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Thomas Aquinas was a
13th Century
Dominican Friar /
theologian /
philosopher.




He was born 1224/5 in
Roccasecca, Italy, near
the city of Aquino (from
which his family name £ %
was derived). |
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“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

Complete English
Edition in 5 Volumes

ST. THOMAS
AQUINAS
SUMMA THEOLOGICA

One of the world’s olde:




Complete English
i

It was written as an attempt e
to "set forth whatever is AQUINAS
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."

[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




On Being and Essence

Writings on the Sentences of Peter Lombard
Commentary on the De Trinitate of Boethius
Exposition on the 'On the Hebdomads' of Boethius
On the Principles of Nature

Truth

Summa Contra Gentiles

On the Power of God

>~ The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

Eirst Part: God
Second Part: Man
Third Part: Christ




>~ The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

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

>~ The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

First Part of the Second Part
Prima Secundae; I-Il; l1a-lae
114 questions consisting of 619 articles
ssmorality
ssthe habits
selaw,




>~ The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

Second Part of the Second Part
Secunda Secundae; IlI-ll; lia-liae
189 questions consisting of 917 articles
ssfaith
ssprudence and justice
ssfortitude and temperance

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

>~ The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

Third Part
Tertia Pars; llI; Illa
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).




>~ The Content of the Summa Theologiae <

Supplement (written by Rainaldo da Piperno)

Suppl.; Suppl. lllae

99 questions consisting ofi 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 Gad)
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)
"l answer that" (unpacking of his own arguments pertainingito 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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® Thomas Aqumas

1225-12(4;
ez R

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

14



Both Distinguish:

sensationtfromiintellection

theltemporalifromitheleternal

thelbodyifromithelsoul!

“regardiintellectualicontemplation’asithe'supremelgoal of’

human strlvmg

external sen5|ble thlngs mstead of on sensatlons |deas
or/language

' thmg knoWn are one and the samelin the actuallty of the
coghition

15
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e MEAERINEICE] CEIEERRY CIf

Yexistencelasisuchi (only
Ioglcal distinction)

Llltlmate reahty'ln rellglon

~ existence is the actuality of alll

actualities and the perfection
of all perfections

highest elementiin
metaphysics is existence

existence is distinct from
essence in sensible creatures

existence and essence are known

by different intellectual acts

God is ultimate reality

17



that towards which
theintellect tends."”

[Stimmal TheoZéi;é,;l, 116, \trans’ Eathers of the English Dominican Province

(Westminsted€hristian|Classics, 1948), 89]
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2 5 -m-_J!; i-_}’ —
s.[Fathers ofithe English Dominican Province 3 - Thomas A.qL“naS
s (1225-1274)

Cornrespondence

Theory of Truth

proposition :> reality
geallcencepdininetminal) ===) [ Lok A
_ = thinglinjreality,

Form in the intellect “ Form in the sensible object

19
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Aquinas employs the same notions
of act'and potency as Aristotle.

ZBy/non-existence we
understand not simply those
thingsiwhich do not exist, but

these which are potential, _
and not actual." £

4
IStmmaNiheologiacIN62; t s. Fathers of the English Dominican Province :
Westminsterient e G 1948), 12] ’

*
Lo e

.
‘t

Wl

Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)

21



to be in act."”

I()mﬂﬁr-) Rl CIples ofiNature, trans.\Vernon J. Bourke in The Pocket Aquinas (New York:

Square Press,11960),61] , Thomgs AqUInaS
(1225 1274)

GANthing is called absolutely
possible; not in relation to any
power, but from the sole
habitude of the terms which are
notlirepugnant to each other; in
whichisense possible is opposede‘ )
tolimpossible, as appears from : . !
thelPhilosopher [Metaph. v, 4 & - 4

text. 17]." f;\ G
'\ ~Thomas Aqumas
(1225127 4)
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gNow:from the foregoing it is evident
thatiin created intellectual
substances there is composition of
actiand/potentiality. For in whatever
thinglwe'find two, one of which is the
complement of the other, the
preportion of one of them to the ! $
og‘her is'as the proportion of
potentiality to act; for nothing is !
completed except by its proper act.” ﬁt S
B e Farm coarten i v | Th omas Aqumas

(1225:1274)

Lo

The significance of Aquinas
employment of act and
potency

23



Sensible things are not 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.
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Not surprisingly, Aquinas
follows Aristotle in the notions
of form and matter:

The Rhilosopher [i.e., Aristotle]
freque_ntly calls this 'what somethlng y
wasitolbeX[quod quid erat esse; 10 11 |

‘|

!
V) ewou (toiti en einai)]; that is to say, © .
V\{hlch makes a thing to be what it \ &

e o

m f

!‘l

it

(0
l@nlBeinglandlEssencelhs4, trans. Armand Maurer, 2nd revised ed. [Mediaeval Sources Th Omas Aq u I nas
-];';‘;(IOronto: Pontifical'Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1968), 31] (1 225 1 274)

listlitlis also called ‘form.

25



ThezﬂPhllosopher [Aristotie]

[essence] ‘what something
WeS to be [quod quid erat
esse; 1o 1l nv ewvor (to ti én
einai)]; that is to say, that
whichimakes a thing to be
whatitlis: It is also called

Thomas Aqumas
Essence I§4’ trans. Armand Maurer, 2nd revised ed. [Mediaeval Sources
‘]:ﬂ(Toronto Rontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1968), 31] (1 225 1 274)

gForm and matter are
found in composite
substances, as for
example the soul and
body in man."

andlEssence|lNsih trans. Maurer, 34]

‘.' \-J?'
Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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“What-ness"

.Wlth respectito athing's accidents: | 'Substance
with respect to a thing'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.

27



Matter and Form together
constitute the essence of the
sensible (i.e., physical) object.

(1225:1274)

28
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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.

30



i ¢
Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

Zltlisinot necessary that
thelthing known exist in
the'manner of the
kinower or in the manner
limlwhich the form which £
isithe principle of & ®
kmowing exists in the ,\ﬁ =

__),.; 4

Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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gEromi this it follows that
nothing prevents us
from knowing material
things through forms
which exist lmmaterlallyf ‘
imour minds." ié

ames V. McGlynn, vol. 2, (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1994), 19] \t Y ﬁ:}{
t Q ——— <
Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

The significance of
Aquinas’s employment
of form and matter

32



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.

33
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Uses ,e Term
'‘Realism"
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ophicalliise

e ;

wRealism'Regardingithe

Existence of'External Reality

s Realism Regarding the
Nature ofiUniversals

35



A realist in‘theinen:philosophical
sense of the term is one who
approaches an i.s‘sue with common
sense, usually devoid of

sentimentality and naivete.

s Realism Regarding the
Existence of'External Reality

36



Here' realismimaintains that there is
a material reality external to us as
knowers andithat this material
external reality exists whether we
are perceiving it or not.

This notionioffrealismyis contrasted
with Idealism. Idealism (George
Berkeley) mainta&ns that there is no
external material reality.

37



Any view! offknowingithat maintains
that there is a reality external to us
as knowers is g‘form of realism.

Thus, John'Eockelisra realist even
though Locke's view on how we
know externe%reality is quite
different from Plato’s, Aristotle's and
Aquinas’s views.

38



-

s Realism Regarding the
Nature ofiUniversals

Here'realismimaintains that
universals (e.qg., human-ness) are
real entities th__'a‘-t have existence
apart from particulars. (Plato)

39



This notionofirealismbis contrasted

with anti-realism’like conceptualism

(William of Ockham) or nominalism
(DavigITHume).

ARG

Plato Aristotle Aquinas Hume

Extreme Moderate Scholastic Conceptualism™Nominalism

Realism Realism Realism

'
"",
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Plato

Extreme
Realism

Aristotle Aquinas
Moderate Scholastic
Realism Realism

Nominalism

41



él and
Teleology

NEO-SCHOLASTIC
ESSAYS  EDWARD FESER

FROM THE AUTHOR OF
THE LAST 114
SUPERSTITION
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2
Teleology: A Shopper’s Guide
L Introduction
The relos of a thing or process is the end or goal toward which it points

Teleological notions feature prominently in current debates in philosophy
of biology, of action, philosophy of mind, and phil

of re-
ligion. Naturalists generally hold that teleological descriptions of natural
phenomena are cither false or, if truc, are reducible to descriptions cast in
non-teleological terms. Non-naturalists generally hold that at least some
natural phenomena exhibit irreducible teleology. For example, Intelligent
Design (ID) theorists hold that certain biological phenomena cannot prop-
erly be understood except as the products of an intelligence which designed
them to carry out certain functions

Teleology’s controversial status in modern philosophy stems from
the mechanistic conception of the natural world, which carly modern
thinkers like Bacon, Galileo, Descartes, Hobbes, Boyle, and Locke put
in place of the Aristotelian philosophy of nature that featured in me-
dieval Scholasticism. Following Aristotle, the Scholastics took the view
that a complete understanding of a material substance required identi-
fying each of its “four causes.” Every such substance is, first of all, an
irreducible composite of substantial form and prime matter (irreducible
because on the Scholastic view, substantial form and prime matter can-
not themselves he understood apart from the theye

Teleology: A Shopper’s Guide

“ilicient cause. And the end or goal towards which a thing naturally
points is its final cause.!

As the last sentence indicates, the notion of a final caus
1o that of a felos and thus to the notion of teleology. But the adverb “natu-

is closcly tied

1ally™ is meant to indicate how the Aristotelian notion of final cause differs

tiom other conceptions of teleology. For Aristotle and for the Scholastics,
the end or goal of a material substance is inherent to it, something it has
precisely because of the kind of thing it is by nanure. It is therefore not to
I understood on the model of a human artifact like a watch. whose parts
lave no inherent tendency to perform the function of telling time, specifi-
ity and must be forced to do so by an outside designer. For example, that
/heart has the function of pumping blood is something true of it simply by
utue of being the kind of material substance it is, and would remain true
w1t whether or not it has God as its ultimate cause
T'he thinkers who founded modern philosophy and modern science re-
i ted this picture of nature. In particular, they rejected the notions of sub-
tantial form, of matter as that which takes on such a form, and of a final
~wse as an inherent end o felos of a thing. OF Aristotle’s four causes, only
< ficient cause was left in anything like a recognizable form (and even then

ihe notion was significantly altered, since, as we shall see, efficient causes
+ere regarded by the Scholastics as correlated with final causes). Material
alyeets were reconceived as comprised entirely of microscopic particles (un-
dertood along either atomistic, corpuscularian, or plenum-theoretic lines)
devoid of any inherent goal-directedness and interacting in terms of “push-
Jull” contact causation alone. This “mechanical philosophy” underwent var-
wurs transformations as modern philosophy and modern scicnce developed.
Ihe philosophical inadequacy of the contact model of causal interaction
won became evident in light of the critiques of occasionalists, Humeans,
sk others: and in any event, the model could not survive the empirical

making the analysis holistic rather than reductionist). The substantial
form of a thing is its nature or essence, the underlying metaphysical
basis of its properties and causal powers; it constitutes a thing’s formal
cause. Prime matter is the otherwise formless stuff that takes on a sub-
stantial form so as to instantiate it in a concrete object, and apart from
which the form would be a mere abstraction; it constitutes a thing’s ma
terial cause. That which brings a thing into cxistence constitutes its

Lo briel exposition and defense of Aristotelian-Scholastic metaphysics and phi-
Lesophy of nature, see chapter 2 of my Aquinas (Oxford: Oneworld Publications,
009 For & more detailed exposition and defense, see my The Last Superstition
1\ Refisation of the New Arheism (South Bend: St. Augustine’s Press. 2008). The
st thorough recent defense of Aristotelian-Scholastic metaphysics is David S
Oty Real Essentialism (1ondon: Routledge, 2007),

« Renneth Clatteebaugh, The Causation Debate in Modern Philosophy 1637
75 (L ondon: Rowtledge, 1999) for a useful overview of the history of the early
nodene” pradual tanstormation of the notion of ellicient cause.

o
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REALISM: UNIVERSALS

[Sdame Reelism

Universels e the enly
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REALISM: UNIVERSALS
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Conceptualism

:

ANTI-REALISM: TELEOLOGY
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Teleelogieal Recheivis

ANTI-REALISM: UNIVERSALS
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Conceptialism

:

ANTI-REALISM: TELEOLOGY
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Teleologfiea] Recucivisi

Achiis Eleeleey h Seme SEnsSE, [ouk
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teleclogicaliphenomena*
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ANTI-REALISM: UNIVERSALS
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As with much of his metaphysics (except,
notably, regarding existence) Aquinas
tracks Aristotle in his understanding of
causality.

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.

4
thing caused.” § ‘l T L

'

o;_h}'-Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Book V, Lesson 1, §751, trans. John P. Rowan Th Omas Aq u | n as

(NotielDameaDumblOxiRress; 1961), 277, emphasis added]

(12251274)
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Cause vs. Principle

SURERESE You WETe MEEcing) & @l
Though'rare; thelname !Connie" might'refer'to’a'male
instead of a female. As such, you cannot be sure

whether Connie is a man or a woman.
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With this qualification regarding
existence, 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's
conclusions to a place that Aristotle could
not have envisioned.

53



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.




Specifically, Aquinas will make 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.

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.

causelofithelthingihs much out of the
tolbe L
uiirciIcrice vetwean an agent

se of the existence

ofjthelthing _
hicleclalccitainnavlisgN the agent being

the cause of a change in a thing.

56



gEurthermore, effects correspond
proportionally to their causes, so
thatiwe attribute actual effects to
aetufl‘ icauses, potential effects to
potential causes, and, similarly,
pri‘icular effects to particular

of bemg a man or being white, for |
example.

Cj_;;:;ntlles, II324\trans. Maurer, Vol. 2, p. 61, emphasis in Maurer]

h &
I\Q
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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.
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Analogy of Attribution
anelogous use of hiealhy’

Health exists

George IS healthy intrinsically in George.
primary analogate

Term is' understood by virtue

: . ' of the relationship to the
Foodlisthealthy:" Georgels skin siimany enelogale.

isthealthy:. secondary analogates
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Analogy of Proportion

Analogy of Proper Proportionality Analogy of Improper Proportionality
E?

plants oy This is a fox.
n‘ \ ; ﬁ) predication exists

. intrinsically and formally:
lif )
¢ exists intrinsically in each h u manS ‘ .
s exists formally/in each

}
B N
an g e | S) * i ’ predication exists
- W ! 4 - intrinsically but not

formally (only
metaphorically)

Azl of Progortior)

Analogy of Proper Proportionality: | Analogy of Improper Proportionality

-

—
plants iihe analogy: of

. improper
- animals (metaphorical)
I |fe proportionality’is

enerally regardin
«» exists intrinsically/in'each hu mans 9 : y'reg 9
% exists formally in each as unimportant for

angels Thomistic

metaphysics.

Herod is a fox.
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Analogia Entis: The Analogy of Being

God

essence is existence

human

substance; essence and existence are distinct

accidents

exist, but not as substances exist

universals

beings of reason; Form abstracted from thing

potencies

“real" capacities

su_bsm_;tent Roc
belng Itself essence is existence

CREATOR

human

substance; essence and existence are distinct

accidents

| | : .
created being eerL
universals

beings of reason; Form abstracted from thing

potencies

“real" capacities

CREATION




The essence / existence
distinction maintains that
there is a real difference in
a created thing between its
essence and its existence.
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Essence Existence
WHAT itis THAT itis

"What-ness"”

withirespectitorarthing:stoperationss L Netue

Wit respect o @ hing's metter; Yy (o

with respect to a thing's accidents: 1 Substance-

with respectito athing's intellect: Quiddity
with respect to a thing's existence: Essence
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gEvenything thatlis in the genus
ofisubstancelis'composite with
realicomposition, because
whateveriisiin the category of
substance is'subsistent in its
lownlexistence, and its own act
oflexisting must be distinct
fiomithelthing itself; otherwise
iticould not be distinct in
) isteh‘Ce from the other things
\withiwhichlit agrees in the
formallcharacter of its quiddity;

sforisuch agreement is
requirediiniall things that are
directly'in a category.
onsequently everything that
isidirectly’in the category of
substancelisicomposed at
of the act of being and the

E@m Verntate) XXV, ad. 8, trans. Robert W.
(Indlanapolis: Hackett, 1994), V. 3, pp. 311-312]
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Cons:der‘ yourself as
al human bemg

Yourlessence asiathumaniis
dlstmct from yourexistence
| as al bemg
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Your essencelisiwhatimakes
you a human

| Your ex:stence 'S What makes
you 'q_bemg. |

WA T youlare
Yourexistencelis
' THAT sretiere,
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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.

For Aristotle, to be is to be a form.
As such, there is no philosophical
notion of existence as such in
Aristotle's philosophy.
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Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

"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]

"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
philosophy.

69



Joseph Owens
(1908 - 2005)

Joseph Owens
(1908 - 2005)

"Tihe act of existingimust
beiwholly'escapingihis
scientificiconsideration.
Allfnecessanyandidefinite
connectionstbetween
thingsicanibelreducedito
essence-

[Josephi®@wensiiihelRoctrinerofiBeinglinktherlAristetelian
Metaphysics#AtStudylinithelGreekiBackgrotundlofiMediaeval
Thoughty3idied (fTeronto: ThelRontificallinstitutelofiVediaeval
Studies)$309femphasisiinteriginall
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"Infa philoesophy conditioned by:this
fundamental doctrine ofiBeing![in
Aristotle]; thefabsenceloffany/treatment
ofiexistence is inevitable-But this
deficiency/becomesiapparent only,
when/Aristotelian'thoughtiis regarded
from allater historical viewpoint:What
can be'known'and contemplated for
the Stagirite is form; even though
understoodiasiact:iDeterminationfand
necessity and finitude are requisite.
Thelcontingentiandithe'infinitelhave no
placelin'thisicontemplation:What isfnot
form;, or reducible to form, has no

Joseph Owens interest for the'Primary Philosophy:: ..

(1908 - 2005)

"Thelhighestiinstance of\Beinglisiform;
andiitiis that form thatlis studied by the
Primary/Philosophyiintallithe other
instances. An act like'that'oflexistence
which'is'irreducible to'form, has no
placelin the'Primary/Philosophy oriin
any other science. Creation;in'the
Christian' sense of a/free creation,
couldihave no interest for the Primary
Philesophy;even had Aristotle believed
it as a religiousidogmar.:. A
fundamentally:new:metaphysics would
be required ifiit wereltorhaveraiplace
in philosophy:*

Joseph OwenS [Josephl@wens  ihelRoctrinelof Being 466 — 467 emphasis in

original]
(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

l\ “9
gﬁ& Edited by

3 L 1
L - o
1 PARVIZ MOREWEDGE - y
Parviz Morewedge i €harles H»Kahn
IAGthox of "Why! Existence Did Nat
Eerge as a Distinctf€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

questions 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
Rress, 1982), 10]

us! 5%
I
VS NORI

\ _(’ I A A
s i - o
@€harles H=Kahn
Attihor of "Why'Existence Did Not
Eerge as a Distincti€oncept in Greek
Philosophy"
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Thomas was certainly not'the
first philosopher to make a
specific mention of the
essence/existence distinction.

There is an earlier
mention of it is by
the tenth century
Arabic philosopher
Al-Farabi.

. ! £ 9 /
: / ’
Al-Farabi
. (872-950);

74



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

[mhistisia tertiary.quote. Djemil Saliba quotes Alfarabi in his Etude sur la
metaphysique, 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]

(872-950))

“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.

(872-950))

&
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“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

."’ ? :-"_, A 'ta.
would entail an NPEAT S b
affirmation. . (872-950)1

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

otherwise it could
become one of their
constitutive characters,

" 4 ; 0y
Farabi
(872-950))



“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

.", “ ‘ ::'_, A 'ta.
Imagination. Farabilip
. (872-950))

“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,

" 4 ; 0y
FEarabi
(872-950))




“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.

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

[Bhisiis a tertiary: quote. Djemil Saliba quotes Alfarabi in his Efude sur la
metaphysique, pp. 84-85. Saliba is quoted by Etienne Gilson, History of
Christian' Rhilosophy:in the Middle Ages (London: Sheed and Ward,
1955 reprinted 1972), 186]
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“In order not to confuse this
important metaphysical move
[in Alfarabi] with later ones;it

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’itis
not essentially included inlit; s ‘,:/
it is considered an ‘accidents

Etienne Gilson
(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 therefore the
act of being; we are not
there, but we are on the way;
foit." Lo,

[Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, (Londen:
Sheed and Ward, 1972),186]

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)
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FRAN O’ROURKE

PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS

METAPHYSICS

AQUINAS
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Probably;thelb

the essenceex:stenee

Aquinasiwilll
significantlyichange, ¥ 0
meanings ofitheltermsEass i< (b

: 9®1®<

influence that

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.
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St. Thomas Aquinas

Cmnmenta on
the Book g( Causes

Tran

"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
whichifinitely participates 'to
Sbe and itisithiswhichlist
proportioned to our intellect,
whose object is some ‘that
which is,' [quod quid esf]. ...
Hence our intellect can grasp
only that whichthas 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]

(1225:1274)

PN e
~Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)
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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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Controversy over the nature of and
place of existence in Aquinas*
philosophy (with implications for the
essence/existence distinction) erupted
as early as the sixteenth century.
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THE CAMBRIDGE
HISTORY OF

SEVENTEENTH-
CENTURY
PHILOSOPHY

VOLUME |

EDITED BY

DANIEL GARBER
MICHAEL AYERS
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“Ironically, even though the
revival of Thomism was
important to sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century thought,
Thomas's theses were often
revived in a weakened form, or
even in a form that reversed
the original meaning
altogether.

W ETES E CERE W0 s
Disputationesimetaphysicae! /n
theDisputationes; Suarezfilled
thelanalogicaligap'betweenithe

finite:and thelinfinite by.a
univocal concept ofibeing

(conceptus univocus'entis),

sufficientito' representitoithe

human mind any:being
whatsoeveriin a confused:and
indeterminate way:*

[Jean-LuciMarion; *iihe' [dea of God* in'Daniel Garber and Michael
Avyers, edsi Thel€ambridgerHistonyoftSeventeenth=Century:Rhilosophy,
vol. 1 (CambridgeiCambridge University Rressi1998)266-261]
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Francisco Suarez
(1548-1617)

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 iIs the
primary metaphysical notion.




The Primacy
of

Existence in
Thomas Aquinas

Dominic Banez

Primacy

of

Existence
Thomas

qumas

1( Ve

Dominic Banez
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~Dl;stlr‘1"ctlon

Thomas Aquinas

I NCIESIEVECL A [ On being and
understanding of the essence
essence'/ existence

distinction in his On

Being and Essence.

Translated by
Armand Maurer
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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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ENow: every essence ...
canbe understood
withouttknowing anything
aboutiits being. | can

h‘__s being in reality.

EEromi this it is clear that
beinglis other than
essence ... unless
perhapsithere is a reality
who'se quiddity [essence]
istits being."

Essence IV41§86, trans. Armand Maurer, (Toronto: The
Instltute' lofiMidiaevall Studies, 1968), 55]

g

”~
o~
',‘,

<
g
‘ %

{l r’!s:,’

B\ ThomasAqumas
(1225=1274)

—gl
i

—gl
2

?

. "l
R\ Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

i
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eEvenything/that is in the genus of

therwise it could not be distinct
istence/from the other things with

grees in the formal character
iddity, for such agreement is

- 4
eis composed at least of the ¥ i‘ ¥

*
. c M ﬂ“d’ y g “
ngand the subject of being." R\ Thomas Aqumas

eritate) XXV, 1, ad. 8, trans. Robert W.
Schmidd(lndianapelisiHackett, 1994), v. 3, pp. 311-312] (1 225+ 1274)

;‘t

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

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.
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Bertrand
Russell

Bertrand Russell
1872-1970

@@lnd
existencelarefonefandithe:
samefthatiGodlisiHisfown

Bertrand Russell
1872-1970
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suppoeseiofithe natureof;
universalsiwhilelHis

lexistencelisinotitlisinot

@@@y@@(@ﬁ@ﬂhﬂ@ﬂﬁy

Bertrand Russell
1872-1970

[Bertrand|RUsse|WAkistomdoiWestern
Philosophy, (New York: Simon and Sch
1945), 462]

A CRITIQUE OF THE QUANTIFICATIONAL ACCOUNT OF EXISTENCE
William F. Valicella
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, 0 1o speak, a property that you can aftribute to things, and that the things that
exist have tha property of existence and the things that do not exist do not. That is

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 * logical * 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
Critque of Pure Reason ASSE BE2S ) In recent dacussons. t s taken as soll-gvdent that * exists ~ is & grommatca
predicate, the only queshon & whether 18 3is0 8 l0QCal preccate

4| capitaize the mbal letter of “Being.” not out of masplaced piety, but in order 10 mark the dstnchon between Beng and
Deing Lower Case * Deing ~ COn De L3 10 fefer coliectvely of SisYibutively 10 the totality of Dengs Upper case ~ Being
refers. however not 10 bewgs Colectively or datnbutvely. But 10 Phat whch Consitutes Deings as Dengs. the * property *
which they all have “ in common *
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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.’

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.
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In Aquinas's metaphysical schema,
form and matter in sensible things
together constitute an essence.

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)
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If you saw a giant glas§ ball,
you might ask how did it
come to be. ,/ ;

But if you were hearing music,
you would-not ask how it came to be.

101



Rather, you would ask what is causing
the music to,be right now.
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gGod/causes this effect
[existence] in things

only.when they first

beginitorbe, but as long

asithey. are preserved
in'being..."

[Stmimaklicologiae s @, 46 i ad 7

P - s (\\U/,/ , '
| T[m@ Essen f_g 4
Eigithee
- Rigiinction ag alnu

: ﬂwggﬂ‘-_jﬁn% it fo rﬂ
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Is the reason you are where you
are because you are human?

Is it part of your essence
as human to'beywhere you are?

Are you whereiyou are by virtue
of being human?

Is being where you are caused
by the principles of your
essence?
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Why, then, are you able to be
where you are even though it is
not part of'the principles of your

essence to be where you are?
L .

You are where you are because
of something external to the
principles of your essence.

-
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In other words; you are where
you are because you caused
yourselfto be where you are.
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Iskthelreasonly.oulexist
thecauselyourarerhuman?

Is it part of your essence
ES a human (© ex:st?




Do: yod';exist by irtue
ofibeingihtimani

Is your‘_.’e()"(istenc"‘e caused
P byithelprinciplesioflyour
eseencez




Clearly, the answer
ito these questlons IS No:

But lf you are not the icause

L of your ewn existence’ithen

Nyourg ex:_stence mustibe
caused b '"'somethmg else.
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\l e Lo
Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

—gl
i

Zltifollows that everything

whose being is distinct

fromyits nature must have
being from another.”

ané:s'sence, I\/4\§7 \trans. Maurer, 56-57]
!
% -
e
g *l

. g
! Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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But what about
that thlng S ex:stence’?

Either lt ex:sts by v:rtue ofiiits
essence lorit I'S caused torexist
by somethmg else




iy ?

in

Can this go on to

0
£
=

=
(©
)]
©
—
Q)
les

113



S ESVACIRESS
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]

"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."

[Dawkins, The God Delusion, 77]

v
F %
3

v
F %
3
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WihileYigisktuticlthatyAguinasgisesithe
explessicnmthisicannofgelonkte
infinityssinihisifamouskargimentsifol

Godisiexistences

& Eirst Way =

gifithat by which it is put in
motionibelitself put in motion,
thenlthis also must needs be
putiinimotion by another, and
thatiby:another again. But this
cannot go on to infinity,
because then there would be
no first mover ..."
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& Second Way <

ENow’in efficient causes, it is
not possible to go on to
ity,lbecause in all efficient
causes following in order, the
firstlis the cause of the
lintermediate cause."

& Third Way <=

Bt every necessary thing
eithedhasits necessity caused
byfanother, or not. Now it is
impossible to go on to infinity
infnecessary things which
haveltheirnecessity caused by
another, as has been already
provediin regard to efficient
causes."

w?’!ﬁgy
- Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

?

. "l
R\ Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

—gl
2

i
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s awkinstisimistakentinfassunming
thaAquinasiisimakingfanlinfiiite
LEYEESS @F@&ﬂ[ﬁﬁ]@[ﬁ]fi like}themKalam

CosmelegicallAiguments

Cosmological
Argument

WILLIAM LANE CRAIG
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The Universe beganito
exist.
Cosmological Whatever begins tolexi
Argument has a cause ofilits
existence.
Therefore, the universe
has a cause ofiits
WILLIAM LANE CRAIG existence.

Note carefully the logic of the argument?
Aquinas is not arguing:

"Since there cannot be a infinite regress;
there must be a first cause.”

Rather, he is arguing:

Sinceltheiielmuisybelfirsticaluse’
theielcannedbefanlinfiniteliegress:*
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Not: If (since) there cannot be an infinite regress;
there must be a first cause. There cannot
an infinite regress. Therefore, therelisfaffirst
cause.

1. ~ IRV
2. ~IRV/SAIS

Rather: If (since) there is a first cause, there]
cannot be an infinite regress. Therelisia
first cause. Therefore, there cannotbefan
infinite regress.

1. IR Sik&is
2. F /IR
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Dawkinslisinogaloneliinihisimistakelin
assumpticnktha@Aquinasjisiaiguing
fothefimpossiibilityloffanlinfinite
regiesstinkthejkalamisense”

71’{' Pl’f-l‘ﬂftl;’l?."‘:'{i'(f-t‘;?.fﬂ‘!h'_lf

- . AN Ixtemacnive Aoy William B Lawhead

—
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“Critics haverhad the
most problems with'the
third premise of
Aquinas’s [second way]
argument. Why can;t
there be an infinite
IS CIACEEESE St
the series of . whole
numbers an infinite

e series?”
William E. [Eawhead

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

The Medieval Mind

W.T. JONES

- .’ f
W"Jones
‘ (191051998
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"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]

th Rea
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- 4 4

"Phgo‘s‘qbffers have raised
Ao key objections to this
[Thomistic] ce_,s.r‘@"lological
argument; ‘Ilne first
concerns its contention
that there can beno ¥
infinite regress in the
causal sequences of the™
universe. But why not?
- Isn’t it possible that the
universe Q‘
existed for% that
things in'it have simply
been moving forever?"

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

What Is

ATHEISM?

A
Short
Introduction

DOUGLAS

: E. KRUEGER
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Aliegen

“In order to establish the
cogc‘:’lc'l_si'gg olf the
argument (if'the argument
G (i
would 'have, tolsupportthe
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
regresslisjimpossible.”

[Douglas E. K-jruegeg WhatlistAtheisma A Short

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

"In order to establish the
conclusion of.the
argume?w‘t‘ ﬁ’t'h‘e e‘wr‘gument

werelvalid)ithektheis
vugy o ﬁvgtﬁtsgmoﬂ?re

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
regresslislimpossible."
[Douglas E. K-jruegeg WhatlistAtheism? 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, movesior'designs)
itself. If we/pless @%‘i@h
back, we must ackngwledye
some first cause, pri;ny

mover or greatidesigner of all
things:™

[Colin Brown, Philosophy‘and _the_@hristian Faith
(Downers GrovelllE8linterVarsitydRress, 1968): 26-
27, emphasis added] :
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Atheism Non-Human Creation
Humanity Image of God Desire
Alienation Jesus Christ Mediator
Atonement Christology Holy Spirit

Church Ministry Sacraments

f'} of A - ~ 1

Pt Bl 1

SYSTEMATIC
THEOLOGY

Anthony C. Thiselton

"Other thinkers in theistic
religions have held this
position. The Islamic
philosophers al-Kindi (c.
813-c. 871) and al-Ghazali
(c. 1058-1111) believed
that the infinite chain of
caused causes is
impossible, as Aristotle
and'Aquinas did. This'is \
sometimes called the (;"
[Anthony C. Thiselton, Systematic Theology (Grand

, 1" o ‘
Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1985), 64-65, AnthOfﬁ;’@ . Thiselton

emphasis in original]
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Both/And
A Ba!'m(‘ed

Apol(wetlc

ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ

I{{ md|(| B. \Lm IS

v Kenng

i1 -
“The ofithelpossibility.ofian

sequenceloficausesiand effectsiwould'seemito

E] 'smuggled: not:
logically.demonstratediby; thelargument.*

[RonaldiBYMayersWBoth/AndiAlBalancedApelogetici(Chicago:
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JOHN HICK

Philosophy
of
Religion

FOUNDATIONS OF PHILOSOPHY SERIES

L
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: c ‘mus
Sr be infinite c or have lts
inglpoint in a flrst cause
qumas excludes
ss'lblllty of an lnfl
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ilhelweaknesslofithe][Second
Way] argument EGLACTIGES
statgs litllies linltheldifficulty,
(wh:chae himselfielsewhere

ackno.wledges) of{excluding/as}

lmpo.;SIble anfendleiLregress '

of.events!r requmng'no
beglnnlng

[Hick¥Rhilosophy:. of; Rel/g/on 21]
. '

Bertrand
Russell

- '
Bertrand Russell
(1872-1970)
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”’llmiﬁ@@tumma

ﬂﬁ&@
@f?

dep,ends upon the
impossibility of an

(bfzfn@
@@Bﬂt‘m@@@ﬁucﬁ

theseNexceptithelone'from;
ﬁmﬁ’@[b@@

such
dthel series of:

[Bertrand'RussellF*AHistory of' Western Rhilesoph)
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1972)3

/

Bertrand Russell
(1872-1970)

/

Bertrand Russell
(1872-1970)
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It is my contention that all of these

are misunderstanding Aquinas and

that Aquinas is not making a Kalam
type of argument.

To understand Aquinas’s argument

here, it is necessary to understand

the distinction between two types of
infinite series.




i diplitvimn;
acclicdental infniie)

Ainfinitum perse
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.” [ 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
iglish Dominican Province (Westminster, MD: Christian Clas
1981). Thomas acknowledges that certain of these arguments are ot completely original
with him. They are found for example in Aristotle’s Physics VI, 1 241124 and Metaphysics
NI 7 107223, Though the Five Ways are Thomas™ most famous arguments for God's
c. crtain ones of them are espounded with greater detail in other of his works,

ing: Wis Summmes Contra Gentiles 1,13,

v procedatur] wn imfintum

Richard ¢ Honwe s Professor of \pologetics a Southern Evangelical
Semneny i Chanlotte: N
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sinfefficient causes it is

impossible to proceed to
infinity/ per. se — thus, there
ca_nnot be an infinite number

req"uwed for a certain effect. ...

ut itlisinot impossible to Q
proceeditorinfinity accidentally ii—'f
aslregands efficient causes ..." [ ™y, ¢

homas Aqumas

IStmmaklieologiae @ 46 it adl7]
' (1225=1274)

i it v,
(accicental iminiie)
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sllisfaccidental to this
particular man as
generator to be
generated by another
man; for’he generates as
aliman, and not as the 9 _g
sonlofianother man.” [\ w0

iy y = 7 ﬂi‘#': ‘ﬁ‘m .
[ISUmmakTncologiael, @\ 46, iy ad 7] " Thomas A_qumas
(1225=1274)
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Ainfinitumypergse
V4 (per/selinfinite)y
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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.

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)

"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 torall’™s
things. R Ay

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)
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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'the
present consideration

of the universe.'

[The Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas, trans. Edward Bullought(New! ! ~/ Etlenne Gllson
York: Dorset Press, n.d.), p. 76] (1 884 1 978)

essence IS ex:sf,e,,nce itself.

'F-*i..
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gNowssince God is very being
by, i's owhn essence, created
b'i‘ng must be His proper

[SUmmakTieologiaesl: Q.46 ii, ad 7]

wAsithe production of a thing
intolexistence depends on the
willlof\God, so likewise it
dependston His will that things
shouldbe preserved; for He
doesinot preserve them
othenwise than by ever giving
themlexistence; hence if He took
awaylHis'action from them, all
thingsiwould be reduced to
| nothing."

EStimmaliiheologiaek M@, 9Nii]

Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

——
homas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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ENowithere is a being that
istitsiown being: and this
follows from the fact that
there:must needs be a .
beinglthat is pure act and ¥
wherein there is no 8
composition. i ‘ ;.,P ——

Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

g
”~
o~
P
]

—gl
i

wkHencelfrom that one being
alllother beings that are not
theirlown being, but have
being by participation,
must needs proceed."”

l
[@nithe] Powe@’ﬂGod, quaestiones disputate de potential dei, Bk. I, Q. 3, art. 5, .
ledtransiEnglishibominicaniFathers (Eugene: Wipf & Stock2004), 110.]
S ¥
e

f,‘*‘
: Thomgs Aqumas
(1225:1274)

—gl
2
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iTolGod alone does it

[Stmmaklineologiaed \Q112; art.iv]

gEvenything that is not pure
being has a cause of its
beingl::- Itlis evident, then,
athat it holds its being
fiomithe first being, which
istbeinginiall its purity; and
thislis'the first cause, God.

;iié,ence, IVA'ST7 trans. Maurer, 56-57]

"?’!&J?‘
~Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

?

. g
i Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)

‘¢ i
fl \t
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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.

-
R

ration

gllhelaigexpandsyto fillithelss
balloonltipto;theextentiof
and aceo tidi n‘ tolthelshape
s offthelballoon?

. _,_/ /

1
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dhelB I'oonri'llustration

BYAragallel, the act of
@{Eﬁ@@ cfyal c\reat'mre "flllS
ﬂﬂ[p) t the extentw.@f a

(0) gitost Ren
he es“sene of .tt crrart

ol

Athorse contains
allithe perfections =
oftexistence up to
the extent of and -L,'

according to the ’ Vj _"‘ \
-

limitations of the
essence of horse.
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essence of
human.

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, eviekeyeio)
en, ev = in
+
telos, telog = end, goal
+
echein, gyelv = to have

perfection

(entelecheia, eviekeyeio)

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 exist in God
because God's being is not conjoined
with (and, thus, not limited by) form.
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=Godis absolute
_‘i_orm, or rather
absolute being"

(Delstsitlipsatformasivel potilsiipsum esse). Summa Theologiae, |, 3, 2
I, & 7-

"?’!&J?‘

~Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

£Godlisisupremely being,
inasmuch as His being is
not'determined by any
nature to which it is
adjeined; since He is being %
itself, subsistent, | .
absolutely undetermined." {\t :‘P

[Stmmaliheologiae s QM antiv/] 3 J’
_— 5 '\ Thomas Aqumas

(12251274)

—gl
2
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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
God unitedly and simply,
whereas in creatures
they. are received,
divided and multiplied."

[SUmmaNineologae ) 13)4] R\ homas Aqumas
(1225 1274)
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“Wherefore it is clear
that'being as we
tinderstand it here is the
actuality of all acts, and

therefore the perfection
ofiall perfections."

Power;o_f (God\VIIN2)ad" 9, trans: English Dominican Fathers (Eugene: Wipf
andiStock2004) Al 12]

(1225 1274)

§Alliperfections existing
in eeatures divided and

multiplied, pre-exist in
God unitedly."

(Stmmakiicologiaen s 5]
09,

(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
wanting to Him who is
subsisting being itself."

[Stimmakiheologiaciiyas2yad 3]

f \{ e DG ¥

' ~Thomas Aguinas
(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 outiof
Aristotelianism by way of
evolution, but of revolution:

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)

"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! ofi

whom is endowed with a

personally immortal soul

naturally able to surviveithe :
death of its body:. R A/

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)
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"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 foriall
that which is, intimately present
to every one of his creatures,

especially to men, every one ofi

whom is endowed with a

personally immortal soul

naturally able to surviveithe - A’/
death of its body:

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)

"Thomas uses the language of:
Aristotle everywhere to makeithe
Philosopher say that there isionly,

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! ofi

whom is endowed with a

personally immortal soul

naturally able to surviveithe :
death of its body:. R A/

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)
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Aristotle everywhere to makeithe
Philosopher say that there isionly,

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

omnipotent, a providence for all
that which is, intimately present
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especially to men, every one! ofi

whom is endowed with a
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naturally able to surviveithe :
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Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)
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"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 foriall
that which is, intimately present
to every one of his creatures,
especially to men, every one ofi
whom is endowed with a
personally immortal soul
naturally able to surviveithe - A’/
death of its body:

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)

"Thomas uses the language of:
Aristotle everywhere to makeithe
Philosopher say that there isionly,

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 surviveithe :
death of its body:. R A/

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)
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"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 foriall
that which is, intimately present
to every one of his creatures,

especially to men, every one ofi

whom is endowed with a

personally immortal soul

naturally able to survive the '
death of its body: R A/

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)

"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 seems to
have understood himself pretty.
well.

o

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)
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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 acumeniof
Saint Thomas Aquinas could not
have extracted from the
principles of Aristotle more'than
what they could possibly yield:

-
® &) Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)

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

>
® &) Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)
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"In order to metamorphose the
doctrine of Aristotle, Thomas has
ascribed a new meaning to'the
principles of Aristotle. As a
philosophy, Thomismis
essentially a metaphysics: Itiisia
revolution in the history of'the
metaphysical interpretation ofithe
first principle, which is *being:

[Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy, 365]

o

Etienne Gilson
(1884-1978)

“Though Aquinas
Is talking Aristotle}
he is thinkingihis
own metaphysics
of esse.s

[John E. X: Knasas, “Thomistic ExistentialismiandithelSilencelofithe
Quinque Viae.* Modern Schoolman 631 (Marchi1986):57=1IR(pRI59)]
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"The argument, then, remained
the same in structure and
procedure when used by Aristotle
to reach a multiplicity of celestial
souls and finite separate
substances, and when used by

Aquinas to prove the existence of

the unique and infinite God. But

the respective assessments of
actuality cause radical difference

in the result of the
demonstration."
Joseph Owens [Joseph Owens, "Aquinas and the Five Ways," The Monist 58 (January
(1908-2005) e

“All men
know this to . *
be God." y

- ‘a;-. i
ISUmmakiheologiaell 23] \t
l
»

w

v Thomgs Aqum‘as

(12251274)
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