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CHAPTER IV
The rosition of Cajetan

#a shall now turn to the second position, whioh is that of Cajetan
a8 outlined in his ocmmentery on the De Ente ot Essentis. As in the
cagse of the first position, we shall first state briefly the opinion of

Cajetan; seoondly, we shall consider the principal texts of St., Thomas
which geem to favor this view; thirdly, the objeotions that might be
brought to bear against such a positiong finally, we shall review what
might be ocnsidered the modern or ocntemporary expression of this doo-
trine,

It will be best, perhaps, by way of introduction, to view the ocop-
text in which Cajetan proposes his position, _The discussion is centered
eround the motionm of nature or essence oonsidered in its absolute state,

or,'as'St. Thomes calls it, natura absolute sumpte, {.0. patuyre or essence

taken acocording to 1its proper weaning, or what applies to it as such, re-
gardless of the ex;stehoo it way have either {n the mind or in individual
things themselves. To nature or essence considered in this fashion, &t.
Thomas says, riothing belongs striotly except what is included in its very

notion ¢r definitions (1)  This ratses a douds, as Cajetan notes, especi-
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(1) "Natura autem vel essentia sic accepta potest dupliciter oone
sidsrari. - Uno modo socundum naturam et rationem . propriam, et hees eat
absoluta consideratio ipsius, et hoc modo nihil est verum de ea dicere,
nisi quod conveniat sibi, secundum hujusmodi, iessseeses Haoe autem naw
tura habet duplex esses unum in singulsribus, aljud in enima; et secun~
dum utrumgue consequuntur accidentle dictem maturem, et sie.in singuler~
1bug habot multiplex esse secundum diversitatem singularium, Bt temen ..
ipsi naturae seeundun proprism congiderstionem; soilicet absclutam, pullum .
istorum esse debet”. -~ 5t. Thomas, De Ente et Essentie, c. 4.
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elly in regard to the transcendental notions of béiqg, thing, one, eto.

For, if the transcendentals ars said to belong to pature considered in
itself, then they would be quidditative predicates, and thus would be
placed in the definition of pature or esssnce, inaswmuch as no defini-
tion is oompieto unieaa it includes ali quidditative predicates. All
are agreed, howsver, that the transcendentals ars not placed in the def-
inition of anything, On the oﬁher hand, if the transcendentals are not
said to belong to nature or essence absclutely, then man, Iinasmuch &s he
1s man, is neither a thing, nor one, ete., which is likewlise denied by

everyons. (1)

&mong those who did choose, however, the latter alternative was Avie
. cenne, who was of the opinion that beiﬁgmdid not belong to nmsture or the
essence considered in its absolute state, for the simple reason that being
signifies something that i{s added to the essence of a thing which is not
inoluded in its ratio. (2) . This opinion of Avicenna wes rojected by St.
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(1) "Hog enim petitur difficultaten tum propter transcendentia tum
propter quaedem praedicata negativa, 51 enim transcendantia, quae sunt
ens, res, unum, allquid, verum et bonum convenire asserantur natures abe.
solute sumptas, erunt prasdicata quiditativa, et s! =sio ponentur in def-
initione; nulla enim diffinitio est oompleta, nisi omnia preedicata quide
itativa inoludat: transcendentia sutem in diffinitione poni omnes negsnt
svsees 81 nutem transcendentia disantur non convenire naturas absolute,
tuno home secundum se sumptum non est aliquid, nec res, nec unum quids
quod cunes negatur". --- Cajetan, In De Ente et Essentis, 0. 4, n. 66

(2) "Avicenna autem, Alpharebius st Algazel, ut testatur Albertus in
Postpraedicamentas, opinantur quod ens. son conveniat naturae absolute sump-
tae. * "Unde dicunt hane oongeguentiam non valsre, Homo est substentia; ergo
homo eat ens; eo quod ens signifioat aliquid additum essentias rei, quod nom
est de ojus ratione"., --~ Cajetsn, op. oit., n. 8E. A
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Thomas although, as Cajetan points out, it is difficult to see in what
way Ot. Thomas does differ from_Avidaana. 8iLce he expressly states that
nothing outside God is being through i;a essence, but by somsthing édded
to its essence. - As a matter of fact, oontinues Cajetan, he explioitly

says that being is not an essential predicste. (1)

In view of resonciling these ssemingly opposed positions in St. Thomaa'
dootrine, some thought, Cajetan rémarks, that being is to be taken in a
twofold way, namely, as & noun and as a participle. Thus, if being is

taken a8 @ noun it can be prodicated quidditatively and 1ntfinsioally'6£ '

all things; for, in tais sense, each thing is & being by its essence. But

if'being is takén as a partioiéié,;éince it signifies the same thiﬂg as
exisﬁing. it camnot be prédieatéd éuidditativélf and intrinsically of ﬁhings;
for nothing outside of God is a being in this sense through its cssence.
That being the oasge, when St. Thomas rejeots the opiniom of Avicenna and

says that being is pvédicgted of nature or esgeaoo,,being 1s to-be taken

or participialitsr, . On the other hand, when St. Thomas asserts or eontends

in the sense of 8 Foun or nominaliter, and not in-the sense of a partiociple

that being is not en essential predicate, then ons is to understand by that

assertion being in the sense of a participle and not in the sense of being

s

(1) "8, Thomas AUtGRsssecrense. OXpresas in hoo reprehendit Avicennamg
unde sententla ejus non est censenda eadem opinioni Aviaennae, liget dif-
ficile sit videre in quo differat ab 68, cum ipse teneat nullum aliud a
Dec ease ens par easentlan suam, sed per aliquid additum suse essontiaes
ot expresse dicat in quodiibeto II (quaest. 11, a. 1) ena non-esse prae- -
dlcatum essentiale; et in I oontra Gent. (cap. =xvi) dicat ens non cadere
in conceptu substantiae, quod est genus generalissimum”s =-= Cajetan, Op.
oit., p. 87, -




a8 a noun or nominaliter. (1)

We have already had occasion to refer 'tﬁ Cajetan's observations on such
a possible solution in ;_ommeﬁtihg uéon the position of Ferrars, (2) and so
we naed not be ooﬁoorned with tha.t at present. The solution to the prob-
lem, then, in the wind of Cajetan, is not to conceive of being as bifurcating

into ens nominaliter and ens verticipialiter, for the transcendental notion of

being whioh ia divided intc the ‘px"edicaments is being understood as a parti-
oiple and not as -a noun. The answer liesn, therefor'e, rather in the notion
of being itself. Here it is poss'ibh'a to ooﬁsidex; two aspects, both very ime
portaimtkfor'a right ooﬁo;ption‘ of 5t. I“homaé'. ‘vie'ﬂpoint. namely, 'that from

which the name of being is faken, .i”.‘e. the esse by whioh a thing is; and that

to whioh the name is #pipliqd; f.0, Athe id quod est. (5)‘

‘Avicerns, oentering his attention.upon that from whioh (esse) the name
being is taken, conocluded simply that Boi.ng.i.s & predicate outside the eéssence
of & thing, and oonsequently ia samething acoidental. : #hile St. Thomas, on
the other hand, -eonsidering the id qued sst to which the -nane 'being is im-

posed, rofused to accept the opiniom of Aviocenna, pfaoisaly because the id
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(1) vad., pe 88
 (2) Cf. sbove, pp. S7£f.

(3) "Sed in entis noalne duo aspioi possunt, soilicet id a Guo nomen -
entis sumitur, soilicet ipsum esse, quo res ast, et id ad gquod ncren entis
impositum est, scillcet 1d quod est, Supra enim, in principio operis, dig-
tum est ens significare id.quod est in quolibet preedicemento, e%. in hoe -
differe ab easentia, quae significat 4d quo res in prasdiscamento reponitur.
Unde I Physioorum, Aristoteles, loco ly ens, ponit ly quod est®. === Ibid.,




quod est does not imply something extraneous to the essence of a thiné.
That is more, a&vérting to the fact that esse is not something forQign

to the quod est, but rather constifuted from its very principles, 5t.
Thomas did not consider being as an uccidental predicate. (1) As Caj-
otan notes, this can be said of no other factor outside the essense of

a thing; nothing outside the sssence can be constituted by the proper
prinoiples of a thing itself, exoept its existence. (2)  Everything

else that is added is constituted by the proper principles of another
genus, naﬁely, its proper genus and proper difference. It is in this

way that acoident is truly something "superadded” to the essence. Yhite,
for instence, is not the proper genus of man, but something entirely dif- .
ferent from the nature of man, It is dnother entity added to him. Whereas
existence is oonatituted through the gesus and difference and prinsiples
of'the'véry“thing ftself, the quod est. 1t adds absolutsly nothing that
oould be put in another predicatment, It aotualizas, but it does not add
another eﬁtity td'the thing. 7Thls is why, Cajetan oontends, that St,

Thomas leaves esse & substantial predicats, although it is not altogether
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.. (1) "hvicenna ergo attendens ad id quo res est, unde nomen entis sump=-
tum est, dixit simpliciter ens esse preedicatum extrs essentiam rei: -8,
Thomes vero intuena id quod est, ad quod romen entis Impositum est, Avicentiee
non adhaesit. Namque ipsum quod est non praedicat sliquid extra essentiam
rei. Insuper advertens quod ipsui quo res est, scilicet actualis existen-
tia, non est extraneae paturae ab ipso quod est, sed per principia propria
ipsius, quod est constituitur, inter graedicata accidsntalia, ans asnnumerare
noluit", --- Ibid,, p. 88.

"{2) "Boo enim non potest asseri de quoounque alic extra sssentlsm rei,
Kihil enim extra essentiam rei per propris prineipie ipsius rel constitut-
tur, nisi rei exlstentiscecsvcsesscess Ipsum autem existere, non nisi per
genus et differentiam et principia ipsius quod est, comstituitur®, --- Ibid,,

p. 88 ' ) o
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substantial in-the same way as those predicates which form the definition
of a thing, (1)

Viewed in this light, continues Cajetan, the dootrine of St. Thomas
becomés perfectly intelligible. The transcendentals are not proper pred-
icates of nature or essehce, whcthe} it is oonsidered absolutely, or as it
exisfs in singulars, or according to 14s existence in tnhe irtellect. They
&re rather common predicates, and it is as com;on predicatee that they ocan
thus be predicated of rature or sssence in any way whatsoever it is consgid-
ered. By the very faot that man is found in irdividuals, Zan hes ‘the char-
acter of being, unity, thing, etq.. In the same way, by reason of the esse
it has in the intelleot being fs, in a way, undivided, true, good, etq,

And the same oan be said of,ngggre<or>esaenqq oconsidered in itself. Hence,
Cajetan, this is what St, Thopas mesns when ha says that being signifies

the natures or essences of the ten gonera, whether they be actuelly or only
potsntially,~and not only according as they are sotually, (2)
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dicatum de aliquo, puta homine, cum non -trahat hominem extra proprium genue
ot propriam differentiam, heo ratione -ipsius quod est, substantiale prasdie-
catum essa relinquitur cum Aristotele et Commentatore, ubi supra, licet non
sit omnino eocden modo substantiale, quo praedioata illa, quae in diffiniti-
one cadunt”. «-= Ibid,, pe 89. e e L

(2) "Transcendentia non sunt praedicata propria naturae secundum susm
absolutam gonsiderationem, neque gocundum esse in singularibus, neque se- .
cundum esgse in {ntelleotu, sed sunt praedicata communia naturae quamodoli- -
bet aaceptae, convenientia pon solum osnoomitative, eed etiem csussliter,
Et de nature quidem tam secundo quam tertio modo accepta, patet: ex hoo ~

- (X) "Bt haoo et ratid, qua’S. Thoses argult Avicennam, unde ens prae-
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A Tull underszanding of Cajetan's opinion, as stated here, presupposes
much of what has been established ;;feviously‘ in the earlier part of his oome
mentary. Under the ciroumstances, in urder to see this position in its
proper light, we §ha.ll have to consider certain factors that are basic in
Cajetan’'s conception of being. Leaving aside for the moment all thought

of' ens nominaliter and ens participisliter, our ettention will be brought

to bear mainly on the notion of being itself, such as it is understood by

Cajetan,

According to Csjetan, being signifies that which has esse: id gqued ha-

bet ssse.  In other words, being comprises in 2 wenner both essence and

88se. In this it differs profoundly from essence, which simply eignifies
what is implied in.the definition of a thing, sbstracting from the faot -
whether 1t has esse or mot. (1) Viewed in this light, being presents .
rathér composite aspect in sortrast to the simplicity of essence; and it

o~
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enim quod howo in singularibus invenitur, entis, wniug, rei, et reliquorum
rationem habet, &imiliter ex hoo guod habet esse in intellectu ens est
aliquo modo indivisum, ete; et debetur enim sic sibi aliquod esse, licet
ration{a. De naturs autem primo modo sumpta, ex diotis patsre potest, et

‘6x 80 quod 'in quoourque invenitur posterius transcendens, invenitur et prius.

Renifestum est autem de posterioridbus transcendentibus, quse sunt unum, res,
aliquid, eto., quod conveniunt naturae absolute. Unde de homine, absolute
loquendo, i{sta est vera: Homo est ens. Unde et S. Thomes dioit super X

_Betaph., ubi supra, quod ens praedicet nsturas decem generum, ssoundum guod

sunt sotu, vel potentia, et non t.ntum. secundum quod sunt actu’. «=ee- Ibid.,
pe 89, : - . -

(1) "Epa, ut infra dicstur, significat id quod habet asse, 14 autem quod
hahet esse acaprenendit in se essentimm; essentia vero significat id qued im-
portat diffinitio, ut dicetur, quae non diocit esse vel non 0880", ~~- Ibid.,

n. 8, pe 20, rL . - . ' .
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i# precisely this li;ht that ensbles ue to EFRSp xore easily the notion of
essence. For it is from being that the ﬂotion of essence iﬁ derived, Now,
being may be spoken of in two ways: in ome way it is divided into tem su-
preme genera; in another waey as it signifies the truth of a propositiom,
This latter case need not interest here, since_essenée is taken from being
gpoken of in the former sense, Since being signiries, then, that whioh

is in each category or predicamant and ;n each gehus and speoles, essance,

~ inasmuch a8 it is derived trom being, must 8ignify that by which each thing
is in & certain genus or species, ~ Now, it is accord;ng to their nstures
that thingd ureupégcgd in‘@he various categories, but what is placed in

the category is khe thingAiﬁaelr. 593093 ;t follows that essence signifies
something common to all the naiureg,of thihg§,>juat ag.being signifies that
whioh is in sach genua and géoh ;pec;qi: for béingvnndAesaence are related
&8 quod and guo. Conseguently, aontinues Cajetan, Jjust as being is predi-
cated of sll things whicg:are in ﬁhe Verious genera, in like(mgnner essencs
le predicated of all thoge things by which they are placed in the various
genera.- - By 9ssende, - therofors, one understands the nature of a thing;

¥hiereas by belng cns understends what has such a nature. (1)
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(1) "Siocut ens significat aliquid commune omnibua existentibus, its
essentia, cum &b 1llo sumatur, significat aliquid cdmumne omnibus goneri-
bus et speciebus; et siout ens significat 54 quod est in quolivet yenore
et qualibet speoie, ita essentia oportet quod aiznificet id quo aljiquid
eet in quocunque geners et quavis speoie: habent enim ze ens ot esgentia
ut quod et quo. Cum autexz naturae rerum sint illase, quibus rea reponune
tur in generibus et speciebus, seguitur quod essentia signifioat aliquid =~
commune omnibus riaturis rerum; unde quezadmodum ens prasdicatur de homine,
bove, et similibus quae sunt in generibus, ita essentia praedicatur de hu-
manitate et bonitete, quibus res in gereribus reponuntur, rer nomen ergo
Essentiae intelligitur nature rei, g;ggg,pgr,nomen,Entisfidfqucdrhabet~na-
turamﬂiiiam“}“&::‘Ibiai;mii'10. P. 23,
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iL thus countrasting boing eand essenve Cajetun has established what he
regards us fundamental to & prover wnderstanding of bteing. “ith a view of
giving more explicit developments Ca jetan turns next to & consideration of
the congept of being itself. - As he explains it, to apesk of the consept
of being i{s to aposk of its significationg fof they are one end the same
thing. (1) A pboper'understanding of the nature of belng presupposes a
proper understanding of what being signifies; and sonversely, e proper under-
standing of the signifiocation of being presupposes a proger understanding of
ita naeture. In the ooncept of being, es in the eonc?pt of any other ob-
Jeot of thought, we can distinguiqh & formel odnoepf, i.e. the imege whioh
the intellect forms within {tgelfl representing:the thing uzderstood; end an
objective ouncept, i.s. the Yhing represented in the formal concept»in which
the act of understanding is terminated. (2) Thus, the formal &oﬁoept of
being represents that ir which all real tﬁings ere assimilated. ‘But all
things are.alike or oan be assimilated in s0 far é: they have_gggg. Hence,

i
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. (1) "Neo putendum est oun dioitur nomen. signifivare -0onceptum yuod aige
cificat alterum teantum: significat enim leonis nemen concepium utrumque, li-
cet diveraimode, est nsmque signum gonospius formalis ut sedif;, 8w quo, et
est signum oonceptus objectalis, ut ultim! seu quod. * Unde idem est loqui
de conceptu entis et de. significatione ejus"y === Ibid., n. 14, pe 8¢ -7

(2) "Coneeptus formalis est idolum quoddam quod intellectus possi-
bilis format in seipso repraesentativum objectaliter rei intellectne: quod
a philosophis vocatur intenmtio seu:. goneepltus,a theelogis vero verbum. Con- -
ceptua autex objectalis est res cer conseptum formelem reprsesentata in illo
terainans actum intelligendi, verbi gratia: conceptus foruaelis lecnis est
imago 1lla quem intelleotus possibilis format de quiditate leocnina, suwm vult
ipeam intelligore; eonoeptus wero objectalis sjusdem est xatura ipaa loonina
repressentata. et intellecta®. —aw Ibidey p.. 2Bs - T - o
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the similitude or likieness whioch all thirgs have in esse is tlie formml cone-
cept of being. (1) It is Lmportent %o rote, however, %hat this formal cone

cept of Seing does not represant the similitude itself that exists Letween

- all such things, for no fdrmal'bbnoept does that. %het it represents is

the besis or foundation of this similitade; mnud this foundation thus repre-
sented forms the objective conoept of baing, for tie objective concept is

nothing else but tnat which s represented by the formel concept. (2)

It is in insisting on this factor especially, i.e. the faot that there
is';bmething ih'the'th{hgs tﬂem?eIVes which is the foundation for this si-
nilitude that one oan arfue tho objsetive validity of the comcept of being,
that»i{’i; ssmetﬁéngifeii.fédﬁd in hii fhings. (3)  This is'éhé arguﬁent A

- [
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(1) "Ens signifioat unum conceptur formeles communerm. i1 repraesentando
substantiee et nocidenti DeQ eb oreattra@.c..... Omnia similia guacunque si-
xilitudine etiam snaloga seu imitative ssoundum id in guo assimilentur, posz-
sunt per ecamdem imaginesm repraesentari; sed Deus et orsaturae, substantia
et accidens habent similitudinem intsr se saltem analogam: ergc ssoundum id
in quo.assimilentur, poesunt per eamdep aimilitudinem repraegentard, - Sed .
assimtlantur 1fi"8sse: ergo esdem similitudine poterunt repaacsentari in quane
tum hgbent gssey. similitudo: illn est. oonceptus Lormalis entis™y: «ww Ibid, £ Pe 26,

t. {2) "Sieut conceptus formalis enimalis repragseontat fundementun aimili-
tudinis generioee, et oonceptus formalis hominis reprassentat fundamentum
similitudinis specificaa, et universeliter quaelibet imapgo communis pluri-
bus in repraesentando repraesentat fundamentum similitudinis inter 1lls plura,
ut patet in exemplo de specie in oculo causata a specie Sortis in speculo:

. .

quun illa repraesentat non similitudinem inter speciem ir speculo et Sortem,
curt ¢it relatid; séd fundamentum illius similitudinis puta gqaslitates et li-

nesmenta quae sunt in alrogue®. --=- Ibid., p. 27.

- . (3) "8io ooncaptus entis formalis. reprassentat fundsmentum analogiocae
sisdlitudinis in esse inter ozmia entla. realie existentis,.quod in ocamnibue
®889 absque opere intellecius ex eo patet quod similia sunt sxtra animan:
owa hoc fundamentun regrdesentatum sit conceptus objeotalis entis, ut dic-
tum est, patet conoceptum objeotalem entis esse aliquid reales inventum in
ornibus™s ~=«lbids, ps 27+ . TR B . o




that Cajeﬁm usesy ex}d es he points out in this conneotion, since what is
aignified by the name being is somathiﬁglfodnd in all things, and since it

is not a grade distinot from the generio and specifio grades found in things
except by a distinotion of reason, the objeotive ooncépt of being are the .
goneric and specific natures as having esse; for it is thus that they es-

tablish the analogous similitude which we perceive in the notion or oaonsept

of being. (1)

Cajetan arrives at this conclusion in the following way: Each generio,
specific, or individual grade found in things i{s such that it oan be con-
sidered in meny ways.. In 3o far as each ig oonsidered as having osse, it
1s signified by the nmem. -and thus per#aina %o the objective conoept
C> : of being. But according as suoh and guch a grads of being is oonasidered
absolutely in itself, them it is signified by its proper nawe, and that is
‘its objective eoncepte For instance, hu@iéy, by reaaon of its proper
formal zsrfection,-as diatinguiahed from all other perfections, is repre-
sented by the formal poncept of humanity and it is known and signified by
the name hmni}z._ﬁumity as such, however, has daq?.’t)ii@ ,gﬁi_oﬁj qbalnongﬂo
%0 1%, nanely, quiddity and aotual existence; and this £t'{s representsd in
the formal 'ch_zé_ap{ of beiz;g a8 a " _t‘ of its‘ obj’eotivasoncapt, and’ aig{xﬁw
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(1) "Unde conceptus objectalis entis sunt natures genericae et speci-
ficae ut habentes esse; sio enim fundant analogam similitudinen, de qua lo-
quimur, et propterea ena et passiones ejus in quolibet gradu presocise accap-

to salvantur", --~ Ibid., p. 28,

f (2) “Gradus quicunque generiocus vel syeoifious, vel differentialis vel
] individualis, habet in se unde wmultis modis oonoipl possit: et secundum quod
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From these considerations, Cajetan aonoludes, it is evideﬁt that it
is from beings in so far as they are similar, thet the concept of being
is ebstracted. And just as esssence doss ﬁot 8ignify a nature common to
all the various 5enorie and speocific natures, but signifies all natures
as agreeing in this that they ere essensces; in the same way; being does
not ;1gniry a reality distinet, over and above the reslity of things them- |
selves, but rather it signifies all things in so far as they Are'assimi-

lated in this that they are or have esse in some way. (1)

Let this'euftiqe'ﬁa’ﬁ aﬁmmary of the position of Cajetan. If it has
not already been evident from the preceding oonglderations of Cajetan's
vieis,‘it Qhould'bé'noted that ens partioipialiter need not be taken here

in the manner described by Ferrara, namely, that being signifies primarily

osse ‘and sscondarily the subject which has esse. As we have seen, Cajetan

quilibet ergo est habens esse; nomine Bntis importatur, et ad oonceptum ob-
Jectalem entis pertinet: secundum vero quod absolute talis vel talis gradus
consideratur, nomine’ proprio significatur, et conceptus objectalis 11lius
sst, verbi gratia, humenitas ex sua propria perfeotione formali, qua distin-
guitur gontra:reliquas: universi perfeotiones, habet quod per aonosptum for-
malem humanitatis repraesentatur et sognoscatur et significetur humanitatis
noaine, ' Humanitas, ut sis etiam habet quod sibi debeatuy, seu conveniat
asse quiditativum, eb actualis existentise: et sic repmaesentatur oonceptu
formall entis tanquam pars 8ai objectalis conceptus, et entis nomine signi-
ficatur". - Ibidlppo 28e- T ’ S ' o : . . .

(1) "Sio ergo patet qualiter ab omnibus entibus utpote similibus ab-
strahibilis est conceptus entis........ ot patet qualiter sit.verunm quod hie
S. Thomas dioits ..... non enim intendit quod essentia significet aliquam
naturam oammunem cmnibus naturis, sed quod significet omnes naturas, ut
assimilantur in hoo, quod essentia sunt: gquaelibet enim naturae ut sunt,
quibug res sunt, essentiae ratiocnem habent, siocut quaclibet res habent
retiones entis, ut sunt habentes ezse seu quae sunt". ~-- Ihid., p. 29,

= . o
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did not define the two terms at all; but it is quite obvious that he does not

considar ens participlaliter in exadtly tha same fashion as Ferrars., There

is no question, it seems, in the mind of Cajetan of & pfimnry end secondary
signification of being. For him, being signifies the whole quod est or, as

he states it himself, id guod habet ease. As he views the matter, being
signifies the essences or natures of things, but precisely in so far as they
have esse. ¥hat he seems Yo insist upon is that being in its proper fore

mality signifies whatever has a reference to esse. 1f he rejsots the posi-

tion of ens neminaliter, therefore, it is only because it appears to him to
. identify being with essence or to relegate esse to a sort of secondary and

~ unimpartant position..

;) | :.T Kow we must axamine the prinoipal texts of St. Thomas whioh seem to ooﬁn
firm the poaition of Cajetan. ??e”stqongest argunents in favor of such a
view center around the dootrine of St. Thomas on the good. .;his.¢o§trine
may be found in the Summs Thaolqgiga} First_Pgrt,.Queations-Y and-VI; De Veri-

late, Question 21; and im the commentary on I Stnics, Lesson V. The most

C e .

significant pessege in this regard is, perhaps, the following passage from

~ the Summa Theologica.

Nam owa ene dloa% aliquid propris ssse in actu, dotus mutem proprie
ordinem habeat ad potentiam, secundum hoo simpliciter aliquid died-
tur ens, seeundum quod primo discernitur ab eo quod est in potentia
tantum. .loo autem eat esse substantisls rei uniuscuiunsques; unde- -
per suum esse substantisle dieitur unumquodque ens simpliciter. (1)

. Ll I N L R

(1) ia, qu B, 8 1, @8 1. In ¢43ition to the texts mentioned above,
the following might be addd as further evidenges of St. Thomas' dootrine
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This passege would seem to swwaerige perfeotly the prinoiples outl ined

| by Cajetan. Of special note is the use of the word propris whioch 8t. Thomas

employs in this ocormeetion. This nppeai'a to be a oclear indication that
being signifies formally and properly aotual existence, and hence being in

the sense of ens participisliter. This is quite evident, moreover, from the

context of the body of the arti_olg, »here St. Thomas equates actuality and
porfeotion whicsh play the role of mi;idle term ip Sringing out the oonverti-
bility of bei;ag and the good, Tnis same ideg is expressed again in Artiole
Threes Lvery being as being is goods For every being, as being, has no-
tuality 'md 1; iu gome wa& '%mrfoof..‘ hnd sinoew every aét 'smplias eo.mo sart
of perfection, snd perfestion implies deairability and goodnasse, it is evi-

‘dent that every being as such 1s good. (1)

' "Cajota'm régarda ﬁimqe and similar other passages concerning St, Thomaa !
dooctrine on the good a;s 80 oonolusive" ahd, at the seme Lime, so expressive

of the mind of $t. Thomas, that axw further evidence would ‘b@e superfluous

and wholly uﬂns_éosmy. .1!",.. kmvér, - contrest between the t’WO. positions
L I S T Vr S S - LT T T T T
D T WS S
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on the goods In divin, nom.,' 6., 8, lect. 11 "Etiam non ex{stens aotu, quod -~
est ens in potentia, hoo 1pso guod habet ordiness ad bonum, habet rationem- .
boni secundus causalitatis entis quod partiocipet quande fi% ens actu, ~ee
la, g« 20, a. 261 "Umnia existentim, inquentum sunt, bona sunts ipsum enim -
asae ouluslibet rei quoddam bopum est"s <ew=- Ja, q. 44, 8. 40 and ad 1; q.
45. . 1Y 40) Ae 5, ad 1‘ Re 8@; Qe 48, . 103 - 9 60’ Qe 49, A. 133 Qe 65.
Q. 2, &dl.,

(1) "Omne ens, inquantum est ens, est bonum. Omne enim ens, inquantum
est eng, est in aotu, et guodammodo perfeotum, quiw omnis sotus perfectio quae=
dam @st", wem Is, qv B, as 38 That the sctus 5t. Thomas is epenking about
is esse oen be gathered from what he has gaid previcusly: "Intantum est autem
perfectum unumquodque, intantum sst actuy unde manifestum est cuod intantum
est sliquid borum, in suantxm—e—st———ensfgf esse—enim-est-aotualites omnts rei; ut
ex superioribus patet”, -« Ibid., a. lo.
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1s to be judged sdequately, a brief survey of other relevent texts will have
to be considered, in order that the position m&y not be open to the oherge
thet its major weakness suffers from.too oclose an identificetion between

being snd good.

A very important passage is the followin. statement wherein St. Thomas
éhows that, becauss no imperfaction or mode of participation is inolﬁded in
its signitioatioﬁ, Eeing can be appliéd properly.to God.

quaedam vero noaina.significént'ipsas perfectiones abéolgte.uabaquo‘

hoo quod aliquis.modus participendi elaudatur in eorum significati-

ore, ut ene, bonum, vivens, et hujusmodi; et talia propris dicuntur

Deo. (1) ' '

Further confirmation can be found in the following texts from the Metaphy-

sies. In many ottéheéélélécéi $%. Thomas euploys both ens and esse as 1f

they‘signifiad'eiactiy’thé"sémb thinéi A

uantitas et gialitas et hujusmodi non sunt simpliciter entias, ut in-
fra digetur. Ham ens diocitur. quesi esse habens, hoo auten solys egt
substantia, quae subsistit. . Acoidentia sutem diountur entin, pon quia
sunt, sed quis megis.ipeis aliquiy eety-siout mlbedo dioftur esse, quia
ojus subjeqtum est adbum. .(2), . ... : |

Hoo sutem nomen ens significat ipsum esse. (3)

N

Ponit alfum modus eutls, seoundum quod esse ot est, significant compo~

siticnem propositionis,. quar faocit intellaotus componeuns ot dividens.,

Ponit distinctionem entis per acturn et potentiam; dicens quod ens et
esse signifioat allquid diciblle vel efgasffo 10 potentia, vel dioibi

le in actu. (4)

(1) Ia, q. 18, 8. 3, ad 1.
(2) In XII Metaph., lect. 1, n. 2418,

(8) In IV Metaph., leot. 2, n, 558,

(4) In V Metaph., leot. 9, nn, 895, 887.
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Fem ens simpliciter, dioitur id cuod in se habet esse, scilicet sub-
stantia. Alda vero dicuntur entia, quias sunt hujus quod per se est,
vel passio, vel habitus, vel aliquid hujusmodi.  Xon enim quelitas
dicitur ens, quie ipsa habeat ssse, sed per eem, substantie dicitur
esse disposita. (1 : - : : .

There gsecmz toc be litt}e §o§bt from these texts that St. Thomas is here ooﬁ-
sidering being ss formally falated in séme way o} sanother to esse, This 1s
brought out with e@ual force in the following paasagss, ahers S5t. Thomas
says that being signifies formally esse.
Unde oportet, quod ens contrahatur ad diversa gonera secundum diversum
_modun presdicandi, qui comsequitur diversum modum ossendl; quia "quoties

“ens dicitur”, idest quot modis aliquid praedicmtur, "Eotiss ssse signi-
fioatur”, idest tot modis significatur aliquid esse. (2) .

There are numerous other passagaa, especially in the Su=ma Contra Gen-

tiles, whieh man;fest this sﬁma doetrine.v Here is & typiocal example show-

ing how St. Thomas envisioned being as predioatedlor God nndAcreatures;'with-

out the necesaity of introducing ens nominalitar.

Quod ‘per essentiem disitur, est ceusas amnium quae per partioipeationenm

. dicuntuleesacess Dous auten st ens per esseptiam suam: quia est ipsum

© . e8sé, Omne autam'aliud ems est ens per partieipationems quia ens quod -
sit suun esze, non potest esse nisi unum. (3) T

ot - Al e s I AN
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Ruch inaight, obvfisusly, could:be gained by an examination of other per-

tinent texts, but se shall let these suffice for the presect. How we must

%

Tode an,

(1) In XI Metaph., lect. 5, n. 2197,

(2) In.V Meteph., lsot. 9, n. 890,
(8) . 8. II, o. 15, I




take up some of the possible objestions that might be urged against this po-
sition. The main difficulty arising frox such a solution, 1t might be ob-
Jeoted. is that it fails to acoount for the radiocal difference betwgen God

and creaturos.A The infinite distance between the Ipsum esse subsiatens

and the ‘oreature is such that it ean he effeoﬁively retained only by a ged-

ulous demarcation such as ens nominaliter end ens participialiter, This

was preoisely the diffioulty that confrontaed Farrara, wo will recall, and
thet is why he asserte&afhat ens oarticiplialiter 18 that whioh is predica~

ted sseentially only of God, whereas being that is predicated essentially
of oreatures is ens nomikaliter, whioh slznifies the essence of things and

which is divided into the predicaments, end not ens participlaliter, =

| The diffioulty mentioned in the objection has Already'been angwered {n
parﬁ. Thnfreasoning of St. Thomes, as Cajetan observes, is not easy to
grasp, but it is nonetheless very profound. (1) The neme of being 1s taken
from the act of being, which {s g_’g__é_g;. “for wg_ 1s said to be the act 01: being
in so far as 1t is being, that is, that by which eomething $s denomineted
being in act {n the #ﬁtﬁ?ﬁ{;erbt.'gﬁ)‘.‘Iﬁfi3f37145n¥ tﬁaﬁ ‘h;:dééﬁi;ﬁiﬁﬁ
wo‘ﬁiVs-diroot ;xpnrieneo of 1 the‘gggg of oreated things. It is, there-
fore, frogzdfestéd'tﬁiﬁéi‘jﬁ?ﬁlbué'ndgion_df:ﬂpfﬁgwfé“tagan.f(3) on the

e

(1) Cajotan, op. oit., n. 86, p. 87. . . g

. {2) “Esse dioitur aotus entis inquantum est ens, idest quo dencalnatur
aliquid ens actu 4n rerum natura®s --e Quod., 8, 2, 30, , SRS S

(3) "Non enim gadit in viaionem intellectus nostri nisi aliquod ens .
oreatum et finitum quod omnino deficit ab ente increato et infinito: et
1deo oportet quod Deum intelligamus 08so supre omue 1d quod intelleetu

- . - : P . metn. . -




other hand, we realize that no finite thing is its own esse, bat is one hav-
ing esse; that in every oreature whatgoever, that which has esse is differ-
ent froam its ggég, in all finite things, consequently, S dist inction mnat
be made between that from which the name of being is taker, esse, that by
which the thing is, and that upon which the nume of being is imposed, id
cuod eost. Jur notion of being, tonerefore, as Cajetan shows, is a composite

notion made up of id quod, ths subject of being, and esse, the act of being. (1)

In intelleotual substances the i4d guod ed® 1a the form; (2)'in oomposite'
substances the id quod est comprises both matter and rorm;'(s) but in both
‘easoa the esse of a thing is consequent upon the formy (4) and this bsse

following upon the form enters in the very constitution of the thing. (8)

apprehendere possumus”, =-- In de div. nom., lect. 4. Cf. De Pot., q. 7

2. 2, ad-7: "Intelleotus eutem noster hoc modo intelligit esse quo modo in-
veritur in rebus inferioribus a quibus scientiam cepit, in quibuz esse rnon
est subsistens, sed inhaerena . L

* (1) "Exsg primo uQde est xllud acmposijum, de quo supra diximus, ond )
ali ualiter Qompleotitur in L] easentiam et ssse" ‘s === Cajotan, ORs ctt., T

Re . Ta o~ Zz. I £y . Ar e .. I - P . . .
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(2) “In substantiis autem 1nzallaotualibus. quae Bon sunt éx meteria at
forma compositae, ut ostensum est, sed in eils ipas forma est substantia gude
sistens, forzs est guod est, ipsum autem csase est aotus et quo est™, muw C. G.
iI, o. 54, . -

(3) "nde in compositis ex materia et forma neo materie nec forma potest
diei ipsum quod est, nec etiam f{posum esse, Forma sutem potest dlol quo ast,
seoundun quod est essendl prineipium; ipsa autem tota subst&ntia est Llpsum ...
quod est; et ipsum esse est quo substentia denaminatur ens". ~-- Ibid., o. 54,

; (4) "Bsse per e aonsequitur formem; unumquodqpe enim habat.gsse secundun
propriess formam; unde eses & forma pullo modo separari potest®, --= g. B, De
Anim, Qe 1, 2 140- hh . o

__(B8) "bsse enim rei quamvis sit eliud ab ejus essentis, non temen est in-
telligendum quod sit aliquid superedditus ad modum acoldentis, sed quasi oon=-
stituitur per prinoipia essentias". ==~ In IV Metaph., leot. 2, n. £58.
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Thus, each thing has in itself an esse which is proner to {t, and which is
subatantial and distinot fram all others. (1) 1In this way, being s »
substantial “redioate; and it san be prsdicated os suoh of all things, for
it signifies precisely things in so far as they &re or have esse in some

WAY

This in no way suggests, however, that being is an essontial predi-
cate, or that it pertsins to the esserce intrinsically as such. For bveing
is not put in the definition of any finite thing; otherwise we should have
to gay that being is a genus. But since this is impossible, the question

whether s thing is is different from the question what it is. In this re-

speot, eince everything that is outsido the essence 'is said to be an scoi-
dent, the esse which pertains to the question an est, is ap asoident. (2)

But it is-ax scoident only in a wide senss or through s csrtalin likeness. (3)

(1) "Habet smim res unaquaeque.in seipsa esse proprium ab ommibus aliis
rebus distinotum”. === Co Go 1,70, 14, === "Esse vero quod in asul natura
uraquaeque res habat, ost subetantiale. . - Bt ideo, cum dieitur, Socrates est,
si ille kst primo modo (i.e. as divided into the predicaments) aceipitur, est
da. praedicato gubstantiali. - N¥em ong est superids ad unumquodque -entium, eiw
cut animael ad hominem. &1 sutem acoiplatur secundo modo (i.s. as signifying
truth in a proposition), est de preedicato sccidentali“s ~e= In V Bataph.,
leoct. 8, n, 896, 7 T T AR

(2) "Ens asutem ron ponitur in definitione oresturae, quis nec est genus
nds differentia; unds partieipatur siout aliquid nor existsns de essentie rei;
et ideo allm quaestio est an est et quid est. Unde, ocum omne quod est prae-
ter essentiamm rei, dicatur acoldens; esae guod pertinet ad quaestionem en est,
est acoidens”, ==~ Quod,, 2, 2, &.

. (8) MAccidens dieitur large cmme quod nos east pars essentiaes; et sie est
eg8e in rebus creatlis, quia in solo Deo esse sst ejus sssentia”, ~~u" usde; 2,
2, 3. ==~ "E#ge non disitur accidens qued sit in genaere acoidentis, si loqua-
mur de esse substantise (est eninm &otqp_eesentise?, sed per gadandam similitu~
dinem; quia non est pars esscntiee, siout nec eoccidens". == Da Fot., q 5,

a ”4.7,7’&'&'757." : o o T e e T T S = T
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For, alfhough esse has a certain likeness to an accldent because both are
outside the eseence of e thing, nevertheless it must not be confused with

aocident for it results from the very intrinsic prinoiples of a thing.

For that reason, Cajeten contends that there is no necessity for in-

troducing the notion of ens nominaliter, nor is there any difficulty im

maintaining thet being in the sense of ens participieliter is that whioh
is trenscendent and divided into the predicament?. Here, as elsewherse,
one must realize that being 1s not predicated of God and creatures in the
same way, Az & matter of fact, it is difficuit to find a8 more precise
ﬁny'of desoribing the radioal difference betwébn the Creator and the ores-
ture than the expression 80 often employad by St. Thomas that being belongs
to God essentially, while it perteins to oreatures only by participation;
that in God osse is 1dentioa1 with his essenoe, whereas in finite things A:
esse 18 received and limited by an esgence. (1) This is the profound truth
that the Metaphysiocs discovers, and that is why Cajetan maintains that it
isAppncernpd,foymallx with esse. (2) = The limited realization of being in
creatures, the distinction between potenoy and aet and essence and existence,
the multiplioity and order of beings, all thia leads 1nevitab1y to the demonp

.

stration of an ens Eer soI to ono'who ia being esaentiallx and whe 13 ‘oon~~

(1) In II Post. Aﬂ.ﬁlo.'lacto 6’ n., 3.

(2) *si perfectiones omnes formaliter et praecise considerentur, seil-"
icet esse, vivere, intelligere, et caetera, ut sanctus Thomas in Prims Parte
qs IV a. 1 et 2 docuit, esse est perfectissima omnium et comparatir ad omnes
ut actus ad potentiam. ° Unde, cum scientia de anima sit de vivere et in-
telligere, et metaphysica sit formaliter de esse, sequitur quod metaphysica
sit nobilior S Cajetan, Commentaria in De Anima Aristotelis, I, n. 19,




sequently the yrineiple and cause of sll being. (1) It is only when this
principle is resohed thai the esse of oreéated things can be understood; for
the esse which 1s in finito things oan be underatood only as deduced from
the divine gggg. (2) ‘Fiznite being is intelligible only in thc'light of
dim who i& being essentially. ' The metaphysicien searching for truth inds
it «hen he attains the Iirst rrixnciple of being, for thet which is tie cause

of esse is the cmuse of truth., (3)

Wnile such a point might be oconceded, a further cbjection cculd bo proe

.posed on ths ground that the position of sns partioipialiter cannot possidbly
be reconciled with the olear and explieit statement, so often repested by St.
Thomas, thet being which is divided into the predicaments siznifies the os-
sonoes ottthiaga,vwhother they be actual or possidle; and that dbeing, although
taken from the aot Of belrg, slgnifies the same thing as the name tsken from

the essence, Sinoe this-is so, it would seem more proper, and at the zame

‘(1) "Cum-args éssa invenlastur omnidus rebus commune, quas’ sesundum illud
quod sunt, ed invidem distinotae sunt, oportet quod de necesaitate eis non ex
ge ipsis, sed-ab aligha une causa esge attribustul.cecesccsccesesssUndé oportet
quod ab uno illo ente omnia alis sint, quaecumque non sunt guum esse, sed ha-
bent esse per modum partioipaticnls®., <-- De Fot., gq. &, e BBe ... i

(2) "Licet causa prima, quae Deus est, non intret essertiam rorum cres-
tarums tamen esse, gucd rebus crestis inest, non potest intelligl nisi ut de-
duotum ab osse divino; sicut neo proprius effectus potest inteiligl nisi ut
deductus a causa propria o === ibid., ad 1.

(3) "Cum enim it& sit, quod es, quae sunt alils causa essendi, sint max-
ime vers, sequitur quod unumquodque siout se habet md hoc guod sit, ita etiam
s¢ habet ad hoe quod hadbeat veritatem. Ea enim, quorum egse non sempsr eo-
dem modo se hubet, nec veritas eorum semper menet. Et es, guorum esse habet
causem, etiam veritatis causam habent. £t hoc ideo, quis esse rei est causa
verae existimaticnie quam mens hebet de re". --- In II Xetaph., lect. 2, n. 298,




time more in keeping witn the dootrine of St. Thowas, to hold the position

of ens nominaliter.

This objection can easily be answered from what has already been stated.
As in the case of the previous objéction, the diffiotlty here is due largely
to a misunderstaxding., In the first place, it would certainly be wrong to
interpret this position es maint#iniﬁg that being does not signify the nae-
tures and essences of things. Such a view would be unterable, of aourse.
As was indiocetsd previously, what is divided into the predicaments are things,
not natures. Ths nature or essence is thathﬁx whioh an object is ordered
in the various genera; but what is placed in the categery is the objeot it
self, that which has suoh and such o nature. (1) As &t. Thomes remarks in

the De Ente et Essentia: "Becauss that by wrich a thing is oconstituted in its

proper genus or species is that which is signified by the definition indi-
cating what & thing is, hence the name essence is ohanged by pnilosophers

irto the name quiddity; and this is what the Philosopher frequently cdlls

quod guid erat eses, that is, that by wh;qh & thing has to be somathing.,...

but it is culled essence in @s much as through it and in it the thing has
its esse". (2) Consaquontif; be ing as divided into the predicaments signi-

fies preoisely that whioh has esse in some way or acothers id guod habet esse

(1) Cajetan, op. oit., n. 10.

(2) De Lnte et Essentia, froocemium.
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nliquo modo., The jolut vhich Cajetan sppears to melnteln, therafore, in-

opposition to the theory of ens nomingliter is that belrg in its proper

formality does not signify esserce but esse. (1) In his epinien, what
e first position fails to observe {5 that the notion of essence is de-

rived {rom the notion of being, sud apart from eny other consideration

this would be, ip itself, an indicatiorn that teing does cct sigﬁify for-

nelly the seme thipg as essence. .

One other objeotion could possibly be raised here. The tendency to

weke ene participialiter the being that is divided into the predicaments

seems to involve tho_danger of runniné"counter'té one_of'thc most_funda-
mental dootrines of metaﬁﬁ}éﬁca; nameiy; that—béing mﬁy be eitheé'actual‘
or potential, " The unavbidability of such & oonsequence, then, would ssem

to indioate that the very pripoiple itself upon which such a theory is based

is false. ’

Cefore prooeeding to deal with this objesotion we must draw attention to
one possible misunderstanding. It should be ncted, first of all, that in
asserting being signifias esao this An ne way. implies thut something is said
%o be ar to exist-;. That ia an altogether differant problem. ‘and cnme whieh
pertains to tho ‘aot of Judgment., Khat we are Qorcernod Hith here is not the
Judgmsnt of the intolleot. but ratber the slmpla aigni*ication of being, ;.o.

wvhat does being in its formal aspeot signifyt

€

(1) "3ns aut solua aut maxime significet formaliter esse". ~=- Cajetan,
Commertaria in Swanmasm Theologicam, In Primem FPartem, q. 3, a, 5, n. II. :




‘In tne first place, the position of ens participialitér in wo way oon-

fliots with the wstaphysioal doctrine of potenoy ard eot. un the ount}ary,
it is moat evidently in harmony with it. Une- zust ot overlook the faot

that the division of being into the predicaments is what Arlstotle calls

‘perfect being. it is bLsling as coutracted scoording t0 the various ways

that tnings have esse. It 1s @ classification of tulngs that are, that
have esse. (1) Yor tne prediomments follow the diverss modes of ;redica-
ting only Lecause they depond iﬁ-the last anaiysis on the various xodes of
being. (2) Thus distinction of teing into potensty and act, on the other
hand, follows the division of being into the predicaments. It 15 a muoh
nore general divisiocnm, which includes being after a fashion‘or"iméérfe;t.l
being, i.e. being in potency. Therefors, this latter division of being ia
much wider in extsnt:thgh perfeot being, the being of the predicampnta.,(s)
Secondly, and this reason follows as a oonsequenéo of the firet,-bqig;f |

properly spesking means that sometaing is aotually., St Thouas repeats

(1) "Cmne quod est in genrere substantise est compositum reali oompo-
sitione;: 60 quod id quod est in praedicamento substantiae, est in suo case
subsistens, et cportet usse suum slt aliud quam ipsum; alias jon posset . , .
differe -secundun esse ab {llis qum quibus convenit in ratione quidditatig-——-
suae; quod requziur in omnibus quas sunt diseote in praedicamento: et ideo
omne quod est directe in praedicamemto substantiae compositum est saltem ex

csse et quod @st." =we De Ver., gq. 27, a. 1, ad 8.

(2) "Unde oportet, guod eng contrahatur ad diversa gsnera secundua di-
versua modum praedicandi, qui conmseguitur diversuz moduz essendi; quia "quo-
tiss ens dicitur®, idest quot wodis aliquid praedicatur, “totles esse signi-
ficatur®, idest tot modis significatur aliquid esse". --- In ¥V Letaph., leot.
9, n. 880, .-Cf.- De Vel‘.a qa 21. 8. 10,

(3) "Tertio dividit ans per potectism et actum: et ens sic diviaum est
communius quam ens perfectum. XNam ens in potentia, est ens secundum quid
tantum et imperfectum®. --- In V Metaph., lect. 9, n. E&9.
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this often: being is sald of & thirg simply in respect, not of what it is
potentially, but of what it 1s actually. (1) Ine notion of beaing derives

all its force and meaning from the actuality of being: ens dioitur guasi

esse hobens. (2) In its rigorous and funderentsl sense that is what being
reans. (5) When it is sald that bqing gignifies_gggg, or that cns cartici-
piniiter is the being that is divided into the predicaments, this does not,
however, exolude being in potenoy by any wesns, nor should anyore consider
it in that iight. All that is implied here is that sozething has esce;
whether it has esse sotually or omly s~tentially, that 1s arother maiter
altogether. The main point, therafore,‘tﬁat Cajetan seems to insist u?on
is that being must be defined in terms of esae, in éu;n the same %@y'as St.
Thomas speais of it in tho foliomﬁﬁ% passngc.- - »
Quaé'eniﬁ nondum esse partigipant, in esse quodam natursli appetita
tendunt; unde et materis appetit formam, seoundum Fhilosophum in 1
Phys. Omnia sutem guae iam esse habent, ‘11lud esse suum natural-
iter amant, et ipsum tota virtute congervant..... Unde sicut impos-

sibile est quod sit amliguod ens guod non habeat esse; ita nscesde
ast quod omne euns sit bonum ex hoe 1pso quod esss nabet. (4)

PN

LN S et MO
L N S . .
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.. (1) "Et quia bocum, sicut et ens, non dio;tur'éimpliaitér aiihuid;se-
oundum id guod- est in- potentia, sed.gecundum 1d quod est.ip aotu". --= Ia Ilae,
Qe 56, Qe 59.0 cf. E'l 9_’.0. I. Ce 224 o

(2) In ZII Metaph., lect. 1, n. 2419.

= (3) "Cum autem in re sit quiddites et suum esse, vearitas fundsatur in
esse rei magls quam in quidditate, sicut et nomen entis ab esse impontitur®.

- In I Sent.l da 19. q- 5, Qs 1°.

(4) DB VOT‘;, q. 21, Qe 26‘._. ’
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fhat the objection fails to observe, sand without which it is'hmposaiblo <o
adequately understend the nature of being, is that belng has not one abso-
lute signification. This wnl{the.old Parmenidean error. ?armenid;a was
foroed to'deny motion, change and multipiioity eimply tecause being could-
have for him only one meaning: being in sct. Ir a similer way this is

the diffioulty thet becets the objedtion. It cannot conceive of éns per--

tioipiaiiter exoept as being in sot, and consequenily it coroludes that

such & position is impossibla’to hold, because being in the nredicaments

is divided by potenoy end eot. It is quite evident, however, that such

an essumption {e not Justified. - Being, ai 8%+, Thomas has repeated over

and over again, is sald in memy waye.  The importshce of this factor cape
rot be overlooked, without risking a misunderatanding of the nature of beirg

and 1%s anmlogical character. Ens partisipleliter does mot mean being {n

‘act solely. That is what it signifies prineipslly; but it cen wmeas bolirg

in act or being in poteﬁoy. One muat not forget, however, that the latter
must be defined in terme of the former, for wo,do~not‘§xplain being in act
by bteing in“patenoy. yut'?gthérfye§;§>in:éotepq;fis“p;ﬁlggped pyjbbiggfiﬁ
act. ‘Potensy is ordersd to adt,” and” it oan bé defined omly tir reforence
to actualityt potentis dleitur ad adtuw. (1) - cbnabquently,'béing'prcéékly

signifles being in act; but this is not fts sole signification, -

(1) "8ed potentim nonm potest definiri rist per sctum. Nam prima ratio
possibilis in hoo consistit, quod converit ipsum agere vel esse in aotu.....
Lrgo- est necessarium, quod ratic actus praecedat rationem potentise, et noti-
tia astus notitiam potentine”. —w- In IX Ketaph., lecte 7; n. 1646 —commomes
"Esse actum quemdam nominat: non enim dioltur es80 aliquid sx hoec guod sst in
potentie, sed ex 60 quod eat in actu", === C. G. I, 6. 22. --- "Cum ens di-
oatur ab essendo et per ordinem ad existentlam, siout ens reale dafinitur per
ordinem ad esse, quod vere habet et in re, ita ens rationig". =-- John of 3t.
Thomas, op., cit., Logica, p. 285 b 23,




One other matter remains in order to ocomplete our exposition of this

poaition. 4s in the oase of the former position of cns rominaliter, we

s&gll lixexise here inquire aus to what modern or contemporary expression

of this dootr;#o oan ba faund. In doiﬁg 8o, howaver;‘wn shall iimit'our-
uelvéa to & fow typioai examples, without discussing in detni1$ahy of the
watters involved. In this group arc sueh writers as Keritain, Gilson,;
senard, Ziglisra, De Haeymasker and Van Steeuberghén. Though they aay
differ in certsin respests as to the manner in whieh they preaenh-éhair'
views, nevertheless these writers are all agreed on this one point, namely,
that being does not mean ¢esence, - In poimting out-the weaknegs of oartdig-- i
scholastios on this point, ¥aritain hes the following to says - - . .. ...

2 It is & radical error to restrist the objeet of the intellest to the : : o
( } object of the first operation of the mind, Urfortunately, & pusber i
“7 of populer expositions: of scholasticism keem to represent -the matter A i
in this light: Thoy speak as though the object of the first opera- i
tion constitutes the -objest of intelleation as such. This is quite.
untruse, 1t is zerely a prepsration for the seoocnd, whioh achieves

knowl UdEQ .

%hen we effirm that the object of the intelleet is being, an affir- T
sation which dlsplays the profound-realisu of Fhomistio philosophy, - i
we do no¥ gtop short Wt essences. - It ts to exiatence itself that - ‘
the irztelleot procesds wien it formuletes-within itself a Judgment . ...
gorresponding to what'a ‘thing 1u-or is not outsids the minde (l): .-

s LT

{

a< . -

Egiitéiufs-geﬁ#iéfféﬁq‘bh*th&i point are $re§ght‘¢#t more forcefull#n
when he"@akes’qp»tho disousgion of deing ae the o;jéct.of metaphjaiéﬁ@é; ke

(1) xeritain, A Prefsce to Lietaphysles, (London, 19546) pp. 16, 20.
A =more recent work of the author entitled "Court Traite de L'Existence et
de L'EZxistent (faris, 1947) discusses these notions more thoroughly, ege- i
pecially in regard to the nature and role of the judgzent. i
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He seems to leave no room for doubt thet he understands being in the sense

of ens partioipisliter. S

A third error, this time a metaphysioal one, is to assign «s the specif-
{0 object of metaphysios essences ss suoh, and not to require the in-
tellect to proceed, as its nature sraves, to existence, to esse, I mean
8836 ut exercitum , actual or pogsiblecesssses Ketaphysios Too refers

to the corruptible existence which can be attained by sensatioNeeecccae
1t does so0 to know how (things) exist, for this, too, metaphysics should
know, to attain their mode of existence. (1)

The errorecus conoeptions desoribed here by #aritain might well sum up

the mejor point of oriticism betwsen the writers of this position and those

who favor the ens somineliter view, No oﬁe, perhaps, has analyzed more ecute-
ly the difference betwsen the two systems than Gilson, In a recent work en-
titled L'Etre ét L'Essengs Gilson has traced the origins and developments of

what he calls the essentialist metaphysies and the influence they have had

on scholastio ;hought. In a sense, his Jﬁdgmsnt is more severe than that

of saritalin, o

- <

Las ontologiss de l'essende ne oommettent pas sgulement l'erreur d'igs
norer lg rdle des-l'existencd; alles 'se trompent -sur la nature de 1'es-
. 8once meme. Elles oubllient eimplemend que l'essence est toujours celle
d'un dtre, qus le comcept de 1'ossedoe feuls n'exprime pas tout-entier.
Il y a, dens lo sujet que ghaque essence ddsigne; un elewent métaphy-
sique transcendant o l'ossence méme. Ceol revient's dire que Ia réal-
1te” correspondante au concept sontient toujours, outre sea définitien
sbstraite, oot mote d'exister qui, tradsgendsnt h la fols l'sssence et
se reprasentation conoeptuelle, ne peut étre atteint que par le Jjuge
ment, La fonction propre du jugement gat de dire 1'ex{st6N06..eeccss
L'arreur fondamentale des metaphysiques de l'essance sst de prexdre la

partie pour la tout et de spdouler sur l'essence comme si elle etait

»

1'8tre. (2)

"(1)'Ibi§.;~bp:“37;m3§;"
(2) Gilson, L'Etre et L'Essence, (Paris, 1948) p. 248.




Such fateful coﬁsequencca, Gilson shows, are insvitable. Onoce you
attempt to divorce the notion of being from existence, then you have de~
stroyed its meaning. It has already lost its signifiocation. ¥hat sense,
for instance, continues Gilson, has being without the notion of esse? Cer=
teinly nothing mors than matter for pﬁre abgtraot oonsideraﬁion or speou=-
lation. (1) The most that.one can say ig that it is being that 1s possible.

(2) Mo wonder, then, metaphysios became, as it did for so many, a ;efugo and

(1) "Ainsi tendue vers 1'ideal 4'une ontologie et d'une philosophie.
de le nature achevées une fols pour toutes, la reison peut entrevoir un
avenir relativement proche, ou le philosophis remiere, ayen$ atteint sa
perfectien definitive, deviendrait transmissibls sous torse de proposie
tions analytiquement justifisbles et dont pul terme, pas mnne ocelui d'etre,
ne recelerait plus sucun mystere. Or, pour qu'il en puisse etre ainsi,

il faut d'abord que la métaphysique s'assigne comme .objet propre l'essence
seule, exclusion faite ds ‘cet fnconmu’ toujouru suspect 4 la raison gu'est
l'eote d'exiater. . _ : , 4 :

"Clest ,recisemant ce gu oﬁTfait, N la suite de Suarez, les philosophes
que l'on nogme tackolasti 8 eesese Pour s'en assurer, il suffit de demander
8 un interprete aussi autorise que Kleutgen, quel est l'objet propre de la
metaohyaique tolle que l'entendent les philosophes scholastiques. Crtaeast
le réel -- ans regle -- repondra~t-il d'sbord. = lLais demandons-lui en outre
ce_qu'il faut entendre sols”le nom 4'&tra reel,’ o€ il nous dira, en se ré-
ferant expressexont g Suareg, qu'il g'agit ioi de ce que signifie le mot
ens, non pas pris ccm#e uh participe du verbs bsie, zais soame 1s substan-
TIT qui en derive.  Ens signifie. pour cette catologie "guelque chose” ayant
une egsshoe, par consequent un stre. “Rien de (esse) dshs dette version
moderns de la soRolastique dont an peut bien dire qu'elle en est devenus
comme la vplgats, oar elle as'établit si franchement et si résolument dens
l'essesce, qu'elle fait abstraction non ssulement de son exlstence nctuallo.
neisg meme de son exlstence possible”. ~-<.0Op, oit., j2 18 162, 1ss.

(2) "I1 est oharacteristique do la pénsée de Wolff que, pour atteindre
le réel, il lui faille passeér par le possible, et pout atteindre le pessible,
par 1'impossiblo.... le possible est o6 qui peut exister, preoiaemegt parce
que, sa rotion n' impliquant sucune contradiction. rien ne s'oppcse & ¢8 gu'il
pulsse existar, Or, o'est precisemant 12 o9 qu'on nomme l'etre: Ens disitur
guod -existere poteat, conseguenter cui existentia non rqgﬁgpat“. - GE. o1%. a2
PPe 139, i70.
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a retreat into the world of abstrect essences and pure possibles. It ocouwld
not be otherwise; it was merely the logiecal,somsequence of attempting to di-

vorce being from its relation to existence.

%uch the a#mo-tdea is expressed by writers like De Reeymeeker and Van
Steenberghen, But sinde wmost of their observations border on the logical
and epistemological aspeots of being ¥e oen be oontent here with merely mene
tioning them ss advocates of this position. Perhaps the moat falthful exe .
pression, in tho traditional wey, of the dootrine of Cajetan. is that presan-
ted by 2igliara. By'the name being, he says, it is commonly understood
that fp}gh;exﬁs;s.:6§"§é.ieaéé"iﬁ§t7§ﬁiéﬂ dan oxiats id quod existit, ‘aut :

saltem existere potest. (1)) Being taken in this sense, he contimues, is

divided into real Yeing and being of resson. $inoe being is defimed in
relation to egse, real being is that which has or can have esse in reality,
It 15 oalled sotual being, 1f it actually has existence; it is called poa-
sible, if it does not have existensce astually but can have it. Commonly,
however, that is cglled reel ynich actually exists; but what does not ac-
tually exist, but nevertheless can exist is ocalled poasible. As rogards
the distinotion betwsen res and ens éigliara says the following.

Duo auten in ente ooneipimus, siout in quolibet conorseto, nempe sube
ectum existentia affeotum, et formam seu ipsam existentiam qua sub-
ectum 1llud afficitur. Subjectuwm 1llud dioitur essentia, vel res,

vel etiam ens substantive, seu nominaliter sumptum,  i1dem vero sub-

Jeotum conorete sumptum, seu ut af?eq»EﬁE existentia, dioitur ens
gumptum ut participium, et etiam ens simpliociter; nam, ut saspe docet

(1) zigliere, Summa Philosophis, (Paris, 1861), vol. I, Bk. 2, p. 336.
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Angélious. ens o8t id ougus sotus ost esse, nempe existers. Haeo
theoretice: in praxl enlm res et ens promiscue usurpantur, et non-

nisi ob quaestionum necessitatem TIIa distinotio inducitur. (1)

These last few lines seem to indicate that Zigliara was forced to make

some concession to the poasition of ona nominaliter. One can easily under-

stand this, for he was practically elone smong all the other writers oflhis

time {n upholding the position of ens participilaliter es the being St. Thomas

envisjoned as the object of metaphysiés. But as he insists, the very title

of the De Ente et Ksasentia indicetes ﬁnmiatakably such e distinetion.

In superiori artioulo dixismms rem ab ente differe in hoe quod res dioit
sssentiam seu subjeotum quoddam, oui {ntelligimus supervenire perfeotio-

. nem, quam existentiam nominemus, et qua res it ens seu existens. Quae
. duplex cons{dsratio exhibit conoeptus potentine et aotuB..csevscssceccce
(:, ’ Imo ipse titulus De Ente et Essentia praefatem dlstinotlonem indicet

zanifeste. (2) .

(1) 1bid., pp. 387, 338,
(2) Ib’.do‘ PPe 338 - 342,
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CHAPTER V
Judgment of the Two Positions
As osn be gathered from the expositions of the two positions, there ars
a number of important‘issuea 1nvolved'in the discussion between Ferrara and

Cajetan. Although the constituent 1ssues cover a wide variety of dootrinal

points, yet they are all very clossly comneoted, cendering as they do around

'the,notion of being. This faotor justifies, we believe, our method in the

previous seotion of treating sll the issues together in a common way, withe
out attempting to determine any specifioc point in question. As was indi-
cated earlier, this was oonsidered the best and the most proper marner of -
procedure, i.e. to present the problem as the commentators themselves enw
visipnéd it, without eny weighing of merits or demerits in regard to either
position. In this sense, our purpose was first to understand the opposed
dootrines, not to judge them; for one ought to certify the genuineness of

& problem before attempting to solve ;t.. Aé Arigtotle has aptly rema;kéd,
it is advantageous to discuss ﬁhe diffiﬁulties well beforehana, and_soﬁetimea
it i3 even more-difficult to state the problemé then it ig to solve them. (1)
To single out these various factors saparayquwand tovoxa$1ne—eaoh of them
from a moro‘oritiqaiipoint of view w{ll oomp;ige; tﬁereéoy;i‘ihe regaié;ng

R

portion of our inquiry. )

c

(1) Aristotle, Ketaphysiocs, Bk. III, o. 1, 995 & 26: "Hence one should
have surveyed all the difficulties beforehand, both for the purpeses we have
stated and because people who inguire without first stating the diffioulties
ars like those who do not know whore they have to go; besides, a man who does
not otherwise know even whether he has at eny given time found what he i8 looke-
ing for or not; for the end is not clear to such a man, while to him who has
first discussed the difrjoulties it is clear. Further, he who has heard all
the oontending arguments, 4s if they were the parties to a case, must be in a
better position for judging".
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%¥hat judgment osn be made as tb the relative merits of the position of
Ferrare and Cajetan, in the light of the foregoing enalysis? There are
three possibilities: (a) the analysis has resulted in en impasse, with
neither positioﬁ haviﬁ; an edge of ﬁuporiority; (b) one of the positions is
seen to be unquestionably right, and the other wrong; (o) both positions, if
uﬁdarstood properly and with due qualifications, are acceptabls; although
one position is, nevertheless, more clearly Justifioed in 1ts claims than the
other. If thé firest possibility has ocoured, then the problem may justly
be regarded se insoluble. But this does not seem to be the casa. If the
second possibility has ocoured, then the prdblgm is not only soluble, but
solved, This, hoﬁuver, does not seem to be the case either, It is the

third possibility, then, that appesrs to have been realiged.

From their own point of view, both positions are perfectly legitimate
end each oan be jnstifiaﬁly_maintained in opposition to the other: In a
way, although both Ferrara and Cajeten view the problem from a different
angle, the divergenoy betwéeﬁ them is not of such a nature that it does not
admit of any possible reconoiliation. ' Ferrara's positien, if we are to =
understand him oorreotly, is quite different from the manner in which it is
understood end oriticiszed by Cejetan. ‘As was indicated earlier, Cajetan

segms to have viewed the ens nomineliter position as equivalent to essence,
and consequently he rejected the distinqtion as belng inconsonant with S¢.

Thomas! oxpross statement in the De Ente et Essentia, as well as elsexhere,

that being and essence are not the same thing.  But as Ferrara mainteins,
there is absolutely no basis for such an assumption; it is simply e misunder-

standing of the notion of ens nominsliter,
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On the other hand, Cajetan's position is rejected by Ferrare, and with

no less equai enphasis, on the grounds that ene partioipisliter signifies

primarily existence and secondarily the subjeot which has esss, which is
contrary to St. Thomes' dootrine which explicitly states that being signi-
fies the essenooé of things Qhether they be motusl or potential. From ﬁhe
exposition ofvckjeﬁan‘s-position, however, it is egqually clear that Cajetan

doses not view'enstpartioipialiter in quite the saxe faghion as Ferrara. On

the conirary, hq_maintaina‘that ens participialiter signifies the essences

of things, but precisely in so far es ihey have esse in some way, either

ectually or potentially,

For that reason we do not think the divergence bestween the two positions,
et least from this point of view, is too great, and that it is possible to
adopt either position. This faotor becomes even more evident when ths two

' positioné'are>odnkidereﬁ from the viewpoint of science. For instance, it

does not make a great deal of difference from the standpoint of metaphysiocs
whether being is teken es a noun or as & partioiple, = In either case, it is
th; essence or quiddity that is primarily oonsidered and whioh forms ths .
basis for. the demonstratiops. . The only difference, then,. would be the menner
in whioh the essence is vieweds In the:gaséygf'ans nominaliter, the con-

clusiong would be Jﬁdgmentajsolely upon the.aspegt"pr:essence,,abst:goting,;
from the faot whether it existed actually or potegiially; vwhereas in the case

of ens psrticipiaiiter, the conolusions would be judgmente on the essences of

actual things, absiracting from the faot of existence hio et nunc. Fhichever
position is ohosen, consaquently, its prinocipal objective would be the con-

sideration of the essences of things, and not their existence,
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Whioh of the two positions is more justified in its claims is a rather
difficult judgment to make, but we feel compelled to say that th§ position
as outlined by Cajetan seems to be the more preferable, This does not
mean, however, that 1%t is necessarily tru@. or that we regard the position
of Ferra;a as.false; but rafher that the views expressad by Cajeten aeeﬁ to
be. more expressive of the mind of St. Thomas and, at the same time, 1ore pfo-
foundly analytical of the ¥hole process of the Xetaphysiocs, than those of
Farrara. And this- is, after all, the whole purpose of our inquiry. Bhat
w; are intoresied in is not eo much what Cujotan'a position 1s or what Ferrara's

posibion 10, but rather what was St. Thomas' ~aqonception of deing., If wo'feoi,

'therefore, that tho position of Cajetan is proferablo. it is only beceuss it

seoms to refleot norn of lhat St. Thomaa himsolf was nost earnestly oonvinoed.
The faot that we judge 1t orerqrable" indiocates, however, that our solution

is regarded s only tentative.

- The fact thet we consider the two.positions as not too wideiy divergent
but that, 1f properly underatood, both oould. very well - be acoepted is confirmed,

’moreover. by praotically all the modern sdherants to. both positiens. :"All are

agreod. and th&s is another reaaan.why we. regard tha position of chetan as a
BOﬁﬂﬂhat superior intorpretation, that being Ln ita proper’ senee 10 to be taken

'in tho mannor of a partioiple or as éns partloipialiter. This is what being

~ means atriotly spoaking; however. being the partioiple has oome to be used as

being the noun. This is olearly bhorne out, as we have seen, by COffey, /ickaby,
21gliara, nnd>othera. (l) As both Rickeby and Zigliare show, the matter scems

(1) Coffey, Ontology, ps 32: "The term 'Being' as present participle of
¥» Ontology Being
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to be simply one of convention or agreement. (1) In any number of plaoces
Rickaby quite frankly admits that.St, Thomas is speaking of being in the

sense of ens partioipialiter but, as he says, he is sbiding by his descision

to acoept being in the sense of ens nominaliter. (2)

the verdb to be means existing. But the participle has come to be uszed as
a noun; and as such it does not necessarily imply actual existence hic et
nunc. 1t does indeed imply some relation to actual existence; for we desig-
nate a8 'being' (in the substantive sende) only whatever we conceive ag ao-
tually existing or at least as capable of existing; and it is from the par-~
ticipial senss, which implies actual exiatence, that the subatantive sense
has been derived. Horeover, the intelligible use of the word 'being' as

& term implies a reference to some sotually existing sphere of reality.

It is in the substentive sense the term will be most frequently used in

these pages, a8 the context will show. . .When we speak of 'a belng' in the
oonorete, the word has the same meaning @s 'thing' (res) used in the wide
senge in.whioh this latier includes persons, places, events, facts and phe-
nomepa of whatever kind®.. Y A : R =

""" " Rickaby, General Metaphysics, p. 201 "Being is either actual or possible;
but we will begin wita the former, besause it pre-eminently is Being, and is
called by the schoolmen, ens participii, Being as the partisiple. For the
force of the presest participle is to signify the aotual exeroise of that
whioh the verb meansi....e.. when we deal with Being, it might mesan an ac-
tually existent thing:; or it might mean simply whatever is capable of an
existence, whatever presents an actualizable content, whatever is an exige -
tible; or.lastly; it might mean existence in.the absiract, as when we speak
of the Being that is given to some possible 083ence..ss.. The second of these
several mweenings is found most eligible, when ye went to assign Being its
place as 'the formal objeot! or special subject-matter of Ontology®ecesiocsss
Zigliara, Summa Philosophia, p. 386s "Subjectum illud diecitur esgentia, vel
res, vel etiam ens substaniive, seu nominaliter sumptumr, . . Idem vero sub<
Jestum conorete sumptum,:seu ut affectun exIsESntia._dioitur'ggg suaptum

ut participium, et etiam ens simpliociter; nem, ut saeps docet Angelious, ens
est id cujus actus est esse, nempe existere". - v E —

(1) Zigllara, op. cib.; p. 337: "Haeo theoretice: in praxi enim res et
ons promiscue usurpantur, et nonnisi ob quaestionum necessitatem ille ds-
tinotio induoitur"............".....'.'.'.'.-.u"u Rickaby,. op. oit. pe 241 "It
may ellay the rising disocontent of some if we declare at onoce Eﬁkt the sense
which we have -just been assigning to the term Being (i.e. Baing means Thing)
is in part conventional',. ool e o DT T

'(2).Ibid;. Pe zéé “ﬁéing 80 undergtood is called Ens Essentise in gone
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fe do not oonten&, however, that Ferrara himself shared these views;
although it does soem possible that he deoided, at least for himself, just
what being as & noun and being es a participle should signify. It is quite
obvious that Farr;ra's whole position is besed on the fector of significa-

trast to Ens Existentise; where essence is to be taken in its wider sense

for anything that has e whatness or quiddity, eve_n though this be of the ac-
cidental order as opposed o the subsfantia%. 8t, Thomas fully senctions
the use of the tsrwm Being ln the signification which we have just sttached
to it; but of course it is not anything like his inverisble interpretation.
In' some passages he distinguishes Being and Thing, because he is using the
former professzedly in its partiocipisl force, and therefors is obliged to

¢$ make 1t convey the notion of actual existence. For example, 'There is nothe
) ing affirmable of every Being (ens) except its essence (essentia)s snd the
latter is signified by the word“fﬁing (res), whioch differs from Being (ens)

in this, thaet Being is & term derived from the faot of existing Tab sotu essen-
di), while thing expresses the essence or quiddity'; or again, 'that (s .
called simply & Thing which has a definite, fixed nature {hsbet esse ratum

et fdxum in natura): but it is called Being so far as it has existence' s

As Riockaby clearly indicates in the above pessage, he is socepting ens
nominaliter although this uae of the term is not anything like St. Thomss'
invarisble interpretation of it, This is brought out more clearly when he
sayss 'lhese passages sulllce By way of acknowledgrment that many places in
St. Thomas are not to be read in the light of our present interpretation of
Being, whioh is made simply with a view to settling the most convenient fora
for the grimary ides in the science of Ontology®. (p. 23) Here is another
typical exemple: "St. Thomas had dealt with the question whether we should
regard Being es more fundamental than the good; and his reply is that 'in
the order-of reason, Being {s pricr to the gocd. “For being is the first
objeot which the mind aonceives, because it is precisely that acoording to
whioh a-thing is cognigable: everything is cognizable inammuch as it is in
ect’, inasmuch as it is not merely potential but actual. It is only from
the actual that the potential can be imown; never-ocan it be known direotly
from itself. It will be observed that St. Thomas is speaXing rether of
ens existentiae than of sns essentise; rather of Being the partiociple than
of Being the noun: whereas we, for the saks of oclear consistenay throughout
our exposition, must speak of ens essentise when we defend the truth of all
Being. MNevertheless, we may adopt Ris language and make it our own", (p. 124)
One final insteance will suffice ta show what we mean: "By agreement, then the
schoolmen have settled that they will not mesn by per se the sclf-existenss:
whioh is proper to God alone. To mark the distinction, St. Thomas even re- -
Jects, with an explanation, the definition of substance, which under anothsr
explanation might be accepted. 'The definition of substence', he writes, 'is
not Being per se without a subjeot!, At first-sight the words appear to deny
vhat we want to prove, namely, that to be per ge is just what we ought to mean by
substance, But the divergence simply turns on a double use of Being, either for

et

R w e




- 108 -

tion. This is quite legi%imata, of.course; end, As a matter of lact, one
nust necessarily epproach the problem of being from ihe standpoint of sig-
nification. ﬂowever, there are other equally important issues that cannot
be overlooked without risking the danger of attempting to fix the signifi-
oation of terms simply by the sheer necessity of the words themselves. (l)

For instance, according to his definition of the terms, Ferrara is right

when he says that ens in actu and ens participialiter are not the same thing,
Admittedly, from the standpoint of signification, sueh ; distinotion might be
maede; but in reality there is certainly no difference Eeiween_an'gggggi béing
and an existing being., This ;s, perhaps, the major weakness that staﬁds out
in Ferrara's position, and one is.forced to conolude quite néturally that he

is nigv?ly trying to avoid the issue. It is wholly underztsndable, of course,
V;::) why he would insiat upon euoch a ¢ist1notiod; for, if he had admitted the lden-
tity of the twg_potiqni s he should have, he would neturally have had to con-
cede the validity of the srguments of Cajetan, and consegquently would have had

to ebandon his own positions In this sense, Ferrara's answer seems somewhat

- e 1

exiééegcévor'for"éhefgﬁggé 6f'qg{ddiEX-ﬁﬁibhfhaftéiié%i St;dfhdmaiiié-speék-
Ing ofnfﬁq forper, we are keepling our original engagement to eblide by the -
letter™. ° s R . OUSH X

1 (1) This is what Sumrez was t6 do mioh later, Suarez puts the'matter
~ thus: "Being in its double acceptation does not stend for two divisions of

a common oconcept, but for a greater and a less degree of ebstraction in the

, formation of one idee. DBeing as & noun (en3 vi nominis) signifies that which
1 has s real essence, presoinding from the queatlon of sctual existence, not
indeed 8o as to exolude or denmy it, but simply abstracting from it: while
belng as a perticiple (ens vi participii) signifies an actual being as exis-

e tent, end.thus it-considers being in a more restrioted sense. Asoordingly,
i being, as a noun, does not mean potential being (ens in potentiam), inasmuch gs
1 the latter is privatively or negatively opposed to actual being; but it meens
£ j being so fer as it is a real essence, a real something, Hence, being, ss a
R noun, may-be—predicated of -God;of whom we could never predicate potential -

§' being". =-- Betaphys., d. ii, sect. iv.




unsatisfactory. wuch the same might Le said of his concevtion of the di-
vision of being by potency and act end the predicaments. It is not %oo
clear just what he means by his triple division of being, being in aot and
being in potency. What he says in this conrection can be readily granted
from another point of view, but it is difffcult to see how it answers the
problea at hand. Arother thing that likewise appeers to have been left
unsolved, and which we think Ferrara should have explained in order to better
Justify his poﬁition, is the difference between ens nomineliter and ens in

potentia. From the brief account which Perrars gives of these terms it is
extremely difficult to find any distinguishing detail that would permit a

clear end ooncise distinction betwsen these two noticns., It may poesibly

rd

be that Ferrara did not consider the oceasion as demanding = fuller explana-
tion of these factors, but {n view of the importance of such a distinctien,
we think it should have been pointed out in some wey or snother. As the
matter stands, however, there appears to be no noticeable diffsrenqes between

ens nomineliter and ens in potentie. .

For all these reaeona, then, Ve beliove that tho position as adoptod by

Cajetan ia more preferablo and, as we hope to point out, more 1n conformity
with the mind og St. Thonas. Thia will bccoma more ovident a; we take up
the varioua pointa in question 1ndividually. Tho ordor 1n ahioh we shall
troat of the different issues is dictated largely from the viewpoint of hn-
portance, although it might be noted that the order is even one of a logloal
saquenoe. Other factors could possibly be discussed, and with equal profit,
but the pbints which wt have choeen, if understood propaaly, should offer the

solution to moat of the problems that we have thus far examined.
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