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With regard to the gods, I cannot feel sure either
that they are or that they are not, nor what they
are like in figure; for there are many things that *
* hinder suré knowledge, the obscurity of the subject
and the shortness of human life. .

- Pr;%*goras\ ’
Fragment 4
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It has been alleged that Scotus'|argument for the existence of a

“.first efficient’ cause constitutes the%ost‘rigorous proof for the existence L
. , \

etfnstration. In order to assess

‘ . this view, we undertake to comggre Sco us"ﬁprd@f with that of his most
A\ . \

of God within Aristotle's norms for d

. ' B o
impontant predecéssor, Thomas Aq&inas. In partf;ular, we deal with

A\
; theirféspecﬁive ositions on four aspects central\to this kind of cosmo-
i \

logical

roof: the nature of demonstration and its\applicability to

proving the exisignce of something; e notion of cause and causal order\——

14
how causes

interrelate to produce an effect and in what thi& interrelation

’ . . \\ \-
. % univocals and\Fnalogy, the nature of dependence, and the possibility of ‘
\ . &
. |
Ynference.

in \metaphysical qommitment do not readily allow for selecfing the view

of one .over that

f another, and indeed, may not be mutually exclusive. .

Moreover, each proof seems to be consistent withiny its own meta- \

physical context, |so that ultimately the only ground of comparison open

|

to u% is that of the SOphisticatioh and extensiveness of the proof. On

the b?sis of this, then, we state a qualified preference for the argument

v

of Scotus, though this pr&{fzfnce.does not seem to warrant any claim that

it is, for example; more cogent than that of Aquinag.

iv

. . ,
§ “————
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~
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L 4
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reference to the translation of the English Dominican Fathers); e,g.;
scG I, 13 (p. 29).
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X ]
Metaphysics Book, chapter; e.g., Meta 0, 7;

¢
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e Primo Principio Chaptar, section; e.g., DP 3.14;
P g ur

drdinatio Book, question, distiﬁction, article (and, where helpful, page

! . -

fr%ference to the translation by Allan Wolter in Philosophical Writings);

A i

| L
eTg., Ord. q.1, d.2, a.3; 39;
\ . :
Léctura Oxoniense (Book I, distinction 2, questions 1=2.) Section; e.g.,
| ¢

L.gct. 44, o ) ' N
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N INTRODUCT ION

A. The Nature and Concern of a Cosﬁological Proof

Was it anything more than curiosity that led the early western

philosophers ,to seek an explanation‘of observed natural events? There
X
is no single answer to this question, but that there was this concern is

most evident. The first accounts of why things happened in one way and

-
kS

- not some other, 4nd why things of some sort happened ét all, were

initially éttempﬁed through reference to common experience -— that is,

-

within physics. Thus, ?n some of the first such investigations, the
first principle was seen to'be a physic;; principlé, as in Plato's 'soul'
or 'self-moving motion' and Aristotle's prime (unmoved) mover. .- It was
'physical'; for, outside of the mythical cosmology of the Timaeus, there
was no complete effort at an explanation of how the world came.to be at
all.

These investigations, then, were not solmﬁch intended. to prove the
existence of a priﬁe mover or soul, as té explain the fact tﬁat there is
pqtipn or dynamfsm in the world. The speculation which led these ’
pﬁ}lbsgphers to the existence.of a first principle was potﬁdirected at
proving the existe&ce of a transcendent firél cause. Yet %t was the
search for a more complete expladation of what there is that brought
natural science to philoso;hy and metaphysics. It was gn this ground

that men were.-able to provide a cosmological argument for the existence

of the gods.

\ . -

-

What is‘é cosmological prgof? In the context of the. arguments with
. ' :
which we will be concerned, it is simply an argument from somé aspect of

the existence of things in the world wdlch will lead us to knowledge of

O L T WL RV

»
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the cause of that aspect’. . Most frequently, it is an argument of natural

v

Ltheology that attempts to lead us to some being who is the cause of

» ’ -
motion or of existence i;kthe world; the argument from efficient

<
v

causality, thén, focuseg on this latter él;hough it also includes the

..~ former: itattemptSEQ demonstrate that thére is a cause of ,the existence

S

of those ﬁhings which are themselves causes in the world. Imasmuch as

a proof from efficient causality searches for the efficient cause or

-

reason far what there is -- and since this question seems to be commenly
‘posed, it often tends to command our attention. It is believed that,
erm a dedonstration of a first efficient cause, we may conclude that

God exists and it is evident how the demonstration of the existence of
. : . ' T

such a cause is important' to natqrél\theology. !

N

»
-~ . s

It .is often noted, howéber% that the.demonstration of a 'first

vl
) 5

.cause' says little that corresponds to our notion of God. A loving,
/ : !
persona] deity who exercises justice and.mercy, and so on, seems in no

way cophtected with what is argued for by means of this kind of cosmological

[

pfoof:;;ikmegqhysicalgroynd for what there is -- even though this lattwar

is 'held to be part of God's nature. " Certainly, it is argued by philosophers

that from such notions of God we can derive those aspects of God which ~

\
L4 . IR

seem to brihg us to those characteristies by which he is commonly

conceived. These may be implicit in the cosmological argumenté, inasmuch
’ .
‘as a first gfficient cause may possess all perfections, or they may have

Gy,

to be.explicitly argued for.™ Given the length and complexity of such a

.chore, however, I concern myself with the cosmological»argumentsQﬂdch

-

lead us to a first efficient cause and odly“briefly indicate how one may

proceed from its conclusion t8 a more satisfactory defimition of 'God'.

. .

For this reason, then, my discussion will be al@gst exclusively with

o
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reference to proofs for the existence of a first efficient cause. 1In
many of the places where I refer to 'God', I mean simply 'a first ~

efficient cause'. The exceptions to this intended reference are

[N

obvious in the text.

It seems that there are four central aépects to the cosmological

o

proofs with which we will be directly or indirectly concerned i.e.,

~

those of Aristotle, Avicenna, Aquinas, and Scotus. These are: the
/ .

. \ ". .
nature of demonstration and its applicability to proving the existence
of something; the notions of cause and causal orders -- how causes

interrelate to produce an effect; the possibility and impossibility of

certain infinite series; and the relation of effects to the 'first':

‘the nature éf the dependence of effects on a cause; the possibility of
inference; and univocals and analogy. There are two main reasons why

I see these aspects as central to the discussion of the cosmological
proof in this thesis. The first is that it is with regard to these
points, which aée to a large extent interrelated, that we see the greatest
contraét and development in the formulation of a cosmological proof.

This will become evident in the course of my sﬁudy. The‘secgn& reason

is that it !s on these four points that the majority of criticisms of
philosophefs’of thedpresent day are levied. We may give a list, clearly
not. exhaustive, o£ some of them here. Briefly, criticisms of the.nature
of demonstr§§ionland its applicébility to proving the existence of

S

something have been made by Stqcel, Burrill?, Russell3, Hume', wnd
McClelland®; of the notion of caﬁse and causal order, Penelhum®, Russe117,
Edwardse, Hume's Cleanthesg, and McClellandlo; of an infinite causal s,

series, Ceach}l, Edwards!?, Willigmsl3, and Kennylu; and of the possibility

of inferepce, and its related problems, by Kantls, Geachls, and Kenny17.

i B Yu
] 8



V ot

saw the need for clarification or alteration.

3

°

I will not attempt to answer stch criticiéms directly, but ome /

& .
solutions to problems raised may suggest themselves as the discussion

of the cosmological arguments with which we are concerned progresses.

{

v B. The Jugtification forgRgtional Demonstration

We might next ask 'Why offer a proof for the existence of God or
for some transcendent firﬁt principle?'. Some philosophers, for example
D.Z. Phillips,18 simply maintain that there is no need to do so, or that
such proofs are irrelevant to the faith of believers. Indeed, even

Aquinas will say that God's existence is self-evident in itself, and as
Ia

such would need no proof —-- but this fact, he notes, is not evident to

us (8T I, q.2, a.l). Historically, suth attempts were provided by man§ ”“\\\\;

-

major philosophers. This beggn with*ap investigation by Piato as to why
there is dynamism and whether there is an objective foundation in ethl':cs.19
In the Laws Plato argues that, wWithout the gods to establish and'maintain
ethical standards, man onld fa into relativism and subjectivity. :
Thus he provides an argument for the existence of the moral law by
arguing for /the existence of its foun@ers.zo Similarly, Aristotle sought

h

an explanation of being and of the existence of motion in the universe.

Avicenna also sought an explanation of being and of motion, but not

gimply in terms of their generation, but of their creation. Agquinas as well
moved beyond what seemed to be simply a physical investigation leading

to a prime mover and, using Aristotelian demonstration, common expérience,

and natural reason, concluded with a first efficient cause which he

identified with God. Gengrally, however, one end is common to these




D

differing cosmological_arguments, and that is that each seems to attempt
to account for the origin of, and the dynamism in, the world.

Recently, there have been other motives for attemﬁting and defending

such a proof. Initially there is the role of custom. The five ways

of Aquinas are part of the 'perennial philosophy' of Catholicism.
Moreover, Taylor suggests that a pﬁzlosophey can hardly help,wondering
whether a proof of the existence of God can be supplied.21 Another
argument noted by Ronald Hepburn is that a defence of such proofs is also

a defence of the intelligibility of theism in general.??

Hence, in
light of. philosophical attacks from an empiricist perspective, theism
requirés some rational argument. Finally, Anthony Kenny suggests that

without a rational proof for God's existence, there is no rational

justification for -- and no good reason to adopt -- monotheism.23 For

reasons such as these, it is still justifiable to attempt to provide an
argument for the existence of God.

In a cosmologi;al demonstration of a f;rst efficient cause, the
burden of pfoof is on the theist. The theist must, in providing a
plausible argumeq{, exclude all alternate possibilities in order that
the conclusion be'éertain. It is difficult, if not often impossib%e,_‘
for us éo ensure that Ourlclaims to knowledge in general can satisf&
such exhaustive criteria. How fér is this true of our natural knowledge

of the existence of a first efficient cause?

‘C. The Object of this Study ~’

In this thesis I wish to examine two of the cosmological arguments

3
from efficient causality for the existence of God. 1 shall be particularly

concerned with the proofs of Thomas Aquinas and John Duns Scotus. Scotus

i

NP
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is alleged to have provided a more closely reasoned attempt at a rational
demonstration of God's existence ‘than his important predecessors, and
£given the abundance of critical discussion of Scotus by Thomists, this
without a doubt is intended to inclu@e Aquinas. Scotus' rejection of

the principle of the distinction of the mover and the moved, of the

argument from motion, and his formulation of a 'metaphysical' argument

.
~

from efficient causality, are part of his attempt to improve upon the
arguments of his predecessors, and to meet the ideal of a proof of God's
existence that has absolute certitude.

It is in order to assess the extent to which Scotus’' argument
differs froy, and is a sophistication of, Aquinaé' cosmological arguments
thgt.l gndertake the present comparative analyéis. Such an investigation
is not without warrant. Thomas Merton writes that Scotus' argument
"for accuracy and depth and scope, is the most perfect and complete and
-thorough proof for the existence of God that has been yorked out by

any man".?"% FEvan Roche says that Scotus "presents at length a proof for
N

the existence of God, which, in our opinion, has never been equalled",?2®

and Allan Wolter writes that "it may be the most carefully thought out

attempt of any schoalman to prove the existence of God within the

epistemic norms of Aristotle's Posterior Analytics".Z2®

@ -

Finddly, we méy

note Roy Effler's commgnt that "it is a great proof, the 14ke of which

does not exist in all philosophical literature".?’ These authors, and

‘those who engage in discussion of the Scotistic .proof, make at leagt a

veiled reference ‘to the presumed insufficiency of Aquinas' ‘proof. Despite

.the obvious metaphysical differences between Scotus and Aquihas that may
seem to prqhibit any possibiiity of a comparison between the two, these

authbrs‘clearly believe that it is poséible, and so it also seems from




“\\vpinesiologiéal proof diéappear? A discussion of these questions will

fhe study that I hege present.

What { shall do is consider the arguments of Scotus and Aquinas in
order to determine whether Scotus' proof warrants such high praise.
I shall deal particularly with the fﬁur aspects, mentioned earlier,
which I see as centrpl to-.the cosmological arguments.

A study of the/nature of demonstration réquires a justification of
LY
its use by Scotus and Aquinas for a cosmological proof. It will

s

presume at least a_tacit resolution of,qhestions raised by the other
aspects of the cosmologicgl argument. 'We hust also consider in what |

»

way the arguments of  Scotus and Aquinaé are properiy called 'metaphysical',

and see to what extent their reasons for providing such proofs are similar.

Reflectibns on the specific criteria employed by each in demon- '
. .

stration will reveal, fundamental differences in their respective

.
© . \

“arguments. On the basis of this, we find ourselves involved in a
N *»

.
IS s i 5

discussion of the essentialist or.existentialist character of these two ,
cosmological pfoofs. Finally, an account of demonstration must say

somethiﬁg of that to which the argument concludes.‘ Is the divine name

which we arrive at in the conclusion of the argument, univocal or ”
] -
" analogical with some attribute of creatures?

The notions of cause and°causél order lead us to ask 'Cause of
'ghgg?' and "How can we ensure that we are dealing witﬂ the proper causes
of an effect?'. Consequently, we must invgstigate Aquinas' and Scotus'
conception of 'efficient cause', and of how one may determine the cause‘

of a thing. ‘Moreover, if 'motion' is understood .in Aquinas' rather than " 5

Aristotle's sense, will the apparent radical opposition of Scotus to a

bring us to a clearer understanding of the fundamental underpihnings of

A

. ,



-

. .
_in Aquinas as a transitively-ordered seriés of causes. I shall spend

their fespective metaphysical arguments from efficient causality:

.

In the analysis of 'causality' we find that we may compare the

v

Scotist notion 'of an essentially ordered series with that designated . 1
})

some time, then, in order to determine which of the two presents a more -’ '

systematiec treatment of causal order -~ that is, of relations of priority

"and posteriority émong causes. From this study of causes and causal

v

°

orders, we will be able to ascertain what we can know through natural
reason of the power of the first efficient cause.

'

Aquinas and Scotus are both in opposition to an infinite series of

«

essentially ordered causes. Again, we will consider which of the two

provides a more explicit and rigorous presentation of the relevant

v

counterarguﬁents, and how they are led by this to infer.the existence of
a '"first' efficient cause. We will take time, at this poinf,to consider
to what extent Aquinas and Scotus are at odds on how the first 'cause'
relates in causal activity to the members of the §eries of essentially
ordered causes.

Finally; when we consider the relation of effects to this !/first',
in the systems of Scotus and,Aquigas, we must employ all that we have -~
learned, from our pfevious discussions. In a way, by means of this p

aspect our treatment of the four central points of the*cosmological

arguments as they are presented in’ these two authors is brought full
\ -

circle. 1In particular.we will compare the views attributed to Scotus
and Aquinas on the nature of the dependency of the effect on the cause,
the proper cause of an effect, and the difference in being between causes

14
and effects. We will also consider to what extent there is a similarity

.

of views on how effects can provide evidence for causes, on how we arf



able to infer from the former to the latter, and to what extent

inference is influenced by the notions of univocity and analogy

are reintroduced at this point in our study.

-

v

our

which

with the analysis of the respective views of Scotus and ‘Aquinas

on these peints, we can then attempt the more general problem of an

overall comparison of their respective views. We shall assess the

extent to which the arguments of Scotus and Aquinas differ, and can

consider why they do so.

.

This, then, will allow us to pass judgement

on the claims of Merton, Wolter, Effler, and Roche, and enable us to

evaluate the extent to which Scotus' argument is a sophistication of

Aquinas' cosmological arguments:
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CHAPTER ONE

THE COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENTS FROM MOTION AND CAUSE IN THOMAS AQUINAS

v
.

Introduction

One of the first major attempts at providing a cosmological argument
for a first efficient cause was made by Thoﬁas Aquinas. As is evident in
his presentation of these proofs, Aquinas followed to a large extent the
arguments of Aristotle whicﬁ attempted to demonstrate the exisﬁence of a
Prime mover. Part of the reason for this was his desire to incorporate
the rational scientific mthod of Aristotle and of the Aristotelian

PR .
students of the contemporary Islamic tradition, with the mystical and
’

neo-Platonic writings of the &hristian church fathers and‘g%e~early
mediaeval writers. Indeed, much of Aquinas' metaphysical system is built
on, or parallel to, that of Aristotle. In his presentation of the
cosmological arguments, Aquinas of;en make; exglicit his debt to Aristotié,
but the arguments ﬁe adopted were subject to a good deal of subtle

revision. Thus, whereas we may describe Aristotle's argument as a physical

proof, for reasons that I will presently provide, we describe Aquinas' as

metaphysical. A : .
Befbre we can fully appreciate Aquinas' arguments, however, we must

have a clear idea of their metaphysical bacéz;ound. Consequently, the

first p;rt of tﬁis chapter wili resolve some of thé problems preliminary

to such a proof, and the second part will, in the presentation of Aquinas'

arguments, comment on them as reflecting his main metaphysical principles.

In the first part, then, I shall consider how Aquinas bglieves the

- L4

existence of God -- the prime mover and first efficient cause -- to be

N LN
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demonstrable, Thus, I shall discuss the method and nature of demonstratiom
that Aquinas chooses to’empioy and the problem of analogy. These gyo ’
probléms are related because, if we age to adopt a quia demonstration and
use the attributes predicable o% é;éatures to lead to knowledge of fheir
existence in God, we must know whether we can do so without committing a
fallacy of equivocation. ‘Once it is shown how Aquinas can construct such
an analogy while at the same time ensuring certainty in demonstration, we
will understand how he believes that a cosmological proof is posgible.

After these elements of his metg¥hysics have been made explicit, we
will proceed to two arguments given by Aquinas relevagt to this project:
the arguments from motion and efficiept,causality,'which are found in
varying forms in Aquinas' worké on natural theology. We will consider
these two main arguments individually: elucidating the premises, defining
terms, and providing Aquinés' reasons for his various argument claims.

In the coursé of this we will consider what it means for Aquinas' proofs
to be callea 'existentialist'. Moreover, once we have clear his under-
“standing sf the principles of motion and causality, we can examine the
method Aquinas alleges is used in bringing aﬁout the existence of motion
and of substanceg.

The later sections of this chapter will be concerned with how these
arguments, as metaphysical proofs, depend on an analysis of being
peculiar to Aquinas. Froa this nétion 3f being, we will see why Aquinas
does not allow terms to be predicated univocally éf God ‘and creatﬁres,
and how he is led, in the first place, to give a cosmological argument
that attempts to expiain how things have their 'being'. I will complete

this chapter with a review of Aquinas' position on those four aspects

which were identified in the introduction as fundamental to the cosmological
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arguments from efficient causality: the nature of demonstration and its
applicability to proving the existence of something; the notion of cause

and causal-orders -- how causes interrelate to produce an effect and in
>

what this interrelation consists; the possibility and impossibiliﬁﬁ/of

certain infinite series; and the relation of effects to the 'first' --
. o

i}

such as problems of univocals and -analogy, the nature of this dependence,

and the possibility of inference. )

I3

A. Aquinas' Metaphysics: The Possibility of a Demonstration

of God's Existence

Ve

It is evident that before one can submit certain arguments as
demonstrations of the existence of God, he must first establish that such
arguments are possible. Aquinas recoghizes three main arguments that

- v

might be raised to deny that one can prove the existence of God (Summa

Theologiae I, q.2, a.2, obj. 1-3; Summa Contra Gentiles I, 12). The first

is that the existence of God is an article of faith and, as such, cannot
be demonstrated. The second argument he considers is that, for a
demonstration to be given, one must have, as the middle term, the
ontological cause of the effect. This supposes that we have gotal .
knowledge of God (i.é., as he is in his essence), in order to prove
whether he exists. Since we cannot have such knowledge of God, the
conclusibn to which one seems to be led is that we cannot demonstrate his
existence. The final argumént that Aquinas considers is that any
demonstration‘of God's existence could only be frdm his effects. As a

cause cannot be demonstrated by an effect not proportionate to it, and as

creatures are not proportionate to God, we can have no demonstration of

»an wiFil
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the existence of God from creatures. .

) ,
A

1. The Method of Demonstration in Aquinas’ Metaphysical Proofs

-
El

‘Aquinas argues of course that the existence of God can be demonstrated.

We should note that this is a demonstration of whether God exists, not

what his essence is (ST I, q.2, a.2). Aquinas' begins by pointing out

that, while it is true that the proposition 'God exists' is evident (i.e., .

if one knew God's essence totally, one would know that he exists), it is
: : S

not evident to us. Thus God's existence needs to be demonstrated with L3

regard to the existence of sengible objects, of which we do have knowledge.
To the first objection then, Aquinas replies that, while God's

existence can be known by faith, t can also be gnoﬁn by natural reason

N -

because it is not strictly an.article of faith, but a preamble to such.

Thus he submits that God's existence can be demonstrated.
., .

v

How, then, can the existence of God de demonstrated? Wifh Aristotle
and Avicenna, Aquinas Ecknowledges éhat demonsﬁrations are of two iinds: -
proprer quid (which can be equated with a priori)"and quia (equatable.
with a gosteriori).1 .But apparently‘unlike Aristotle,‘Aquinas claims to
" be using a quia proof.2 How was Aquinas able to maintain an argument
that was, apparently, of its nature inconeclusive?

James F. Anderson argues that the method of proof that one uses 1is

4

determined by the nature,of the object of invdstigatian. A guié proof
L)

is, like the propter quid, properly scientific, however, in that it is a
cauShlly'deéisive knowledge in procedure and certitude.3 Propter quid
proof, Anderson argues, is "unfitting in any ethical, cosmological, "~

metaphysical, aesthetic context" because it is concerned with "intelligible

objects in a state of ideal existdnce cut off \from their actual presence

i - . T

[T



or quiddity -be émployed,as the middle term . . . but instead of the

v
} 0
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L

in real subjects".™ Proof, he concludes, is an instrument, "but like all

good instruments it needs to be proportioned to the various matters it

deals with; otherwise it simply won't work".®° We may simply deny,
€ y ply Y

-

therefore, thdt a quia demonstration is any less conclusive than a

. .
propter quid demonstration.
13

.

. . X -
But how is it that a quia demgnstration is adequate for a demonstration
! $ . . . .
of the ex{stence of God? A g&ia proof is one made "through the effect'

t ‘ *
to its cause. Aquinas writes that when we have greater knowledge of some

effect than of its cause, we can infer from the effect to the existence ®

of. the proper cause. We know this because every effect depends on its

-

cause so that, if the effect exists, the cause must‘pre—exist~J§I_I, q.2,
a.2, resp.). - )
. O -

In a propter quid dgmonstration; the middle term must be the
ontological cause of that which is to be concluded in the demongtration.

When we demonstrate the existence of the cause from some effect, however,
‘ Ll

the effect takes the place of the cause-in the syllogism. This effect . “

cannot be theveifence of what we wish to prove for not only would the }H
. : '
demonstration remain a propter quid demons&:atiop, but it would .presume

o

that we have knowledge of God as he is in his essence, before we knew
. . ¥ Y
whether He exists.

The question 'What is it?' is posterior to the question 'Is it?', for
“'the question of its essence follows on the question of its existence"
? '
(ST I, q.2, a.2, ad.2). Besides, were this otherwise, so that the

question about essence precedes the question whether the thing exists,

.

we could have no knowledge of God, for we cannot know God's essence.
. N 39
Aquinas concludes, then, that "it is not necessary that the‘divine essence

3

) . '
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quiddity we take His effects as middle term, as is the case in a Qosteriori

‘

reasoning'" (8CG I, 12), and from these-effects we derive the divine names

through which we refer to God. One may object, however, that the conclusion : -

of a quia proof is a contingent proposition, but that(;/peal demonstration
requires a necessary conclusion. Aquinas could angweér, hewever, that,
while there is no demonstration of existents in their contingency and

singularity, we can say of God, or of that being to whom the divine names

’

ar operly attributed, that it .is ¥ necessary being and hence it can

>
be concluded to by employing such a method. *

.

It is true that we can have no perfect knowledge of a cause if its

effects are not proportionate to it. From every effect the existence of-

. LY

the caus® can be demonstrated, however, and so sensible things which are

God's effects and which depend on him as their cause can serve to shew

us whether God exists and what .must necessarily belong to him as the

o

first cause of all things. But we cannot see God's essence because his
effects are in no way equal to his power as cause (ST I, q.12, a.l2, resp.).
In short, we mightqsay that God is known by natural reason, but Inot

° - N
- comprehended. We can demonstrate the existence of God from his effects, i

""‘

though from them we cannot perfecfly knéthod as he is in his essence.

In this way, then, we see how a quia demonstration is suitable for proving |
. ) i

L

God's existence. It is only by the way of remotion or by the way of :
!

¢

excellence, however, that we can know sométhing‘qf God's nature and

attributes (ST I, q.13, a.l; SCG I, 14). j

ey

s0 /,‘"““\¢2. The Divine Names -
- \\\ .
v - - S~
// \x . -
~ Hpw;7if the names of God are ndt. univocal with human instances of ;
them, or if they are derived from efféFts not proportionate to God, can i

» '\”3 . . i
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L

they be meaningfully applied to both God and creatures? It is with a
view to ans@ering this question, and hence anticipating some problems
that are alleged to be central for any cosmological proof of God's
existence, that this discussion now turns.

It has been syggested by Avicenna that through demonstration we know
God as the cause pf the existence.of cteatures.® Aquinas agrees. Since
we can give a name to anything to the extent that we .can understand it,
Aquinas argues, God can be named from creatures, although the Aame in no

way expresses God's essence. The names that we do use are primarily

applicable to material things, or they may sometimes signify the form of

_a thing (i.e., that whereby a thing is). 1In any event, both these kinds

S

of names are inadequéte to express accurately God's being (ST I, q.13,

a.l, resp. & ad.g). .
How are the divine names related to God? Aquinas says that, with
A ]

regard to the affirmagive and absolute names of God, these (good, ‘wise,

and the like) signify God's substance, although clearly they fall short

of a full representation (ST I, gq.13, a.2, resp.). That such names are

‘attributable to God is evident since God brepossesses in ‘himself all the

perfections of creatures (ST I, qi&, a.2). Every creature represents .
God and is like him inasmuch as it possesses some perfection. They
represent him, then, not as something of the same species or genus, but

as the excelling principle of whose form the effects fall short, although

'Athey have some kind of likeness to him. Just as creatures themselves

~

represent God imperfectly, so the divine names signify the divine
substance, but in an imperfect manner (ST I, q.13, a.2, resp.).

Not all names derived from creatures can be properly applied to God,

.

for some essentially entail imperfection. Those which do not do so and

“

1

i
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which express these perfections in the mode of supereminence (e.g., 'the

sbvereign good' and 'the first being') are said of God alone (SCG I, 30).

"As regards what the name signifies, these names are applied primarily to

God rather than to creatures, because these perfections flow from God to
creatures", though they are known to us first through creatures (i.e.,

the relations of other things to him or by negation) (ST I, q.13, a.6).

) 3. Analogy

We have seen, then, how Aquinas understands the relation between the

divine names and the nature of God. Clearly, in no way is what is said
of God univocal with what is predicated of creatures. In the Summa
Theologiae (I, q.13, a.5, sed contma) Aquinas notes that God %s more
distant from creatures than any creature is from any other. But since
univocal pred*@atlon is impossible in the case of things which aﬁg\ng;}
in the same genus, it is clearly no less impossible with regard to
univocal predication of terms to God and creatures.

It should be equally evident that such attributes are not appl)';A

.

to God and creatures in a purely equivocal sense, i.e., egquivocal by

chance. If, they were, nothing could be known about God 'for the reasoning

would always be exposed to the fallacy of equivocation' (ST I, q.13, a.5,

resp.). Thus, these attributes are predicated of God and creatures in
an analogous sense. .

What precisely is this analogy? 1s Aquinas, then, referring to an

analogy of proportionality (secundum convenientiam proportionalitatis)

or an analogy of attribution (secundum convenientiam propdrtionis)? By

& o
the former we have in mind 'an imperfect likeness or relation between

relations or proportions' (e.g., goodness in a grape is related to the

.

— -

e -
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’

nature of a grape as moral goodness is related to the nature of a man)

-- this is the paradigm of analogy in Aristotle. By analogy éf attribu-
tion we mean 'an imperfect resemblance of two or more because of a simple
relation or connection of the secondary analogue or ahalogues with the
principal. Some property of the principal is attributed to the secondaries
because of a real or mental connection between them'.” Thi® is identical

to the notion of pros hen equivocation in Aristotle. Analogy of propor-

tionality involves four terms (e.g., A:B = C:D); analogy of attribution
involves only two terms (e.g., health in the man and health in the food,
which is the cause of this).

It would seeml{rom his views on the divine names, and given that we
\

do not have sufficient knowledge of God to form an analogy of proportion-
ality,that Aquinas is referring to analogy of attribution. Thus 'being’,.

for example is attributed to things in an analogous manner -- it is
1
f-9 \
Flia

ptedicated of God in its primary sense, and predicated of creatures in
a secondary sense. We might, however, enquire whether this analogy is
extrinsic (i.e., 3 resemblance in which the analogous note is truly or

formélly present only in the principal analogue and is predicated of the

{ L]
other  analogues only because/ of some (extrinsic) relation to the primary

analogue) or intrinsic (i.e., where the perfection is truly present in

both of the analogues being compared, though differently present in

each).® Aristotle saw all instances of analogy as being of the former

type, but Aquinas argued that, in exéeption to this, 'being' was an

example of intrinsic analogy. As Aquinas will say: "the perfection

attributed to the analogues is really present in both of them, but-it is
' Y

not present in the same way, and the one predicate is used at the same

time in senses which are neither completely différent nor completely

"







