readjyoufdiscoventhat

A Cconnie is|pregnant?
= Fromjthisjyou'know

\_f—i.,“that Connielis
' necessarily,female’

Ard .

Connie;slbeing

S pregnant ent\a.lg*that
‘ Connielis|female.

: If,Connielis;pregnant,}
- t}Connle BUENELR:

e

HowevertConnie's

being]pregnant.is'not

whaticauses Connie;to

l

This isltrueldespitelthe

& “factthatConnie!s!
being

= sufficient’condition for
- e
her beingifemale.

LI T

: A ’i;“-:(:,

-
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With this qualification, the implications
of causality will be profound with
respect to the existence and nature of
the Christian God.

Thus, though at one level Aquinas’s use of.
these notions of causality will sound exactly.
like Aristotle, because of.this additional
metaphysical consideration, the end result
of causal reasoning will take ' Thomas to a
place that Aristotle could not have
envisioned.

48



This metaphysical consideration will be
Aquinas's notion of existence (together with
the essence / existence distinction).

This place that Aristotle could not have
envisioned is from Aristotle's impersonal
Unmoyved Mover the personal, infinite
Creator God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob
who incarnated in Jesus Christ.




existence of a thing
VS.
change in a thing

Aquinas makes much out of the
difference between an agent
being the cause of the existence
of a thing and the agent being
the cause of a change in a thing.

50



'S much out of the
irTercrice vetwean an agent

of the existence
foloelafcertainjwayl B the agent being

the cause of a change in a thing.

unn(ersal causes, as Aristotle
teaches in Physics II. ¢
L ?

Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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gNow ithe act of being is the first
effectand.this is evident by
reasoniof.the universal presence
ofithis'act. It follows that the
propericause of the act of being is
thel first.and universal agent,
namelyyGod: Other agents, indeed, a‘ $
arelnotithe cause of the act of _ i
beinglasisuch, but of being this— \ },
lofibeinglalman or being white, for ’;{‘ ""-“’ﬂs, % Ei
example. ' \~ThomasAguinas

Em Contraiéntiles, 1153215 trans™ Maurer, Vol. 2, p. 61, emphasis in Maurer] 1 225 1 274

One can see the significance of this
distinction for Aquinas*®argument for the
existence of God in his Second Way. (i.e., his
second of the famous "Five Ways” which
are five arguments for God's existence
given in his Summa Theologiae.




While causes as such account for the
existence of things being what they are,
Aquinas will maintain there'is only one
cause that.can account for that they are.

53



The essence / existence
distinction maintains that
there is a real difference
between in a created. thing
between its essence and its
existence.

Essence Existence
WHAT itis THAT tis




m dlC U0 : U 3 J . - : .. <
injitsfown’ ence, and its own act o >
MBO c < 0 0 Ol De G ;
n]]@:! € O 2 O e 0
m}m}ntﬁc-:- e formal characte
oflitslquiddity;|fc agreeme
requiredlina gs that are dire
m 0 - < alC U0 0
w@’.‘ .7 cl U - .: .. 0] U :-!“":‘ A.
(O T ERVEEE ad. 8, trans. Robe

iSeiimidi(lndianapo acKe 994 PP
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Your essenoe as a
human IS d/st/not from
your eXIStenoe asia
be/ng

Your essence IS What
makes you a human

Your exrstence S, What
makes, you al be/ng
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Aquinas’s doctrine of existence
together with his doctrine of the
distinction of essence and existence
serve as the most radical break he
has with Aristotle.
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For Aristotle, to be is to be a form.
As such, there is no philosophical
notion of existence as such in
Aristotle's philosophy.

“"For Aristotle, to be
actualized meant to
acquire form. For
Aquinas, it meant to be
brought into existence,
since for him existence is
the actuality of every form
or nature."

["Aquinas and the Five Ways," Monist 58 (January 1974): 21]
Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)
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"From the viewpoint of
the much later distinction
between essence and the

act of existing, this
treatment must mean that
Aristotle is leaving the act
of existing, entirely
outside the scope of his

hil hy.
Joseph Owens PLECSSEY.
(1908-2005)

“The act of existing must
be wholly escaping his
scientific consideration.
All necessary and definite
connections between
things can be reduced to
essence."

[Joseph Owens, The Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian
Metaphysics: A Study in the Greek Background of Mediaeval
Thought, 31 ed (Toronto: The Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval

Studies), 309 emphasis in original]
Joseph Owens "
(1908-2005)
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.

Indeed, there does not seem to be a
distinctive philosophical discussion
of existence as such in any.ancient

Greek philosophy.

PHILOSOPHIES
OF
EXISTENCE
Ancient
and
Medieval
\ ::'
| P e
F
g&\& Edited by : !~4 :"—"; 1
PaerZ Morewedge PARVIZ MOREWEDGE @harles H\‘Kahn

Author of "Why Ié_xi§tence Did Not
Emerge as a Distinctl€oncept in Greek
Philosophy"
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Parviz Morewedge

“The upshot is that, although we
can recognize at least three
different kinds of existential

qguestions discussed by,
Aristotle, Aristotle himself:
neither. distinguishes these
questions from one another nor;
brings them together.under. any.
common head or, topic.which
might be set in contrast to other,
themes in his general
discussion of Being.*

[Charles H: Kahn, #Why Existence Does Not Emerge as
a Distinct Concept in Greek Philosophy;* in
Philosophies of Existence: Ancient and Medieval, ed.
Pariz. Morewedge ' (New. York: Fordham University.
Press, 1982), 10]

HIS NS
WIS
VS NON

1
NANDISS

e
>

-

Le O 8
€harles H»Kahn
Author of "Why EX|stence Did Not

Emerge as a Distinctl Concept in Greek
Philosophy"
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Thomas was certainly not the
first philosopher to make a
specific mention of the

essence/existence distinction.

aspects; of;
Aquinas;s

Pseudo-Dionysius
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However, Aquinas is the first for
whom his notion of existence
and the essence / existence
distinction will figure so
prominently.in his own
philosophy.

His thinking will go on to play a
significant role in"'subsequent
Christian philosophical
theology.
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There is an earlier
mention of it is by
the tenth century
Arabic philosopher
Al-Farabi.

INHEETEl |
\ (872-950) 4

“We admit that essence
and existence are distinct
in existing things. The
essence is not the
existence, and it does not
come under its
comprehension.

INHEETEI
\ (872-950) 8




“If the essence of man
implied his existence, to
conceive his essence
would also be to conceive
his existence, and it
would be enough to know
what a man is, in order to
know. that man exists, so

that every representation Ay /
would entail an

: - Al-Farabig
affirmation. .

(872-950) %

“But the same token,
existence is not included
in.the essence of things;

otherwise it could
become one of their
constitutive characters,

" 4

APFarabil

(872-950) %
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“and the representation of
what essence is would
remain incomplete
without the
representation of its
existence. And what is
more, it would be
impossible for us to
separate them by the
imagination.

“If man's existence
coincided with his
corporeal and animal
nature, there would be
nobody who, having an
exact idea of what man is,
and knowing is corporeal
and animal nature,

¢ . ‘.;L" ‘1‘“'
INHEETEl |
\ (872-950) 4

Y 4 :.‘;.( ‘a-'
INHEETEI
\ (872-950) 4

67



“could question man's
existence. But that is not
the way it is, and we
doubt the existence of
things until we have
direct perception of them
through the senses, or
mediate perception
through a proof.

" 4

Al-Farabig

(872-950) %

Iy

“If.-Thus existence is not a
constitutive character, it
is.only an accessory
accident.”

[Thislis a tertiary. quote. Djemil Saliba quotes Alfarabi in his Etude sur la
meétaphysique, pp: 84-85. Saliba is quoted by Etienne Gilson, History of
Christian! RPhilosophy. in the Middle Ages (London: Sheed and Ward,
1955, reprinted 1972), 186]

" 4

APFarabil

(872-950) %

Iy
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“In order not to confusethis
important metaphysical move
[in Alfarabi] with later. onesjit

should be noted that the
primacy of essence
dominates the whole
argumentation. Not for.an
instant is there any. doubt
that existence is a predicate
of essence, and because!itlis

not essentially included!in it; 5 L?/ Etienne Gilson

it is considered an 'accidenty

(1884-1978)

"We are still far away.from
the Thomistic position, which
will deny both that existence

is included in essence and
that it is accidental to it. With

Thomas Aquinas, existence
will become the ‘act’ of:
essence, and thereforeithe
act of being; we are not
there, but we are on the way;

- -
to it. ® &) Etienne Gilson

[Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy: in the Middle Ages,186]

(1884-1978)
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The language of the distinction between
form and being (essence and existence)
is also found in the Liber.de Causis

(Book of'Causes, dated late 1000s to
early 1100s) and was accommodated by
Aquinas for his own purposes.

Further; certain

aspects; of;
Aquinas;s
developed notion
of existencelwas
inspired'byithe
earlier thinker
Pseudo-Dionysius!
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The language of the distinction between

form and being (essence and existence)
is also found in the Liber. de Causis

(Book of'Causes, dated late 1000s to
early 1100s) and was accommodated by
Aquinas for his own purposes.

St. Thomas Aquinas
Cmnmenta on
the Book gf Causes

<

4
iy
P -

:?’*‘J; i{_l" _—_“. .
omas‘Aquinas
(1225:1274)
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"According to the truth of the
matter, the first cause is above
being inasmuch as it is itself
infinite 'to be' [esse]. 'Being'
[ens], however, is called that
which finitely participates 'to
be," and it'is this which'is
proportioned to our intellect,
whose object is some 'that
which is,' [quod quid esf]. ...
Hence our intellect can grasp
only that which has a quiddity
participating 'to be.' But the
quiddity of God is 'to be' itself."

[Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on the Book of
Causes, trans. Vincent A. Guagliardo, Charles R.

Hess, and Richard C. Taylor (Washington, The -
Catholic University of America Press, 1996), 51-52] (1 225 1 274)

Aquinas is the first for whom his
notion of existence and the
essence / existence distinction
will figure so prominently. in his
own philosophy.
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His thinking will go on to play a
significant role in"'subsequent
Christian philosophical
theology.

74



Controversy. over the place of existence
in Aquinas’ philosophy:.in light of the
essence/existence distinction erupted
as early as the sixteenth century.

The 16th Century. Thomist philosopher
Dominic Banez (in his The Primacy. of
Existence in Thomas Aquinas) defended
the notion that in the philosophy of
Thomas Aquinas, existence is the
primary metaphysical notion.
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The Primacy
of

Existence n
Thomas Aquinas

Dominic Banez
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Thomas Aquinas

INIHESIEVR On being and
out his essence
understanding
of the essence /

existence
distinction in his
On Being and

Essence. Translated by “

et

Armand Maurer

That essence and
existence are distinct in
sensible objects is evident

from the fact that one can
understand the essence of
a thing without knowing
whether it exists.
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every.essence .
be understood

without/knowing anything
aboutlitsibeing. | can
lknowjforiinstance, what a “
imanjoria:phoenix is and ‘
stilllbelignorant whether it S
lhaslbeingin reality. " — T

e ThomasA umas

Cam i

(1225:1274)
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geEromithisiitis clear that
beingiis other than
essence.... unless
perhapsithere'is a reality
whoselquiddity [essence]
islits being."

Being, and:E;ence, 1V1§6) trans: Armand Maurer, (Toronto: The b, 4
RontificalllnstitutelofiMidiaevallStudies, 1968), 55] ?g/
v
st P
m ‘\
Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)

EEverythingithat'is'in the genus of
substancelis.composite with a real
compos___i_tion, because whatever is in
ithe! catepry ofisubstance is subsistent

injitslownlexistence, and its own act of
mustibe distinct from the thing

Jotherwiselit could not be distinct
istencelfromithe other things with

pﬁ” |
’ﬁi,g

~Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)

Schmid (Indlnapolls Hackett 1994) v. 3, pp 311- 312]




Aquinas’s doctrines of existence
together with the essence /
existence distinction constitute a
metaphysical innovation whose
significance is virtually inestimable.

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

"The real distinction
between essence and
existence could be
regarded in neothomistic
circles as the fundamental
truth of Christian
philosophy, which
pervaded the whole of
Thomistic metaphysics."

[Joseph Owens, "Aristotle and Aquinas," in Norman Kretzman
and Eleonore Stump, eds., The Cambridge Companion to
Aquinas (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993): 39]
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These doctrines are what enable
Aquinas to turn the pagan
philosophy: of Aristotle into the

Christian philosophy that Thomism
is, particularly.regarding the
existence and attributes of God and
the doctrine of creation.

Bertrand
Russell

&

"

o 7

Bertrand Russell
1872-1970
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“The contentions that
God's essence and
existence are one and the
same, that God is His own
goodness, His own power,
and so on, suggest a
confusion, found in Plato,
but supposed to have been
avoided by Aristotle,
between the manner of

being of particulars and the - 4
manner of being of ('
universals. .

God's essence is, one must
suppose, of the nature of
universals, while His
existence is not. It is not
easy to state this difficulty
satisfactorily, since it
occurs within a logic that
can no longer be accepted.
But it points clearly to
some kind of syntactical
confusion, without which
much of the argumentation
about God would lose its
plausibility."

[Bertrand Russell, A History of Western
Philosophy, (New York: Simon and Schuster,

1945), 462]

Bertrand Russell
1872-1970

-
= Bertrand Russell
1872-1970
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A CRITIQUE OF THE QUANTIFICATIONAL ACCOUNT OF EXISTENCE
William F. Vallicella
Universty of Dayton

Deyton. Ohio

A CRITICISM OFTEN brought against philosophers who raise questions about Being or existence
charges that these philosophers have simply been misled by the surface grammar of existence
statements into thinking that * exists ~ and its cognates are logical” predicates and thus into thinking that
there must be some mystenous property or quasi-property called * Being “2 10 which this putative
predicate refers, and into which it would make sense 1o inquire. According to Bertrand Russell

there is a vast amount of phidosophy that rests upon the notion that existence.
is, 50 10 speak, a property that you can aftribute to things, and that the things that
exist have the property of existence and the things that do not exist do nol. That is
i)
rubbish .. .~

In a somewhat more restrained tone, Rudolf Camap agrees that * Most metaphysicians since antiquity
have allowed themselves 10 be seduced into pseudostatements by the verbal, and therewith the
predicative form of the word 'to be,'e g ., ' | am

* Logcal © as opposed to * grammatical * Note that Kant uses * iogical * in the sense of * grammabcal * For Kant # is self
evident that * exsis * s 2 logcal predicate. the Only queshon is whether itis @ ™ real * or * determring * predicate (See
Crtque of Pure Reason ASSS BS2S ) In recont dacussons. § i taken as soll-gvdent that * exists * is & grommatica
predicate, the only queshon & whether 18 3is0 8 l0QCal preccate

71 capetaize the ntal letter of "Being,” not out of masplaced piety
teng Lower * b NG~ <an e Lied eler collectvely of O
relers. however Not 10 bewngs colectively or datnbutvely. but 10 B
which they all have * in common *

the datncton between Beng and
ol 10 the totality of bengs Upper case ~ Being
which constitutes Deings as bengs. the * property *

Dad " i Laia At i d Baned & Mlaceh AL " o af
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The infinitive of the Latin verb sum (I
am) is 'esse’and is often translated into
English as ‘being’ or 'existence.’
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While it was not uncommon in the
Middle Ages for philosophers to use the
term 'esse’as a synonym for ‘essence,’

Aquinas explicitly distinguished the
two, describing the latter as that which
receives esse.

In Aquinas’s metaphysical schema,
form and matter in sensible things
together constitute an essence.
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Essence and esse together constitute a
being (ens, the participle of the Latin
verb “to be”).

As matter is in potency. to form, matter
and form together (i.e., an essence) is in
potency. to existence (esse).

Form actualizes matter; existence (esse)
actualizes essence.




"When existence is
considered in relation to
the thing it makes exist, it
may be regarded as
actualizing the thing and,
accordingly, it appears as
the actuality that gives
the thing existence."

[Joseph Owens, An Interpretation of Existence (Houston: Center for
Thomistic Studies, 1968), 51]

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

If you saw a giant glass ball,
you might ask how did it
come to be. || |
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But if you were hearing music,
you would'not ask how it came to be.

Rather, you would ask what is causing
the music to,be right now.
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SIS ow
_L*@masrAqumas

R V)

understands ex:stence

EGod/causes this effect
[existence] in things
inotionly:when they first

inito)be, but as long
lasithey/are preserved
'in'being..."
[SUmmakTReol0gackQ A6\ il adl7

 Th &r::‘éstqumas
(1225-1274)
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( of} you ls‘true of
"\ - you elther

because of
AR s

esn‘e rénot

S [ = B e
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zWhatever belongs

tojaithing is either
caused by the
principles of its

nature.... or comes

to'it.from an € _-)5,-:'

- . - - " .JQM ».-m_,“(‘ <
extrinsic principle. Thomas Aquina

[©nlBeing, an’&iEssence, IVA§7; trans. Maurer, 56- (1 2251 274)

The reaspn you have ratlonal 'ty%

is becéus

P ]

A
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“Itis part\\f y_our

human to ‘haveratlonallty

-You; Ig\g\veatnallty
by virtue of being human
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Ratloggllty is caused

TN
by you< esene“

94



F.y vlt IS part of your essence

*

¢ @ as!humantto have ns%lllty

Y |!1 ‘
i \(x‘: i N\ .
- @‘ )

e ? You have ns:blllty

by~wrtue ‘of being hu%flan'

23
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% lSlblIlty is caused

S ; e

= Is‘the reason you are at SES

= -ecaUse ybu are human? &
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cause

dln/you

@pssence7
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Isithelreasoniyoulexist
S becauselyoufarelthuman;z

Isliipartiofiyouriessence
asthumangtolexist2




| Do lyou exist
Ybyivirtuelofibeingthuman;?

/slyouriexistence
S causedibyjyouriessence;?




- Cleafly, thelanswer;
= to thesequ'estions iSino:

JustiasiclearlySyoulcannotibe
icauselofgyouriowniexistence:




(Qy ‘caused’' | mean by
anlefficient.cause), because

, u
" % -

Thoma _quihas

(1225:1274)
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eitifollows that everything
whose being is distinct
from]itsinature must have
being/from another.”

[@n]BeinglandlEssence’|IVA§7\trans. Maurer, 56-57]

L
g
\S- ThomasgAq“umas
(1225:1274)

=T -,tJ-i‘ - |
A s A%
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essence--or' lt'ls?caused to exist
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-

F o=
»

“Thomas Aquinas's
Proofs: The Uncaused
Cause. Nothing is
caused by itself. Every
effect has a prior
cause, and again we
are pushed back into
regress. This has to be
terminated by a first
cause, which we call
God."

[Dawkins, The God Delusion, 77]
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“All three of these
arguments [by.
Aquinas] rely. upon the
idea of a regress and
invoke God to
terminate it. They
make the entirely
unwarranted
assumption that God
himself is immune to

the regress." S R thard Dawkins

[Dawkins, The God Delusion, 77] f 4 I.‘:',

\WhilelifisitrielthatfAquinasjusesithe
expressionathisicannotfgolonito
infinityginlhisifamouslargumentsifory
Godisfexistencep®
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& Eirst Way =

Elfithat!by,which it is put in
motionibelitself put in motion,
thenjthisialso must needs be
putlinimotion by another, and

thatiby/another. again. But this
cannot go on to infinity,
becauseithen there would be
noifirst mover ..."

eNow/inefficient causes, it is
not possible to go on to
infinity,ibecause in all efficient
causesifollowing in order, the
firstiisithe cause of the
intermediate cause."

P{”
ﬁm‘\

Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)

P{”
ﬁm‘\

Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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&ilhird Way =

gButievery necessary thing
eitherlhaslits necessity caused
byjanother, or not. Now it is
impossible to go on to infinity
inlnecessary. things which
lhaveltheirnecessity caused by
another; as' has been already 3 i”
provediin'regard to efficient Th;r‘n“gg Aquinas
causes." (1225:1274)

,!f
”~
£\

L4

sDawkinslisimistakenlinfassuming
thatfA'quinaslisimakingfanlinfinite
regressfargumentlikeltheflKalam
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Cosmological
Argument

WILLIAM LANE CRAIG

The Universe beganito)
exist.
Cosmological Whatever beginsitolexi
Argument has a cause ofiits]
existence.
Therefore, theluniverse
has a cause ofiits}
WILLIAM LANE CRAIG existence.
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Not: If (since) there cannot be an infinite/regress}
there must be a first cause. There/cannotjbe!
an infinite regress. Therefore, therelisalfirst

Rather: If (since) there is a first cause, theref
cannot be an infinite regress. Therelis|a
first cause. Therefore, there cannotibelan
infinite regress.

1. IR > ~F
2. F/ . ~IR
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Dawkinslisjnotfalonelinlhisimistaken
assumptionithatfAquinaslisfarguing
forithelimpossibilityfoffanlinfinite
regresslinithejKalamjsense*

T!?{’ Plﬂ-}‘ﬂf:l‘.f’l?f‘t'{i'({-iﬂﬂf?'h'_lf

b AN INTemaCTIVE A Wi F. Lawhead

William F. L2
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“Critics have had the
most problems with the
third premise of
Aquinas’s [second way]
argument. Why can't
there be an infinite
series of causes? Isn't
the series of whole
numbers an infinite

i series?”
William F.

[William F. Lawhead, The Philosophical Journey: An Interactive
Approach, 2 ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 2003): 321.]

The Medieval Mind

W.T. JONES

113



"The question, however, is
whether such an infinite series
of motions (or causes) is
conceivable. Thomas, of course,
denied that it is. In reply, the
series of positive integers—1, 2,
3, 4, 5, and so on—could be
cited. Itis clear that this series
does not have a last term ...
Similarly, it could be said that
before any time t, however
remote in the past, there was an
earlier time t— 1, in which
motion was occurring. If there is
no greatest positive integer, why
need there be any first motion?"
[W.T. Jones, A History of Western Philosophy: The

Medieval Mind (Fort Worth: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich College Publishers, 1969): 219]
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"Philosophers have raised
two key objections to this
[Thomistic] cosmological
argument. The first
concerns its contention
that there can be no
infinite regress in the
causal sequences of the
universe. But why not?
Isn’t it possible that the
universe has'simply,
existed forever and that
things in'it have simply
been moving forever?"

[Manuel Velasquez, Philosophy: A Text with Readings, 8 ed.
(Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 2002): 286, emphasis added]

What Is

ATHEISM?

A
Short
Introduction

DOUGLAS
i E. KRUEGER
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“In order to establish the
conclusion of the
argument (if the argument
were valid), the theist
would have_ to support the
premise which asserts
that the chain cannot go
back infinitely far.
Philosophers such as
Aquinas have simply
assumed that everyone
would agree that such a
regress is impossible.”

[Douglas E. Krueger, Whatis Atheism? A Short

Introduction (Amherst, NY:" Prometheus Books,
1998): 149]

"In order to establish the
conclusion of the
argument (if the argument
were,valid), the!theist
would have to'support the
premise which asserts
that the chain cannot go
back infinitely far.
Philosophers such as
Aquinas have simply
assumed that everyone
would agree that such a
regress'is impossible.”

[Douglas E. Krueger, What'is Atheism?' A Short

Introduction (Amherst, NY:" Prometheus Books,
1998): 149]
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"Aquinas believed that one
could argue back from the
things that we observe in the
world to a prime mover, a first
cause or a great designer
behind it. In each case the
drift of the argument follows
the same basic pattern. Every
event must have a cause.
Nothing causes (or, for that
matter, moves or designs)
itself. If we press far enough
back, we must acknowledge
some first cause, prime
mover or great designer of all
things.”

[Colin Brown, Philosophy: and the! Christian Faith
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1968): 26-

27, emphasis added]

117



JOHN HICK

Philosophy
of

FOUNDATIONS OF PHILOSOPHY SERIES

[Aquinas'] second proof,
known as the first cause
argument is presented as
follows: everything that
happens has a cause, and this
cause in turn has a cause and
so on in a series which must
either be infinite or have its

starting point in a first cause.
Aquinas excludes the
possibility of an infinite
regress of causes, and so
concludes that there must be a
first cause, which we call God.

[John Hick, Philosophy of Religion, Prentice-Hall
Foundations of Philosophy Series, eds. Elizabeth
and Monroe Beardsley (Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall, 1963), 20]
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"The weakness of the [Second
Way] argument as Aquinas
states it lies in the difficulty.
(which he himself elsewhere
acknowledges) of excluding as
impossible an endless regress
of events requiring no
beginning.

[Hick, Philosophy of Religion, 21]

Bertrand
Russell

- '
Bertrand Russell
(1872-1970)
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“Inithe Summa
Theologiae, five
proofs ofiGod's

existence are given.
....The Argument of

the First Cause ... o
dependsiupon the o> ‘
impossibility of an ?
infinite regress." w
[Bertrand Russell} Al History, ofiWestern Philosophy;

(New York:l Simon and!Schuster, 1972): 4554 See . Bertrand Ru Sse”

also his Why I’ Am'Not a Christian and Other
Essays on Religion and Related Subjects!(New, (1 872_1 970)

York: Simon and Schuster, 1957): 6:74]

“Take again the arguments
professing to prove.the
existence of God: All of:

these, except the one from

teleology;inlifelessithings,

depend upon the supposed.
impossibility of a series

having no first term. Every.

k. _ad
mathematician know that
there isino'such a» :
impossibility;ithe series of
negative integers ending w ?
with. minus one is an

instance to the contrary.;* :

Bertrand Russell

[Bertrand'Russell; A History of Western Philosophy,
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1972):462] (1 872_1 970)
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linfinitumpergaccidens;

accidental

Zinfinitumper;se
per;se infinite),

Christian Apologetics Journal, 8:1 (Spring 2009)
©2009 Southern Evangelical Seminary

TWO NOTIONS OF THE INFINITE IN
THOMAS AQUINAS’ SUMMA THEOLOGIAE
1, QUESTIONS 2 AND 46

Richard G. Howe, Ph.D.

Near the beginning of his Summa Theologiae, the thirteenth cen-
tury Dominican monk, Thomas Aquinas, claims that “the existence of
God can be proved in five ways.™ These arguments are regularly re-
ferred to as his Five Ways and are for many perhaps the most familiar
reading from Thomas. OF particular interest for my purposes are the
first three of these Five Ways in which Thomas clearly denies the pos-
sibility of “going on to infinity.” I have discovered that a number of

1. Deun esse quingue viis probari potest. Thomas Aquinas. Summa Theologiae 1. 2.
3. All English translations are from Summa Theologica of St. Thomas Aquinas, translated
by Father of the English Dominican Province (Westminster, MD: Christian Classics.
1981). Thomas acknowledges that certain of these arguments are not completely original
found for example in Aristole’s Physics VI, | 241124 and Metaphysics

are expounded with greater detail in other of his works,
2 Wi Summer Contraa Gentiles 113,

fere for procedatur] w mfimtun

Richard (i e s Professor of \poloseties a Southern Evangelical
Sempmry i Charlotte: N
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KInlefficient causes it is
impossible to proceed to
infinity/per;se — thus, there
cannotibe an infinite number
oficauses that are per se

requiredifor.a certain effect. ...
Butlitlis' not.impossible to

proceeditolinfinity accidentally W

asiregards efficient causes ..." ['§ ™=y,

‘—Thomas
(1225:1274)

[Summa Tli'eologiae 15.Q5146;ii; adi7]

infinitumJperfaccidens;
infinite)
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zltlisfaccidental to this

iparticular man as
Y generator to be
generated by another :
man;forhe generates as £ §
)alman; and not as the 4

sonloflanother man." ,‘ﬁ R ﬂ?’
h%’blogiaeLQ, 46 iit ad 7] ThomasA uin

(1225:1274)
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Zinfinitumyper;se
V4 (per/selinfinite) %
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"The proof in no way,
considers movement
as a present reality the
existence of which
requires an efficient
cause in the past,;
which is God.

"It aims simply at
establishing that in\the
universe as actually
given, movement, as
actually given, would
be unintelligible
without a first Mover;
communicating it tolall
things.

Etier]ne Gilson
(1884:19738)

Etier]ne Gilson
(18841978)
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"In other words the
impossibility of an
infinite regress must

not be taken as'an® ==
infinite regress in time}}
but as applying to'thess
present consideration

of the universe.*

[The Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas, trans. Edward!Bullough!(New} Etle n ne G I Ison
York: Dorset Press, n.d.), p. 76] (1 é84'1 978)

Anything thatiexists that
does not ’exis“z; byavirtue of
lts:ess‘ it celm ust be
Contlnuously C usedto
exist by somethmg whose
essence IS ex:s;e;n‘ce itself.

i_; 5-:.
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gNowisince God is very being
bylHislown essence, created
ngimust be His proper
" Now.God causes this
effectlinithings not only when
theyifirst'begin to be, but as
longlasithey are preserved in

[SummalTheologiaedh @146} i) adi7]

Asithelproduction of a thing
intolexistence depends on the
willlof/God, so likewise it
dependsion His will that things
shouldibe preserved; for He
does!not preserve them
otherwise than by ever giving
them|existence; hence if He took
ylHis action from them, all
ngsiwould be reduced to
| nothing."
[SummalTheologiaekth Q4 9lii]

i

- %
'
3’
wmﬁf

~Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)

«‘{"
Wﬁl&-’!ﬁ

~Thomas Aqumas
(1225-1274)
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This cause; s se)meth/ng

forW, hICh thewre l%’)o_

.
[tassSsubstantials
"il /sten Ce/tself .-
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Iti substantlal
ex:stené‘éqrﬁselﬁ

[StmmakTheologiaetih @42} art!iv]

(1 225+ 1274)
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Existence as such is unlimited
and contains all perfections.
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Existence as such is unlimited
and'contains all perfections.

Existence is limited, if you will,
only when conjoined with form
or with form and matter.

ThelE alloo»lfllusti’é'fion *

| Tﬁi@dﬁ’ expandsto fillithels

up to the extentlofi
and acgordmg to thelshape!
Of; thelballoon®

//
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Alhorse contains ;
allithe perfections Rt
loffexistence up to ¢

the extent of and A 40
according to the (‘ 3N
limitations of the

| D)
lessence of horse.
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offexistence up to qgﬁﬂfm e

‘ v .-' \\"-"
» . l"\\ )

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

-
»
-~

“"An alternate word for
actuality in this respect
is "perfection”
(entelecheia). It was
used by Aristotle along
with actuality to
designate the formal
elements in the things.
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“These perfected the
material element in the
sense of filling its
potentiality and
completing the thing.

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

“Since existence is
required to complete
the thing and all the
formal elements and
activities, it may be
aptly called the
perfection of all
perfections.”

[An Interpretation of Existence (Houston: Center. for Thomistic Studies,

Jose ph Owens 1968), 52-53]
(1908-2005)
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perfection

(entelecheia, evieleyeio)
en, v =in
+
telos, telog = end, goal
+
echein, gyelv = to have

perfection

(entelecheia, evieleyeio)

to have the end or goal in




A being whose essence is its
existence will have, indeed, will
BE, all the perfections of
existence without'limit.

Since in God there is no
essence/existence distinction, then all
the perfections of being existin God
because God's being is not conjoined
with (and, thus, not limited by) form.
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2Godlis absolute
prm, or rather
absolute being™

ipsafo_rma, vellpotius!ipsum esse). Summa Theologiae, |, 3, 2
el [ & %

P{”
ﬁm‘\

Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)

gGodlisisupremely being,
inasmuch'as His being is
notidetermined by any
nature to which it is

adjoined;isince He is being
itself; subsistent,

absolutely undetermined." P{f '
8 g,

[SummalkTheologiaek QA% artivi]
1 Thomas Aquinas

1 225-1274)
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An infinite being (i.e., a being whose
essence is esse) possesses all
perfections'in superabundance.

"\ the perfections
following from God to
creatures. ... pre-exist in
Godlunitedly and simply,
whereas!in creatures
they.are received,
divided and multiplied."

[SummakTheologiaelIk1314]
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tWherefore it is clear
that'being as we
understand it here is the
actuality/of all acts, and
therefore the perfection
ofiall perfections."”

Powe o_fGod V1125 ad" 9} trans. English Dominican Fathers (Eugene: Wipf

2004f 115 p%12]

perfections existing
linlcreatures divided and
multiplied, pre-exist in
'\God unitedly."

([SummakTheologiae! I13,(5]

-
”~
£~
2

%
B
h & ?’
e S
*‘ Tholr?és Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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“Being is conceptualized
technically as an act or
perfection of a subject. ...
It expresses the act or
perfection that makes a
thing be.”

[An Elementary Christian Metaphysics, (Houston: Center for Thomistic
Studies, 1985), 59]

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

=Nothing of the
perfection of being can
lbelwanting to Him who is

subsisting being itself."
[SummakTheologiae)Ih412, ad: 3]

'l & m——my -‘___bt,__ <2
" wThomas'Aquinas
(1225-1274)
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This is the philosophical
grounding forall the
classical attributes of God.

Marrying the metaphysics of
Aristotle with the innovations of
esse and the essence / existence
distinction, Aquinas was able to

demonstrate the existence and
attributes of a God that Aristotle’s
philosophy could never foresee.
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"Thomism was not the upshot of;
a better understanding of
Aristotle. It did not come out: of
Aristotelianism by way. of:
evolution, but of revolution:

"Thomas uses the language’of.
Aristotle everywhere to makeithe
Philosopher say that there is only,

one God, the pure Act of Being;
Creator of the world, infinite.and

omnipotent, a providence forall
that which is, intimately present
to every one of his creatures,
especially to men, every one of:
whom is endowed with a
personally immortal soul
naturally able to survive the
death of its body.

Etier]ne Gilson
(1884:19738)

Etier]ne Gilson
(18841978)
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"Thomas uses the language of:
Aristotle everywhere to makeithe
Philosopher say that there is only.

WX el Rthe]purefAct{ofiBeing;
(-1 e R =R u e Minfiniteland
a providence for all

LEVRVL T R Eintimatelydpresent
toleveny, offhis)

especiallydtolme N eI 6]

whom is endowed with a
personally immortal soul
nattiallylableltolsunvivelthe

Etienne!Gilson
deathfofits (188421978)

"The best way to make Aristotle
say so many things he never;said
was not to show that, had'he
understood himself better.than
he did, he would have said them?
For indeed Aristotle seemsi:to
have understood himself pretty.
well.

Etier]ne Gilson
(18841978)
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"He has said what he had'to say,
given the meaning which he
himself attributed to the
principles of his own philosophy:
Even the dialectical acumenof;
Saint Thomas Aquinas could'not
have extracted from the
principles of Aristotle more than
what they could possibly yield:

"The true reason why his
conclusions were different from
those of Aristotle was that his
own principles themselves were
different. ...

Etier]ne Gilson
(1884:19738)

Etier]ne Gilson
(18841978)
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"In order to metamorphoseithe
doctrine of Aristotle, Thomas'has
ascribed a new meaning toithe
principles of Aristotle. As'a
philosophy, Thomismlis
essentially a metaphysics: Itiisia

:

revolution in the history, ofithe
metaphysical interpretation ofithe
first principle, which is *being-

[Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy, 365]

Etier]ne Gilson
(1884197.8)

All men

be God." ot

([SummakTheologiael 23] ,‘i . ‘ ”
‘3 \{ me-(‘-;i’: "‘."’("‘ €

" wThomas’Aquinas

(1225:1274)
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