CHAFTER " VI

Critioal kxamination of the Prinoipal Factors
1. The Signification of Being

The major difference bstween the positions of Ferrara and Cajetan
is, or.oourso. in regard to the férmal signification of being. Acoording
to Ferrara, being signifiss formally easence, whereas in Cajotan's view
being signifies esse formally.. Viewsd in this light, it is scarcely possi-
ble to find a more radicel divergence between the two positions. We have
already had ocoasion to royiow Ferrara's erguments in favor of his position
that being signifies formally essence. Mhat gavi rise to this, it will be
reocalled, was one of 8t. Thomas' arguments showing why it is impossible for
God to be in a genus, (1) The argument in question is the lest in a series
of four, and quite logioally enough it was intended by 5t. Thomas. to dispel
any remsaining doubt that might be had should the previous argunents or resson-
ings failed to convince. Everything is placed in a genus, argues St. Thomas,

. by reason of its quiddity; for a genus 1s that which is predicated in quid est.

But the quiddity or God is ipsum suum eess, according to which nothing is ever

plaoed 1n a genus; otherwise we would have to say that being ia a genus, whioh
cignifion thc vvry olae. Thn urgumant of St. Thomas a8 1t standa sooms vory
oloar: being uisgirieo rénmally osse. Forrara. howover. oontendc that that .
1; not wbut St. Thonaa maanl. but rather St. Thomaa 15 using tho word being eas
s;gnifyinsuigwitg.{pgmal‘oontont essence and only secondarily and connotative~

ly the esse. (2)

(i) 20 2.‘ I. ‘,_I‘_ géli. ) <
(2) Ferrara, Ibid,, ne Ii.
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This same topic is discussed by &t. Thomas in quite a rumber of places.

Thus, in the Summa Theologioa St. Thomas agein argues that since the esse of

God 1s his essence, if God wﬁro in a genus, then being would be his genuss
for a genus signifies the essencs of a thing, since it is predicated in eo
quod ouid est. (1) The argument is ocertainly olear hers, and it is diffi-

cult to ses how St. Thomas could be understood otherwise than what he says.
Let us see now how Cajotan explains this argument. The reasoning of 3St.

Thomas here, he says, is as follows: If God were in a genus, then a genus

would be predicated in quid of esse, and consequently being would be a genus.
The reason for this is simple enoughs the essence of God is ipsum esse; now &
genus is predicated in quid of that of which it {s a genus. Therefore, if

-~

God were in a ;ohua,'thcn a genus would be predicated in quid of esse, and

thus being would be a genus, for baing sither solely or prinoipally'lignifies
formally esss. (2) . .. - ; "

Hdere we have two radicﬁliy opposoa interp:etatioha centering oi the very
same argument_nnd‘}easqging of St. Thomns; _The problem is, thorefore,.whibh
of the two 1ntorgre§a£iohq'nre more {R‘Qqnformity’with the mind of St. Thomes?
1t vogldvpg'inpgrggtﬁng to donduot 9$g?£a1iad i#jegtiéation of all the various
occasions where S8t. Thomas diaougs;;MSGat_this one'fﬁctor alone. Sﬁch a pro=-

I T B L

(1) _I_l.. Qs B, Re 8o, ) .

(2) Cajetan, Jbidw, n. II: "Si Deus esset in genere, genus eliquod prae-
dicaretur in quid de osse: ergo ens esset genus. Sed hoo est impossibile, -
Brgo, === Frigi consequentim probatur. Essentia Dei est ipsum esse: et ge-
nus praedicatur in quid de ‘ec cuius est genus: ergo, si Deus esset in genere,
etc, --- Secunda sonsequentia relinguitur pro oconstantls quia ens aut solum
aut maxime signiffcat formaliter esse". -

-
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cedure would reveal, vn the one hand, how remarkably synthesiged St. Thomas'
thought was whenever and wherewver he disoussed a partioular topic; and it
would afford, on the other hend, a wonderful insight into the very problem

we are discussing, For instance, in the De Ente et Essentis, St. Thomas re-

narks that, since esse ie the very essence of God, there were some philo-
sophers who said that God does not have & quiddity or cssence . (1) And, as
St. Thomas éontinuea, if we say that God 1s existence only, we need not fall
into the error of those who said that God is that universal existence in which
everything exists formallys For this existence whioh is God is of such kind
that no addition caﬂ be made to it, Therefore, through its very purity it is
existence distinot from every other existence. (2) Likewise, in the De Po-

>~

tentia, where St. Thomas again discussos this question, he states in quite

:> the same fashion the argument he propossed in both the Summa Contra Gantiles

end the Summa Theolqgioa.. Rothing is placed in a genus according to its esse,

but by reason of its quiddity. The resson for this, as St. Thomas explains,

is because the esse of each and every thing is something proper to it, end it

is distinot from the esse of every other object; whereas the notion of sudb- .

stance, for instance, is something bémmon to all thinéa. And because of this,

cle wadem L m.

he oontinues, Aristotle said that beins.is not a 5eﬁﬁs. (Sf

(1) "Aliquid enim est siout Deus, oujus essentia est ipsum suum 68se; et
L ideo inveniuntur aliqui philosophi dicentes quod Deus non habet easentiam quia
essentin ejus non est aliud quem esse 6jus”., -~- De Ente et Essentia, 0. VI,

(2) "Neo oportet si dioimus quod Deus est esse tantum ut in errorem eorum
inoidamus qui Deum dixerunt esse illud esse universale, quo quaelibet res fore
maliter est.  Hoo enim esse, quod Deus est hujus conditionis est, ut nulla si-
: bi additio fieri possit. Unde per ipsem suam puritatem est esgse distinotum
7 L ad omni 9380"."‘"" Ibido, o, VI.

(3) Do Pot., q. 7, a. 3.
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There is still amother illustration of this seme idea that appears in
Thomas' commentary on the Sentences., This particular passage is by far
most important ot.ail; not that the preéious-argﬁmente of St. Thomas were
loss olear, but rather becauso the outstanding feuture in this partiou—
oortaxt is the stresa St, Thomas.lays upon the faot, as if somehow ho

er.visioned the wnole problem, that he does not understand or mean being

in the sense of essence or quidity.

lsta definitlio, seoundum Avicerpsa, tracts II Metaph., cap. 1, et tract.
111, oap. 8, non poteat esse substantiae; suEstanE&n est quae non est

In gubjector Ens enim non est genus., Haeo auten negatio "non in sube-
Jecto” nihil ponit; unde hoo quod dico, ens non est in subjecto, non die

oit aliquod genus: quia in quolidet genere oportet significare quiddita-

tem aliquam, ut diotum est, de cujus intellectu non est esse. Ens auten
non dioit quidditates, sed solum motum essendi, cum sit prinoipium ipsum. (1)

This statemont or St. Thouaa scarcely needa any oonmant, for 1t 1ndioatos

quito unmistakably what his mind on the subjeot was, Vie have chosen this

particular point ror two reasons. First of all, it illuatrates rather Prome

inently, as we hava said, how oonaiatent St. Thomas was whenever he disousled

any

particular toplo. ' Seoondly, ainoo this waa tho point of depnrture ror

Ferrara s wholo position. namaly, that 1n cuoh an argument St. Thomas had used

3 R y

boing in tbo aaneo of ens noainalitor or as signifying essanoe rormallyz 1: e

oould point out that. in an identioal situation. St. Thomaa had said juat the

oppoeite, then we would not anly prova that ens nominalite? was not St. Thomas'

concoption of being, but thut even tho very oocasion xhioh 5avo rise to suoh

position had, as a mattor of fact, no basis or foundation. This appearo

AW n e
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to be confirmed by the facts,

This is pot, of course, the only text upon whiaoh the ens rominsliter po-

sition is baseds There are others, we frankly admit, that do offer sowe
difficulty at first. DBut the prinoipal texts of St. Thowas cited by Ferrara
a3 confiraing his positicn, when viewed in their proper light, are no more
relevant to the rosition of ens nominaliter than that of tbo-eanpartioiptf .
aliter. Farrara, it will be reoallgd, based his whole argument on the follow-

ing passage of St. Thomas: "Ens per decem prasdicamente divisum significat
ipsas naturas decea generum, ieoundun.quod sunt aotu vel potentia¥. (1) At
first sight; this does appear to conform exactly to the notion of ens nomi-
paliter as outlined by Ferrara. But, as ths context reveals ugon closer ex-
aminstion, St. Thcmaa ] discuasing an'ehtirely differént problem, Thihraai
question here s the refutation of the error of Avicenna, who held that being
was an acoidénial vredicate and that it.signiriod a'nature or an objeotive
reality distinot {rom those things of which it was érédicated Avicenna

xas deceived here, ﬁrites &t. Thomaa. beoauso ‘he overlookod the equivooal
usege of the word _____g. For 39_1_1_\5 whioh aignifiea the oomposition whioh N
the intelleot makes in foruing a propoaition ia an aocidental predloato, ‘
sinoo suoh a ocmposltion 'is made acoording to a determined time. But being
which is divided into the predicaments is not an ageidental prediaaeo; nor :
does it signify a naturo or reality addod. aa it were, to the essences of 4
things, but it signifies eractly what things are in themgelves, vhether they
be notual or whether they be only potentially. (2) In other words, the point

(l) FOI‘X‘&)‘&, OIEQ Oito. Do 780
(2) St. Thomas, In X Ketaph., leot. 3, n. 1982,
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St. Thomas is emphasizing hers 1s not that being signifies formally essence,

’ 28 Ferrara seems to interpret it, but rather that being does not signify an
objeotive rﬁﬁlity over and above the raaiity of things, something distineot
from them, As 8t, Thomas indicates on numerous oocasions, all things are
comprised under the oonocept of belng; for being includes all genera, differ-
ences, and species. Being is that whish is or is capable of being; Noth-
ing, he says, is opposed to the idea of being except non-being, (1) It is
quite obvious, therefore, that being; when predicated of things, does not
signify something disting t from tﬁo things themgelves. Consequently, being .

signifies the same thing as the natures eand essences of things themselves,

This lntorpretetion is furthor voriried by what St. Thomas says in Book
:) Four of the netaghzeiou, vhere he diaouases thig same erroneous conception of
Avioonna. And sinoce this 15 Iikewiso one of the prinoipal texts upon whioh

the ens nominaliter position is based, it will not be out of place to discuss

it briefly. In a way, this passage is even mors exnlioit than the foregoing
one, for St. Thomas givoa added detail here just why Avioenna wes led aatray

on this partio&lar point.. Beoauae bein; signifloa esse, writes St. Thomaa,

’ Avicanna thought that beiﬂs aignified something added in the ‘manner of an
1 acoident, to the essence.

Soiendum est eutam quod oiroa hoo Avicanna aliud sensit., Dixit enim
quod unum et ens non significant substantiam rei, sed significant alf-
quid additum. bt de ente gquidem hoo dicebat, quia in qualitet re quae

(1) "Nihil autem Opponitur rationi entis nisi non ens". --- Ia, q. 185,
ao 3’0-
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habet osse ab alio, aliud est esse rei, et substantia sive essentia

eJus: noc autem nomen ens, significat ipsum esse., Lignificat igi-

tur (ut videtur) aliquid sdditum essentime. (1)

This was the orux of the problem for Avicenna, $inoe in everything
which has an 88se from another, the essence of a thing is one factor end
the esse snother; oonsequently, sincs being signifies gsse, it must neces-
sarily sigznify soﬁéthing added to the essence, Against this Opiniop of
Avicenna, St. Thomas egserts that being does not signify a distinet nature
added to the sssences of things, something more than what they sre themselves,

but signifies the same thing as the name {tself which thé thing dbears.

) - o 7

Sed in primq quidems non videtur dixisse recte. Esse enim rei quamvis

3it aliud ab ehus essentia, non temen est intelligendum quod sit ali~:

quod superadditum ad modum scoidentis, sed quasi constituitur per prin-

cipia essentias. Et 1deo hoo namen Ens quod imponitur ab ipso esse,

significat idea oum nomine quod imponitur ab ipsa essentia, 52) _

As 5t. Thomas indfcstes hLers, being signifies esse; but that does not
mean that it signifies sometuing added to the thing in the mampner of an acci-

denty for the ssse of a gh;gg'evﬁn though it is distinet from the essence,

tms - e - . .

ls constituted by-the very prinoiples of the essencs, For that ressom,
vhen being is predicated of suoh mhd such a thing, it signifies the same
thing as the thing iteelf. : |

Perrara claims to see in such téxts a confirmation that being signifies
esgence.  But it seems that such an interpretation has overlooked the whole

point of 8¢, Thomas' argument. The preceding paseage of Bt. Thomas is so

(l)gx_ni,ryfnﬁhpha, ,lgrc,te 29 n, .5569

(2) Ibid'lno 558. - - -
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clear and explioit, that it camnot leave room for doubts hoc autem nomen ens,

significat ipsum esse,

A much more difficult text, however, oocurs in 5t. Thomas' commentary

on 1 Perihermeneiss, To grasp the full import of what St. Thomas says here,

let us look briéfly at the context. The disouﬁsiou is on the nature of the
verb, and Aristotle is attempting to show that although the verb aignifies
something, it does not signify that something is or is not, In order to
exphasize this factor more forcefully he uses as an example that which most
strikingly seems to signify that something is, i.e. the verb to be gnd the
participle ggzgé; Taken by thcnsolvea..Aristétla says, "they are not ;ig-
i nificant of any feot, unless someth%ng is added; for they do not themselves
(;) irdiocate arything, but simply a qopulatiqn, of which we cannot form a con-
ception apart from the things coggledf.‘ki) .St..Tﬁom;a;-comﬁénfiry oﬁhthia

is.as followss

Et hoo consequenter probat per id, de quo magis videtur, cum subdits .
- Nec si hoo ipsum EST purum dixeris, ipsum quidem nihil ost. Ubi no-
tandum eat quod In graeco Nabetur:s Neque #1 ENG Ipsum nudum dixerls, *
1 _ Apeum quidem nihil est. Ad probandun enim quod verba nom signiiicent
, rem 6580 Vel non esse, nssumpsit 14 quod est fons et origo ipsius esse,
| 801106t ipsum ens, de quo dioft quod nihil est. (2) I

.
-~ s .

As St, Thomas notes hers, in plece of the est in the Latin text, the Oreek
employ% ens.- He does not, however, mention that this éns is a partioiple; dut
that 1s to be understood from the oontext, as we have just seen. This term ens,

then, taken by itself, or considered ss standing alone in any proposition,

On _Interpretation, o. 1, 16 b 19,

(1) Aristotle,

(2) st. Thomas, In I Perinermeneies, leat. 6, n. 19,
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 exist, it is not diffioult to reconcile this passege witan the rest of St,
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does rot signily that soxetlhiig i8. .ere is Uite shouas’ exp.anation why

this is s0. ‘ ‘

Etenin hoo maxime videbatur de hoo quo dioco ens: quia ens nihil est |
ailud quas quod est. Lt sio videtur ol rem significaTe, ser hoc yuod

dico QUOD et esse, per hoo quod dico EST. &t si quidem haec dictio

ous significuret esse primcipaliter, sicut sipnifioat Toa yuee habet

esse, prooul dubio significarst aliquid esse. Sed ipsax compositionem,

qRee Lmportntur in oo quud dico B4T, non pPiceipuliver significat, sed
consignificat eam in quantum significat rem halentem csse. (1)

“egarded simply In itself, *iils ,asssge might seen to be an indicetion
that St. Thamas cousidered being as signifying prircipsily and fcoraelly es-

sense and rot 2gse, «nd corsequently belng in the sense of =ns nculveliter.

dowever, if we view it in the light of the context .hich we have eireedy seen
and keep in mind whet it is thet St. Thomas is intent upox. showing, ramely,

that belng, of itself, does not l1mply that something is said to be or to

Thomas' clear doctrine on the signification of being. For, it 1s quite
obvious that St. Thomas is not diﬁcussing the forual signification of being
in this rartioular instence, but what he is attenspting to show is, as wé have
said, that being does not imply a Judgment on the existence of things. As

a matter of fact, this text of St. Thomas confirass a point that was nentioned
previously, namely, that in Cajétan'a mind there is no question of a prizary
and secondary significstion of belng, such as being signifying arimarily and

formally the essence and secondarily the esee. (2) Being slgnifles the

(1) In 1 Perihermoneias, leot. 5, n. 20.

(2) ¢r. above, pages 80, 81,
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whole quod ‘est or id gquod habet esse, This is what St, Thomas appears to

insist upon here. It is absolutoly 1mposaiblc for being to 515n1fy osae
pr1n¢1pally; for being is a oonorote tcrn, and as such 1t donoten a subjoot
whioh has oaao. Boing signifios prinoipally, than. that whlch hac esae: ‘

res quae habet esse. it 1is only as a oonsequence of tnil, ita primnry

and formal aignifioatian, that 1t oan aigniry or, s St. Thomas puts the mgttor,
oonlignify s oonpoaltion. . Thic is oonfirmod, uoroovor. by what ot. Thona; ‘
immadiately adds, and hero ho 1- spééking prooisely of tho tormal signifioa-

L om e -
[

tion of bain;.‘

R L N .'"1,.1-'1":""."? 8 S VI S IRAY S ‘L.,, HEv 2 S T SO T S TIRPIN RO TSR L A

ldeo autea dioit quod hoo. verbym EST. gonaisniriout ommpositionemy.c iz
* qula non eam prinoiptlitcr slgnificat, sed ex consequenti; signi-
.- fioat eniy ggo - d3dud guod. oaddt. An- intellestu. per modum. aatusli«:: ull <
Eal tntia absolute: nem EST, simpliciter dlotum, significst in motu
22805 at ldea slgnifioat. per. modum verbi.. Quie, vero. sofual{tas, . _i: .}
‘Quakx’ prinoipsliter significat hoo verbum BST, est oommuniter eo-
wtualitas omnia formae, vel aotus spbstantialis vel apaidentalis, n.n, :.onrs
"inde’ est quod’ Gum volumus signifioare guamounmque formam vel actum
aotualiter inesse alioni subiecto - significapue. 11lud per-hoo.ver-
“bum E8T..ve00vees Kt Tdeo ex consoquenti hoo verbum EST eignificat
RN omsit-io.nen’ (l)-‘- L IOCFARAEY § & Rk B C«\ TRE T Lttty T &L ot oA SELsTITE -

s -
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Y passige ls cerﬁaigly clear enough; nor’ neod ‘we qulbblo about th
ui;*aﬁ‘éﬁi“-%ﬁi”%iz here. 8t, Thomas has already pointed out that the
Greek text uses the word §na instead of est. In either osse, the sense 1is

L 8 S¥ 630

the same: ens or est a1531{}.9hprgmgg;iyg,cxngléty, and {t is only as a con-
sequence of this, {ts formal aignifioation; that it signifies a composition
or the inheresnce of such a form or aotuulity ina oubjeot, and thus truth in

:‘ )':"‘"y, 2y "?l:ﬁ‘v,”:_l EINY (‘ ‘.-;':~ TetllE iy l.‘ ;...b-'u Taaa &8 LAl pavuse el “] ‘
S0 T W RLo BBAL YSE L W b, Vil SU. afdiBae aede uh
i8R ufeved nos st L rsIns., [Wlf E Lol ‘ug
Ci)wlbids; n.'éz c?. ulao, tho pertinent remarks of John of 8t, Thomas
on_this matter in Lo i .P. Sumule, X;.0. 8, pe 15. Thie passage {s also

referred t6 by Caje his commentary“vh II Perihermeneias, lect. 5, n, 18.
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sn enunciaticm,.

Theso are the prinoi,al thts thnt misnt appear to offor some diftioulty
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to thc 1nterorotation wo hnve adoptod as that which 13 more in - oontormlty with

al dA-

the mind of bt. ThOmas. If viewod, howover, in the perapeotive whioh ws have

indioated, these texts not only ueem to bo perreotlj 1n harmony with the ox-

olicit dootrino of St. Thomaa as expreaaed in numerouo other plaoes, but thoy

-
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equa]ly manifaat a taotor that weg alluded to oarlior, namely, the remarkablo
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synthesis of St. Thomas' thought. Ke havs devotsd consideradble ntt-'ention to

this feature-of “the-signifibation of ﬁein;:tbnsioryﬁgbdd reasons;: “° First o<
811;"this’ s the pivotkl poiitt of -the wlisle discudsionj and- the Lmmense impdf-
tétice” that- attichas 1taeit fo this  Pasthr domands -tnat ons Gndsratand 1% Hallys
Secondly; it 15 impossidie th grasp.'the reasoning connected with the remaining

pointa or discuasion, 1! Sne ia not fully fwere, firct of all, what bein; Foans

..... xl.\n.\-o e .

or - signitioi ¥ "Ana finauy, Shcarrit is clearly sun ‘that’ phi;. was St.’ thémo'
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conoeption ot boin;, tbq oxaninatibn of tho subsoquqnt laiuos“bocomes rolqtivd-
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1taelf.: Her. we must try to see what was the being that 5t. Thomas disoussed

‘;‘. e % 0

in the Ketaghzsioo, the being which he proved was not a genus. Has it being
a3 & noun, or was it being as a participle?
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It is guite difficuit to state in . lew words, and it ic evern ucre diffi-
cult to understend, whal is meant by dein, without, in s.rxe way or cnoiher,
considering the plan and metnod of the Kctaghzsics. Yuohi of the confusion
oentering around the asture of being is due, in & lerge meewsare, to over-
looking the nature of tho sotaphysics itself. It will be iz 0ssible, of
coursas, to g9 inio tals zatter in detail; but 1t is mentivned hiere beccuse,
urless we are cogrixzant or Jjust what thc. iclephysics 1s Intert ygon proving,

there is dar,or of miscomstruing Ste Thoumms' whole edicepiion of “eing.

{he uitimete aim and purpose of the letuphysics is to estadblish the first
orinciplec and causes of things, (1) l.e. the causes of tiings rot only in so
{fer as they are thess things or such kind of things, but tlie causes of <things .

preoisely in so far as they are beings.

bt ulterius aliqul erexerunt se ad consideranidum ens inquantusm ans, et
oongidersverunt csusam rerum, non solusm semmdwn quod sunt haece vel talia,
sed secundum quod sunt entim. Hoe igitur guod est causa rerumn inquantum
sunt entim, opurtetv esse causam rerus, non sclum secundun qued sunt talia
ger forass accidentales, rec sccundum quod sunt haeo per formas substan-
tiales, sod otima secundum osme illud quod pertinet ad esse illorun QuO=
cumque modoe (2) . . .. . = : : - _ , o

R TSN

b

(1) "36d praedicta solientia maxime nansiderat causam fipalem rerum omni-
um”e ww= In I ietaph., leot, 2, n. 503 In I Sent., Frologus, qe 1, a. 3, sol, 1
€. G. I, oC, I, 4, ?E. <we<"Cur hneg solentia sit ae primis causis ot orinoipiis,
oportet quod sit de weos quia Deus hoo modo intelligitur ab aanibus, ut de numero
causarum existens, st ut quoddam principium rerua®. -~ In I uetaph., leot. 3, ne

B4e === "Erit ergo {finis h__ us sclentiae in quem proficere Jebemus, ut crusas
cogroscentes, non admiremur de earum effectibus™, --- Ibid., leot, &, n. 87.

' (2) 'I_e_,-q. “. a. 20 AO'

. A "o




a6 5Te Thouas indicaves cleurly irn ithis jassnge, 40 cunsider beibg 13
u:ing wears o conslider tuings rot only as regards tneir essence, l,a. that
Uiy ars tnings of such und such a nature; but also all that gsertains to
thelr gsse in any way. 7For creatures are from Jod not orly es regards their
essonco,‘but ulso accofding ©0 their esse; ard it is in this esyevimily that
luelr suUstuntini good properly <onsists. (1) L Jaot, Lt. laomes cuntinues,
esue is the projer erfect of Sod; (2) for that ~hich iz tae first ard tae greate
eet in belng, is the cause of the being of aal other luirgse (&)  Ihet is why
it perteins to ome and the same sciencd to consider alil tuings, regardless of

their -diversity and sultiplicity; ror it cousiders the: all under tha cormon’

(1) "Creeturs non solim st & Daeo secunduwn essentiarm guars, sed secundum
686 suum, in quo praecipue consistit ratio bonitatis substantialis; et seoun-
dum nerfesiicnes sugeradditus, in quibus corcistit bonitas absoluta; ¢t heeo
ucn sunt essexntis rel.  Et practerea 1pso respactus quo ‘egsentis rei refertur
ed Ceum ut ed princisium, est aliud quer essentia”, --- De Ver,, ge 21, a. 5,
ed S,

(2) "Inpossibile est sutem quod- onuse secanda ex propria virtute sit prin-
clpium esse in quantum Jujusmedi; hoe enin est proprium causae primae; nam ordo
elfeotuun est gecundun ordinem causarum. . Frimus autea effcctus est ipsum esse,
guod oinibua rlifs effectibus pracgupponitur et ipsum nen praesugponit aliquem
alium sffectun; st {ded oportat qued dare egse in quantum hujusmodi est effeg-
tus priuae causao solius secundus propriaw virtutem; et quaecukque slia causa
det esse, noc hadbet in quantum est in ea ¥irtus et operatio orimae causae, et
non per propriam virtutem™. -~-= De Pot:, Qe 3, a4 49, ~=e~ "CSatis apparet in
prime aspectu, sscundum praewissa Quod oreare non potest osse progria astio
niei solius Del, Oportet enim universaliores effectue in universiliores ot
prdores causas reducere, iotgr caves autom effcucius universallssimuz est ip-
sux ess8. Unde oportet quad sii sroprias effectus primse et uriversal{ssimae
causae, quae st Deus", <=~ Ia, q. 43, a. Eo. ‘ . :

(5)"Utraque suten veritas, scilicet intellectus et rei, reducitur siout
in pripmm principium, in ipsum Deum; quia suum eese est causa omnis essa, et
suum intelligere sst causa oanig cogritionis. " Et ideo ipse est prina veri-
tas, sicut et primum ene: munguodque anim ita ge habet ad veritatem sicut ad
esse”s ~-= In I Sent., d. 1%, 3¢ &, a4 1, 80)ls ==~ "Quod est maximum in uno-
G70oque gensre esl causa aliorum guame sunt in 1llo 2enere”, === C. 0. I, 6. 41.
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ratio entis, as having esse in some way. (1) For being 1s oommon to all

things, howsver different they may otherwise be, (2) For some things are
gorporeal and ssnsible, but there are other beings who are insensible and
inoorporeal; (3) beings of a higher order, we might say, than the baings

of our direct experience. (4)

Although the prinoipal intention of the Metaphysics is the first and
universal causes of things, it is impossible for us in this life to know
the'quiddity of such beings. (5) It is true, they are more known as they

(1) "Unde quantum ad metaphysioum et naturalem, qui oonsiderant res se- .
sundur suum esse, nes hoo nomen, sorpus, nec aliquid aliud dioitur univoce
(”) de corruptibilibus et incorruptibilibus®. === In I Sent., d¢ 19, q. 5, a. 2,
- ad 1, === "S8ed naturalis et philosophus primus oonsiderant essentias secun-
dum quod habent esse in rebus”. -~- In Boet. de Trin., q. 6, a. 0.

(2) "Hoc autem quod est esse, communiter invenitur in omnibus rebus,
quantumoumque diversis®, ~=~ Is, q. 65, a. 1o,

(3)‘“Quia iﬂnrobus non solum sunt corporea, sed etiam quaedam incorporea,
ut patet ex libro de Anima®, ~=-- In I Xetaph., lect. 12, n. 181.

(4) "I121-qui 'faoiunt theorican' idest comsidernticnem de omnibus esotibus,
ot ponunt, quod entium quaedam sunt sensidilim, quacdsm insensidilia, perseru-
tantur de utroque genere entiwa™. === Ibid., lect. 13, n. 201, === "Patet ergo
in quibus oportst ponere fornac'saparnfiag'pt in quidbus non, ° Ram emnium eorum
quae sun® sscundum naturam susm sensibilia, formae non sunt séparstae. - Sed 1lle
quae sunt secundum naturam suam intelligibilis, sunt a materis separata., Non
enim substantide separatae sunt naturae horum sengibiliva, sed sunt altioris
naturas, alium habentes ordinem in rebus”. --- In 1II Ketaph., leot. 1X, n. 455.

(5) “Impossibile est, quod anima humana hujusmodi corporis unita cognosoat
de veritate rerum, nisi quantum potest elsveri per ea quae abstrahendo a phan~
tagmatibus intelligit. Per haec autem nullo modo potest slevarl ad cognoscen-
dum quidditates immaterialium substantiarum, quas sunt imporportionatae istis
substantiis sensibilibus. Unde impossibile est quod anima humana hujusmodi
corgori units, aﬁprehsnd.t‘substqntiaa separatas cognoscendo de els quod quid
Ost v - In II Ot&pth .lootl 1. N 285. L B ‘ ’ T
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are in themselves, since they are more aotual and have more being; neverthe-
less thsy are not ;;roportioneu to our intelleot, which has for its objﬁot
being as it exists in sensible things. That is why, 8t. Thomas says, the
order of determination demands th;t metaphysios begin with sensible thirgs,
as a necessary preliminary to its wain work, the determination of immaterial

substances and beings. (1)

Rhile it thus pertains to mataphysics to disouss all thase things, f.0.
sensible subatances, immaterial substances, and the highest causes, it does
not, however; dibouss‘any of them'preoiaely as its proper subjeot, ‘This is
true, St. Thomas remarks, oven of sensible being which it considers princi-
pally; forAtﬁeAdlsoulsion of th; brihoiploc of sensidble substance belongs to -
ratural philosophy. (2) All things whatsoover it troats of, then, it oon-
sider‘ thez solely under the aspest of being. |

(1) "Assignat rationea pracalisei ordinie; et dioclt, quod ideo prius di-
cendum est de essentiis auSagantIarun sensibllium, quia hoo est 'praeopere',
1dest ante opus siout praeparatorium et necessarium ad opus, ut ex hig sub-
stantiis sensibilibus, quae sunt magis manifestas quoad nos, transeamus ad
111ud, quod 'est notius simpliciter et ssoundum naturam', idest ad substan-
tias intelligibiles, de quibus prinoipaliter intendimus. Ita enim fi# disci-
pline in ocanibus rebus, sive cnnidua hominibus, per ea quae sunt minus nota
secundum naturam, prodedendo ad ea quae sunt wagls nota secundum naturam®,

~we In VII “O“i&o' l'oto. 8‘ e 13000

(2) "Haes enim persorutatic sst propria huio sclentiae. In hac enim
soientia tentamua determinare de substantiis sengibilibus 'hujus gratia’,
idest propter substantias immateriales, qula speculatio oiroa substantias _
sensibiles et materiales quodsmmodo pertinet ad physicam, quae non est pri-
na philosophia, sed secunds, siout in guarto habitun est. Prima enim phi-
losophla est de primis substantiys Quas“ sunt substantiae irmateriales, de
quibus ‘speculatur non solum inquantum sunt substantiae, sed inquantum sub-
stantiae tales, inquantum soilicet immateriales”, ~w- In VII Metaph., lect.
11, !1. 16260 .
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In the light of what we have thus far seen, it would appear that being

for §t. Thomas means being in the sense of ens pertieiplaliter, i.e. that
whioﬁ has esse in some way; for it‘i? of this, he says, that metaphysiocs is
intent upon pro?ing the o#uaeu and prinoiplel; From this point of vi&w,
metaphysios is no different from the other sciences) for sclence, continues

5t. Thomas, is ooncerned primarily snd principally with actual being, and

only secondarily with potential being. (1) We must examine this point

little more closely, howaver, since we want to be sure that we understand

St. Thomaz correotly.

3. The Divisions of Being.

Being, as St. Thomas so often repeats, is spoken of in many ways. Kow,
because of this multiplioity and its consequent obsourity, it is necessary at

the very outset to divide these various senses of being into certain, definite

groups. The zost Aaturul and, at the same time, the most proper method of

" .
o aees

At e w4t

(1) "Scientis non est nist entls, eo quod ens et verum convertuntur.
Dupliéiter autam dloitur sliquid ens: uno modo, simplioiter, quod meilicet
est ens aotu; alio modo, seoundum quid, quod soilicet est ens in potentia.
Et qula, ut dieitur in IX uotaE%., unumquodque cognosoitur secundum quod
63t aotu, non autem secundum esd in potentia, soientia primo et prin-
cipaliter respioit cns aotu. Secundario autem respioit ens in potentia,
quod quidem non secundum seipsum oognascibile est, eed seoundun quod 0Ognos~
oitur illud in cuius potentia existit", wew 111a, Q¢ 10, as 80« Cf. alsgo,

In 11 Hetagh., lect. 1, n, 2803 In IX Xetaph., Jeot. 19, n, 1894; Ia, q. 5,
d. 203 ento‘ d. 38. Qe i, a, s 804, a.nd ad 4, ' o "
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manifesting tiae nature of anything is to give its definition; for the defi-
nition is that whion tells us what a thing is. But since being cannot he
defined, the next best procedure is that of division; for division is like-
wise ordered to scierce, in the sense that it helps to explain and manifest
i1ts objedt with respset to the muititudo or”confgsion of parts that surround

tte (1) Following Aristotle, St. Thomes lists two comprenensive, all - em-.

bracing divisions of being: being per se¢ and being per socidens.

Ens dicitur quoddem secundum se, et quoddam sesundum accidens. Scisne
dum tamen est quod illa divisio entis non est eadem oum illa divisione
qua dividitur ens in substantiam et acoidens.... vessncelns fgitur divie
ditur in substantiam et acoldens, secundum absolutam entis considerati
onem, siout ipsa aldedo in se considerata dioitur socidens, et homo sude
etantia. Sed ens secundum accidens prout his sumitur, oportet acoipi
per compsrationea acoidentis ad substantiam. Quae guidem comparatio
significatur hoeo verto, Eet, cum dieitur, homo est albus. Unde hoo
totum, homo est albus, est ans per acoidane, (2)

As 5t, Thomss indicates here, this aivision'of'boing is rot to be oon-
fused with the division of being into substance and accidents, where being is

considered absclutely in its own nature either as existing in itself or in an-

other. 'Henoe,'being.gé¥ se 1s Séing considered in itself in 80 far as it is

& per ge unit;‘while being per scoldens, on the other hand, is a being of a

R T o . . e e
. . N . o .

-~ q

(1) John of St. Thawas, op. oit., Swmml., p. 18: "Quando ergo aliquid
ignotua seu cbsourum indiget sxpllcatione per aliquan orationem, quae expli-
cot ot tollat {llam obsouritatem, talis oratio dicitur modus sciendi, quia’

oznis manifestatio scientia diocitur aut ad scientiam ordipetur. Duo autem
sant, quas intelleotul possunt zanifestar) per ofationem, seilicet vel sli- '
quid inocomplexum vel aligua weritas comploxa,. Id gquod est ingamplexum, ut
homo, coelum, terra, oto,., explicatur definitione, qusutum &3 obsourltatea

suas quidditatis, aut divisione, quantum ad confusiones partium sut multi-
tudinis, quae in re aliqua invenitur®, Co e T

,(Aa),,,ln Y &9&3&1:71,@@5&,,lng Bs 835_5 -
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per acoldens unity, the union of substance and accidents whioh is signified

by the word is, as when an acoident is predicated of a substance. it is
easy to see why this type of beirg does noﬁ fall within the plan of the Meta-
physios. For since this being has only a per accidens unity, it has not

striotly apeaking & principle and s cause; and hence it does not belong to the
conslderation of the metaphysioian, #ho must search above all for the prin-
cipies and causes of things. (1) Henoe, being here or osse signifies noth-

ing more than a péro ooingeidence, or a contigent faot. (2)

This being per se is likewlss spoken of in various ways; and oconsequent~
1y, in ordor to know what the boing is thét moataphysics ooneidéra.'as well:as
to avoid any possible confﬁiion; three distinct divisions must be k’?};%?,?‘”“f:ﬁ
() the rirst division is that'éf ihe being of th§ predicaments; (b) the seoond '
is that acoording to which being signifies the truth of a thing, or the ecmpo-
sition which the intelleot makes edequating itaelf to things; (o) the third di-
viuianiin that pf.being into aot and potenoy. We must dttempt to show now

how 8t. Thomas goes about treating these different divisions of being,

-

e s - fan . . - . .- e e . s .-
C e . e e

(1) "Cua ens multipliciter digatur, ut diotun est, primo dicendun egt de -
onte per acqidens; ut quod minua habet de ratione entis, primo a consideratie
ons hujus sailentiae excludatur, Hoo autem dicendum est de 00, quod nulla spe-
sulatio ocujusoumque ssientiae potest esse oiroa ipaumeceseees quod rationali~
biliter hod acoidit quod solentia non speculatur de ente poer aooldens; quia
scientia speoulatur de his quae sunt entia secundum rem; ens autem secundum
accidens est ens quasi solo nomine, inguantum unum de alio praedicatur. Sio
onim ummquodque est ene inquantus unus eet. 5x duobus autem, quorua unum
ac0idit slteri, non fit unum niel seoundus nomen; prout scilicet unum-de altero
praedicatur, ut cum muaioum dioitur esse albun, aut @ converso. . Non autem ita,
quod aliqua res uns congtitustur ex albedine et musioco™. === In VI EKotaph., leot,
2. m0 1172' 1176.

__(2) "In omnibus_enim his, Esse, nthil aliud signifioat quam aoocidere™s ==e-
In v Hﬂtaph_.‘,_ leo’t' n. e 8870
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4, Being as Divided into the Fredicamentas.

The first kind of boinslggs;!g 1s being outaide the mind, the being of
the predicaments, which is called perfeot being. (1) This division of being
into the predicements is not the division of a Zenus into speoies through dif-
{erences, fof being ls 1ot & genus. There is nothing outaside the essence of
being which, when added to 1£, rould constitute a 3specles of being. since out--
side of being there is nothing. (2) ¥hat is added, then, when being is con-
trasted s not same aocident or difference cutside the easence of being, dut
a determined mode of being founded on the vory essence of the thing. (3) In
the composite notion of being, essence is thet in which and through which the
thing has esse. TWhen being s contracted, therefore, into the prqdioamontl;
substance signifies Qn esaenge to ﬁhiéh'it'belongs to haib3gggg not in a sube
Jéét and scoident an essence o shich it belongs to:have.ggggrln”a aﬁbj&ot. (4)

(1) "Frimo diatinguit ens) quod oat extra animem, per decem praedicamen~.
ta, quod est ens porfeotuleccsevceens orgo primo, gu ountur psse
socundun. se,. quasquuquo lignificaut riguraa pvaadicationia“. == In Y Hotugh..
130t. Ix. Ne 889. s . e ;mh' . . o, . e

(2) "Seiendum ctt onin quod ens “non hoo zoda oontrnhi ad aliquid detorni-
natum, sicut genus oontrahitur ad specles per differentiss. Nam differentia,
owm non partisipet genus, est extra essentiam geceris. Nihil autem posset
esse oxtra sssentinm entis, quod per sdditionem ed ons aliquam speciem entis
constituats nam quod olt oxtr; ens, nihil est, et differentia &63se non potest™.
hadadnd Ibid.l Re 8890 : .

(3) "Ens contrehitur per desem generas, quorun upumguvdgue addit aliquid -
super ens; non aliquod sosidens, vel sliquam differentisa quae sit extra esssn-
tiam ontis, sed determinatum modun esgendi, qui fundatur in ipaas essentia .rei®.
~~= Do Ver.. Qe 21 a. Fo.

(4) Ia, q¢ 3, 8¢ 5, ad 1,
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Consequently, being is contracted according to the various %aya an esssanoe
has its esse; for the predicaments follow the different ways of predicating

only because they depend on the various ways or modss of deing. (1)

detaphysios, therefors, treats of the prediomments in 8o far as they are
modes of belng, 1;e. essences having a deternined wodo of esge. Since ssse,
es St, Thomas gxplains, is samething ocommon and does rnot determine any mode
of being, while essence is that whose aot 1s osse, essence and 8sse are common
to all the prediocamente. (2) T0 each essence belongs a deternined mode of

being, l.e. one of the ten enumerated in the predicazents. St. Thomas brings

-~

(1) "Unde oportet, qucod ens contrahatur ad diverss geners secundum diver-
sum modum praedicandi, qui oonsequitur diversux modum essendi; quia 'quoties
ecs dioitur', idest quot modis sliquid praedicatur, 'totios esse significatur®,
idest tot modis significatur aliquod esss. Et propter hoo ea in quae dividi-
tur ens primo, dicuntur ease praedicamenta, quia distinguuntur seocundum diver-
gum modum praedicandi"., ~~« In V ¥etaph., leoct. IX, n. 850,

(2) "Patet enim quod esse, oommune quoddam est, et non determinat aliquea
zodum eessndi; eubsistere sutem dicit detersinatum modum essendi, prout soil-
icet aliquid est ens per se, non in alie, siout acoidens; substare autem idem
o3t quod sub alio poni. Ipde patet quod esse dloit id quod est oowmune amni-
bus- generibus; sed subsisters et substare Td quod est proprium primo preedi-
camento geoundum duo quas 8ibi oconveniunt; quod soilicet sit ecs in se com-
pletum, et iterum quoi amnibus aliis substernatur socidentibus, sellicet quae
in substantie esse habent, Unde dico, quod 'essentia' dicitur oujus sotus .
est osse, 'subsistentia' oujus aotus est subsisztere, 'substantia’ oujus actus
est substare. doo autem dioitur duplicitur, siout in singulis patet. Cese
enlnm est sotus alioujus ut quod est, siocut caldfacere est notus calefacientisg;
et est alioujus ut quo est, scilicet quo denominatur esse, sicut calefacere
est aotus caloris®, === In I Sent., d¢ 23, q¢ 1, 8, lc,

This same thought is expressed by St. Thomas in a paseagze from the De Pot.,
q9s 35 & 703 "In qualibet sutem re natural!l invenimus gquod est ens et quod eat
res naturalis, et quod est talis vel talis natunse., Guorum primum est commune
omnibus entibusy secundum cmnibus rebus naturelibus; tertium in una specie”.




o
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out this factor very oclearly in the following passege,

Alio modo esse disitur astus entis in guantum est ens, idest quo de-
nominatur allquid ens motu in rerum natura; et sioc osse non attribu-
itur nisi rebus ipsis quae in decem eroribus continentur; unde ens

& tali esse diotum per decem genera gividitur. Sed hoo esse attri-
buitur alicui dupliciter. Uno modo ut sicut e4 gquod proprle et vere
habet esse vel est; et sic attribuitur soli substantine per se sub-
sistentls unde quod vere egt, dicitur substantia in 1 Shysis. umnia
Vero qua@ non per se subaistunt, sed {n alio et cum alio, sive sint
acoidentia sive formse substantialos sut quaelibet partes, non habent
esse ita ut ipsa vere sint, sed attribuitur eis es86, Alio modo, id-
est ut quo aliquid eat; sicut albedo discitur o880, non quia ipsa in se
subsietat, sed quim ea aliquid habet osse aldum. {1)

This statement certainly expresges St, Thomas' oconvictions on the nature
of being as divided into the predicaments. In a way, it is even more ex-
plicit than many othsrs whioh_ie have hlreédy had ocoasion to roview. For
that reason, we have delayed wentioning it until now, in order to allow St,
Thomas' own reasoning to lead ué to it, " As the text indiontes, tho essence
which has esee in the proper sense is substance. In the nétural order of
things outside the soul it is £irst substance or the sugEoeitum. Lssenoces,
natures and forms always signify that by whioh (gquo) something has esse; the
suppositum always that ihidh,(gd quod) haaléégg.'; It i ths.égggéggggg, there-
fore, that has the gqbstadﬁi;i‘eéﬁ;h§§'QE.hqﬁu?o.by:wﬁioh it hanggig; the fi-
nal perfeotion, actualizing its subsgtantial perfection and making the individ-
ual-e unified and oemplets whole. (2) That is why St. Thomas, following Arise

totle, calls tnis divislon of being perfsst being.

. (1) EUOdo, 9’ qe .2':l .-!‘ 800

(2) "Esse ergo proprie et vere non sttribuitur nisi rei per ses subsisten-

t1; bula autem attribuitur csse duplexs Unum soilicet esse resultans ex his
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The ohiaf charactsristio of thie being is its individuality, its par-
tiocularity, und also its multiplicity. - Consequently, metaphysics which
investigates heing es being must inquire primarily‘into first substance,
for there the common ratio of being is principally found. (1) First sub-
stance alone is said to be in tne primary sense, for it nas an esse firm-
1; apd solidly as oxisting in iteelf. Uther thin.s are said to be or have
being because of some reletion they have to this substance which has being

principally. &t. Thomas reduces thesa modes of belng in relation to this

subject to four.

Sclendun tamen quod praedieti modi essendi ad quatuor possent reduci.
Nam unum eorum quod est dobilissimum, est tantum in ratione, sctlicet
negatio et privatio, quam disimus in ratione esss, quia retio do eis
negotiatur quasi de guibusdam entidus, dum de eis affirmat vel negat

aliquidu

Aliud autem hulc proximum in debilitate est, socundum quod generatio
et corruptio et zotus entia didurtur. Habent enim aliquid edaixtum
de privatione et negations. Ham motus est wmotus imperfeotus.

Tortium autem diefitur quod nihil hubet de non ente sdaixtum, habét ta-
wen ¢usse debile, quia non per se, sed in allo, siout sunt quslitatss,
quantitates et substentias proprietates.

Ruartum autem genus est quod est perfeotissimum, quod soilicet habet
esss in naturs abique admixtions privationis, et babet. esee firmum ot
solidum, quasi per se existens, siout sunt substantise. Et ad hoo
siout ad primum et principale ocmnia alia referuntur.  (2) B

ex quibus ejus unitas integratur, quod proprium eat esse suppositi substan-
tiale. Aliud esse est supposito sttributum praster ea quae intagrant ip~
sum; quod ost osse superadditum, soilicet accidentale®, === Ibid.

(1) "Unde conoludit quod detarminandum est 'de hoo! idest de subjecto
vel de substantis prima, quia tale subjeotum maxime videtur eubstantia osee”.
e In VII letaph-, 199#. 2, Re 1224:

(2) In IV ketach., lect. 1, n. 640 ff.
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Consequently, first substance alone ir a simple sense ia being, for it

alone is. Our way of predioating or speeking wanifests this, St. Thomay re-

marks, for when one tells what a thing 1s absolutely speaking he gives the

sgsentinl nature of its substance. (1) First substance, then, or the suppo-

situnm, the really existing thing, s vhe chief consideration of netaphysios,
8. Geing as Signifying the Truth

The second division of pes, 8¢ being is acoording to the manner esse or
28t signify the composition of & proposition which the intollest makes by

compoeing and dividing. (2) The belng of thnis proposition i3 a product of

ths judgmant; it i3 an ens rationis, a mental being or a mental whole that

arises at the moment when the intelleot, out of two ocnicspts, forms a compc-
sition understanding both ooncopts as one in so far as out of then a oertain

unity is zads, (3)

This being is compared to tbeLfiraghmodé ofszing. a5 St. Thonas teils
us,“gg an offect to {ts ocause; it iaf;ﬁ this mbdé of being thgt-trufhvfiret

(1) "&inorem autem dupliciter manifegtat, Frimo ex ipso modo loguendi
sivo proedicandi; dicens, quod ex hoe palam eat quod sutststantie 31t primum
entium, quia quardo dicimus......, quid est de aliquo, non dieimus ipsun esae
album, .neg calidum, quee signifiocant qualitatem; reo tricubitum, guod signi-
ficat quantikatem; sed hominem aut Deum, quse Elgnificant subsatartiam", wwme

In ¥II Hetaph.,., lect- 1. . 12490

(2) Inv Metaph., 1eot.’s, n. 895,

- {8) In ¥I Retaphs, leot, 4, 0, 1229,
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residas, for truth and falsity are in the judgment. (1) In a thing outside
the mind there is it: quiddity aend its esse; and while the first opeuration of
the mind looks to the quiddity, the sscond looks to the ss2se. Therefore,
truth 1is founded on the esse of a thing rsther thsn on its quiddity, Just as
elso the name of bsing is taken from esse. (2) .In other words, just as the
thing is by ite osse, so this mental whole is by the ezse of the juipment

which nirrors and imitates the esse of the thing.

Every essence, éonsequently, which has an esee outside the mind zay have
an 6886 tnsido the =ind. This need not neéesaarily be, however: for whether
the being is truly affirmed to be {s quite acoidentel to it. I this sense,
e8ss is an aﬁcidontal predicate, (3) But not everything *hich has an esse

a8 the result of the operation of the intellect has an €866 outside the mind,

(1) "Vers enim ratio oonsistit in sdaequatione re{ et intellectus; idem
aatem non adaequatur sidi ipsi, sed aequalitas dlversorum est; unde ib{ primo
lovenitur ratio veritatis in intellectu ubi primo intelleoctus inoipit sliquid
proprium hadere quod res extra animam non habet, sed aliquid el correspondens,
inter gume adaequetio attendi potest. Intelleotus autem formans quidditates,
non hadbet nisi similitudinem rei existentis extra animam, siocut et sensus in
quantum acoipit epeoiem rei sensibilis; sed quando inoipit judtoare de re appre-
hensa, tuno i{psum judioium intellectus est quoddam proprium ei, quod non inveni-
tur extra in re. Sed quapdo_adeequatur ei quod est extra in re, dicitur judi-
cium verum esses Tunc autem judicat irtelleotus de re epprehersa guando dioit
quod aliguid est vel non est, quod est intellactus componentis et dividentis®.
ew= Da Vﬁra, Qe 1, & 30, Tl I :

(2) "Cum autem in re sit quidditas ejus et suum esse, veritas fundatur in
esse rel nagls quam {n quidditate, sicut et nomen entis ab ezee taponitur®,”

e In I Sent., d, 19. Qe 5, a., lec,

(3) "Acoidit amutam uniculque rei quod aliquid de 1ipsa vere rffirmatur ine
tellectu vel voos. Kam res non refertur ad solentiem, gsed ¢ converso. Esse
vero quod in sul satura tnaguaeque res habdet, est substantials. Et 14e0, ocum
dleitur, Yoorates est, sl ille Est primo modo acciplatur, est de prasdicato asubd-
dteantiale, Fam ons est superius ad unumguodque entium, siout enimel ad hominem,

81 autem acoipiatur sesindo modo, est de praedicato acoidentali". -~- In V Metaph.,
leet. 9, ne 8960 . - _' '
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because something which in itself is non-being may be glven en esre in the

mind, (1)

it was the confusion of this type of being witn that of predicemental
baing, it will be recalied, that led Aviosnna to state that esse was an acoi-
iental .redicate and that being, aince it signifies gsse, did not signify the
sssences of things but sometning added to tham; (2) #o can see now <hat a
grave errar that was., It should also be pogsible for us, too, to understand
more clearly the truth of what Cajetan poimted out when discussing the position
of ens nomtpaliter. that the solution of St. Thames is rather diffiscult to

understand, but it 1s extremely profound.

-~

Ihis kind bf boing likewise does not belong to the consideration of the
metaphysician, for hwtaphysioo is ooncerned with the modes of being in the
order of nature and not witﬁ the modes of being forsed by the intellect. This
being formed by the intsllect is the subject-matter of logic. (3) 4And thas,
concludes Lt, Thomas, ié the being as divided into the predicesents is deter-

mined sufficlently, these other forms of being will becows squally manifest,

3 . ..

(1).‘Sed;:quia aquﬁid, quod est in se mon sns, intellectus considerat ut
quoddam ens, siout negationea et hujusmodi, ideo quandogue dicitur esse de ali-
quo hoo secundo modo, et non primo®, =-- In V Xetaph., lect. 8, n. 896, '

: (2) "Similiter otiam deceptus ast ex aequivocatione eptis, Nam ers quod
significat compositionam propositionis est preedicatun wocidentsleseee.. Esge
sutem in hoo tempore vel in 1llo, est acoidentale praedicatum., Sed ens quod
dividitur per decem praedicementa. slgnificat ipses naturas decem zenerum se-
cundum quod sunt actu vei potentia". --- In X Vetaph., lect. b, n. 1982, ’

(8) "Et ideo utrumque est praetsrmittendum; soilicet et ens por acecidens,
ot ens quod significat verum; quia hujus, soilioet entis per sccidene, causa est
indeterminata.... Illius vero, scilicet entis veri, cause est 'aliqua passio men-
4is* -idest—operatio intellectus companentis et dividentis. Lt ideo pertinet ad
scientiam de intellectu". ==~ In VI Xetaph., leot. 4, n. 1242.
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This confirks a point, moreover, tiat was mentioned earlier when dig-

cussing a possible egreement between the po&iﬁion of ens nominaliter and eng

participialiter, namely, that metaphysios is not conocerned with establishing

the existenos of tnings. This is a matter that 1s .resupposed in netaphy-
slos, Just as well as it is in Any other scierace. =Very one adzits that
beings exist or, as Aristotls ronarks, that there are individual, sensible
sutstarces in existonce, Concernin& this fao b there ig no dirficulty what-
soever, But granting that things do exist, it is the concern of metaphysioes
to show how they do oxisi. Thus, althougﬁ the existonce itself of thirigs ‘18
of no concern‘to the metaphysician, 1§ does not follow that he is not concerned
with eotual or existing beings. It i; sinply illOQicai to confuse or to iden<
tify these two very distirct factors. ﬁa Lkistory has a way of repeating ft-
self, this erroneous oanception is, in meny respgsots, closely akin to the
error of Avicenna,

This brings to mind a point that should, perhaps, be mentiored 15 this
conneotion; for it is quite possiblc that what we have thus rar oonaldored
may not have suffio*ently outlined a rather important distinction which appearo
cuite freruently in the writings of St. Thomas. Ye reror to the distirotlon

batweon.gpid est and an elt. - It will be impossible, of course, to considor

these two frotors in any detail at the present time; nor do we feal it nscesgsary,
in view of what hes nlready beed. seid in the previous headings on predicamen~

tal being and being as signifying the truth. For it is odito obvioua.that

the first two divisions of 225_53 boing whioh o have Just discussod are notho

ing elge then what answers the qua:tiann<gptd oat and 2 est.. (1) Bb ..

[ EEREPIRN

(1) "Siout dicitur in V Kotaph., ens duplioiter dicitur, Uno modo se=




o

S

- 136 -

mention this faot, however, for the simple reason that it might possibly be
objected that, although it 1s true that St. Thomas doss not amploy the ex-

pregsions sne nominaliter and ons participialiter, nevertholeas he doss ag-

snoxlédge such a distinction by his frequent usags of the terms quid est and
an_est, corresponding repeotively to ens nominsliter and ens participialiter;

end consequertly, the being that is divided into the predicaments, in the mind
of §t, Thopas, is ens nominaliter and not ens;pa}tioipialitor. e trust that

the fallscy in such an objection is evident from what we have already discussed;
for it supposes that the enswer to tne question quid est is ons nominaliter sump-

tum, whereas we have shown that it is ens partioipislitey, end that the answer

to the question an est does not pertain to the 6on§ider£tién of the ae%aéﬁjaif'

oian,

oo

6. Division of Being into Aot and Fotency.

The third divisicn of Yeing jor s 1s the distinoticn of being ints sot
exd-potency. ' This distinction of being applies not only to the being of the
predicaments but also to the being of the mind, (1) Since the third member

- R " P

-

cundum quod significat entitaten rei, prout dividitur per decem praodicasents,

ot 310 convertitur oum re,e... Alio modo dioitwr ens quod significat voritatem
propositionis, quae in compositione consistit, oulus nota est hoo verbum eat;

gt hoo est ens quo respondetur ad quaestionem an est", - Ia, Q. 48, a. 2, od 2,
Ens dicitur dupliciter. . Jno modo secundum quod significat naturam decem generum,
Alio mede secundum quod respandetur ad quacationan an est .ees quia csse ali-~

quid non solum significat guod reapondetur ad quasstionem an est, sed etiam quod
respondetur ad qusestionenm quid est"., «=w Do Balo, q¢ 1, &, I, ad 19.

7 Y1) "ronit distinotionanm antis‘pgkiaotum ot potentiam; dicens, quod ens et
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of the divisior of being per se inoludes being after & fashion or imperfeot
being, namely, being in potenay, it is amuoh wsider in extent than perfect being,
the being of the predioaments, 1.e. an esscrnoe wnich has an esse in the nate

ural order of things.

Sur rirst notion of aot and potency comes from the obgervation of move-
ment g far, as St. Thomas says, potenoy and act for the most paft are said of
those thingsfwhioh aré ip motion. In fact, motion is nothing elsé than thc:
sct of e being in.poténOy in so faf aa it 15 in poteﬁoy. (1) This point of
departure is v;ry significant. For'ope thing, it b;ingi to light the foun-
dation*and baai;lupon whi;ﬁ the Aris£o£ei1gn ind Thémistio netaﬁhyaio? are
re@red.~ Tﬁis factor has bgen overlooked in a great =many cases, with the
nsturel result that the study of metaphysics has been rejresented ard looked
upon as a ssisence that busles itself with abetract and aloof notions that have
no tearing upon reality.. But metaphysios is not a treatise of tnings remote
snd foreign %0 the actual world. It is an exposition of that whioh is most in-
timately bound up with reality; and by the eame-token our mastery of. it must
standand be rooted in experience. Yhis raotor hes bsen well noted by. 8t. Thomas

Ctes

(

eese significant aliquid dioibile vel affabile in potentia, vel diocibile in
aotu. In omibus praedioctis terwinis, quas significant decem preredicaments,
aliquid dicitur in aotu, et alicuid in potenti@ecess.o Et siout in rebus, quas
exira animam sunt, dioitur aliquid in aotu et aliquid in potentia, ita in sce~
tibus animae et privationibus, quee sunt res reationis tantum®. ee- In V Metaph.,
leoct. 9, n, 587, : < . . ' . A y

(1) "Potantia enim et aotus, ut plurimm, dlountur in his qusolsuntuii
rotu, quia motus est actus entis in potentia®, <=~ In IX Metaph., leot. 1,
n. 1770 -~ ’ o IR s : - ot
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in his commentnry on the botaphysics. (1) This explains, too, the rather
lengthy development given these notions prior to their proper concidaration

a8 suoch.

The primary intention of metaphysics, however, in treating of potengy
and aot in movable things is not to oconsider them merely as the naturel phi-
losopher who eonsiders them as prinoipioa of ens mobiles but rather it is
the oonoern of the metaphysioian to consider potency and act in movuble things
only that he may arrive et the general notions of potensy and aot applicadble
to all being, especially to ismatorial substances, and that he ®ay oome to
sozme ocnception of the prinoiple and cause of all being who is preeninontly
Aot. (2) - . L ' : _

As for the meaning of aot and potency 4n metaphyalca, wo should note the
rollowihg. Since they are oorrelatival and potency oan only be defined through
aot, it is necensnry first to deternine the meaning of sot. Striotly speaking,
however, act oannot be dsfined. As St. Thomas remarks, act belonga to those
prinary oouoopts con:oquont npon tho notion of boing; it oan cnly be uanifos-
ted induotlvnly by poipting out in singular oxamples vhat is meant by net end
the mind 1mmadiuté1y graaps the idea. (5) By these simple ooxparisons, the

v-'-.v—w- e e e :
. . . 3
LAl

(l) In .[II Kot&ph.', leeto 1 ne. 344.

(2) "Principalis intentio hu jus dootrinaa non est de potentis et aotu
secundum quod sunt in rebus mobilibus tantum, sed secundum quod sequuntur ens
coumaunes  Unde in rebus immobilibus invenitur potentia st actus, siocut in re=
bus intelleotuslibdds. Sed cus dixerimus de potentia, . quas est in rebus mo-
bilibus; et de actu ei carrespondente,. ostandere poterimu: ot de potentis et -
agtu secundum quod sunt in rebus intelligibilibus®, «we In IX Ketaph., lect. 1,
mn. 1770, 1771.

(3) "lnducendo in aingularibua per exemnla manifeltari potest iilud quod
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sinple notion of aot is obtained by the intelleot, which o-noceives agt s the
existence of a thing in sontrast to tne'oapaoity for that existence, (1) or
a8 something brought to ocompletion and perfestion, while potenoy i{s a capacity

for that perfeation. (2)

Thus it is, continues St. Thomas, that the somposition of potenoy and act
1s wider in extent that the composition of matter and form; for mattyr and form
divide natural substanoe, vwhereas potenoy and aet divide cowmon being., (3) For
that reason, whatever charaoteriges potenoy and set as such, such as to receive
and to be fooeivod, to rerfect and to de perfected, is common to both material
and immsterial substarses. (4) A sumary of these characﬁqriatios reveals the

voluzus diocere, soilicet quid est actus, 'et non oportet ocujuslibet rei quaerere
terminum®, idest defiritionem. Ram prime simplicia definiri non possunt, cum
non sit in definitionibus abire in infiritum., Actus sutem est de primis gim-
plicidbue; undo definiri nop potest. Sed per proportionem alicuorur duorum ad-
ipvicem, potest videri quid est actus. Ut si aocipiamus proporticnem sedifi-
oantis ad sedificabile, et vigilantis ad dormientem, et ejus qui videt ad eum
qui habet olausos ‘coulos oum hebeat potentiea visivem, Sed quorumlibet sio
differentium altera paras erit ectus, et altera potentia®™, -w= In IX Hetaph,,
lect. 5. nne 1686‘ 152"‘ * ‘

(l)'“?rino ostendit quid est actus; diocens, quod actus est, quando res est,
nec tamen ita est siocut quando est in potentia®. fbid., n. 1825,

(2) “kateria est in potentia doneo veniat ad formam vel speoiem; sed tuno
primo est in aotu, quando hebet speciem. it ita est in omnibus aliis, quese mo=
ventur propter finem. Unde, siout docentes putant ad finem pertingere, quando
demonstrant di{soipulum, quem instruxcrunt, operantenm ea quae sunt nrtis; ita et’
netura pertingit ad finem, quando congequitur aotum. it sfc asnifestun est quod
sotus est finis {n motu natureli”, eee Ibid., leot. 8, n. 1860,

(3) "3ic fgitur patet quod compositio sotus et potentime est ir plus quam
compositio formee ot zateriee, Unde materia et forma dividunt substantiem naee
turelems potentia et aotus dividunt ens commrune”s === C, G., II, 0. 54.

(4) "Et propter hooﬁquaecumqua~quidom~consoquuntur"ﬁbtéﬁtf&ﬁ et aotum in-




following important faotors: A thing is perfect in so far as it is ir aot,
imperfect in ao far as it is in potenoy. (1) Nothing eota except in so far
es it 1; in act but it reéeivea acoording to its potenoy. (2) What is 4n
potenocy is not reduoe& to sot except by a béing in act; hence simply speak-
ing sct is prior to potency, although in the same subject potency may pre-
code sot. (3) Fotency and act are really distinot. (4) Since potency is
ordered to a0t, it must be distinguished acoording to that to whion‘it is

said to be a potenoy. (8) FPotenoy and act are principles of being, apd

out of their union one thing strioctly speaiing erises, whersas two sots oan

‘only be united imperfectly and asoidentally. (8) Aot is limited and re-

stricted by poteney. (7) = - - " .

In all substances composed of matter end form, St. Thomas tells us, there

is = tworold oonposition of wat and potensy. (8) First of all, there is the

quantua hujusacdi, sunt ecumunie substentiis materialibus et {smaterislibus
oreatis, sicut resipere et reoipi, perficere et perfici”. === C. G. 11, 0. 54,

. 1) Jbid., I, o, 28,
(2) Ibsa,
(3) In Ix Hetaph., lect, 7, n, 1884 ff,

(4) Ibidol loot. 3. n. 18038.
(5) E_s’ Qe 54, fe S0,
(6) In Vi1 ¥et&ph., legt, 15, n. 15688,

(1) C. 8. 1, 0. 43.

(8) Ibid., II, o. 54,
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substence itself which {s oocmposed of matter and form: secondly, the compo-
sit{on of the substarce with esse. In intellectual substences, on the other
hand, sinoe they are simple essoncoa.or.uimple forns, there is found only a

singlo ocomposition of sct and potenoy, namely, that of their essence and esse. (1)

Zhis 1s the way &%, Thomas applies the deotrine of potency and aot to
sgsence and esae; for esse oan only be properly understood in the light of
a0t and potency. 6%, Thomas illustrates this in many ways. For inatange,

he says that form is oompared fo ssse as to shine is to shining or as whitenesa

is to being whito. (2) tesc is the notuality of substance or essence, (3)

baoa is the very aot of the oasanoe juot as to 11vn, which 18 the f1LL) of

-

living things, in tho aot or tha soul (4) Esso, theretore, must ‘be ccm-'v

o o

) oared to essence as act to poteney. (5)

N

. Acoordingly, all.oreated perfeotions are inoluded in the perfeotion.of bsing,
for things are perfeot in so far ae thoy have sase in some way. (6) ° Esse is

the ultimate perfeotion eof a thing; it aotualises all other perfeotions 6r aots

of tha taing. (7) And that is way, continues S%. Thomas, that not only doea

< — ] . * oA ki B - .
' - SN PR -’ Toam e

(1) I¥1d., II, o. 54.
arw (3) nia.... " B A O

(3) 1s, q. 54, a. lo.

(4) Ixr I Semte, do 33, qo 1, a. 1, ad 1,
(8) G 8.-11, o.. 63,

(8) Ia, qu 4, 8. 20.

(7) De Eot.‘._g. T, a. _2. ad 9.




- 142 =

o880 pertain to the constitution of the thing, but it cen be said that esse

{s that whioh is innermost in everything there i{s, since it is formal in re-~
gard to everything else. (1) It is the aotuality of all aects, the perfeotion
of all perfections, for nmothing is more toru#l and simple than esse. (2) It
cannot bs divercified as far es it itself is oonaerned except by something

outsids itself; and since it is the final aot, the final perfeotion, tha oﬁly

thing cutside of 4t to diversify it is potenmey.

Consequently, finite being is plaocad in a genus because it is composed of
potenoy end aots it is placed in a genus, howsver, by reason of its essence
and not by reason of its esse. (3) Thus, the definition of a being is for-
med by n.genua and n‘apooific diftoronosi the genus being"taken from what is -~
potential in the thing; the difference from what is actual. (4) Although it
does not pertain to the ocnospt of essence as gssence to be oomposite, (5)
neverthelesa potency and sot enter into the very essenoce of nntefial £hings
rﬁich are cowposed of a potential'prgnq;p;o. the metter, and en actusl prin-
eipal, the form. The gemus is taken {rom the matter and the difference from
the form in this sense that by matter is pot meant prime matter, but what is
materiel "and potential in relation to that from wﬁioh the difference is taken. (6)

(1) ls, q.:é. a. lo.

(2) Cu 8o 1, 00 25, .
(3) Do rot., q. 7, 8¢ 834,
(4) I, qv 3, e e, S

(8) In II Sent., q» 1, ae 3. - )

(5) Pot., Qs 7. l.c 300
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In the same way, the difference 1s seid to be taken from the forms; but not,
however, in such a way that the form itself is the difference, but beécause
it is the prindifle of the difference. And guch & differsnce, continues St.
Thonas, is said to de a.nlnple difference, beoause it is taken from that
which 13 8 part of the quiddity of the thing, namely, the form. (1) In ine
tellectual or spiritual subctaﬁco:, on tha otker hand, the genus is taken
frox the whole essence, as is also the difforencey and therefore ir them ge~
nus is taken from that whioh belongs to them inssmuch as they are immaterial,
while their difference is taken from that which follows upon the degree of
porfeotion in them. (2) But the éenua and differonce are still mocording
to potenoy ind £o§; éor 5; difrerénoé oﬁn be tafon froﬁ.gigg wnich is outside
the essonoe‘oflfigit;‘fgiggs;'(6) B - |

This is, in brief, St. Thomas! application of potenay and mot to being

outside the mind. From finite beings of cur direct experisnce cozes the ocom=

posite notlon of Leing made up of quod est and esse, the act of heing from

which the pame of being is taken. From the movement of sensible thiugs comes

s

(1) "Iz sensaibilibus gonus sumitur ab eo quod est materiale in re, differ~
entis vero ab eo guod est formsle in ipsa. Unde dioit Avicenna in prineipio
1ibri sui de Anima quod forma {n rebus compositis ex materia et forme est difa-
ferentia simplex ejus quod constituitur ex 1lla: non autem ita quod ipsa forna
ait differertia, sed quia est prinoipium differentind.scces et dicitur talis dif-
ferentia esse differentia eimplex, quis sumitur ad eo, quod est pars gquiditatia
rel, scilicet a forma®, ==« De Ents et Essantia, o, 8,

(2) “Hoo temen seiendum quod non eodem modo sumitur genus et diffarentia
in illis substantiis et in substantiis sensibilibus..... Cum -autem substantise
spirituales sint simplices quiditatses, non potest in eia differentia sumi ab ea
quod est cars quiditatis sed a tota quiditate..... similiter etiam in eig ex
tota essentia sumitur genus modo tamen differerti”. =-- 1bid.

zgjiﬁfgigigiiiz;}rihraﬁgeli;rex ipea natura substantiee ipsorum acoipitur
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the notlion or poterncy 5igni£y1ng imperfection and limitution ard act signi-
fying completion end perfeotion. Poteney ard act enter into the very es-
sence of muteriel things composed of matter and form: epiritusl thinga have
no matter but do differ socording to their greater or less rerfaction. In
all finite things, however, esse, tho final mot which nctualires ail the other
perfections of the thing, s really distinot fraz ths sssence, which is ita
liriting and potential prinoiple. Aénly in God who is wsithout any somposi-

tion of potenscy and aok s e¢sse unlimited and absolutely perfsot.

Thus;vo ;re hr;ught.bnék.£o ﬁh& very problem with which we began this
tentetive aolution,‘na;ély; why ii izith;t God oannot be in a genus. It
1s hoped that these ooneiderations, nesessarily brief as they are, will be -
' some indlomtion of what was in the mind of $%t, Thomas when he said, that if

it were possible for God ¢o be in a genus, that gonas would be being.

genus, ex proportione vero hujusmodi substantise ad esse acoipitur spacifioa
differentia, Unde secundum hoo angsli differunt specle, seoundum quod in

substentia unius est plus vel minus de potertia quam {n substantis zlteriua".
se- Suods, 9y g0 4p.80. 800, -

-
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