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CHAPTER OKRE

A certain proposition, widely used by 3t. Thomas
and Aristotle as a premise in scientific demonstrations
will be the subject of tuis thesis. From an examination
of the proposition as used by these two philosophers, the
nurpose of this inquiry should become clear.

Let us look rirst to the works of Aristotle. The
shysics of Aristotle leads ultimately to an unmoved movent,
Books VII and VIII deal mainly with the problem of demon-
strating the existence of this movent., Aristotle degins
with moving thingst “Now the existence of motion is
asserted by all who have anything to say about nature.
show that moving things need a movent, Aristotls supplies

ﬁl TQ

tais further premise: “everything that 1s in motion must be
moved by something."™@ The truth of this second proposition
is not evident, however, and must be established by a
demonstration.

Aristotle does this in 3 number of ways. It is in
this context that ths proposition, about which this thesis

1 ,

Aristotle Y in The f Aristotle, ed.
e D, ROSS (m&%i. viﬁ%%). il quotations
of and references to Aristotle in this paper are from this
gdition.

2 Ibid. vil.l (241b 24),
1
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28 coucwrned, arises. alter olaling tue above propoaiilon,
aristotle olfers as prooi’s “Jor 1L it {that widen 1s in
swovdon) 1B not tue source of wotion itsell it is evident
L2t 1t 13 moves Dy soueladig ovael Loal iteelf."s ils

n tue beginrndng of

[

Justlilication of tuls becomes cleur
LooK VILL of ine ijuyeics. LU 1s T.at waicu ls "capable of
wotlon” wniciu 418 moved., ror if a talng uveglns Lo move "it
ioliiows that before tlue motion in question, another caange
or wolion must nave taken place 1in wiich taal anlen was
capable of being woved or cauasing motlon kad its bvecoming."”
And a similar line of reasoning must apply to a thing wilch
comes to rest.”

Tue proposition uere expressed, whicn 1s used to
Justily the statement that everytning wnicn ls in motilon
mast be moved by ancthier, aimply states that & being
capable of wotion must be acted upon by “"anotner change or
wotion.," Later in the same book, Aristotle speaks on the
same subject in terms of potentiality and aatuality.5 Tnat
walcih 18 capable ¢! belng moved is potentlally in wmotion.
1oe movent, tuatbt ls, that walcn woves, is already in
activity: "in rfact, that which produces tae form is always

zomething thal possesses it.” The potentially moveabdle,

3 .
cuyze Vil.1l {2422 1,.

boibid. viii.l (25T7b T=ll).

® fbid., vili.5 (257u 7-11;.
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tnsrefore, must be moved by something acstual. Hence the
fact that every being in motion must be moved by ancther
is clear, It is zrgued that (a) things are in motion;
but (b) things c¢apable of motion must be moved by something
in a state of actuality; taerefore, (¢) whatever is in
motlon 1# moved by another, '

8¢, Thowmas begins his Lirst proof of the existence
ef God in the same Stone as Aristotle's proof of the exist-
ence of the first mvﬁr.s It i3 evident from the senses
that some things are in motlon., Kere he adds that "gmne
autea gquod movetur, ab alio movetur." 3t. Thomas' first
problem in the first part of the proofl is the same ax
Aristotletst 0 show that everything that is in motion is
=woved by another. It is not surprising that he uses 2a
sieilar proposition to the one used in the Aristotelian
ierponstration previously examined., A thing which is moved
ia moved according as it 12 in potency. That which moves,
moves according as it is in act, Imndeed, motion ls the
redustion of a being from potency to act; "de potentia autes
non potest aliquid reduei in actum, niei per aliguod ens 1in
3ctu.” 3t. Thomns actually duplicates the Aristotelian

Jemonstration on thls point, though he seems to give a wmore

6 saint Thomas Aquinas, 38

Theologiae . o . Matritl Madrid/y BIGIIot
'{;'rfsig ami“’a, 5517 J< « « ¢ textu eritice
by Q. 2, 3. 3, €.

1

* = L
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precise form to the proposition: nothing ean be reduced
from potency to act except by a being already in act,
Although Aristotle, in the Fhiysics, does not seem
to formulate the proposition in terms quite as gensral as
those of 3t. Thomas, it 1s evident that his formulation,
l.e. "that which produces the form is always acmething that
possesses 1t," certainly implies the propoaition as stated
by S5t. Thowmas, Noreover, as will be seen in the next
ctmphrj Aristotle, in Book IX of the Hetaphysics, in an
extenaive discussion of the nature of the potantial and
the actual, does formuizte the propusition in terwss wiich
are almost identical Lo those used by St. Thomas Aquinas.
From the foregoing, it 1s evident that the

shillosophiea of both of these men coincide in that both of
them are attempting to demonstrate ths exlistence of an une
imoved mover, Lach of them accepts motion as an observed
fact. Fuarther, both attempt to dezonstrate the proposition
st "everything that is in motion ls woved by another.”
o achieve thisz end, each brings in a proposition which
states that 2 being potentially in motlon aust be moved to

- actuality by 2 being which 15 already in act, Thiz latter
proposition is intricately invelved in an important demons
stration of the existence of a m:é mover, This, in

7 See below, p. 11.
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ltaelfl, is enough to testify to the inherent importance of
the proposition, lor to deny the valldity of this statement
is o0 deny the validity of the proofs.

This proposition is more than a tool in a
demonstration of an unmoved mover., It 1s a unique expres-
sion of nature as seen by each of these men. The whole of
the Physics and the Hutaphysics of Apristotle can be regarded
38 a pressntation of the order of things, from the lowest
inanimate object, to the highest--the unmoved movents. In
an absolute sense, the higher has more being that the lower.
In relation to activity, it 1is the higher than acts on the
lower., For the higher possesses actually what the lower
possesses only potentially. Hence, to be reduced to
actuality, the lower must be acted on by the higher, The
same line of reasoning applies to the philosophy of 3t,
Thomas Aquinas. Fost of hiz great works, such as the Susma
Theologiae and the Swmma Contras Oentlleg, begin with God
and show how 211 other being is ordered to this God, The
relationship between the higher and ths lower is one in
#tileh the former is always acting on the latter and the
nighest being, God, would in effect act on all things.
Thus, the proposition, "no being in potency can be reduced
to act except by 2 being in act" 1s at the very core of the
philosophies of 3t, Thomas and Aristotle,

Now, it 1a necessary that the proof of the
proposition be eatablished; for without it, order in
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siallosophy has little reason, That 1s, if things are not
related through higher beings actualizing the potencies of
lowar beings, 1t is difficult to see how there aould be an
order in thinga., To deny any relationshlp between the
jower and the higher iz to make every individual thing a
little 'island' of being responaible for its own actuality.
For, if no being ia dependent for its activity on another,
all things sust be sald to be self-subsistent in regard

to their activity., A universe of self-subsistent beings,
however, 18 not & universe which lsplies order. It would,
in fast, lmply the opposite: the aoctivity of one being
would be completaly random in relation to the aetivity of
another, Hence the truth of the aforementioned proposition
is not only important, but necessary for the development of
order in phlilosophy.

The purpose of this thesls is to consider whether
the propogitlon 'that which 1s in poteney can be reduced to
act only by a being 1in act! is demonstrable or not; and if
a0, lhwow 1¥ is to be demonstrated; if not, how the truth of
the proposition may be seen more clearly. This is not a
textual study of the proposition as it appears in the
writings of the two n.formnuozﬁd philosophers. It is
rather an attempt to Jjudge whether an important philosophlc
statement 18, or ls not, true,
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In the second and talrd caapters we will conaidsr
Liiid proposition as it 1s found in the works of Aristotle
and ot. Thomas Aqulnas respectively. The nature of
demonstration frow first principles will be the subject
of thue fourtin chapter, Iln tone [iith caapter, I will
exazine the act and potency proposlition in respect o
final causality. JSeparating this from the flnal chapter,
in whdeh the proposition will be considered from the polnt
of view of elficlent causality, will be an examination of
cerialn objections encountered in the writings of lavid

Hlme .,
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CHAPTER TWO

Since the proposition in question conoerns act
and potency, we will begin the more detalled examination of
Aristotle with a consideration of what he has to say on the
potential and the actual. Although there are frequent
references to act and potency throughout the works of
Aristotle, perhaps nis most explicit statement on the
subject comes in the etaphysics where almost all of Book
I 1s devoted to a consideration of the nature of potency
and act.
Aristotle opens Book IX of the Mstaphysics with
nis discussion of the potential. He begins by pointing out
that potency can be understood in several ways.l He adds
that many ok’ these may be neglected in his discussion of
the meaning of potency, slthough they are all related to a
primary type:
But all potencies that conform to the sase type
are originative sources of some kind, and are
Kind of potency, whish is &n OrAginative source
Ttself qua ovher.d | e of LN The e

For instance, a potency for belng acted on well must be

1 Ariscotle, ~etaphysics ix,1 {1ludba 4 rfy,

€ ibii. 1X.1 (lodba 8=13;,
6
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referred to & "prior kind of potency, that is, 8 potency
for being asted on, for the former assumes the latter,”>
The fundamental meaning of potency for Aristotle is, there-
fore, the capacity to change or to dbe changed. A body at
rzst 1s said to have the capacity to move; a cold body is
able to be warm. FPotency aignifles the capacity of a thing
to change or be changed.,

Aristotle describes the activity of a thing by
developing a contrast with po&aney.h A man who is capabls
of studying sclence ls contrasted to the man who is
studying aclence, From this, it is evident that the act
i3 the fulfilment of the potency.? Involved in the tran~
sition from potency to act is change or uehlon‘s Por
sxample, building is required in the construction of a
house, It is not, however, the msotion which is described
by the term 'act': "for every motion is incoupletece
making thin, learning, waliking, bullding.” In the building
of a house, the act 1is the end; that is, the house itself,
rather than the motion, i.e. the Wullding, which is an
incomplete act. There are caneé in which the motion and

\

3 metaph. 1x.1 (1lus6a 17).
b Ibia. 1x.6 (10488 25 r1),

> Ihiﬁ. ix.6 gzobﬁa 35). "The thing that stands in
contrast to each o man capable of studying, ete,/
exists actually. There the actual iz the fulfllment of

the potential, in that the contrast t¢o a eapusxty mist
always be the fulfilment of that capacity.”

6 1pia. 1x.6 (1u48b 18 r1f),
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and are ons. Such 13 the case with seeing, (the motion)
and sight (the act) whici occur timlamouiy. Only in
cases such as this can the motlon be referred to as an act.l

It follows that in the very definitions of the
terms 'act! and 'potency', s kind of relationship is set up
between the two. That is, in defining a potency, ons must
do 80 with the recognition of & correaponding =ct, For
instance, to say that an object is capable of motion demandis
a prior knowledge of actual motion. It is for this reason
that Aristotle can asay that actuality is by definition
prior %o potency:’

« o« o« for that which 1s in the primary sense
potential is potential bacause it is possible for
it o beocowe active . . . &0 that the foraula and
knowledge of ghc one must precede the knowledge
of the other,
bence, Aristotle néarda act as prior to potency in the
gense that the knowledge of the potential depends on a
prior knowledge of vhe astual.

Though the truth of this statement is apparent,
it does not illumine the proposition that no being can be
reduced from potency o act excspt by a corresponding act,
Simply to say that we know an act before we know its cor-
responding potency, and that we speak of the latter in
terms of the former, does not neceasarily indicate a causal

T metaph. ix.6 (1046b 33).
8 Ibid. ix.8 (lubob 13).
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connection between them, W¥What Aristotle has developed in
tnis place is a contrast between act and potency and very
liitle more. For, because our knowledge of the actual is
first in the order of wxierstanding, this does not mean
that the actual ia first in the real order of things., 7To
sasert this would be imposing the order in which the mird
functions, that l1s, a loglical order, on the resl order,
an imposition for which there may be no Justification, It
is knowledge that must conform o reality, not reality to
snowledge, Hence, the problem of a causal rtlatianghip
aetuéen potency ard act is, as yet unsolved,

Aristotle goes on to show that act is not only
trior by definition, but that 1t is also prior in sequence
¢r in time, He wants to szhow that before a belng in
rotency can be reduced to act, there amust de a real being
in act. Teo explain this, Aristotle points out that a man
sust be produced by another wman:

From the potentially existing the actually exist-

ing is always produced by an actually existing

thing, a man by a man . . . there is always_a first

mover and the mover always exists tczually.g
ilere we find Aristotles using the proposition that a poten-
tial being is made actual by an actual being; that is, it is
reduced to act by a being in act. It seems in this inatance
that Aristotle is using a causal proposition, "froam the

f‘j ﬁﬁtﬂ.@. ix.8 (lwgb 23)'
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potentially existing, the actually existing is always
vroduced by an actually existing thing," to demcnatrate

that act must be prior to potency in time, For 1f, as the
causal propoaitlion statea, act is Ly nature prior to potency
Lt wust aleo be prior in sequence or tise,

Ariscotle does noi seca Lo atbtempt Lo prove lhis
causal proposition, but werely uses it as a premige in
another proof. I8 ue, justifled in alis use of this propo-
sivion? 1€ would seem Tnal a proposition, whici: states a
relationsiip between two things, snould polnt o sometaing
on which this relationship is based, The problea here 1is
Lzt Aristotle, in allowing tais proposition to stand on ite
own terms, seems to be assuning the relationsilp. 0Or, bee
cause he does not refer it to anything vrior for 1its
Jjustification, the poassibillity of the proposition belng
seli-evident arises. Aristotle does not, however, suow
how the relationship is evident., And thus the original
problem remains: Is the statement, ‘every being in potency
can be reduced to act only by a being in actt?, true?

This probles applies ot only te the proposition
stated above but it also applies to a number of more
specific propositions used by Aristotle that derive thelr
ralidity frow the one based on act and potency. For
cxample, “"everything that comes to be, comes to be by the
agency of something,” a proposition widely used in Book VII

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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of the ketaphysics, 1s simply a wore specific use of the
act and potency proposition;tY tnat is, it 18 the same
proposition but in less universal terms, Sinilarly in
Eooks VII and VIII of the Fhysice, we have seen that
Aristotle employs the sct and potency proposition to show
trat whatever is 1n motion le in motion because of the
agency of the movent.ll Since the proof of this proposition
depends on the truth of the act and potency proposition, a
truth which has not yet been made clear, Jjudgment cone
cerning the existence of a prime &ovent aust be deferred
for the present,

Let us turn to Aristotle's discussion of motion
in Book VIII of the Fhyslics for the purpose of justifying
the proposition, 'a being in potency can be reduced to act
only by a beiag’in act'. Ariatotle, in his proof of the
existence of a first mover, begins by saying that a bdeing
in motlion requires a mover, To show the validity of this
statement he points out that a being whlch comes into
ootlion must be brought into motion by a belng which is
already 1ln act, that 1is, by a moving thing or movent,
Aristotle defines motion as "the fulfilment of the moveable
insofar as it is movesble."'? For the Stagirite this

10 wetapn, vii.7 (l032a 12j,
U puys, vit,1 (2u1b 24 1),

12 1p1d, viii.1 (251a 9). See also Phys. viii.5
(2570 7)°
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statement means that "in eacn kind of wmotion it is that
whleh is capable of motion that is in motion."l3 e later
adis that,

« « o the moveable 1z moved and this is potentially,

not actually, in motion, but the potential is in

&’ﬁ"i‘.‘iﬁiﬁ? g’a&ti\ritﬁi“mmm’ on the other

4
In support of these statements, Aristotle offers a propo-
sition that we have already seen: "that which produces the
form 1s always something that possesses ie, "33
This argument gives a good Inaight to Aristotle's

view on act and potency. By examining a being which at one
moment lacks motion and then in another moment acquires
motion, Aristotle points out that in the former case the
being must have had the capacity for motion, that 1s, 1t
must nave been potentially in wmotion, whereas in the latter
instance we have an actually moving dbeing. Aristotle must
Z0 on to show how this change took place. There would seem
to be two possible conclusions to this problem: that the
zcquired motion was caused by the thing itselfl that moved
or that it was caused by another hains.lﬁ However, it is

13 phys. viii.l (251a 13).
14 rv1d. vi11,5 (2570 7).
15 1pid. viii.5 (2570 ).
16 ra1q. vit.1 (2610 25).
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anthinkable that a taing "should in its entirety move it
self . 4 ot thus 1t would at the same time De both teaching
and being taught, or reatoring to and belng reatored to the
same health,"l7T The thesis that a thing might be responsible
for 1ts own motion then falls into absurdityl® and 1t wouls
appesar that the second thesis must be chosem: that every-
thing that is in motlon wmust be moved by sanother,

let us examine this argument closely, It states
that since a being must be considered incapable of moving
itself, it must be moved by another. Furthermore, the
reason that a being is incapadble of wmoving itsell is that
i1t lacks motion.l” Hence it would seem apparent that the
being which is the cause of ite motion must already possess
motion; that ls, a mover must be a movent.

Is this argument satiasfactoryt If it is, by
showing that every thing in motion demands a movent, it

17 pnys, viil.5 (2575 2).

18 see phys. viil.5 (2575 12). It is lmportant to
remenber here t the moveables i¢ only potentially
moveable and must derive its fulfilment Iron something
actually in motion., Hence even if s thing appears to move
ltsell, it is clear that ons part of this thing msust wove
another.,

1% tnis 1s the key question in the argument of
Aristotle: that wotion ¢an only be caused by that which
18 in motion. If this statement is true, then the rest
of the argument follows.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



sy ~azily be argd. P Lot Sh2 astualization of 1 belng in

4

yorangy desands vring la act, 2 zut, does every being in
rawlom “emand a mover”? de nust furtiner inquire into tne
reison beaind this statement, #or, L0 state iut a Luing

sotentially in motion slmply solints oat tioot the thing
¢y moves Similarly, to state tiat a being azs the correse
soniang ael merely means that Coe Delng 18 ain motlan.  3ul,
To Lite Bhat a belng Lo nctency o be rolueges Lo see only
¢y 3 veing in acst connects acl ant potengy causally. The
first two statements are satters of observation, but the
final proposition, wnicu connects the two terms, demands
tome sort of Justification, In regard to tiilngs waicn move
{i'rom potency to act), Arietotle gives Lwo possibilities:
¢t the thing eituer moves itsell or is moved by anot.er,
powever, in view of what has jusl been sald, it w~ould seem
thit tnere 1s a third possibility: tnat there is no causal
relation between act and potency; il.z2. tiiat a3 being can be
ir motion with no mover at all,<l

“ristotle does not entirely ignore this problem in

tire Paysica. in tne first cnapter of Book VIII, ne attacka
te notion held by some of his predecessors that motlon is

rot 2ternal, but rather can vanlst and reappear.©¢  "Nature,”

-t

20 .
“v o Lee below, p. 58,

el see below, e 50,
s

o P P o a
= PRyB. Viiiel (85l Y Kl
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



17

Aristotle points out, "is everywhere the cause of order;”
tnat is, "that which is produced or directed by mature can
rever be anything disorderly.” Aristotle goea on to show
that to nold that a motion may come to be without there
being a previous motion is incompatable with the above
statement:

But il we say that there is first a state of rest

for an infinite time, and then motion 1s started

at some moment, and that the fact that it is

this rather thrn some previous woment is of no

importance, and involves no order, then can

no longer say that it is nature's work,”
in this text, Aristotle is examining the possidility that
8 thing may begin to move without there being a preceding
activity to account for this wotion, in which case, there
would be no order involved, This would not be a natural
movement, for "nature is everywhere the cause of order.”

Whether Aristotle regards this a&s a dzwonstration

¢f the eternality of motion or not is not explieitly ine
dicated., An examination of the text which follows, however,
would seem to indicate that the eternality of motion is
demonstrable, He points out that:

It would be better, therefore, to say with

Empedocles and anyone else say have maine

tained such a theory ss his /that 3 motion may

come to be with no preceding wotion/ that the
universe 1is zlternately at rest sand in motion:

23 phys. viii.l (252a 13 - 17).
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for in a system of this kind we have at onee &

certain order. But even here the holder of the

theory ought not only to assert the fact: he

ought also to explain the cause of ity i.e,

he should not make any mers assumption or lay

down any gratultous axiom, but should ewpley

either inductive or demonstrative reasoning.”
Although this text is primarily intended az a criticism of
Zmpedocles, one fact aecems clear: the solution to the
problem can be reasoned to., Aristotle later adds in the
same critiqQque that,

« « o While his theory l1s right insofar as it i»

applied to certain individual cases, he is wrong
in making it of universal application., Thus, a

triangle always has its angles equal to two right

angles, but there is nevertheless an ulterior cause

for the eternity of this truth, whereas first

prineiples are eternzl and have no ulterior cause, "%
Taere are tnen certsin truths which are eternal but should
not be laid down 28 first principles; the reason for this
being that these truths have an ulterior cause and hsnce,
can be demonstrated from that cause,

In view of what has just been said, 1t would seem
that Aristotle's proposition, that every motion which comes
to be requires a preceding motion, Je such a truth; that is,
it 15 eternally true but it is not & first principle since
there ls an ulterior cause for its truth., And thls ulterior
cause would appear to be order or its cause, nature., 3ince

every reduction from potency 0 act is a kind of motion, then

24 pnys, viii.,1 (252a 20),
25 1vid. viii,l (252b 1).
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CHAPTER THREE

In the first chapter, 1t uas seen that St. Thomas'
pnilosophy, like that of Aristotle, was very much dependent
on order. While realizing on the one hand that the world
is full of different grades of Lbelings, 5t. Thomas saw on
the other that these beings were 3ll related in some way
and that all of them bore some resemblance to beings of
other orders.l As a result his philosophy accounts for
2ll beings in one order. Intricately invoelved in nis
shilosophy are certain propositions which are expressive
of this order. The proposition in question, that nothing
zan be reduced from potency to act except by a being in
act, is one of these propositions,

It is now necessary to inquire in detail into
the writings of 3t. Thowas in order to discover in what way
ne wakes use of the proposition and, of even greater im-
portance, to asocertaln whether thira is, in his writings,

1 Sum, Theol. I, 47, 3, c. ". . & dwc dui_quod _1pss
wrdo n_re 8ic & Beo sreatis existens e
manifes E]illhﬁﬁ&ﬂ!ﬂlﬁ!; T8 unus d.

@ac NAdWE GUod AR

=202, s Ce iZﬁi!EEZ quae aunt 1axtn1un
z380 orﬂi ste ad inv gam, ) ™ T
oy, s - m . ¥ s g0 o4 v
ordo_considersndus in reb
Srdinatur ad allud creatum
oreata ordinantur ln Deum.
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way bmlicatlion of sigther tiig proposlition can be demons
siratead, and iU 80, aow 1t Lo te be dewmonsirated., With
regard to nis use oi tne Trounosition, it hias been seen tiat
it was employed by St. Thours in als prool of the existence

o5 God in tae Summa Theologzlac,” 2 passage that closely

2 Joseph Jwens, . SSec., "ihe Problem ol tie Prima Via,"
codern Schoolman, X% (152, pp. 33-83 (fart 1), rather
owWens, wnen ne considers tie iret premise in the first way
of jemonstrating tie exlstence ol God, i.e. that walch is
moved is moved by anotuner, states tnat St. Thomas does not
azcept this proposition in any "2 priori way", but ratner
tiat he concluides it from "wnat 1s seen happening in the
gsensible world." 3t. Thowmas, e points out, uses the exe
zuple of "wood wnich i3 cold . . . being neated by fire,”
o derive this proposition: "Insofar as the wood 1s being
zoved from cold to heat, it Ls in potency to being aot.
fhis 1ls at once seen to be n necesgsary condition f'or being
moveld., The thing tanat 1s being moved hias to be in potency
vo Lnat towards wiicih iU is Veing moved. 1That wnleh 1s ime
carting the molion, on thie oiaer nanl, must be actual in
Lals respect,”

It i1s at thig golnv Uit the problem arises, Woile it
Lo BPUC LAt o owmovang talng L8 changing row poltency to act
wni that before a taing can aclually nave 2 certaln act, it
rudet aave the capuclty for tust act, there is still no grounds
Vor relating potency to act czusally. Thne ast and potency
rrososition not only expreznes the ameaning of potency and
act, but it also relztes toem in a special way. If we
ackume this relationsily, taen any anslysis of the propo=-
sition need only e 3 lefinition of the terms., And tials is
#4140 Father Owens seeuns L0 nave done. e analyzez motion
in terms of potency iand actl Zssuming that potency ls ree-
lated to act causully. wdence Lhe dbasls for the solution
of the problem is, for satner Jwens, Chat act must be
"mowething over and above potoncy, somethlng more than
coteney, " and also that act 'aasz to come from something
W::xcil already nas or ls taac act.,” Tae problem with this is
L same as above:! nat act isg sowething above potency is
clear from a2 definition of the terms bul tae final statew
went ls one thut ifwpnlies a relationsnlip, and does not
necessarily follow from 2 definitlion of toe terms.

It wust be seen aere tnal in a very real asense tne
statement that rutuer Jwens analyzes as tie basla of the
sropogition that 'everytaing that is in notlon is moved
by anotner!' is no amore than that sroposition In terms ol
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garallels 2 simllar cemonaitration in Aristotlet's ?hzsic o3

3

sie Thomas, however, does not cy any means restiriet nis
amployment of this proposition to this question. for

example, we find the pronoszition used in answering the

3

question: TWhnetner God i1s a Dody?”

Secundo, qulz necesse est 1d quod est primum
ens, esse in actu, et nullo modo in potentia,
usicet enim in ano et eocdem quod exit de potentia
w0 actum, prius sit potentia guawm actus tempore,
simplicliter tawen actus prior est potentlia:
quis quos ezt in potentin, non reducliur in
actun nisi per sns wotu, ystensum est autem
aupra quod eus est orilnuds ens, Lfmpossibile est
igltur guod in ceo olit a3liquid in potentia,
umne auben corpus est in potentiz:  gqulia eone
tinuum, inQuantum hulusmoldl, divisiblle est in
infinityusm, lapossitile est igitur Leum esse
corpus.”

nis proof Ls o very simple and a very convinoeing
wne, God 1is known L0 be the firat of all beings (primunm
engj. And since act is prior tO potency, it nust be said
tnat there can be no notency in Geod. It follows therefore
tinat, slnce every boiy is in potency, God cannot be cone

sidered to be a body. The only part of tiis proof tnat seems

act and potency. In tils sense thien tue 'bagia' and tne
oropositlon are one, lience if we assume this basis or this
relationshlp between potency and act to arrive at the pro-
»osition *that «4hich 18 in motion 13 moved by another!, then
@2 are actually assuming this latter proposition in the e
sinning. Decause Father Owens ln fact has not explained the
relationshlip between potency and act, the preoblem remains
Wisclved,

3 vnys. vii.l {241b 24 Iy,

4

Sum. Lieol. I, 3, 1, ¢.
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w0 reguire explanation 18 the statement that ln the absolute
sense, aet is prior to potency, St. Thowas explains this
ay saying that in the reduction from potency to act, there

must first be a being in act: “quod est in potentia, non

reducltur in actum nisi per ens actu.”
Again, as in the demonatration of the existence of

tod, 4t. Thomas uses the act and potency proposition as the
sole basis for a demonstration.” ¥ithout the use of this
proposition there 1s no demonstration at all., There 1s
2lso, a8 in the aforeuentioned demonstration, no explanation
zilven concerning the use of this proposition. Can it be
concluded from this that no explanation is necessary?! That
L8, since, 1n these two lmpertant demonsirations, the pro-
20osition stands on its own, it woull seem that 1t wight be
~egarded by St. Thomas as a selfeevident or per se nota
oroposition., iet us first, however, consider some other
instances in whlon this proposition is used,

St. Thomas makes use of the act and potency pro-
mosition in his treatise on tiue i.tcllectusl powers of the
soul in the Summa Theologiae on a question concerning the
agent intellect, iHe has previcusly shown that in order to
understand a thing it is necessary that we inave a possible
intelleat;® that is, 3 knowing power which is capadle of

5 3ee Sum. Theol, I, 2; 3; €.
6 1b1d. 1, 75, 2, c.
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knowing prior L0 the act of knowledge, The problem now
becomes to show that we also need an agent intellecot to
actuslize the possible intellect, The possible intelleoct
arrives at knowledge by acquiring the forms of natural things.
Cut since the forms of natural things do not themselves
exlst apart from matter, there must be an active prineiple
to raise thege forms to the possible intellect:
e » o fOrmac autens in materia existentes non sunt
intelligibliles actu: sequebatur quod naturae seu
formae rerum sensibilium, quas intelligimus, non
essent intellizibiles actu, Nihil autem reducitur
de potentia in sctum, nisi per aliquod ens actu:
ajocut sensus it in actu per sensibilie in actu,
Oportebat igitur ponere aliquam virtutem ex parte
intellectus, guae faseret intelligibilia in actu,
per ubtﬁr&eﬁiensu spealierum a conditionidbus
materialibus, &Yt nsge est negessitas ponendi
intellectum agentem,

This demonstration provides an excellent exsmple
of the absolute necessity given to tnis proposition., Wwe
now that we have the capacliiy to know various tnings. It
i, however, necessary %o explain how we aoQquire these things
a8 knowledge, That is, it 1is necessary to explain how what
is potentially known becomes actually known. And since the
object of knowledge 1s itselfl, priocr to the act of knowing,
not actually intelligible, then the object itselfl cannot be
the sole cause of knowledge, For the acquisition of a form

by the intellect is a reduction from potency to act, and

sinee "nihil autem reducitur de potentia in agtum, nisi

7 Sum. Theel. I, 79, 3, c.

UNIVERSITY OF WINDSOR LIRRARY

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



25

ki ]

ger aliquod ens actu,” then there must be poalted a power

wihilech 48 in aet which can cause the sensidble species to
become intelligible, It shculd be noted here that although
the demonstration 1s pointing to a power of wilch most
people would be entirely unaware, St. Thomas is not positing
simply & guess or a probability, but rather a necessity:
"it haee est necessitas ponendi lntellegtum agentem,”

The whwle demonstration rests, as did the one in
sulch 1t was seen that God could not be a body, on the

proposition that notulig can be reduced {rom potency to act
except by a being in act. As in the other demonsatration, it
iz useld as Laougii 1t were a first princlple or per se nota
Proposition. If tue proposition is true then the conclusion
wast be true; but if the preposition is either not true, or
if the truta of tae proposition 1s not yet properly estae
blisned, thsn the demonstratlion canndot be regarded as true
or at least as properly cstablisaed.

Are these deamonstratlons offered by 3t. Thomas
sound? In other words, 15 he Juscilled ln positing the
existence of an active power sliuply because he is aware of
s potential one. It would seem, from the way 1ln which &t,
Thozas uses the proposition, that he 1s accepting 1t as
evident., At least, the absence of any explanation for his
use of the proposition would lead one to conclude that he
supposed that no explanation was needed,

UNIVERSITY OF WINDSCR LIBRARY
“339]
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Is Sv. Tnosze justidied ln treating tals as a per

2 nota propositiont It zigat be obJected that the real

yvewson for tne accepntance of this proposition is that withe
put 1t, the reductlon [from potency to act would, in a sense,
oy Intelllgibility. ror instance, without positing an
wZent intellect the process ol knowing is not intelligible,
or it ecannot be geen now tne object potentlally known be-
comes actually known, To poslt an active power in thls case
renders the process Intelllglble. However, this, in itself,
does not Justily the use of tne proposition, For, simply.
tecause something wmust be true according to the order in
shiden the intellect functions, 1t is not necessarily true
ouatside of tuat order, taat is, in the pihysical order.
Jugrefore tne relationsnip between tnls proposition and the
caysical order is not yet establisied. wWhat is clear 1is
tuab the proposition is closely linked with SC. Thomas!?
view ol the real order,

je sge evidence of thils in nis demonstration of
wue existence of Goi. In tie irst prcof,8 ne points out
vivat there 1is an order of wovers and things moved, That
valen 18 in act moves that wihilcihh 1s in potency to a state of
~2tuality. In anotner proof,- ne speaks of order in terms

oi' causality. That which has being is tne cause of being.

5
Y sum, Theol. I, 2, 3, /[frima Viz/.

-~ Ibid. I, 2, 3, [fSecunda Via/,
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find again, in another proof,lV he sees an order of perfec-
tion in things., Certain things are more perfect and other
things are less perfect, The use of the terms more and
less indicates a relatlonship between things, and nenge,
order. In faect his *'prooflst' for the existence of God can
be taken as comprising a wholej that ls, one proof, in
whicn an order in things 1s seen, an order which leads to a
r'irat mover or first cause or a first in whatever parti-
cular order may be under consideration,

In the writings of St, Thomas, as in the works of
Aristotle, order seems Lo be tihat wnlch opposes random
activity of any sort.** Handom sctivity implies that
activity of a being which has no relation to any other
teing. In this sense then, & motion can be considered
random if 1t is caused by nothling, and 1 1t 18 moving to-
wards nothing. Order, on the other hand, in opposing random
activity, implies an activity which dbears s relation to some
other., In this way, St. Thomaas' proof of the existence of
Geod 12 a proof based on order: the relation of moved to
novent, effect to cause and less perfect to more perfect,

19 sum, Theol. 7, 2, 3, fuarta Via7,

11 5.0 p. 2., footnote 1, In these texts we can clearly
see viat for 3t. lromas order 1&211&: relation: “Segundum

2a3f quaetam ad 2l apdinantur, in the ighest gense,

order ¢an be coneiered, omnia creata ordinantur in
ey, These terxts seem O €XpresE clearly the 1des Chat

order is opposed Lo anything randowm.
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In an article concerning the unity of God, 3¢,

Tiomas nas ocecasion to refer to tue order Lin nature, In

ciils partioular article e wants to s.ow Liat God, the

sause of a1l tilngs, must Le one, o tuis end, e polints
out that,

Omnia enlm gquae sunt, inveniuntur esse ordinata
2! invicen, Jar gquaelam qulbusdau deserviunt,
Guae autem diversa sunt, in unum ordines con-
venirsnt, nisi abt 21iqud ano cordinarentur,

ceowasl, tierefore, be uald taal God is une.

-
P

f
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as galbusdun Jdeserviunt.”

Secvendly, Lt 1s se

[

it Ll tiese talngs are 'diversa’',

voiln, thils s presamably arn obvious fact Liat neels 0
ieponsbratlion,  Sul

Bul iiverse Lhnings need Lo Le oprdered by
ot Ccadade,  ITuis, for owr purposes, ls Uie laportant state-

re Ly 1 e
LAl

in this text. For we iaves nere, it woulld secw, an

soplication of a propesitlen, zimilar o the act and potency
Lrosvsition, as i cause for orser in diverse thinga. To be
cause of ordexr la (o sive scuetuing an act, taat is, to

cocency to act., noenee tae reducltion

Lovs omathing irow

Las bune causas of grilar.

3

12 sum, Tneol. I, 11, 3, <.
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Thle 1, afrittedly, 1 rather liberal interpre-
*ntion of tiwe text. It does, nowaver, lmply tnat there
»18t be a cause for orier. An! ho4 elwe could one arrive
nt thlg eonclusion witanoul regir’ing Yorderlirg' as the
#'ving and receastion of aome etlvity., At least this much
15 olear: the progosition that *i111 things are in ordcr!
ir dependent on a prior proposition, for it ls evident toat
crier is eausad, Jince orider lg the ziving of an act or
e reducing from potency to act, 1t 2an be seen That this
rricr propositlion must say thut Ysvory redustion from potency
to a2t is caused', It furtiher follows that the cause wust
i2aclf be in act for nothing rcan cause that which it 1iself
1rzkn, It would sscem then that Ut. Thomas woudld regard the
act snl potency propoeilion 23 orior to the gstatement that
"~11 thinms that crizt are oriered,”

“en oae aonalute with 1 Lrief reaume ¢of tho gositions
¢’ tristotls nnvt lt, Thomaz. Alghough Aristotle nade very
little use of tne -rorgziticn ln guestlon in terms of act
a2t ~otency, hn 41 mike fregquent use of a number of other

ronositions which coul’” be referve” Lo a8 partlcular ine
sthnices of the mone general sztalerent., It was farther seen
tint in most lnstancesz, Aristotls use’! thase proposltions
Ltnout demonastrating them, altiouzii in one text he di1 ine

wicate that from 2 knowledge of order 1t could be seen tnat
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or 3%, Thomas,

13 see avove, pp. 16-17.
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CHAPTER FOUR

That the act and potency proposition plays an
important role in the philosophles of Aristotle and 8t,
Thomas 1s evident Ifrom the texts we have conslidered. Both
of these philosophers sessm to infer that in describing an
ordered universs, a proposition of this nature sust be
sccepted., It has not been seen, however, whether either of
thea regarded this proposition as a first principle or a
statenent susceptidle of demonstration., For the most part
they seem to accept the proposition on 1its face valuse,

There is, in the Physics of Aristotle, & case in
wnich motion scems to be ths necessary result of order,l
(rder lmplies relation or connection. That is, what i
crdered is not random,., It can be seen, however, that random
rotion (or any random activity) cannot be caused activity, |
for causality relates an effect to a cause. Hence, every
motion, indeed every activity, must de caused, Froa this,
it follows that every reduction from potency to act must be
caused by a being in act., In this way, then, it follows
that since the universe is ordered, any change or motion
wust be referred to a cause,

This argument, however, could be reversed., If we

1 See above, p. 7.
31
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resin with any reduction from notency to a2ct, it follows

i

10 tnere must be some kKind of motlon or change and, if
oo@ny tnhal In oany redaction rom notency te 2et, there must

tnen it follows that
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rthermore, it follows that 1f neither the preamise nor the
soneluslon is nrior to tne otner, this "theory reduces to
e mere statement timt 1 2 Lalne existes then 1t muast
2vinte=an 2187 @31y of Spoving 2nythi.g.“3 it actually
wromens iAn 2 olreslinry srzument s that the -sromize must ine

Ionsecuenily, insof=r 23 the relation of =et and
LLotney Lo orier ls conesrns?, we are left with the follows
iz nroblem:  ecsn 2itizr one be deronstrate? from Lae other?
3 Li 1s o2lesr irom woaf Aristetle nas sald tazt votn cane
LU e at tae same tlme demonstrialed fron and used o demone
SLraL2 vas Quaer, Je are, Liawgeiors, lell 4itn turee
senacililing ol wailcn only one can be cuosen: Yirst, that
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Lwinoiing o1 grder s Luad Lae latter amust be dewmonsirated
Lro Wi Yormer) or secorrily, tnat our unierstanding of

lar ls arliolr 0 our anderstanding ol act znu potency and
oL e ousel to deconuerale Lie act and 2olency proposiltion;
So0 fadbialy, Taad nglines 4st s Jotency nor order are »rior
U b 0ba2Y in walca: ¢ase taey wust ve identiflad,

DreTe Liryt LNl buis problen 2t zreater length,

terv 4B @BALn Laoulre Lnlo tae L osterior sanalytics ane cone-

CLASP WaAT ArisStollie siys on propositlions ani demonstrations,

~udanis Chie veginning of Cuis #0rk, aristotle suamarizes his

3 rost. 4nal. 1.3 {72b 34,
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own position concerning demonstration: "our own dootrine is
that not all knowledge is demonstrative: on the contrary,
knowledge of the immediate premismses is independent of
demonstration,"¥

Conserning presisses which cannot be demonstrated,
iAristotle points out that "an immediate proposition is one
which has no other proposition prior to it." Purther,

"the premisses of demonstiated knowledge must be trus,
vrimary, ismedlate, better known than and prior to the
conclusion."® To be better inown can be understood in two
senses: better known in the order of reality and better
known to man. The former is more universal and furthest
from sense while the latter is particularly nearest to
sense. !

We must distinguish between realities in the worild
and propositions in the intellect. Simply because a certain
proposition seems to facilitate explanation does not nsoes-
sarily mean that it truly explains the world of reality.

For instance, the proposition 'all things are ordered’, msay
lead to conclusions which are invalid because the proposition
may not be a correct expression of order in the world, On

4 post. Ansl. 1.3 (72b 18},

> Ipid. 1.2 {72a §;.
6 Ibid. 1.2 (71b 2uj.
T Ibid. 1.2 (71b 34).
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she other hand, if the proposition in the intelleet is an
expression of things in the world, then its conclusions
wust follow as true, Similarly, act and potency may be
found both in the world or in a proposition in the intellect.
ience a preposition is an Iintellectual expression, DBefore
it can be used 1n a valid demonstration its truth as
expressive of the real world must be ct:ahlished.a
Consequently, wlih regard to order vig-a~via act-
and-potency, il one is to be demonstrated Irom the other, it
wwust be shown that the proposition of one is prior to amd
better known than the proposition of the other; that ias, one
proposition must be more universal than the other. And 1in
his context, that which would seem to be referred to is
that which is prior and better known in the least qualified
way.” If neither of these propositions can be regarded as
immediate, 1t would seem that there must be another propo-
sition prior to these from which each may be demonstrated,
How do we arrive at the first and immediate
premisses? Our knowledge of these 1s, according to Aristotle
nelther innate nor is it derived fros any higher state of
imowledge. We must, then, arrive at our knowledge of these

8 post. Anal. 1.2 (71b 24).

) ,
4 Ibid. 1.2 (T2a 1&5 Y. ¢ o« Objects nearer to sense are
prior and better known to man; objects without qualification
prior and better known are those further from sense, Now

the most universal causes are furthest {rom sense and
particular causes are neareat to sense.”
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igrorat, sed sunt ab omnibus ecdem modo et naluraliter

sognita,"12 He then explains the dlfference between an
indemonstrable prineiple and a conclusion, If a3 man is
questioned on matters closely related to these principles,
e « s respondebit veritatem de his quas sunt
propingqua principiils, isabito respectu ad principiaj;
et sle deinceps quousque virtutes primorum prin-
ciplorum ad es de gquibus interrogatur, applicare
poteat, Ex uoec igltur manifeste apparet quod per
prinelipia prima, ig eo qul interrogatur, causatur
cognitio de novo,
Tiuls suows clearly tnat St. Thomas agrees with Aristotle
that the princlples are the cause of the truth of, and are
Luerefore prior te, the ceonclusions,
In the above text, St, Thomas indicates that a
1781 can naturally know certain principles from which ne
derives ihils other knowledge. In faet, 3t. Thomas points
out tuat it is the knowledge of principles rathar than of
conclusions which 1is most truly natural to man:
31 ita essel animae naturalis cognitic conclusionum
slcut prineipiorum, eadem ssset sententia apud
omnes de conclusionibus sicut de principiis: 4
quiz quae sunt natuwralia, sunt eadem apud omnes,
3ince, however, not all people agree as to conclusions, but

only a8 to principles, it follows that principles alone are

12 Saint Thomas Aquinas, $. Thomae de .+ o Summa
tontra Gentiles, Torino Murin/i Casa ce ietts,
1234 ZEdTtio Leonina Harialis/, Liber 11, Cap. 83 /[p. 1957.

15 summa Contra Jentiles, i1, &3 b 1557
4 1pia, 11, 63 /o, 19397,
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vatural to us,id

Jeientific knowledge, tien for St, Thopss comes
23 & result of our knowledge of first principles, tie Knowe
ledge of Wuics. we uave naturally. i3 point nere is similar
g0 Aristotle's,  Sor Aristotlie, acientific knowledge demands
2 startiang point, an indemonsirable prineiple wiica 13 the
cadse of trut: in all of tue conclusions wnicin fall under
i¢., Tui:ls type of inowledge as we inave seen 3¢, Tuomas refer
Lo s, finde Lts starting point in indemonstrable principles
wi.lch are naturally'knewn by tie intellect and in turn are
tue cause of trne trutn in scientifle conclusions.

In addition, as we :ave seen in Aristotle, tae
rirst prineciples, in order tratl tney may be tne cause of
trieir conclusions, must be the most universal, wiicnk as we
nave seen entalls aving tae least qualifications., 3t.
Thomas reiterates this position wiien he points out tnat,

Intelleotus igitur, cum 31t una vis, est elus
unum naturale oblectum, culuz per se et
naturaliter cogniticonem nabet, nHOc autem
oportet esse id sub Guo cospresenduntur omnia
ab intellectu cognitat sicut sub calore com~
prenenduntur ommnes calores, qui sunt per se
visibiles. Guod non est aliud qQuan ens,

Baturaliter igitur intellectus noater cognoscit
ens, et ex quae sunt per se entis inquantus

15 Summa Contra Gentiles, i1, 83 /p. 14497, By the
expressicn 'natural', St. 1homas seems Lo mean tnhat walch is
initially present, Tiis becomes clear from unis references
to tue none-natural wilei

acquirisnus r 14 gquod est
naturale:” Tue ratural is %hai anEia% 'siiéi' Trom whieh

tue nonenatursl i1s produced,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



35

sailusmodi; in gua cegnitione fundatur primorws
grigcipiarum notitlia, ut%nan case lgmul affire
mare et negare, ot alia aulusmodi.

The above text gerves tc polnt out ot, Tromas?
view of tue nature of first urinciples, We know becausa of
t..c power of our Intellect, wut slece t.e intellect ia only
one power, it can have only one proper object, TYet, 1in
wnothier sense, slnce all exlsting things are kxnowable, all
-1 ti.ese thLings are oljects of tae Intellect, iHence, the
cne natural object of tune kno4lng power must at the saxe
tiwe contalin under it, as it were, 21l things knowable by
the intellect. But since the intellect can know all tnings,
tie natural objeet of the lntellect must be that under which
ls contained all things, that is, being. For of all that we
anow, belng ls tne most universal, The first principles
are founded on tils knowledge of being. Seientific knowe
iedge 1s tie result of first principles. 3t. Thomas refers
to taem as the cause of tie conclusions which fall under
Liiem, ie states uls own positlon clearly in the Susma

sheologlae, wien he polnts out tuat,

Lt propter hoco etisam circa illas propositioness
errare non potest, quae statim cognoscuntur
cognita terminorum quidditate, sicut aceldit
circa prima principia: ex quibus etiam sccidlt
infallibllitas veritatis, secuf s certitudinean
sclentise, clircs conecluslones,

15 Summa Contra Gentilies, ii, <3 /5. 14 7.
17

Sum. Theol. I, 85, &, c.
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It is evident from tne texts we have ssen that,
for Aristotle and St. Thomas, truly sclentific knowledge
rasults from first principles or indemonstrable propositions.
ind 1€ is furtiher agreed by these two pallosophers that
tiese principles cannot themselves be reached by demonstra-
tion, nor are tiiey known by some sort of innate idea or
concept, Aristotle ztates that we must arrive at them
through some 1lnductive process, while 3t, Tnomas declares
them to be inown naturally.

It can be seen from tnis that the ast and potenay
oroposition must be either a first principle or a2 conclu-
sion from some Tirst prineciple. We must, therefore, inquire
into our knowledge of being, upon which all first principles
are related to discover whether elitner the order proposition
or the act and potency proposition can be considered a first
principle or now they can be demonstrated from a first

principle,
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The golution to tis problem with wnich we are
concerned in this thesgis restsz in zstatlisking a causal
relation between potentizlity znd actuality, It aas been
seenl that notency and act are related in that we know the
~oteney of a thing in terms of some corresponding act
l.e, 3 potency ie always ths potency of some speeific
rctuality., In tails way potency may be miid to be related
to act. It is also clear € that this tyre of 2 relation-
shlp cannot be used to establish z relationship between
2ffact and cause,

hence we muet go beyond the mere definition of
tie terms ‘potency' and 'act?, to establish whether the
vne 18 related causally to tne other., To accomplist tils,
iel am Tirst consider oow ve coue Lo KNOW potency :in i
wikdige AU L8 Clear toatl o rezsrd teo all tnings LA we
saow, A2 wusl Koow Lielr zeiivaty, for we know tie acuivity
L1 A tidng Lhrough abs 2el.

How, z2liroug:. we 2 ave a corncept of being
A#iici. can be exterdel co 8ll Uilrngs, we cannol say tuat

velng can be univocally predicatet of all anings.3 ¥or

1 3ee above, v, U

2 See above, . lu - 11,
3 dee Sum, Trepl. i, 13, 5, e.

41
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a thing is only insofar as it acts. And the activity of the
tning depends on the form of the talns.“ That which has not
the form of a dog can not nave the act of a dog. Or, that
which nas not the form of motion can not actually be in
motion., HMoreover, since notiing exists of which you cannot
ask the question, ‘waat is 1t7', it is clear that all things
wihich are have forma. In fact, it 1is upon the acquisition

of a form that a thing begins to exist., Thus, when one
aninal generaves anotiler, anotner forw is produced, and hence
another baing.5 In this sense, form is the vehicle of being.
And since a thing is only insofar as it is in activity,

then form is also, in this sense, the vehlcle of activity,
That whieh has the form nas the activity. Thus that which
has the form of motion has the actual motion. And conversely,
that which lacks the form of motion cannot have the motion,
Now, since all things do not have the same activity, as for
instance, the activity of one animal ciffers from the acti-
vity of another, then activity cannot be univoeally predi-
cated of all things, but must be predicated upon consideration
of the form of the thing., Similarly, being, waich is in a
sense dependent on the form of the thing, cannot de predicated

ﬁ . % | ; 3 » N
See Summa Contra tiles, ii.55 /p. 147/. "Ease
autem per se conseq ﬁi%'g ﬁy!‘w’ o & W7

> 3ee Ibid. 111.65 /p. 2y7/. Here St. Thomas mentions
that man 18 not the cause of human fora but is Just the
cause of the form coming to be in matter., lonstheless, the
man begins to be when the form begins to be,
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anivocally of all things.

Now, that all things are not pure besing and pure
act is evident from a study of motion. That things are in
motion is evident to the senses, As Aristotle has said:
"the existence of motion is asserted by all who have any-
thing to say about nature."® Against the objection of the
sikeptic who might say that there is no motion, there seeus
to be no srzuncnt.7 Motion 13 not an assuaption that need
be proved. It ls rather a fact that need merely be
recognized,

Now from tne fact that things are in motion, it
is evident that things change. Motion is between contraries.
‘That whieh is in motion must move [rom something to sowme-
thing. And that rom which it moves cannot be identified
with that to which it wmoves, for in this case it is
obvious that there would be no motion. But since motion,
as has already been pointed out, is evident, it follows that
motion must involve cantrariea.g
A motion from one contrary to another is a changc.9

In every change new form is acquired, For example, when a

6 pnys. viii.l (250b 15,
T see Ibid. 1.1 (1B4b 25 - 185a 7).
8 see Ibid. v.5 (2258 3u - 226b o).

¥ Ibid. V.5 (2292 30). "Hotion is a change from a
particular subject to a particular aubject,"
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man's hailr changes from black to gray, the form of grayness
veplaces the form of blackness. 3imilarly, when someihing
begina to wove, it acquires a new form of motion and loses
the form assoclated with rest., Something in motion is con~
tinually acquiring and losing forms as it changes its
position. For a thing is and ascts through its form, and to
acquire 3 new activity is to acquire a new fora. But to
acquire motion, or to be in motion, demands the aocgquisition
of a new activ.ty for tae activity of a body in motion is
different from the activity of a body at rest. Noreover,
the activity of a mover changes as the mover moves, and,
since the posltion of the mover is always changing, the
wmover must be continually acquiring and losing forms in
relation te its position. Consequently, it follows that
motion necessitates the acquisition of a form, and, there-
fore, wotion is a change.

let us now examine the procers of change. Changs,
A8 we have already seen, involves contraries in that it 1is
always from soumething to something. As Aristotle has
pointed out, & thing changes insofar as it is capable of
changing. In this sense change involves potency. For a
ciiange 1is moveaent from potency to act.lo An example of
tinis can be found in the examination of the thing which
ctianges from the state of rest to the atate of wotlion,

10 sum. Theol. I, 2, 3, ¢. /[Frima Vis/.
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bBecause tne thing has changed from rest to motion, we can
say that this thing while it was at the state of rest, was
capable of motion, that 1s, potentially in motien.

We cannot deduce from this knowledge, however,
thiat the thing must have been acted upon in order that it
be actually in motion.ll For to say that =& thing 12 poten-
tially in motion is to say that it is capable of scquiring
2 naw form. To say that it is actually in motion means only
that it actually possesses tnis form. From our knowledge of
potency based on change alone, there seems to be no principle
causally relating potency to aet,

We must go beyond this first impression of potency
to discover how & thing in potency can be reduced to asct,
It 1is clear that nothing has a potency for all things. For
all beings which change are limited as to Shat wnich they
can beccme. An animal, for instance, without wings, has no
potency to fly. Nor nas & flsh the capability of breathing.
In this sense it is clear that tne potencies of thaings are
limited., Amd, by limited we mean not liuited in the sense
of a potency not being fulfilled because of some extermal

1l gtienne Gileon, The Christian Philo £ 3t,

Thomss Aquinas, trans.’ Lo . Sheoko B B CRemyeri 1956)

aon conaiders motion in terams of act and potency,
particularly in his discussion of the Pr Via, liis
discussion, however, soems to ds of 1i{ttle value to this
work, Rather than %oing eritlical, it aimply appears to be
a re-statement of what 3t, Thomas says. The act and
potency preposition is not gquestioned here but seems to be
accepted on its face value, (3ee pp. 55-60).
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power preventing i{ts fulfilment, such as ilnactive senses
mignt prevent the fulfilment of the potency of the 1niel
lect; we mean ratier the limitations of the thing iteelfl,
for as we have se=an there are certaln things for which some
beings nave no potency.

It follows from what nas been sald that the
potentiality of the thing 13 determined by its nature., The
reasons for this can be mors clearly sesen in the following.
411 things act according to their nature, A dog acts as a
dog because it 1s its nature to do B0, And because the
nature is limited to 'dog!, a dog has no potency teo take
on the activity preoper to another animal., Now, with regard
to a being which 18 in aet, to know the nature of the
thing ia the same &8 to know the activity.l? In relation
to motion, when the nature of a thing in aotion is under-
sL00d, 1ts activity is zalso understood.

Nature is not, nowever, siwply expressive of the
activity. For, as we nave seen, things are not always in
activity. A boy, for instance, is not actually an adult
since ne lacks the accidental form required to become an adult.
lie 18, nowever, potentially an adult because it is hia
nature Lo become one. Nature, in this sense, 1is expressive

of the end of the thing. That is, to iknow the nature of

12 306 above, p. 12.
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the thing 18 not merely to know the activity of thing, but
it 18 AlSo to know the potentiality of the thing.l3

How we have zeen that a thing can change only
insofar as 1t is capuble ol vnanging. 1t is also clear .
that that te which the potency of the thing extends is
determined by its nature. Nature is, in this way, the
cause of the change ln the thing., It exercises causality
in that it is according to 1t that the thing changes.
Nature, as the cause of the potentiality of the thing, is,
in & way, the causez of the reduction of potensy to act,
A boy becomes 2 man because it is his nature to do so. In
this sense, nature 1s the cause of changet change is the
movement from potency to act; that which is in potency is
capable of being in 3ct, and is determined to certain acts
because of the nature of the thing, as a heavy body, be-
cause of its nature, is potentially in downward motion;
since that whieh tne thing is capable of becouing 1s deter-
mined by nature, then the becoming or change 1is in this way
caused by nature,

Nature is tie cause of all activity insofar as
1t orders the activity of all things. For order means simply
that all things act according 6o thelr natures. It is in
tals way that order 1s related to nature: all things move

13 metaph. v.4 (10152 17). "And nature in this sense
ia the source of wovement of natural objects, being present
in them somehow, either potentially or in complete reality,”

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



48

according to their natures; and since all things aove
according to thelir nature, nature i2 a cause of motion of
tulngs. HNature doess not cause the motion itselfl but rather
causes the ordering of the wotion, 14 ‘

In terms of activity and potency, this can be
explainﬁd a8 followa. A thing is in activity insofar as
it possesses the form of the activity; a thing is in
potency insofar as it is capable of possessing the form of
the activity. MNow we have already seen that tne poten-
tiality of the thing is determined by its nature, In this
sense, the acquisition of a new form, that is the reduction
from potency to astivity, is caused by the nature. Now
tne nazuée 1teelf does not supply the form which 1s acquired
in a change, but rather directs the thing which undergoes
changs as a8 final oause, 1

1t way be argued that a wotion can be caused in
rezpect to lipnality and uncaused in respect to effieiency;
l.e, tnat the sawe motlon can be at the same Cime caused
and uncaused in respect L0 different causes, For example,

Wwien we perceive any ordered motlion, of which an efficient

¥4 pays, vill,l (252a 12). ", . . nature 13 everywhere
tie cause order.,

15 wetapn. v.4 (lul5a lu), Here nature is identified
With essence as the "end of the process of becoaing.”
kature by directing the thing to 1ts end, acts as & final
cause; 1.e. the end of every natural chnange is the fulfile
ment of the nature.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Fow

- - 5 e y : B - - SN - = b R — e S5 opan
S OMCL YN YLL L e i G w3 OO0 Tuelibing zoocual L.

T, we connlile Lol Lo nlorn Lnocoase !, For order

s afPeel of ninuarey 03 oroinog L. T 15T 94 LOLLON.
wredore, insofar 3 volo Tl L8 O lulno, nU oaw wauded
S niabure I ¢ RN ST
T s eoen TQLIE LR, iy Tho o weing A
LT onn Bt ol g D it o L LY 4 ROLLD Lo ooty
ras o wine? nabiro ouiles ovor) oo laolion CUGH pOoLeney
iT. LowDver, JihnuT FUAV AT LT A LAl CRusdl, LU ssad only
EO0WT Gerde Bil8 DIGUMLATLON Lo WP L regnrl Lo Jinal
P TS B v cUwOT D hiyn o0 Tiad Viwaooint Lialfe Lo 0 JLy 0Ol

ot
Jou
Hﬁ
-
{+
i
G
w
ot
i
b
[
O
P
O
..~
)
)
<!
-

U . B : : .
coRe Ly Wil G 12T e L L0IL aads A1

iH PETLE: '!f: ‘»'-:»< ‘-:-:':‘7\ i - :.“2_11‘_}1: :i‘ ‘ﬁ;{tir A :‘J\} -‘lwlst

H

i L{DP. 303=4ulj. in tals artlcle, it is seer that
< 22 be on number of masndngrs of tin torn Ynaturelt,

it xs concluded, nowever, tnal In every instance, "nature
iz considerad . . . ir gne wdy or angtier as seincizle of
povenent,” fioreover, insofar 2s tne nature determines
T =motion to s oo, 210 13 ~leo the coase of wmovemant,
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CHAPTER B

voncerning tie view taal 1% 18 possible tiat a
vning in motion may nave no efficient cause whatsoever, let
A examine the classical objection formulated in the piilloe
sopny of David dume, In A freatise on iuman Nature, one of
Lise central themes ls causality.

sume begins the Treatise with an explaration of
auwean knowledge,

£11 perceptionsa of the numan mind resolve
themselves into two distinet kinds, which I
snall call Impressions and Ideas, The differ
ence betwixt tnese consists in tue degress of
force and liveliness, witn which they strike
upon the mind, and make their way into our
thought or consciocusness., Those perceptions
which enter with most force and violernce, we
may nase impressions; and, under this name, I
comprenend all our sensations, passions, and
emotions, as they make their first appearance
in tie soul. Ey ldeas, I mean the faint images
of these in thinking and reasoning . . ..

To clarify the relationship between impressions and ldeas,
he later adds,
« o o that all our simple ideas in their first
appearance, are deriv'c from simple impressions,
which ayre eorrespogdent to them, and which they
exactly represent.
in this way asune establisced tie fact tnat all of

vl aueds are relabed o lmpressions, Taey are, in fact,

1 bavid Huwe, & Ireatise of duzan Nature, ed. L. A.
~cliyeblgge (vx{0rd, iK&G). L, 4, L fp. 1/,

2 1hid. 1, I, 1 J5. 7.
59
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distinguiabed as dilferent kinds of perception merely
because of thelr vivacity ani because the one 1ia always
prior to the otﬂer.3 Alohougt impresaions arnl ldeas e¢an be
diatingulahed in this way, there ls a more luportant way

in which they are related to each other: "That idea of red
wilch we form ln the dark, and that impression which strikes
our eye Ln sunshine, differ only in degree, not in nature,"?
rrow tnls 1t 1s clear that hHune's ideas are related to nis
impressions as an image 1s related t0 a sensation. These
impresaions and ideas make up as we have seen, "all the pere
ceptions of the human mind,”

When examining tne content of the mind, we some-
times £ind that the representation of an impression "retains
2 considerable degree of lts first vivacity." Tnis leads
iume €O posit the existence of the memory, which "preserves
tne original form in whicih its objects were praaoatcd.”5
A second principle, waleh finds in tne mind, is the ilmegi-
nation to whign he glves the liberty "to transpose and
cuahge 1ts ideas."®

"o o o All Bimple ideas may be separated by the
isagination and may dbe united agaln in what form it

3 vuma, 1, 1, 1 f5. 27
¥ mad. 1, 1, 1 5. 7.
® b4, I, I, 111 5. E7.
6 1b1a. 1, 1, 11T 5. 147
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nleases,”"! Concerning this separation and uniting of ideas,
.ume points out that chance slone could not account for
this., There is, benind this activity, a 'uniting principle’
wnich acts as a "gentle force” on the imagination., The
force behind the aniting of ideas acts aceording to certain
gquallties by which the 1déas are related:

Tie qualities, from wnich this assoeiation

arises, and by wnioh the mind is after this
manner convey'd from one idea to another, are
tihxea, vix.¥noannhltn§a, Gangisuity in time or
Place, and Cause and &ffect,
it is the relatlion of our ideas in terws of cause and
effect that we must now consider,

While the resemblance and contigulty of ldeas are
relations that lead nowhere, witn regard to cause and effect
tiere 18 "a necessary connexion to be taken into consider-
ation.” ‘The probles whieh hume sete up for animself, then,
is: "For what reason /do/ we pronounce it negessary, that

everything whose existence nas a begluning, should also

A

ER

nave a cause,’-
Hiume answers the problem in this ways

But here is an argument, which proves at
once, that the foregeing proposition is neither
intuitively nor demonstrably certalin. ¥We can
never demonstrate the necessity of a cause to

7 Yuyme, 1, I, 1V [. 1'97‘
 mid. 1, 1, v . L7,
“ ibla. 4, iadl, 1 5' 7§.
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every new existence, or new modiflecation of
existence, without shewing at the same time the
imposaibility trnere is, tnat any thing can ever
begin to exist without some productive prine-
eiple; and wisere the latter proposition cannot
be proved, we must dgspair of ever being able
to prove tue former,+V

nume points out that some puilosophers argue tiat since all
objects come into axistence at a certain time and in a cerw
taln place, tnere nust be sowme cause to fix its beginning
in time and place, cr else it will always remain in "eternal
suspense,” lie asks, nowever,

is there any wmore difficulty in supposing the

time and place to be fix?d without a cause,

tnan to suppose the existence to be determintd

in that manner? The first question that occurs

on this subject i3 always, wnether the object

snall exist or not; The next, wnen and where

it shall begin to exist., If the removal of a

cause be intuitively absurd in tie one case,

it must be s0 in the other: And if tint

abaurdity be not clear without a proof in the one

case, ii will equally require one in tue

otnay,
That is, in order to use space and tize to demonastrate tiat
svery thing whleh begins to exist must nave a cause, it must
21530 be demonstrated that time and place nave a cause. 3Since
ti;e latter can be supposed to be fixed without a cause, then
t:ie former may also be supposed to be uncaused,

Simlilarly, if it 1s argued that, 1f the existence

of & thing is not caused by another, tnen it must be caused

1V Hume, I, III, ILI JfB. 747.
1 1psd, 1, 111, 111 /Jp. 807,
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by itself, hume replies:

But to say that anytaing 1s produc'd, or to
expreas aysell more properly, comes into
existence, without a cause, 13 not to affirm
that 'tis itself its own cause; but on the
contrary in excluding all external causes,
excludes a fortlieri the thing itself which is
created., “An object, that exists absolutely
without any cause, certainly 1s not its own
cause; and when you assert, that the one fol-
lows from the other, you suppose the very polnt
in question, and take 1t for granted, tiat 'tis
utterly lapossible any thing can ever begin to
exist without a cause, but that, upon the
exclusion of one productive pwiggxplo, we must
8till nave recourse to another,

Those who hold this position are, according to liume, =vading
the rezl problem. Hume's position is, then, that the pro-
position “"that nothing ocan ever begin to exist without soxe
productive prineiple,” cannot be demonstrated,l3

In regard to the act and potency proposition, it
ls clear that it falls against the argument of Hume, Botn
tiie proposition against which Hume 18 arguing and the act
snd potency proposition state that prior to any change in
the activity of anything there must exist sowething which

12 gume, I, 1I1I, III /p. 817.

13 4 number of Thomists take refuge in this argument,
Gardell, for instance, states that all we must do ix con-
sider the logical possibilitles of "whatever is moved":
in this case, he states, three gosaxbilitlas avail theot
selves; that "whatever is moved" is moved by nature alone,
or by itself alone, or by nature and by itselfl simule
taneously. Although this is a valid reconstruction of
3t, Thomaa!'! argument, it nevertheless fails to take into
account this cogent objection of Hume, 3See H., D, Gardell,

9.F,, Introduction to the Philoso of St. 8 Aguinas
trans. John K Otto (<t touls 1o85) - p 138, ’
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is causally responsible for that change, Therefore, 1if
hume's objection is valld, the act and potency proposition
cannot be demonstrated.l¥

How then, are we to regard the demonstration of
thls principle as given in the previous chapter? This
Jemonstration, stated simply, argues that because the acti-
vity of all taings is toward an end determined by their
nature, the act and potency proposition must hold trus, st
least in regard to finel causality, Hume arguss that we
cannot Know that any particular activity demands a cause,
Tne explanation for this obvious contradietion lies in the

fact that Hume refuses to take into consideration an all.

14 Brother Benignus has an intereating objection
«Zainst the Humelian position that taings might be "naturally
in motion without any cause of their motion™. His position
is based on the idea that such a statement contradicts
Aristotlé?s definition of motion: it "msust deny that
motion 1s the continuing actuslization of potency”. Although
Hume himsell does not speak of motion in teras of potency
and act, a "Humeian" position might be stated in those terms,
i.e, motion is the actualization of potency without a cause,
In other words, Hume's position would simply state that a
being can move from poteney to act without the aid of any
being in act. PRErother Benignus' objection then is nothing
else than the assumption of the validity of the act and
potency propesition, an assumption we have seen, which is
not necessarily Justified. 3ee Erother Benignus, F.S5.C,,

Nature, Knovlg%ig ~ s (New York, 1%47), p. 80.
Herman Ne ;23% <, zgg.ﬁse; sice of St. %henag
Aguinal, (Milwaukee, 19585. ““23{5'8'-‘1. PP. 60. “Rei{th errs in

same way. Against the objection that there might be no
causality, nhe assumes & causal relationship between potency
and act which 1s true but cannot be demonstrated., It is

clear that neither of these objections solve the probdblem
set up by Hume,
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important premise: that the activity of a thing is deter-
mined by the nature of the taing.

To say that activity is determined by nature
indicates that the nature of a thing can be known. To know
tne nature of a thing is to kﬁow that towards wihieh the
activity of the thing necessarily tends., For instance, when
wWe say that fire necessarily produces heat, we purport to
nave some understanding of ths nature of fire, According to
3¢, Tnomas, becauss things are naturally determined to some
ends, man may, in a limited way, predict the future.ld
Henece, to know the nature of the thing, is to know the final
cause of the activity of the thing.

It is thls very knowledge of the nature of the
thing that Hume will not allow:

There is no object, which implies the existence

of any other il we consider these Objects in

wnich we form of them.18  yon the idess
There cannot be, for Hume, a certain knowledge of 2 thing
as directed towards an end. Jince no idea considered in
itself implies anything else, then there is no basis in
nuze for talking abenz things as natures, 7o speak of a
thing as a2 nature must be in teras of its finality, and

15 Sum. Theol. I, 86, 4, ¢, "sSed prout sunt in suis
causls, TOENOSSl possunt etiam a nobis, Kt al quide

in suls causlie #int ubl ex qUIBDUS &X NECeRn. proveniant,
Dragcognoselt eclipaim futuram, nls could also apply
to predleting thal neatl will be produced by fire,

16 Hume, I, 11I, VI /p. 867.
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recerefore, in terws of sowmethiing walca 1t way not actually
GaVS.  denee, o Imow a1 niture Lo 2luo bto know, by neces-
“ry Zmplicatlon, an end oY, i dwe's Torws, another
erlutonce, 1€ w8t be aoiclaicl sueln Laal the swritings of
Cales RDEAD OWU Live JTace LNl e soes ot regard tadngs as
Sl nabures, i, WU ileasd, e dues not act as taough we

o 5

LW Bhe HLLATEE UL Liili o,

<L HOould gerve nwo suarsouee were o attenpt Lo
Argwe agalnet Hume's poulition a2 sdcn. The diflference lies
M5 Las very principles of philosopiy. dature nust be seen
- bhaings and acceplbeld, i 10 ig nol seen or uaccepled no
wwount of arguamentation will change vuis, e mast conclude,
vhereiore, that insofar as 1t aas been shown that every
wovement Irom potency Lo act a3 a rinal ca e, Hume's
argwsent nas no bearing.

it does, uowever, nave a Learing on whetier an
ucbivity may take place witinout tinere belng an efficlent
caudse, what hiume nas really pointed out is the fact that
Lagre is 4 1eal possibllity of uan actlvity being uncaused.
e does nOL prove that any zctivity is in fact uncaused, but
it dy imddicates thal Lo wight be ancadsed, hLhence, it
rer2ing to discuss whetner a change which moves towards a
watuwral end can be randow with reference to an efficient

CUUSE .
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In order L6 show tiiat final caﬁsality cannot
soerate witiioub efficlient crusality, it 1s first necessary
LO go more deeply into thne nature of final causallity, e
nave seen that things whicii oove move towards some end,

Arpl owe have algo seen tnat tinis end is tne flnal cause of
tue wmotion., ilow, tien, does the end, or final cause, effect
that winich 1is in motion? e nave seen tnat the answer o
this question is tnat tne final cause gives order to the
motlion. It remalns, hnowever, to determine the way in which
order 1s gilven to the thing Lusat is 1n motion. IV would
seen that the effect of final causality could be adegquately
crpressed nere by the teras '&irection‘.l ine Tlnal cause,
1 Lie end of Che zetivity, effects Lne wmobtlon by giving 1t
iirection, 7Thus in toe cate of a projectlle, such as an
arrow, it is the targetl ratner than the archer whlcn ls most
~rroperly responsible for 1Es direction,

It can be argued nere tnat since the archer is

guite obviously responsible {for tihne projecting of the arrow

1 3ince all wmotion 1s to z particular end (8ee p. 47}
tiuen the erfect of the [inal cause way ve considered as
Yiirecting' toe motlion of the tuing to its proper end.

st
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file 18 also responsible for the direction. In addition, 1t
Would seem that in certain cases, for instance if the archer
shot the arrow blindly in the alir, when there is no intended
end, the archer surely must be solely responsible for the
ilrection of the arrow,

Against this argument, 1t must be pointed out that
avan leaving aside the causality of the archer, this does not
mean that there 1s no final causality involved in such an
action, It muast De remeabered that the arrow is not simply
an instrument of the archer, That ls, the arrow is itselfl
an entity,? and as such, has a nature of its own. Conse-
Juently, the end of the motion of the arrow will be aceor-
ding to the nature of the arrow. That is, because of its
nature as arrow, an arrow in motion follows a certain path,
It follows that. the end of a moving arrow is that to whioh
the arrow according to its nature tends., Fwthersmore, it
can be seen that to achleve its end the arrow naturally
apsumes a certalin direction. In this way, then, 1t 1is clear
tnat that which is wost responsible for the direction of a
motion is the end or the final cause. In the case where the
archer ailms the airow at a target, it is a matter of the
archer using the arrow as an instrument, attempting to
project the arrow in such a way 80 that that at which he 1is

2 In reality, the end of the motion of the arrow must
always be considered in relation to the end of the archer,
lHowever, if you consider only the arrow itselfl, as a thing
in motion, 1t still 1s in wotion towards an end,
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siming and the end of the natural movement of the arrow,3
coineide, It follows, therefore, that the final cause
affects the thing in motion, by giving direction to its
motion.

In regard to what has been azld above, that the
final cause is responsible for the direction of the motion,
the following problem arises. Can the final cause be respons
sible for the direction without dbeing the efficlent cause
of the motion? That is, to cause direction is, in a sense,
to cause motion; to direct is to move., And in this sense,
the final cause actually becomes an efficient cause, In
anawer to this problem, it would appear to be perfectly true
to assert that that which actually directs a motion is an
«I'ficlent cause. However, we must here make a distinetion
votween direction and directing, Tne finsl cause, as the
end of the motion is the cause of the directlion of the motion,
Tuis flnal cause, nowever, qua final cause must by its naturs
lack effiecacy. Hence the final cause cannot itself be the
cause of the directing of the thins.& In order, therefore,
that a thing in motion assume a direction towards its enmd
it must be directed to this end by an efficient cause.

3 Every physical thing, because of its size and shape,
will assume a motion which 18 proper to i¢, or natural.

4 See Metaph. x11.6 (1UT2b &), "The final cause, then,

produces motion as being loved.” It cannot therefore be
confused with woving cause.
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And 1t is in this way that we see tae necessary
coincidence of final and efficlent causality. As we have
seen, efficlent causality by itselfl c¢an only account for
random motion. And we have further seen in the preceeding
paragraph that whlle final causality can account for the
direction of the mntion, it lacks the efficacy to ltself
direct the motion.”

Thus, it follows thaat in every instance of a
thing moving towards an end, there must de present both
final and efficient causality, For as soon as the motion
of the moving tning assumes a direction towards an end,
final causality becomes evident. The final cause can only
be responsible for this direction as a final cause, That
is, 1t lacks the efficacy to itself move the thing in any
direction., Therefore, it necessarily followas that a motion
wilch has dirsgcetlon cannot be due entirely to the final
cause of the motion.

Foreover, from this it wmay be concluded that there
1g an eff'iclent cause for all wmotion., For, it has been seen
that in every motion which assuses a direotion towards an
end, there gust b something wilch has the efficacy to
direct the motion towards the end. And that which gives

5 phys. 111.2 (202a ©), We have already seen that an
object motion is contimually acquiring new forams.
Although this thing moves '‘for the sake of! an end this end
cannot give the form: “The mover or agent /efficient cause/
will always be the vehicle of a form,"
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tie thing the motion towards the end ls the efficlent cause,
Tnere 1s, however, no instance of motion which is not di-
rected towards an end.s For, ag we have seen, all things
operate agcording to thelr natures., But, to operate ace
cording to a nature is to move Lowards an end., Thus, only
thiings which are not natures could be capable of moving in
randos: motion, It iz evident, however, that thnere can be

no thing whieh 13 not 3 nmature; for all motion is ordered
and lntelligible, and, as Aristotle has shown, order demands
nature.’ There can be, therefore, no such thing as random
motlon, tnat 1s, uncausgsed motion, either in terms ef finality
or efficiency.

Further, it can be 3ezen tnat with respect to both
efficlency and finality the motion is on>.f That 1s, the
directing of the wotion, ami the direction of the motion, and
the motion itaselfl, are all one. Frowm this 1t can be seen
that there must be a relationship between the final and efflie.
cient cause. And it can further be seen that the first cause

6 Summa Contra Gentiles, 111.3 : "
. 3 /p. 225/, Omnis actio
et motus est © a1l u&m' rfegt " f57

T See above, >. 17.

8 . L
Sum, Theol. I, 44, 4, o, "EZat autem idea finias
ngentis et patlentis, inguantum hulus@odl, Bed aliter et

-

allter: unum enim &t 1dew gat guod agens Intend
Teclpere,
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of motion is the final cause. That is, the final cause
causes the efficlent cause to cause the aativity.g

The necesaity of efficient and final causality
and thelr interrelation is seen quite clearly 1n the example
Ziven abovee~in tne case of tie arcier shooting thne arrow
at the target. The archer ias obviously the efficient cause
and the target is the linal cause, The presence of the end
moves the etticient cause to put the object in motion.
There are, haiaver, other cases 1ln which the causality is
not quite so evident., I will discuss briefly two of these,

The firat of these is generation: that is, the
coming to be of a thing, for example, an animal. In gen-
eration, the first thing which 1s obvious is that one animal
produces another; that is, the parent is the efficient cause
of 1tes offspring. Wnat is not 8o evident, however, is the
final cause of the end of generation, In regard to this
problem there are two posaible solutions, The one is that
that which is first produced, the fetus, is the end of the
act of generation., The other 1s that the fully grown mature
naimsl 18 the end. If we say that the end of generation in
animals is the fetuz, then we must explain the change from
fetus to maturity. That is, we must explain this latter
change in terms of efficient and final causality. What is

¥ Summa Contra
dllas m‘ D " Y1l
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tne final cause; that le, what gives direction to the

growth? It is evident from senae observation that that to
wiileh all animals naturally tend is maturity. In other words
a puppy grows into a2 mature dog, a call into a cow, ete,
That, then which gives direction to growth is fulfileent,
taat is a fulfilled natwre.

What is the efficient cause of growthj that is,
winat L& the efficient cause of the fetus growing to maturity?
Could 1t be the food and nutrition which appear to e a
cause of growth? This does not appear llikely because there
is no apparent relationship between nutrition as an effi-
¢ient cause and maturity as a final cause. In this sense,
the growth imparted by the nutrient would be seemingly random
as w#as the motlion of the arrow shot blindly by the archer
seenlngly random. In the latter case, however, the nature
¢ the arrow prevented the motion from being random. Could
this argument be applied to tne case under consideration?
That is, could it be that the nature of the fetus directs the
growtn given by the nutrients toward maturity?

To anawer this guestion it must be remembered that
the sature animal 1z a fulfilled or complete animal, and
taat a fetus is, in this sense, only an inoomplete animal,

It follows from this that the natuwre of a fetus is also in-
complete, The nature of a fetus stands to the nature of the
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wature animal as 2 belng in potency to a being in act,
Tierefore, the nature of tne fetus cannot be a cause of the
srowth o maturity. Tnat is, since the fetus is only poten-
t1ally fulfilled, it cannot be responsible for its own ful-
filment, It follows therelore, tuat since tne fetus cannot
direct itself towards maturlity, that wilca produces the
fetus muat itselfl direct it towards maturity. Therefore the
eri. of generation is the mature animal, The fetus, rather
tiuan being the end of generation, is, in a sense, the be-
glnning of generation., The generator, whicah 18 actually
fuifilled, directs the fetus, whicn ia potentlially fulfllled,
towvards actual fulfilment. The growtia from fetus to fulfile
nent 1s, in thls sense, one motion lmparted by tihe generator
.l tne fullilled animal nature as tne end.

The second difficulty wnich will be discussed here
ig vhat of clrcular or rotary motlion. Let us take for example
Lie motlon of the moon arounxi the eartn, It is clear that
the moon is moved according to its nature by a final cause,
The problem nere is that the wmollon of this body 1a appar-
ently uncaused, i.,e. not efficlently caused. Could this not
be a case of a thing in motion which ls not moved by another?
In light of what we have said, tnis cannot be true. A body
woving in such a manner is continually assuming new directions
ana new positions, DBut that to which the body is tending, as
& 'inal cause lacks the efficliency to be itself solely respon-
sible for these changes, There must, therefore, be an
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elficlent cause ol these cuanges, However, 1t might be
objected that the motion of the moon, being circular, is the
end of its nature; that is, tust the motion 18 the activity
of the moon, in this case, aowever, there wouldl be no
casnge, l.e. no movement from potency to act since the
motidn would e tic end of the tning. What we would have
nere would be wotlcn but without charge; tnat 1s tiere would
Lbe no transition from potency to act. It can be seen, theree
fore, that even ir motion ani end are one, a highly unlikely
position, the act and poterncy proposition remains true: no
belng in poteney can be reduced to act except by 2 being in
act,

In concluslon, it has been established that the
w:b and potency proposition must be true lin order to explaln
mobion. And it can be seen [urther that tals proposition
can not properly be regsrded as a prineciple, in that it can
be demonstrated. It follows from this that one should be
able to arrive at this concluslon through a scientific demon-
stration, That is, begimning with certain truths one should,
tarough the use of the syllogisam arrive at the act ani potency
proposition as a ¢onclusion,

The argusent may be put in syllogistic form., We
are attempting to snow that every motion requires botin a
final and an efficient cause, We will begin by demonstrating

tne necessity of 2 final cause, From observation we gee that
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every motion ls a chnange. And we see also that every change
Lz orderly:
A dvery change is orderly
EZvery motion i3 a cnange
Therefore, 4svery aotion is orderly
Ey observing the way ita anicn talngs operate, it
iy evident that order 1is caused by the nature of the thing.
An? in the same way, it 1s clear that nature tends towards
croends
B Everything natural tends towards an end
Every orderly motion is natural
Therefore, Lvery orderly molion tends towards an end
Ey using the conclusion from syllogisa A &8s the
winor premise and the conclusion i{rom syllogism £ as tne
paJjor premlse:
< Lvery orderly motion is to an end (Concl. of B)
Yvery motion is orderly motion (Conecl, of A)
Lherefore, Lvery wotion ls to an end
But the end of & motion is, by deflinition, the
Final cause:
D every end is a {inal cauae
Every motion is to an end (Con¢cl. of T
Tnerefore, zvery wmotion has a final cause
it is concluded, tuerelore, that every motion has
a rinal cause. iMoreover, by Jefinition again, 1t is known
that every reduction from potency to aci 1a & motion,

fuerefore, the following dewonstration is true:
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~vary mwotior haz a final cause (Concl. of D)
avery reduclilon [rom potency %o act is a
motion
Thereflore, hvery reduction lfrow potency 1o act has a

final cause

inerefore, tnat no being in potency can be reduced to act

except by a belng in act is dewocnstrated sclentifically in

relation to final causality.

il remalns then, Lo Jdemonstrate that every re-
racvion from potency to act aas an effliclent cause, We
t2gin by observing the fact that every ordered motion iz in
3 direction:

F vvery orderly motion is in a direction
Every motion is orderly motion (Conel.of &)
Therefore, ivery motion is in a direction
Wa nave further seen by a dialectlcal argument thzat direotion
requires a director. That 13, in order that a thing assune
1 direction there muat be something which haa the efficacy
Lo wmove 1t In that dlrection:
t averything wita direction has an efficiant
cause
avery motion nas direction (Concl, of i)
Therefore, ivery motion has an efficient cause
And 1t follows from this therefore, as in aylloglism £, that
every reducstion from potency to act nas an efficlent cause,

In this way the basic objection as volced by Hume
aryi othera is answered, There 12 no way in waich a2 motion
could exist without naving an efficlent and a final cause.
since all motion assumes a direction towards an erxil, it is

Guite clear that all motion has a final cause, However,
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cinee final causality cannob 1tsell be responaible for the
tirection because it lacke the effleacy to impart motion,
zen all motlon needg an efficient as well as 2 final cause,
ind sinee all wmotion is a reduction from potency to act it
necessarlly follows that 'no being in potency can be re=-
iuced to act except by a being in act?,

The proposltion is thnerefore true and can be

wuorstrated., It 18 necessary but not per se nota., It may

e itself used 1ln demonstration, for as we have seen, a
true proposition in a premise leads to a true conclusion,
tnd because of this, the act and potency proposition, since
it is itself expressive of order must assume an important

roie in any piilosopny of order.
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