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Introduction 

With regard to the existence of God, Saint Thomas stUdies 

the three following problems. 

I. ffuether the existence of ~od is a self-evident truth? 

2. Whether, at least, it is a demonstrable truth? 

3. Whether God exists? 
" 

" A truth can be made known by way of evidence, either im

mediate evidence (self-evident), or mediate evidence (demonstra
1. 

tion) • 

To establish the problem in knowing the existence of God~ 

the Angelic Doctor first of all asks himself if the existence of 

God is a truth evident in itself, that manifests itself to ~ur 

intelligence through the single apprehension of its terms: name
2.

ly, God and to exist. If then it be an immediate truth, there 

is no room for demonstration~ 

But if this first problem be determined in a negative sense 

so that it be said that God does not exist, then spontaneously 

spurts another problem: for either, the existence of God cannot 

absolutely be known or, on the other hand be rationally de

monstratedor again perhaps be known only by way of faith and 

tradition. If it is answered that the existence of God can be 

rationally demonstrated, a third and last problem is brought up~ 

What is the proof for the existence of Clod? Is there more than 

one proof? Vfuich are the proofs for this demonstration? The 

doctrine of Saint Thomas displayed at length is that the ex



2) 

istence of God is not self-evident but rather that it can be 


3. 
rationally demonstrated a posteriori, beginning with five dis

tinct aspects of created and contingent being that constitute 

five different means or ways to proceed from creature to 

Creator. 

I. The existence of God is not self-evident. 

Encountered with this question, the Angelic Doctor since 

the beginning of his magisterial career stated that the ex

istence of God is not such an evident and manifest truth so 

that by simnly apprehending the terms God and to exist is suf

ficient enough to make it be known. In order to apprehend that 

it must be thus, it is enough to propose the contrary concepts 

since those opposite opinions are found to be confused. 

It is true, the existence of God can be accepted in one of 

two different manners. For either God's existence can be known 

under a common and confused knowledge as for instance from hap

piness in general or because of a proper reason through some 

proper and exclusive attribute of God such as unmoved mover, 

first cause, necessary being, subsistent being~ and finally.the 

intelligence that orders all natural things8 

Knowledge that is had of the existence of God through some 

exclusive attribute of Himself, is proper, eventhough it might 

still be imperfect as ~egards the essence for the question of 

its essence follows on the question of its existence~· But to 

know the existence of God because of some common, general, and 

confused reason, is not properly speaking to know the existence 
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of God. Just like one who sees a man far away does not see 

Peter e~Tenthough the man whom he is looking at might actually 

be Peter. In like manner to know the existence of God only be

cause of happiness, is not to know the existence of God; even-

though in truth God might be our happiness, yet many think that 

hapT:',iness consists in power, others in riches, and not a few in. 

5. ipleasures •. Hence it is clear that if the ex stence of God can 

be known through reason it has to be known through its proper 

reason .. 

At this point it is necessary to make another distinction 

considering that a truth can be evident in many ways. In 

general it is said that truth is evident when the predicate of 

a proprosition is contained in its subject as for instance when 

we,say that the whole is greater than the part. The predicate 

ttgreater than the partn is contained in the subject II whole". 

Hence this statement is self-evident in itself and to all men. 

The containment of the predicate in the subject can be 

manifest to our intelligence or it can not. Vfuereby in some 

instances the predicate is contained in the subject without our 

perception of the two extremes of the propositiona On this 

supposition, the proposition is evident in itself but not to us. 

Now in a proposition whereby a certain truth is evident to 

us may happen in two ways, either to every man or only to the 

wise according as the .signification of the subject or predicate 

be manifest. The proposition whole is greater than the part 

is evident to all men since everyone knows what is whole and 
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what i~ part ana consequently is clearly seen by all. On the 

other hand, however, in the proposition lIincorporeal beings do 

not occupy space!! is evident only to the wise because only they 

understand what is incorporeal and what is to occupy space, 
/' . o.

since things occupy space because of the quantity in them but 

Quantity is entirely lacking in incorporeal beings. 

The existence of God considered under a particular and 

proper reason is not evident to man because it is necessary that 

in the apprehention of the subject we may also see the predicatE 

because then only is it self-evident. Eventhough it is certain 

that the existence of God i~ contained in the divine essence but 

are men able to have direct understanding of the di,rine essence 

and see that it is contained in its existence? This is what the 

Ontologists claim yet reason plainly shows that it is im

possible for man who is spirit and matter cannot understand 

except by means of abstract ideas from images which are reoeiv
7. 

ed through the senses. 

The intellect of man cannot directly and immediately know 

a being that is completely spirituAl muchless be it alsn in

finite. Man then must proceed from the material and sensible 

world to the spiritual and divine since St. Thomas says that 

because the essences of the simple SUbstances are more hidden 

from us, we oUfht to begin with the essences of composite 

substances, so that, beginning with easier matters, we may 
"o. 

advance more suitably in knowledge. The apprehension or in

tuition of the divine essence is naturally impossible for every
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one, henoe the existence of God in spite of being self-evident 

in itself is not self-evident to all men?· 

lIe The existenoe of God oan be demonstrated. 

Just beoause a truth is not evident does not mean that it 

is absolutely imperceptible. It can also be lmown by way of 

faith or through demonstration, from hence resulte the first 

question. Can this truth be demonstrated? Is it only known by 

way of faith? 

Two major objections have prooeeded denying the possibili~ 

for demonstration. One objects becaue9 it refuses to acknow

ledge the entire bond of causality between God and the world 

(laok of objeotive medium), the other because, eventhough this 

bond of causality is admitted, man, it claims, does not have 

enough power to see the transition from the effect to the cause 

lack of subjective medium. The Modern Agnostics have been 

founded on the first motive. Confirmed on the second the 

Traditionalists of all times have rejected it. Henoe'the ones 

who deny the demonstration of the existence of God without 

falling into atheism oleave to faith (Traditionalists), or 

,practioal reason (Kant), or to a religious sentiment (Modern

ists) .. 

Demonstration in general is the aoquiring of a truth by 

means of another truth that is more known to us. Demonstration 

is generally di1'lided into propter qllid and quia. However since 

here weare mainly concerned with the quia demonstration it 

will not be necessary to explain the propter auid.. The auia 
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dem0nstration can be of two kinds, either a priori or a poster

iori. In the demonstration a priori we proceed from cause to 

effect, from a thing that is naturally first to another that 

comes afterwards as a truth that is more clear in itself to an

other that is less clear in itself. On the contrary in a 
10. 

posteriori demonstration, reason deduces from effect to cause, 

from a thing that is naturally posterior to another that has 

preceeded, from a truth that is more clear to us to another that 

is more clear in itself. 

The effect formally considered speaks subordination and 

actual dependence on the cause that has produced it and further

more car"'ies stamped in its being the seal of its proper cause 

since every agent produces an effect similar to itself in the 

form whereby it acts. The knowledge of the effect logically 

brings us to the knowledge of the cause, the knowledge of sub

ordination and actual dependence of the effect to the knowledge 

of the existence of the cause upon which the effect depends. 

The kn0wledge from the nature of the effect properly 

follows the nature of the cause either perfect or imperfect 
Jl. 

according as to whether the effects are univocal or analogical. 

The actual dependence of an effect makes known to us the ex

istence of its cause and the more or less perfect similarity 

which it has with the cause manifests to us a greater or lesser 

perfection of the nature of the cause. ' From here is inferred 

that in every a posteriori demonstration the effect formally 

considered as a dependent and subordinate being ought to be 
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more known to us than the cause since the cause has to be known 


through the effect. 


Consequently in order that a cause be demonstrated by its 

effects two conditions are required. In the first place the 

cause has to have effects, and secondly the effects formally 

considered as being dependent and subordinte have to be bett.er 
]2. 

known to us than the cause. 

Now there is no doubt that the existence of God cannot be 

demonstrated a priori because the divine being does not have a 

cause since He is uncaused being that exists in virtue of His 

own essence. On the other hand it can be perfectly demonstrated 

a posteriori because it has effects and because these effects 

are better known to us than His existence. God has effects be

cause all the things of this sensible world have beencausea, 

preserved and governed by Him. ~e sensible beings are better 

known to us than God, not only according to their nature but 

also according to their dependence and subordination because 

various characters are drawn from them like for instance motion, 

causality, contingency, and ordination to an end, which manife~ 

ly show their dependence to a superior cause. 

Hence there is no other way to rationally demonstrate the 

existence of God than by that of cousality. That is why if 

someone denies the objectivity of causality and consequently 

the value of the principle of causality condemns himself.to 

agnosticism with respect to the existence of GOd. Now·admitted 

the principle of causality, the demonstration of the existence 

http:himself.to
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of God is im~osed to reason as a certain and necessary truth be

cause by the principle of causality we know God as the first 

cause an~ final end ot all beings in the universe. Hence we 
\ 

find God as the author and preserver of nature. That is why the 

existence of God is so'hecessary. 

III. The Thomistic demonstration on the existence of God. 

A. What we mean by God. 

Whenever is intended the demonstration of the existence of 

a cause through its effects it is necessary to suppose before

hand the nominal definition of the cause. This is because then 

only are we able to esteem if the conclution of such demonstra

tion coincides with the cause of which existence we investigate. 

For this reason in the demonstration of the existence of 

God we ought to begin with-the current concept that all men have 

concerning God. All men when speaking of God desire to ~ignify 

by this name a superior and transendental being in contrast to 

all other beings. They designate God as the one who forms, 

governs, and directs all beings in the order to their respective 
13. 

ends. 

Now this is what is understood by the name God and 

eonseQuently the problem of the existence of God may be proposed 

in the following terms. '~Vhether there exists some being that 

transcends and that 1s superior to all other beings as forming, 

moving, governing, and directing them to their respective and 

common 	 end? Hence if we can demonstrate the existence of such 

a being, we have proved the existence of God since we signify 

-
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no other thing by this name. 

BD How the demonstration cught to be proposed. 

Every way used in demonstrating the exietence of God will 

consist of a point of departure, beginning with created thinge. 

The point of departure is always a manifest sensible effect, a 

being of real experience. The different ways are taken from 

movement, the subordination of efficient causes, the contingency 

of sensible beings, the gradation of transcendental perfections 

and the ordination to an <end. Now the auestion might be asked, 

how is it possible for reason to elevate itself to God from 

these beings that we know throught experience. 

The first step that reason has to take is to demonstrate 

that these beings are effects which have been caused. Following 

this sequence it is necessary to assure ourselves that whatever 

is moved is moved by another, a subordinate cause is moved by a 

superior cause, coningent being is caused by necessary being, 

participated perfection in distinct grades is caused by the same 

existing in the ~ighest grade, and finally an unintelligible 

being that acts for an end is caused,·moved, and directed by an 

intelligence. The effect once being assured then reason in 

virtue of the princ1ple of causality is able to demonstrate the 

existence of the cause. 

The second step is common to all five ways. It claims that 

in a subordination per se of causes it is impossible to proceea 

to infinity but that it is absolutely necessary to arrive at a 
, 

first cause upon which all the rest of the causes depend. 
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Hence there has to exist a prime mover that moves every

thing, a first cause that puts in activity all the rest, a 

necessary being that is the cause of all contigent being, a 

first being that is the origen of every other being in whatever 

it may exist, and a first intelligence that directs all things 
Iii.. 

to 	their respective ends •. 

Consequently all the ways of St. Thomas have at least: a 

point of departure, co·nsignation of actual experience; a first 

step, the actual experience must necessarily be oaused; a 

seoond step, in a subordination per se of oauses it is necessary 

to arrive at a first oause; and the end of way, this first oause 

is God and therefore God exists. 

C. 	 Number, order and sufficienoy of the arguments of St. 

Thomas. 

St. Thomas proposes five ways to demonstrate the existenoe~ 

of God. Now has this number been intended or does it happen to 

be merely accidental? Here we have a new and interesting 

problem on the sufficienoy and oonnection of the five ways .. 

There is always someone who thinks that not all the ways 

of the Angelic Master have proper and independent value to 

demonstrate the existence of God. Some denied the value of the 

firsty second, and fourth proof. Others go to the other ~reme 

and say that none of the ways by itself is sufficient but that 

all are like integral parts in one whole argument and it alone 

has demonstrative force. 

However the ones that express themselves in this manner 

\ 
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show that they have not reach the depth of the thought of St. 

Thoma~_ Without any shadow of doubt for the Angelic Doctor 

everyone of the ways is apodletically demonstrated. For St.' 

Thomas there are five ways all of which are firm and certain 

arriving to the existence of God. 

Author~ have strained themselves in organizing and sys

tematizing these five ways indicating the connection that exists 

within them and why there are five in number. Some tend to 

write mostly on the point of departure, others consider the con

nection between the creatures and r~dj yet all attach the proofs 

with the diver~e genera of causality_ 

It is evident that St. Thomas distinguishes, ordains, and 

denominates his five ways according to the distincts points of 

departure. Five distincts points of departure from which reasm 

proceeds by way of efficient causality until the existence of 

God is reached. 

According to the letter and the spirit of the Anr,elic Doc

tor we are able· to propound a system concerning the five ways. 
not only gives us 

This systemAsufficient reason for the precise nUmber of proofs, 

but at the same time shows us why there is no necessity for 

more. 

Every demonstration concerning the existence of God has to 

be from some created being known by us. Created being is or can 

be divided properly into: 

~dynamic being or being in motion 
~ static being or entitative being. 

Consequently, the proofs for the existence of God have to 
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proceed from: 

1) Either created being considered in motion. This motion 

or n fieril! in the Aristotlian-Thomistic acceptance of the term 

conrDrises three elements. 1) actus mobilis 2) actus motoris and 

~via ad terminum. The first, second, and fifth proof for the 

existence of God are taken from these three concepts of created 

being. 

2) Or created being considered as entitative being it is 

necessary to distinguish two formalities. l)esse 2)duratio in 

esse or esse perdurans. Under the first formality as well as 

under the second, creaded being as the object of our experience 

is limited, finite, and consequently has been caused. 

It is limited with, respect to duration since we see that 

being in sensible things begins by generation and ends by 

corruption. It is corruptible being, contingent, possible to 

be and not to be, and as such has to be caused. St. Thomas 

uses this aspect of being as the bases for the third proof. 

Furthermore it is limited by reason of existence. This 

supposes that it is not something of the essence of the created 

but ab extrinseco and the fourth way is derived from this 

consideration. 

D. The five ways of St. Thomas. 

1) The first way is the demonstration of the existence of 

an unmoved mover, who is God, from motion. 

The first argument is based on motion perceived by the 

senses;5and analyzed from the point of view of Metaphysics. 
\ 



Motion, considered from the point of view of Metaphysics, is anl~ ~ 

transition, successive of instantaneous, from potency to act. 

The argument concludes to the existence of an unmoved mover, 

because an infinite series of movers subordinated to one anothe 

in virtue of motion is impossible. A mover is an agent which 
JL6.

reduces a mobile being from potency to act. An unmoved mover i 

used here to designate not a mover in potency, i.e., a mover 

having the immobility of potency, but a mover which actually 

moves without transition from potency to act, i.e., a mover tha 

excludes all potential'lty. Movers subordinated to one another 

because of motion are essentially subordinated movers, and as 

such are distinct from accidentally subordinated movers. 

Essentially subordinated movers are movers of which the in

ferior is moved by the superior to the act by which it moves; v. 

g., when a' child's hand writes under the actual influence of his 

teacher's hand. 

Accidentally subordinated movers are movers which are sub

ordinated to one another not because of actual motion, but in 

virtue of some other nexus; v.g., a boy acting not under the 

actual influence of his father is as an agent, i.e., a mover, 

accidentally subordinated to his father, because he received 

from his father the operative power by which he acts. 

, Now the demonstration may be summed up as follows. It is 

certain, and, indeed, testified by the sense,s, that some things 

move in this world. But everything which moves is moved by 

another, and ultimately by' an unmoved mover. Therefore there 
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exists an unmoved mover, which we call God. 

Everything which moves is moved by another. A thing is 

moved in as much as it is in potency, and moves in as much it is 

in act; f.or to be moved is to be reduced from potency to act, 

and nothing is reduced from potenc;r to act except by a being in el 

act. But it is impossible that a thing be at the same time in 

potency and in act in the same respect principle of contra

diction. Therefore it. is impossible that a thing at the same 

time be moved and move in the same respect, i.e., everything 

which moves is moved by another. 

Everything which moves is moved ultimately by an unmoved 
17. 

mover. Everything which moves is moved by another; and, if thi 

mover moves, it is moved by another, and this latter is moved b 

another, etc. But an infinite series of essentially subordinat 

ad movers is impossible, because the secondary movers move only 
. . 

because actuallY moved by the first mover; and, if the first 

mover does not exist, neither secondary movers nor motion can 

any longer exist. Therefore everything which ~oves is moved 

ultimately by an unmoved mover. Thus St. Thomas: 

The first and more manifest way is the argument from 
motion. It is certain, and evident to our senses, that 
in the world some things are in motion. Now whatever 
is in motion is put in motion by another, for nothing 
can be in motion except i;t ie.-:in...pot;entiality to that 
towards which it is in motion; whereas a thing moves 
inasmuch as it is in act. For motion is nothing else 
than the reduction of something from potentiality to 
actuality. But nothing can be reduced from poten
tiality to actuality, except by something in a state 
of actuality. Thus that which is actually hot, as 
fire, makes wood, which is potentially hot, to be ac
tually hot, and thereby moves and changes it. Now it 
is not possible that the same thing should be at once 
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in actuality and potentiality in the same respect, 

but only in different respectso For what is actually

hot cannot simultaneously be potentially hot; but it 

is simultaneously potentially cold. It is therefore 

impossible that in the same respect and in the same 

way a thing should be both mover and moved, i.e., that 

it should move itself. Therefore, whatever is in 

motion must be put in motion by another. If that by 

which it is put in motion be itself put in motion, 

then this also must needs be put in motion by another, 

and that by another again. But this cannot go on to 

infinity, because then there would be no first mover, 

and, conse0uently, no other mover; seeing that sub

sequent movers move only inasmuch as they are put in 

motion by the first mover; as the staff moves only be

cause it is put in motion by the hand. Therefore it 

is necessary to arrive at a first mover, put in motion 

by no other; and this everyone understands to be GOd.18• 


The argument may be summarized as follows; Motion of any 

kind must be reduced to an unmoved mover as to its proper and 

immediate cause. Moreover, motion is composed of potency and 

act. But the proper cause of a compound of potency and act is 

pure act. 

The first of the five ways abstracts from the eternity or 

non-eternity of the world, for it proves only that all motion 

actually proceeds from the first unmov"ed mover. 

Since an unmoved mover does not admit of potency, God is 

pure act, and therefore is a being that is infinite, simple, all 

perfect, im mutable, etc. 

2) The second way is the demonstration of the existence of 

the first efficient cause, which is GOd, from essential 

1- c· 
ly subordinated efficient causes. 

The second argumentis based on essentially subordinated 

efficient causes. An efficient cause is the first principle, i. 

e., first source, of motion. Essentially subordinated efficient 
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causes are distinct from accidentally subordinated efficient 

causes. 

Essentially subordinated efficient causes are causes which 

are subordinated to one another in virtue Q,f their eausality in 

such manner that the causality of the inferior cause actually 

depends on the causality of the superior; v .. g., when a bat sets 

a ball iD motion because it is set in motion by the hand, and 

the hand by another cause. 

Accidentally subordinated efficient causes are causes which 

are subordinated to one another not because of their causality, 

but because of some other nexus; v.g .. , if in his work an artif:m 

sucessively uses several hammers because he breaks one after 

the other, these hammers are subordinated to one another not 

because of their causality, but in time. Similarly, a son who 

engenders is an efficient cause subordinated to his father, not 

essentially subordinated, i.e., because of causality, but acc

dentally, in virtue of his origin. 

The first efficient cause is that cause which depends on 

no other for its existence and operation, but on which others 
JL9 .. 

depend.. It is an uncauSed cause. 

We find in our observation of sensible things that there 

are essentially subordinated causes.. But regress into infinity 

in essentially subordinated causes is impossible. Therefore 

there must needs be a first efficient cause, which all call God. 

The major is evident in virtue of the principle of 

causality. ,For everything composed of potency and act has a 
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cause.. But every sensible efficient cause, as actually eff:i.oie:nt, 

is composed of potency and act: for its action is act which is 

really distinct from its operative power, because we see it pass 

from the state of repose to operation. Therefore every sensible 

efficient cause is constituted actually efficient by some o~her 

cause; in other words, it is essentially subordinated to a 

superior cause., 

The minor states that if there is regress into infinity in 

essentially subordinated causes, there is no first cause. But 

there must be a first cause in a series of essentially subrndfuabrl 

causes; for the first is the cause of the intermediary, and the 

intermediary, whether one or many, is the cause of the last. Tb 

dt-sallow the first cause is to disallow intermediary causes and 

effects.. Therefore regress into infinity in essentially subor

dinated causes is impossiblee Hence st .. Thomas say8: 

The second way is from the nature of the efficient 
cause. In the world of sense we find there is an 
order of efficient causes. There is no case known 
neither is it, indeed, possible in which a thing is 

found to be the efficient cause of itself; for so it 
would be prior to itself, which is impossible. Now 
in efficient causes it is not possible to go on to 
infinity, because in all efficient causes following 
in order, the first is the cause of the intermediate 
cause, and the intermediate is the cause of the ulti
mate cause, whether the intermediate cause be several 
or one only. Now to take away the cause is to take 
away the effecto Therefore, if there be no first 
cause among efficient causes, there will be no ulti
mate, nor any intermediate cause. But if in efflcienG 
causes it is possible to go on to infinity, there 
will be no first efficient cause, neither will the~e 
be an ultimate effect, nor any intermediate efficient 
causes; all of which is plainly false. Therefore it 
is necessary to admit a first efficient cause, to 
which everyone gives the name of God"',20 .. 
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A briefer exposition of the second argument may be made as 

follows: An efficient cause whose 0peration is act really dis

tinct from its potency is essentially subordinated to a cause 

whose operation is not act really distinct from its potency, but 

which is its own operation. This is the principle of causali~y 

as applied in the order of efficient causes. Therefore, since 

the first efficient cause is its own operation, it is pure act, 

and therefore simple, infinite, all-perfect, etc. Therefore 

God operates in everything that is in operation, since He cons~· 

tutes everything in actual operation. 

3) The third way is the demonstration of the existence of 

a necessary being which is God, from the contingency of 

things which are engendered and cO,r:t'Upt. 

A contingent being is a being which can exist or not exist. 

A necessary being is a being which cannot not exist, i.ea, a 

being whose existence is indefectible. There are two kinds of 

necessary being: necessary being of caused necessity ens neces

sarium ab alia , and necessary being of uncaused necessity, i.e. 

being necessary of itself ens necessarium a se • 

A necessary being of caused necessity is a being which onCE 

existing cannot not e:,cist, but which receives its existence fl.'OJ! 

another; the human soul. Such a being is contingent in as much 

as it can be produced, although absolutely necessary in as much 

as it is incorruptible. 

A necessary being of uncaused necessity is a being which 

cannot not exist, because it is uncaused and inco~ruptible. 
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This being is necessary of itselt, and is called God. 

Contigent beings which are engendered and corrupt existo 

But the proper causeof a contingent being which is engendered.', 

and corrupts is a necessary being. Therefore a necessary being 

exists. But, if this necessary being is a being whose necessity 

is caused, its proper cause is a necessary being whose necessity 

is uncaused. Therefore there exists a necessary being whose ne

cessity is uncaused, i.e .. , a necessary being of unca.used neces

sity, which we call God. 

The major is eviderit from experience, for we see bodies en

gendered and corrupt. 

The minor has to be such because the proper cause of a b 

being produced from preexisting potency is a being in act not 

produced from preexisting potency: act is always prior to pot

tency principle of causality :gut a contingent being which8 

is engendered is produced from preexisting potency, i.e., from 

prime matter. Therefore the proper cause of a contingent being 

which neither is engendered nor caused is necessary. Now an 

infinite series of necessary beings whose necessity is caused 

is impossible, because, in virtue of the principle of causality, 

the proper cause of a necess;ary being whose necessity is not c 

caused. This proposition is evident from its very terms. St .. 

Thomas with regards t·o this proof states as follows: 

The third way is taken from possibility and necessity 
and· runs thuse We find in nature things that are 
possible to be and not to be, since they are found to 
be generated, and to corru~t, and conseouently, they 
are possible to be and not to be. But it is im
pos sible for these Slll'fays to exist, for that which is 
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possible not to be at some t.ime is not. Therefore, if 
everything is possible not to be, then at one time 
there could have been nothing in existence. Now if 
this were true, even now there would be nothing in 
existence, because that which does not exist only be
gins to exist by something already existing. There
fore, if at one time nothing was in existence, it 
would have been impossible for anything to have begun 
to exist; and thus even now nothing would be in exis
tence, which is absurd. Therefore, not all beings are 
merely iJossiblejl but there must exist something the 
existence of which is necessary. But every necessary 
thing either has its necessity caused by another, or 
not. Now it is impo~sible to go on to infinity in 
necessary things which have their necesRity caused by 
another, as has been already proved in regard to ef
ficient causes. Therefore we cannot but postulate 
the existence of some being having of itself its own 
necessity, and not receiving it from another, but 
rather causing in others their necessity. 'This all 
men speak of as Gods 2JL. 

Necessary being of uncaused necessity has no cause, and 

therefore is pure act. 

4) The fourth way is the demonstration of the existence of 

a most perfect being, which is God, from the degrees of 

perfection. 

The fourth argument is based on the different degrees of 

goodness, truth, and similar pert ections found in things; v.g., 

a living being has mnve goodness and truth than a non-living be

ing; likewise, a knowing being has more goodness and truth than 

either a living or a non-living being, bec.ause a knowing being 

has all ,the perfections of a living and a non-living being, and 

others as well. 

Although goodness, truth, and similar perfections are not 

of themselvet?sensible notions, yet they are accidentally such, 

in as much asthe intellect perceives that a thing knOVnl by the 
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senses is good, true, etc. Hence the fourth argument, like the 


others, is founded on sense lmowledge, according to the princi~(' 

that knowledge in a way begins with the senses. 

Goodness, truth, and similar perfections are absolute per

fections perfectiones simpliciter simplices , and are distinct 

from mixed perfections perfectiones secundum quid simplices • 

An absolute perfection is a perfection whose formal con

cept admits of no imperfection; v.g., every perfection which is 

convertible with being, as goodness, truth, unity, etc., and 

also every perfection which has a transcendental relation to be

ing as such, as the intellect, the will, etc. A mixed perfection 

is a perfection whose formal concept admits of imperfection; v. 

g., extension, vegetative being, etc. 

The fourth argument proceeds, in virtue of the principle 

of causality, from the degress of perfections to the being 

which possesses the fulness of perfection. An absolute perfec

tion has different degrees in as much as it is participated and 

is' limited, i.e., is received as act into potency which is 

really distinct from i~ and which limits it~ The ca~se of any 

being composed of potency and act is a being which is not a co~ 

pound of potency and act, iee., pure act, which is being pos

sessing the fulness of perfection. 

Various degrees of goodness, truth, and nobleness are 

found in things. But the proper cause of beings which are more 

or less gOOd, more or less. true, and more or less noble is a 

being which possesses goodness, truth, and nobleness in an un
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limited degree, and consequently is sovereign being. Therefore 

there exists a sovereign being which is the cause of being, the 

goodness, and all the other perfections of things; and this 

being we call God. St. Thomas writes the fourth way as follows: 

The fourth way is taken from the gradation to be 
found in things. Among beings there are some more and 
less ~ood, trues> noble, and the like. Butnmore!land 
llless are predicated of different things, according 
as they resemble in their different ways something 
which is the maximum, as a thing is said to be hotter 
according as it more nearly resembles that which is 
hottest; so that here is something which is truest, 
something best, something n0blest, and, conseauently,
something which is uttermost being; for those things 
that are greatest in truth are greatest in being, as 
it is written in Metaph. i1. Now the maximum in any 
genus is the cause of all in that genus; as fire, 
which is the maximum of heat, is the cause of all hot 
things. Therefore there must also be something which 
is to all beings the cause of their being, goodness, 
and every other perfection; and this we call God. 22. 

The major is evident from the statement of the question. 

The minor states that the proper cause of a participated per

fection is a being which is essentially this perfedtion& But 

goodness, truth, and nobleness have different degrees in as much 

as they are participated in different ways. Therefore the 

proper Cause of beings which are more or less gOOd, more or less 

true, more or less.. noble, is a being which of its essence is 

goodness, truth, and nobleness, i.eo, a:'~being which is sover

eignly being: for a being which of its essence is good, true, 

and noble is pure act, for these perfections do not admit of 

potency in their formal concept. 

Since every mixed perfection admits of imperfection, i.e., 

of composition of potency and act, in its formal concept,!) every 



2~ 
mixed perfeotion has a cause. But we cannot proceed from a 

mixed perfection to a being which possesses the fulness of this 

perfection in the same genus, i.e., in the same order of per

fection. For a mixed perfection cannot exist as the fulness of 

perfection, i.e., 88 pure act. Thus, for example, the proper 

cause of man is not a being which is the fulness of man, i.e., 

sovereign man; since man is a limited and participated being, 

his proDer cause is a being' which has no limitation, i.e., is 

being of its very essence. 

5) The fifth way 1s the demonstration of the existence of 

the supreme intelligent author of finality, who is God, 

from the finality of natural things., 

~atural things are things which lack knowledge. The fiftb 

way proceeds from the finality of natural things, that is to saj 

from the fact that natural things are directed to an end which 

is their operation, and consequently to the object to which t~ 

operation tends. 

Natural things are in potency to the operation to which 

they are directed as to their end. Hence this fifth way argues 

from composition of potency and act, from the point of view 

of finality, appealing to the principle: all potency refers,i. 

e., has a transcendental relation, to act. 

Natural things, i.e., things whioh have no knowledge, act 

for an end. But things which have no knowledge do not tend to 

an end unless directed to it by some being which has knowledge 

and intelligence. Therefore there exists some supreme intel~ 
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being by which all natural things are directed to their end; and 


this being we call Godo 

The fifth way is taken from the governance of the 
world. We see that things which lack. intelligence, 
such as natural bodies, act for an end, and this is 
evident f:vom thei:v acting always, or nearly always, 
in the same way, so as to obtain the best result. 
Hence it isplain that not fortuitously, but designed
ly, do they achieve their end~ Now whatever lacks 
intelligence cannot move towards an end, unless it be 
directed by some being endowed with knowledge and in
telligence; as the arrow is shot to its mark by the 
archer. Therefore some intelligent being exists by 
whom all natural things are directed to their end; 
and this being we call Gode 23. 

St. Thomas is here appealing to the fact of internal fin

ality, not external; to the finality which is observable in 

things destitute of intelligence taken separately; as that the 
2L~ 

eye is directed to seeing, the ear to hearing, wings to flight. 

External finality, the purpose of some noxious animal, such as 

a viner, or of a disease germ, is often difficult to discover; 

whereas internal finality, such as the purpose of the organs of 
25.

the body, is plain. 

Natural things always, or at least in the majority of 

cases, act in the s,arne way, in order to attain what is best for 

them; v.g., vegetative being act for the attainment of the assi 

milation, nutrition, conservation, etc., proper to it. There

fore it is n0t by chance, but as a result of intention, that 

natural things tend to their end. Natural things have operatkn 

i.e., they operate. But every agent acts for an end. There

fore natural thirigs operate for an end4 

The directing of a thing to an end can be accomplished 
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only by a being which apprehends the end as future and possible, 

and knows the relation and proportion of the things directed to 

this end. But only an intelligent being can know an end as 

future and know the proportions of several things to one anothel. 

Therefore things which have no knowledge do not tend to an end 

unless directed to it by some being which has knowledge and 
26. 

intelligence. 
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