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A dilemma is a choice

between two,options:

. i Fu .
eltherwhen:both options are desirable

butenlyione can be chosen ...




o when both options are less than
desirablerand one must be chosen.

e, |

Whenitherre areronly two possible
chelcesithen itista true, dilemma.

If'a dilemmalis passed.off as a true
dilemmawihen inftactithere is a
third (or more) option, then this is a

falseyailemmais
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"So, in the name of heaven, tell me now about
the matter you just felt sure you know quite
thoroughly. State what you take piety [evoepeg,
eusebes] and impiety [oceBec, asebes] to be
with reference to murder and all other cases.
Is not the holy [oc1ov, hosion] always one and
the same in thing in every action, and, again,
is not the unholy [avociov, anosion] always
opposite to the holy, and like itself? And as
unholiness does it not always have its one
essential form [\8¢owv, idean], which will be
found in everything that is unholy? ... Then tell
me. How do you define the holy [oclov,
hosion] and the unholy [owvociov, anosion]?”

[Euthyphro, 5d, trans. Lane Cooper (© 1941) in Plato: The Collected Dialogues,
ed. Edith Hamilton and Huntington Cairns (Princeton, Princeton University
Press, 1962), 173]

(©. 39 BC) §
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Edith Hamilton Huntington Cairns
(1867-1963) (1904-1985)
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"Well, bear in mind that what |
asked of you was not to tell me
one or two out of all the
numerous actions that are
holy; | wanted you to tell me

what is the essential form of
holiness which makes all holy
actions holy. ... Show me what,

precisely, this ideal is." :
[Euthyphro, 6d, trans. Cooper]
(- 899 BE))
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"Is what is holy holy because
the gods approve it, or do they.
approve it because it is holy?"

[Euthyphro, 10a, trans. Cooper]

'
(@ 399 BC)

ln itsicontempeorary version, the
Euthyphre Dile'mma askKs:

IstXt goodibecauserlGod wills X
or

N
does God willeX becausepiis good?

-




Semetimesithe Euthyphro
Dilemma I's \worded:

Is X8geod becatise Godicommands X
or
does God command.X\becalse X is good?

These tworoptions seem
teorbe exhaustive.

The Euthyphre is ustally offered as
a true dilemma.

Since neither option isidesirable,
the options aregsometimesiregarded as
the "hornsgei; '




W .

.. Sl

IS X geod because God wills it?

This eption has comeito the known as
the
Divine Command Theory.

-
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Note thatisoemeluse the expression
Divine:€CommandsTheory' as
referring, notito what makes some
action'geod, but what makes the
action obligatohy:

.-
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Suggested

Problems 'with the
First.Horn

-
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F/rst /f Xisigood because God wills it,
then this\weuld seemito mean that God
could make semethingtgood by willing

or commandaing’it.

Thus, if God willed rape (er racism, or
murder, or anyaother sin)ithen it would

‘b good

-J -
Second iXtis good because God wills
it thenithisswouldtmake the statement
‘God's will'is geod" teabe “God's will'is
whattGod wills" whichris'an empty
claim;*what philosephers call
‘trivially truess

-
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The second option says God wills X

because X IS good.
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Suggested
Problems with the
Second Horn

T
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This; seems tolimply a standard of
good'that is outside’of and
above God.
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Good. is ultimately grounded

In"the naturerof God.
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“Good'is literally who God.is in
His'person and.character. Good
ista persen. ... When Type 3
people say 'God is good" ... it
means far more than.God does
good things or God is good to
us. They mean that God's very
nature is good. ... What make
something good is not that God
commanded. it, or.even that he
had itwrittentin the Bible. It goes
much deeper: what makes
something good is because
that's who God is in His
unchanging nature. ... He is the
definition of good.”

[David W. Richardson, Jr. Transparent: How to See
Through the Powerful Assumptions that Control You
(Franklin: Clovercroft, 2016), 73, 74]
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st Thereia
Problem with the
Third Option?
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Flowever, the:problem of being
triviallystrue: and empty: of moral
content'which' we sawiregarding the
First Hoelin seems;to' remain.
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There is a difference between "the order of
knowing" and "the order of being"

1he meap IS Mretin he OreEr Off [KNeWIRLE)
SESHistiiistinkthelcidegoRbeinot

_— r—

3

18



Infetherwords,yene would need to

know: what the werd. 'good’ means

before oneican applythe word to

God, but God hasito exist before
there can be "geod.”
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Wihatlis Evil?

. e

. W
This distinction'in
contemporary.philosophy.
differs from the understanding
of evil in'the Classical /
Medieval / Scholastic /
Thomistic tradition.

-
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If God created everything
except Himselfyand, if evil
Ist'something;then it
would seem'the God
created evil-

-

-J‘i'
If God did not create evil,
then itwould seem either:

evilis unreal
or

evil isn ot a thing.
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Augustine
(354-430)

Augustine
(354-430)
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Augustineraigued
thatievillisticalllout

IS neFakthing
REUNEE [t (S &
| privation oraflack
Augustine I thlngs

(354-430)

 pousLepay IMAGE BOOK

with an introduction

Jobn K. Ryan

Augustine S B ¢ ‘ :Sprtml
(854-430)

AN IMAGE BOOK ORIGINAL
COMPLETE AND UNABRIDCED
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“EVvil.is
only. the
privation

of'a good.*

[Confessionsylllh 71§ 2]

Augustine
(354-430)

“Now. evil is in a

Stibstance because
something which it
wasroriginally to have,
and-which it ought to

have, is lacking in it.” %* A
N ontraGentiles Il 651 4 % —— ¢ Wy - s
s i ' —-Thomas Aguinas

(12251274)
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“Evil'is simply a
privation of something
which a subject is

entitled by its origin to
possess and which it
‘ought to have.”

ISummal€ontralGentiles Il 7 §2] ; ‘ Thg'r;'“-’ae‘- é%&]ulnas
@ : B

(1225=1274)

vEvil.cannot exist by
itself; since it has no
essence... Therefore,
evil must be in a
subject.”

EStmmalContralGentilesyllls 11,152

Eyv \t w‘t‘r’ga‘f‘ gty -
'\ ~Thomas Aguinas

0

(1225=1274)
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Note that there is a
difference between a
privation and a negation.

| v‘- . _ ’ y g - A
A negation is the mere
absence or remoyal of

something.

A privation is therabsence or
removal of something that

“ough"i"’to besthere.
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Blindness s the
privetion of sight.
But blindness s not @
thing in Kself.

A rock cannot ses, but (RS
it Is not blind because N o Sip
it "ought” not be able : {’5’,}

fo see.  negation -

Blindness fs the
clsplecement of sight
But blindness s not @

thing in fKself.

A rock cannot see, but o
it is not blind because o o ot
it "ought” not be able : ,3323%

o see. _negation
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1 Good"is'first identified with 'desirable’
(appetible):
2. ‘Desinrabletis identified with¥perfect'.

28



"Now it is clear

des:rable only Iin
iso'far as it is
jperfect; for all
desire their own @ ,
'\ g, L L <’
perfectlon | —Thomas Aquinas

(1225:1274)

Goodisffirst identified with'desirable’
(appetible):
. '‘Desirabletis identified with¥perfect'.

. 'Perfect'is identified with 'act’ or

‘actuality;.

\ s
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gEEverything is
perfect so far as it
istactual.”

(ST, @yt )
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Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

“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.

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)
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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




'Goodistfirst identified with'desirable

(appetible)-

‘Deslirabletis identified with¥perfect'.

'‘Perfect! is identifiediwith act’ or

‘actuality;.

‘Actuality’ is identified witr}'being'.

#Goodness and being are really the same,
landidifferonly in idea; which is clear from
ithelfollowing argument. The essence of
goodness consists in this, that itis in
somelway. desirable. Hence the
opher says [Ethic i]: ‘Goodness is
allidesire.*Now is it clear that a thing

orelitis clear that a thing is perfect
as it exists; for it is existence that
- stallithings actual, as is clear from
thelforegoing [Q. 3, A. 4; Q. 4, A. 1]. Hence
iflisiclear that goodness and being are the
same reality. ”

‘ &
M‘ 1’"—'&.!‘- Y

~Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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A'full' exploration of how it is
that'being“and ‘good’ are
convertible (whichjis to say that

being~andsgood=are really the
same) requires a examination of
the Medieval . doctrine of the

oo e
Trans-een den tals.

New Scholasticism 59 (1985): 449-470

The Convertibility of Being and Good
in St. Thomas Aquinas

by Jan A. Aertsen

INHANY dieval thi e.g. 'Alexander of Hales,
BoulmmA]hu-Hthﬂ,ThnnAqnmu,dn tate-
ment can be found : hngmdgoodnmwnvm " (ena ef
bom-wmndm) That !nn_y “being * and “ good
are h bl mrmlm‘ di ( rti enim est
conversim proedicari)." Whereve: beng is predicated of
something, the predicate ;wd volraduwoll

That must imply that "gnod'" is here not a concept that
adds a real content or a new quality to “being”, as a result
of which “being ™ is restricted. Far in that case there wuuld
bo no question of conves l:l “Good” is an attribut

lnchperlummuryh ropeﬂ Iben;u-ucb
“mode that is common, a deolunq upon every being.”
I.n I.'hcwn.h, good ™ is coextensive Ih beng,l! one

of the so-called iranscendentia ® b, ince Suarez, are usually
referred to as “ tnmnd-.h

!

q
L oa , In I Sent. 8, 1,
!: Ver. iIn T L1, 3.
A i Ver. 1,2 obj. 2. J rt

e o 5 sk 1 o Tkt I e ettt e dnNfAERSEN
bonum quod u-urtu cum ente, quod wullam rem supra ens sddit. ‘

e Ver. T, 11 modus genarali Swmevporme v e

* Comp. Albert the Great, !-nu mbﬂl 6, q 27, e 3: 1 9 8 2.1 6
Dosum d‘dl et de dentibus  omne
genus sicut of ens,

440

A
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Medieval Philosophy

as Transcendental Thought Medieval Philosophy and
the Transcendentals

The Case of Thomas Aquinas

By
Jan A. Aertsen

—— =
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Being and
Goodness

THE CONCEPT OF THE GOOD
IN METAPHYSICS AND
PHILOSOPHICAL THEOLOGY

EDITED BY

ScorT MAcDONALD
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Human beings are unique
among God's creatures on
earth'in asimuchi as we have
aticmalitya:1sle] il

-
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Theselenable'us to choose,
not merely;among particular

goods, but to'pursue the
good as such.

.-

Butithese will;also allow us to
choose against our own
natures and against our

proper telos (end)iswhich is
ourgood:

-
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£Evillmay be considered
eitheriin a substance or
infan action . . .

(1225 1274)

“Moral fault is found
primarily: and principally
ln' the act of the w:II

(1225:1274)
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gllhe'root and source of

moral wrongdoing is to

belsought in the act of
the will."

@?ﬁira GentilesyII1N10§13]

L

RL—

' \~Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

graspiof being (i.e; the real), ‘'moral good"’
is the humaniwill’s grasp.of being (i.e., the
CEL)

39
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& ESTE] theisanote that these uses
of ‘true’ and ‘moraligood’ are with respect
to human beings:

God's'knowledge'is noticonstituted by His
“intellect's® "grasp” of any reality outside
of Himself.

Nor is God's goodness' constituted by His

"will's” "grasp™

40



'Good"istfirstlidentified with"'desirable'
(appetible)-

. '‘Desirabletis identified with¥perfect'.

. 'Perfect'is identified\With 'act’ or

‘actuality;.
. 'Actuality’ is identified with ‘being'.
. God is goodness itself in as much as

God is belnglltself %

glo)God alone does
ittbelong to be His
own subsistent
being. "

IS ek2Nariv]

f % W 1,#___,.! & <« y
Thomas Aqumas
(12251274)




2God.is absolute
form), or rather
absolute being"

7 [ G} T ] £\ ;
¥
NP

Thomgs Aq
(1225=127

.
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2God is supremely
being... He is being
itself, subsistent,

absolutely 6 3
undetermined.” € ' = 4
(ST ek ar v ;( \t B o0 <’

Thomgs Aqumas
(1225=1274)
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£Good belongs
pre=eminently
to God."

(ST, @5 e 1)

A

f & ey e =
"« Thomas ‘Aguinas
(1225:1274)
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