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INTRODUCTION 


Only the fool has said in his heart, "There is no God," only 

the fool and the twentieth century so-called intellectuals. The very 

earliest native tribes certainly believed in God, even though they 

considered Him to be so far above the world that it is useless, or in­

advisable, to try to ,have anything direct to do with Him, and thus thw 

prefer to associate with all kinds of spirits that are nearer to hu­

manity. Even more sophisticated people like the Greeks and Romans 

felt th~selves much more at home with subsidiary powers, like heroes, 

nymphs, fauns, but this did not at all prevent their believing in true 

gods and goddesses and indeed a mysterious power behind all of them a­

··like. It is still very dift'icult to tind a man that declares dogmati­
(1) 

cally that there is no God, and offers reasons for there being none .. ' 

~ut of course there are many here who admit God's existence, but, as 

Deists, admit of no personal God. Modern scientists, materialists,e­

volutionists have often tried t9 dispense wi th, a~i t was put, \1 the 
\ ' 

Hypothesis of Godtr 
, but sooner or later have found that it must be so. 

There must be some Supreme Source and Mover. If one asked the coura­

~eous, evolution,ist or scientist how the original" thingU got there; 

why it changed; why it developed in any definite direction, and so on, 

one would be answered that it was not the affair of the man of science, 

whose sale business is to tell you "that" and never "why". Once gi­

van the living changing thing, thescientiat finds no need to specu­

late about or consider God. For indeed we have heard, "Chemistry can 

do without the hypothesis of God." Indeed it can until you ask, "How 

did the chemicals get there? Where did they come from?" 
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~he Evolutionistic theory is not altogether unfeasible until we 

ask, ttWho put the slime there, from which we developed?" The ques­

tion is easy but not unfair. uEvidence shows us that even among the 

earliest tribes we find groups of men who began to perform certain 

rituals) or even to entertain certain ideas about God, or the Super­

natural, or about the Ultimate upon which they felt themselves in de­
. (2) 

pendence,tt and 60 it is with all men. There must be .God. Deny 

that fundamental premise, and all else must be false. 
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Part One 

NATURE OF GOD 

Chapter One 

Early Greek Notion of the Nature of God 

It seems that Aristotle has drawn from Plato, and he in turn 

from others, his teaching considering the origin of our philosoph­

ical notion of God. It would do us well, then, to first take up a 

brief consideration of the early Greek notion of God, erroneous as 

it was in many cases. It is evident why we should go back to the '~c::,>:: 

Greeks for our notion of logic, science, art, politics and many 
\ 

oth­

er sciences, however, it is not so evident why we should go back to 

them for our notion of God until we come to Aristotle, from whose 

works we derive most of our imformation of Greek philosophY., and then 

we see the reason. Anton C. Pegis in his work list. Thomas and the 

Greeks" further substantiates this contention. 

1\Those who study the history of medieval thought find it na­
tural and convenient to look upon Greek Philosophy as the pre­
decessor of medieval Philosophy. NO,one can deny that Christi­
an thinkers are indebted to Greek and Arabian Philospphers for 
many of their ideas. U (:,3) 

.b.ristotle speaking of Thales says that, according to this Phi­

losopher, the f<irst principle, elemen"t, or subs tance :trom which all 
, t4} 

things come and to which they are to return, is, Simply, water. 

~nd yet in another text Aristotle qoutes the same ~hales as saying 
(5) 

all things Ii are full of' gods .. It These two sta"temen"ts, if accepted 

on face value, are philosophically irreconciable. However, they may 

be reconciled by identifying the two, by affirming that water is the 

god and even the supreme god of Thales and controvertibly, that the 

god of Thales is water. In other words, where Thales uses the word 
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Itlgod" he simply means some physically and purely natural power; as 

water in this case, which is 'the first principle of all things. 

This we must bear in mind in our consideration of the Greeks who fol­

lowed Thales. Thus when Anaximander sets up II the. Indeterminate as 

his first principle and when Anaximenes tea~hes that infinite air is 

the cause of all things, they do not thin~ of god as an object of 
(6) , 

worship" H John Burnel speaking of early Greek Philosophy states: 

IIThis non-religious use, of the word "god" is characteristic of the 
(7) 

whole period of early Greek Philosophy,," 

To the question; "What was the exact meaning of the word 'god' 

in a Greek mind fi,ve centuries before Christ?'· - it would be hard to 

find an answer. The word is used and described at some length in many 

of the early writings. To consider them all individually would be su­

perfluous, but to better elucidate that which follows we might give at 

least one consideration. It is evident from the beginning that from 

the early Greek meaning of the word tgod' its origin 1s not a philo­

sophical one.. In Homer's Illiad alone the word 'god' is a~plied to an 

incredible va'rie:ty of obj ects, at times entirely different. A Greek 

god might be what we would call a person as was the case of Zeus, Hera, 

Apollo, and the other Olympian gods and goddesses; and their god could 

just a.s well be some physical and natural phenomena, the Ocean, Wind, 

Earth, or Sky. Even Death, Terror, War, Fear and the like are also the 
. , (8) 
gods of Homer. It would seem to one that all of these are separa­

ted in every possible way and degree; it would seem that there is no 

conunon element to be found in all. However, perhaps there is at least 

one, if we remember that the GreekS tlendowed all of these powers with 
( 9) 

life operating in human lives and swaying hwnan destinies from above,," 

The first characteristic of the Greek gods is life, for, whatever a 
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Greek god may happen to be, he is never an inanimate thing; he 

is always a living being just as amn. However, though h~~n life is 

bound to come to an end sometime, the Greek gods never die, and for 

tha t reason they are called the t Immortal,s. t The second characteris­

tic is that all of these gods are much more related to man than to the 

world at large. The dreadful divinities threaten men with evil; the 

benevolent ones promise good -- in whole~ all of these immortal living
(10) . 

powers rule the lives of mortal men. Indeed these characteristics 

of the early Greek gods in a very striking way resemble the attributes 

of our Almighty God. The connection between Greek mythology and phi­

losophy might be explained thus. The Greek gods are only indicative 

of .the conviction of the early Greeks, that, since man is somebody and 

not simply something, the ultimate principle of that somebody must rest 

with some other Body and not merely something. 

Man can know only Uthat which is," and that which is intelligible, 

necessary, innnutable, and immaterial. Plato calls "Idea" the eternal 

and intelligible. Ideas are reality itself. We might ask then what 

can deserve the title of divine in such a philosophy? 

nIf that which is more real is also the more divine, the eter­
nal ideas should eminently deserve to be called divine. Now, 
among the ideas there is one which dominates all the others, be­
cause they all share in its intelligibility. It is the idea of 
Good." (11) . 

Wny then should we hesitate to conclude that in Plato's philosophy the 

idea of Good is God? Arthur O. ~ovejoy speaking on this topic says, 
\ 12) 

nConsidered as a perfect being, the Idea of Good was the god of Plato." 
, 

'1'his god of Plato is self-sufficient and absolutely inditferent as to 

what goes on in the worlde 
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Chapter Two 

Aristotle and the Nature of God 

According to Aristetle man has derived his notion of God from 

two sources; his own soul and the motion of the stars. 

"In dreams and divinations, the soul seems to behave as if it 
were a god; as to the stars, their orderly motion suggests 
that there are courses of their motions and their order. ~ach 
one of these courses is a god." \13) 

Aristotle's Meta~hysics is an important step in the history of 

Natural theology inBo far that the first philosophical principle has 

been joined with the notion of God. For the prime mover.of the Aris­
( 14) 

totelian universe is at the same time its principle god. The world 

of Aristotle is an eternally necessary and necessarilty eternal world. 

In oth~r words we need not worry about how it came into being, but on­

ly what happens in it. At the swmnit of the universe of Aristotle is 

not an idea, as we found in Plato, but a.self subsisting and eternal 

act of thinking. It has been defined as a divine self subsisting 

thought. But to understand his position more fully we must recall that 

two of the most fundamental categories of Aristotelianism are the po­

tential and the ac~ual, and Aristotle does not hesitate to push them to 

the extremes, thereby formulating two fundamental principles: matter 

that is nothing but matter and hence pure ~otentiality and form that is 
. l15) 

nothing but form, which is pure actuality_ Every existent thing as­

pires to actuality, and in proportion to how much a thing is potential 

and how much it is actual we ascend the scale of being at the top of 

which must be pure actuality, devoid of all potentiality, and this we 

call God. This pure actuality is defined by Aristotle as thought of 

thought, (.-'0/0-,) vofrrGWj). "Therefore it must be of itself that the 

http:mover.of
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divine thought thinks, (since it is the most excellent of "things) 
( 16) 

and its thinking is a thinking on thinking." 

In other words God is both the subject and the object of thought 

and therefore thinks only of Himself. "Since, then, thought and ob­

ject of thought are ,not different in the case of things that have not 

matter, the divine thought and its object will be the same, i.e. the 
(17)

thinking will be one with the object of its thought ... This eter­

nal thinking of Himself is the only activity possible to the god of 

Aristotle, and in this ceaseless self-contemplation lies the divine 
( 18) (19) 

pleasure which Aristotle calls "a single and simple pleasure. 1I 

In conclusion let us use Aristotle's own words describing his god: 

Itlf, then, God is always in that state in which we sometimes 
are, this compels our wonder; and if in a better, this com... 
pels it yet more. And God is in a better state. And life 
also belongs to God; for the-actuality of thought is life, 
and God is that actuality, and God's self dependent actuality 
is life most good and eternal. We say, therefore, that God 
is a living being, eternal, most good; so that life and dura ... 
tion continuous and eternal belong to God, for this is God. n (20) 

http:pleasure.1I
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Chapter Three 

St. Thomas and the Nature of God 

It is but natural to expect an imnlense difference between the 


God of Aristotle and that of St. Thomas; natural for the simple rea­


son that Aristotle's god developed from the pagan pantheism of ancient 


creece, while in St. Thomas we find the Christian conception of God 


throughly explained and developed. The,God of Ste Thomas is unchange­


. able, eternal and one. He is a spiritual God, distinct from the world, 

but at the same time a personal God, one who has created the world, 

conserves and provides for it, and is intimately concerned with each 

and every part of His creation. Let us briefly take up the nature of 

the God of St. Thomas swmnarized in His perfections and attributes. ' 

For the time being we assume the existence of God, the proof of which 

we shall examine later. 

God is most simple; for that is simple which has no parts, and in 

God there is no composition of elements or parts, whether they be phys- ' 

ical, metaphysical or logical. There can be no composition in a self ­

subsisting Being since He is not corporeal. "For it is absolutely true 
(21) 

that God is not a body.n He is not composed of matter and form for 

these are imperfect and limited modes of being. He is not composed of 

essence and existence for He is existence itself. He is not composed 


of genus and differentia, since He is a self-subsisting Being which 

(22) 


trancends the limits of all genera. And in the same way St. Thomas 


states the simplicity of Godo 

UTherefore, it is clear thl:;t God is nowise composite, but is 
altogether simple." (23) "Before every multitude it is neces­
sary to find unity. Now in every composite there is multi ­
tude, therefore that which is before all things, namely God, 
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must be devoid of all composition. 1I (24) 

God is~. - By the unity of God we indicate the one simple 

ess ence of God. 

"The being proper to each thing is but one. Now God is 
Himself His very Beingo Therefore there can be but one 
God. tO (25) nIt is impossible that there be several sov­
ereign goods, for that which is ascribed to a thing by way 
of superabundance is to be found in one alone. Now God 
is the sovereign good. Therefore God is One." (26) 
lilt is manifest that the reason why any singular thing is 
this particular thing is because it cannot be commw1icated 
to many. Now this belongs to God alone, for God Himself 
is His own Nature. Therefore in the very same 'way God is 
God, and He is this God. Im~ossible it is therefore that 
many Gods should exist." (27) 

Since God is one in a 'supereminent' way, He may be called "Su­

per-Unity", and thus no created unities can come near in comparison. 

It is from this very idea of "Super-Unity" thatiSt. Thomas states that 

God is not only "unum" but "maxime-unuIl1 •." (P. la., q. 11, art. 4) 

For St. Thomas says that that one possesses unity in the fullest degree 
iwhose being is wholly undetermined. Th~s, of course, can apply only

(28) 
to God. 

God is infinite -- boundless -- unlimited -- such is the God of 

St. ThomasQ 

liFor whatever is finite by its very nature is confined to some 
generic notion. Now God is in no genus, and His perfection (29) 
contains the perfection of all genera. Therefore He is infinite. 1I 

"An act is the most perfect according as it is less mingled 
with potentiality. Wherefore every act that has an admixture 
of potentiality has a limit to its perfection; while the act 
which has no admixture of potentiality has no limit to its per­
fection. Now God is pure act without any potentiality. There­
fore He is infinite." (30) . 
IDWe must consider therefore thut a thing is called infini te be- "j 

cause it is not finite. Now matter ,is in a way made finite by -- /' 
and the form by matter. Matter is indeed made finite by form, 
inasmuch as matter, before it receives its form, is in potenti­
ality to many forms, but on receiving a form, it is terminated 
by that one. The same is true of form, which is COnID10l1 to many 
until it is received into matter; it is then terminated by this 
particular one, but since th~ Divine Being is not a Being re­

http:infinite.1I
http:composition.1I
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ceived in anything, but He is His own sUbsistent bein~t it is 
clear that God Himself is infinite and perfect. n (31) 

God is <innnutable'" unchanseable~ Though this is a negative term 

denying change;,'< movement or alteration in God, it also implies or in.. 

dicates at least a positive perfection, for its denial is directed a­

gainst imperfection or potentiali ty and hence amounts to an affirma';;;':i<o 

tion of perfection or actuality. Ste Thomas bases the innnutability of 

God on three reasons. Since God is the first Being and consequently 

pure act, without the slightest mixture of potentiality, He cannot 

change, for to be changeable a thing must in some way be in potential ­

ity -- which is evidently impossible in God. 

<	"Secondly - because every'thing wnich is moved, remains as it was 
in part, and passes away in part; ----thus iin«:eyej:'.yt}:J.ing that is 
moved, there is some kind of composition to be found. But it 
has been shown above that in God there is no composition for He 
is altogether Simple; therefore He is also immutable." (32) 

Thirdly, whatever is moved acquires something by its movement 

which it did not have before, but, since God is infinite, containing 

in Himself all perfections of being, it is clearly evident that He 
(33) 

cannot acquire anything new. nHence movement in no way belongs to God." 

The < Christian.9:2.£ is <also~.. eternal ~e Eternity means not only 

endlessness, but it also means an absence of beginning and succession 

of duration. He only is eternal whose existence is not a matter of days 

and years but is all present at once. Such is summarized in the defi ­

ni tion of eternity dra'llm up by Boetius some fifteen hundred years ago. 

"Interminabilis vitae tota simul et perfecta possessio." "Eternity is 
, (34) 

the posseSSion , at once, complete and perfect, of boundless life .11 

St. Thomas in the Summa Theologica (Pa la, q. 10, art. 1) upholds this 

definition of eternity. 

IIWhatever begins or ceases to be, suffers this through movement 
or change. Now it has been shovm that God is altogether un­

<,< «<1 <61'fari'geable " Therefore He is eternal, having neither beginning 

or end. 1t (35 ) 
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"only things which are moved are measured by time, because 
time is the measure of movement as stated by the Philoso­
pher ( 4 Physics, Xi, 5). Now God is absolutely without 
movement. Therefore we cannot mark tbefore and after! in 
Him ----- therefore He is without beginning and end, and 
has all His being simultaneously; and in this consists the 
notion of eternity." (36) . 
liThe idea of eternity follows immutability, as the idea of 
time follows mavement. Hence, as God is supremely immutable, 
it supremely belongs to Him to be eternal. lifor is He eter­
nal only, but He is His own eternity; whereas no other being 
is its own duration, as no other is its own being. Now God 
is His own uniform being; and hence, as He is His o,Yn essence, so 
so He is His own existence and eternity.," (37) 

Every being, in so far as it is a being, can be the object of de-

Sire; it is, then, true that every being is good; since the terms be,;" 

ing and good are synonyms, they are controvertible. And from that it 

follows t~~t the infinite Being is the infinite Good. 

liThe good is that which all things desire. Now all things de­
sire to be in act according to their mode, which is evident 
from the fact that everything, by its nature, shrinks from 
corruption. Wherefore the essential notion of the good is to 
be in act, and consequently, evil, which is opposed to good, 
results from the privation of act by potentiality. Therefore 

, He is truly Good." (38) 
liTo be good belongs preeminently to God. For a thing is good 
according to its desireableness. Now everything seeks af.ter 
its own perfection; and the perfection and form of an effect 
consists in a certain likeness to the agent, since every agent 
makes its like; and hence the agent itself is desireable and 
has the nature of good. ----- Therefore since God is the first 
effective cause of all things, it is manifest that the aspect 
of desireableness and of good belong to Him." (39) 

Thus we find the God of St. Thomas to be most simple, one and in­

finite; He is unchangeable and eternal, and in Him we find the high­

est good. 
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Part Two 

EXISTENCE OF GOD 

INTRODUCTION 

Having thus established and distinguished the nature of the 

god of Aristotle and the God of St .. Thomas, let us take up the argu­

ments for God's existence as proposed by both Aristotle and St~ Tho­

mas. The first question tnat comes to our mind is, "Does God exist; 

and if so can He be known?tt There are many theories ot! this quest10n8 

We 	 shall not s,top to explain the various theories nor shall we answer 

those that are i-alse and are to be ref'uted. Let us merely establish 

a notion ot' what they propose. 

1. 	Theism is a general name for any belief in God. 

2. 	At'heism is the opposite ot' Theism and declares simply that God 
does not exist; however, the atheist usually finds himself com­
pelled to substitute for the God that he has denied some other 
notion, as force, energy, etc. 

3. 	Agnosticism is a theory that God cannot be known and that crea­
tures must be content to remain in ignorance about God. It is 
not a denial of God's eXistence, but anly of His knowability. 

40 	 Pantheism identifies God, in some way or another, with the uni­
verse. One such form makes the world a part of the substance' 
of God; another form teaches that God has poured Himself out 
and therefore all things are parts or emanations of God, hence 
the name, emanationism. Thirdly, the idealistic pantheism 
found in the dmctrine of I~nt makes the world and all in it 
manifestations, not phYSical parts of God. 

5. 	Monotheism is the doctrine which holds that there is but one God. 

6. 	Polytheism, on the other hand, teaches a plurality of gods. 

7& 	 Deism, which must be carefully distinguished from Theism, admits 
the existence of God and even His knowability, but denies His 
Providence and governance of creatures. God has indeed created 
the world" but has since ceased to care for it. 
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8. 	Ontologism proposes that the first actuality is al,so the first 
thing known by' the mind. The first knowledge is avague intui­
tion through which all other things are mediately known. 

9. 	We might also add Traditionalism which holds that the human 
mind is not capable of ~emonstrating God's existence, but that 
man has received his knowledge of God by way of faith in a 
primitive revelation. (40) 

There have been proposed countless theories concerning the fact and 

the knowability of Godts existence. However, according to St. Thomas, 

that God exists is a self-evident proposition in itself, but it is not 

self-evident to us.. In other words, though the proposition IIGod is" is 

self-eVident, we never know its self-evidence. We know the truthfulness 

of 	the proposition only through demonstration, not a priori (through the 

cause) but a posteriori (through the effeats). 

"Therefore I say that this proposition 'God exists' is self-evident, 
for the predicate is the Same as the subject, for God is His own 
existence. Now, because we do not know the essence of God, the 
proposition is not self-evident to us, but needs to be demonstrated 
by things that are more known to us though less known in their na­
ture -- namely by effects. 1I (41) 

That the fact of Godts existence can be demonstrated is asserted by 

St. Thomas; after having established the distinction between a priori and 

a posteriori demonstration, he states: 
n 

nWheJ\ an effect is better known to us than its cause,we proceed to 
a knowledge of its cause. And from every effect the. existence of 
its proper cause can be demonstrated, so long as its effects are 
better known to us; .because, since every effect depends on its 
e~use, if the effect exists the cause must pre-exist. Hence the 
existence of God, in so far as it is not self evident to us, can 
be demonstrated from those of His effect which are better known 
to us. ", (42) 

http:effects.1I
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NATURE OF PROOFS IN GENERAL 

Having established the possibility of demonstrating Godls exis­

tence, we pre'ceed t.o a cons1dera tion 01' the nature 01' the proo!'s.. To 

begin with, we must bear in mind the nature 01 the god 01' Aristotle; 

consequently we cannot expect to f'ind in bristotle explicitly stated 

proof's tor the existence of' {jod, the Ghrist1an notion of Whom we have 

derived from St. Thomas. However, the proofs are, at least, implicit­

ly found in those passages where Aristotle speaks of the principles of 

motion, cause, order, etc. in general. 

The Thomistic proofs are formulated both in the Summa Theologica 

and in the Contra Gentiles. In both works the proofs are substantial­

ly the same; they differ only in their manner of exposition. Generally 

the proofs as found in the Summa Theo10gica are presented in a more sim­

plified form since it is addressed to beginners, as we read in the pro­

logue - ­

"Because the Doctor of Catholic truth ought not only to 
teach the proficient but also to instruct the beginners, 
we propose in this book to treat of whatever belongs to 
the Christian religion, in such a way that may tend to 
instruction of beginners." (43) 

In the Summa Contra Gentiles the demonstrations are more phi16sqph-i­

cal and minute since it was written by st. Thormas to refute the errors 
(44) 

of the schismatics and the unbelief of the pagans. 

God's existence is proven by St. '.J:homas in five ways.. Ther,e must 

exist a first mover who Himself is unmoved; there is a first efficient 

cause, Himself uncaused. There must exist a being, the existence of which 

is absolutely necessary. There exists a being which is the highest of. 

all beings and the cause of all; there exists a supreme and Vlise governor 



- 15 ­

of the universe as is evident from the order in cre8tion --. 

These five arguments are universal in range; all others can be 

reduced to them. According to St. Thomas all of the five proofs are ;"'1, 

conclusive; however, they do not all possess the same evidential char­

acter. From this point of view the proof based on the consideration of 
(45) (46) 

movement is superior to the other four. It is for this rea­

son that St. Thomas goes at length to elucidate it with all completeneoo 

and to prove it in all its details. 

Here we shall follow the order of St. Thomas in his Summa Theologi­

ca. We shall first give the proof as found in Aristotle's works and then 

that as proposed by St. ~homas. Having stated both we shall attempt to 

summarize and compare them and to conclude to what extent st. Thomas has 

improved them .. 

Having determined the nature of God according to Aristotle and St. 

Thomas, the demonstrability of God1s existence and the nature of the 

proofs, let us proceed to the dem'onstration itself. 
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Chapter One 

PROOF FROM MOTION 

Since St. Thoma~uhimselffhas.:·sta.1bea:-:;(p. la, q,,2, art. 3, ad resp.) 

that the argument for Godts existence from motion possesses more evi­

dence and is therefore superior to the other four, and further, since 

Aris totle' s theory of tlie tUnmoved. Mover' is developed at length in 

his writings, it follows that more considel"ation should be devoted in 

this paper to this first proof than to any of the remaining four. 

Argument .of Aristotle 

The first beginnings of the proof are to be found in Aristotle. 

Even Plato demanded that there should be something pernament and en­

during in the flux of becoming. In general Aristotle's principle of 

an unmoved mover was fundamentally based on his teaching that a spec­

ial mover was assigned to each of the spheres that produce the appar­

ent progreSSions, retrogressions and stationary points of the heaven­

ly bodies. Now, the unmoved mover hovers above all other gods, imma­

terial and separated from the world as a pure form. 'I'he stars alone 

were excluded from this goverance, since they havesoula within them­

selves and follow their own laws. However, as a developement of Pla­

to t s theory that the soul is the source af all moveme,nt, there arose 

the new theory that the bodiless soul is a trancendental form moving 

the stars. This is the Unmoved Mover. Werner Jaeger says that, 

\tIt is impossible for us to determine whether it was Aristo­
tle himself, or'some other-Academic who first conceived the 
theory of the unmoved mover and applied it to the problem of 
stellar motion. The spirit of the idea is Platonic. Aris­
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totle used it only for the highest principle, which is distinct 
from the world and has absolutely no motiori." (47) 

The direct proof, propounded by Aristotle and given by St, Thomas 

in his Sunnna Contra Gentiles (Chapter XIII), can be summarized as fol... 

lows: Whatever is in motion is moved by another, and it is but a matter 

of ex~erience that there is motion, for instance the movement of the 
\48) 

sun. Consequently the" sun is in motion becaus.e something has moved 

it. But that which moves it is either moved or not. If it is moved it 

must be moved by another; if it is not moved we have proven our point~ 
. (49) 

namely that we must postulate an unmoved mover. 

This unmoved mover of Aristotle we call God. However, if that 

which moves is itself moved, there must be another mover that imparts 

movement to it.. Here we a.re faced with two possibilities, either we 

must proceed to infinity, or we must set up an immobile mover, but it is 

impossible to proce~d to infinity, consequently we must assume a first 
(50) (51) 

Unmoved mover. In this proof two propositions need to be esta­

blished, first that everything in motion receives movement by some other 

thing, an.d secondly that we cannot progress or regress to infinity in a 

series .of things moved and moving. A;ristotle proves the first 'of these 

propositions by th~ee arguments.. The first presupposes three hypothe­

sea" First, for'·.a thing to be in motion of itself it must contain in 

itself the prinCiple of its motion. 

ItAnd whenever the source of the motion of a thing is in the thing 
itself we say that the motion of that thing is natural." (52) 

.Secondly, the thing must be moved in 'toto'" It must be in motion in 

respect of its whole and not in respect of one of its parts; as an ani­

mal cannot be said to be in motion of itself, for, in that case, a part 

of the animal, the foot, moves another part. "But as a matter of fact 

that which primarily moves itself cannot containa single part that moves 
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(53) 
itself or a number of parts eaoh of which moves itself." Th1rd­

ly, anything that is in motion must be divisible and have parts, sinoe~ 
l54)( 55} 

according to Aristotle,- everything that is in motion is divisible. 

Wi th thes'e three assumptions the proof of Aristotle in general is some­

what aocording to these lines. We have assumed that a self-moving bo­

dy is moved entirely, henoe if one part would cease to, move the whole 

would be at rest. But, if one part remained at rest while another was 

in motion it would no longer be the whole which is set in motion but a 

parte And nothing moves of itself if it depends upon another even for 

its being at,rest. Likewise, if the repose of one thing depends on the 

repose of another, so also the movement of one thing depends on the 

mov~ent of another, and, oonsequently, it does not set itself in motion. 

---~~ And sinoe the thing whioh we assumed to be in motion does not set 

itself in motion, it follows neoessarily that everything in motion de­
(56) 

pends on the mov~ent of another. "Then all th.ings that are in mo­
(57) 

tion must be moved by something. tt 

The second and third Aristotelian argwnents of less import are 

very briefly: Everytp.ing that is in motion is set in motion either by 

itself or by accident; if" moved by accident it does not set i teelf' in 

motion; if it sets itself in motion, it is moved either by violenoe or 

by nature; if it is moved by nature it is moved either by its own na­

ture, like the animal, or by another, like the stars and planets. Thus 

all that is in motion is moved by someth.ing else. (58) The thirJ proof 

is the following. --Nothing is at the same time, in reference to the 

same thing, both in act and in potency. But everything is in potency 

in as far as it is set in motion, for movement is the actualizing of 

that which is in potency. Now all things which impart movement are in 

act, since nothing acts unless it is already in aot. Consequently, 

nothing is at the same time both mover in aot and moved in potenoy. 

http:something.tt
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(59) 
Therefore· nothing moves itself. 

To prove the second asslUllption that it is imposs i ble to progress 

or regress to infinity we shall consider only the second of the three 

arguments proposed by Aristotle, since it seems to be most to the 

point and most conclusive; it is as follows: if a series of things 

move.d and moving are arranged in order, i .. e" if they form a series in 

which each thing gives movement to the next, it is inevitable. that, 

if the first mover dissappears or ceases to move, none of the follow­

ing things will be either moved or moving. It is in fact the first 

mover that imparts the power of movement to all the others. Now if 

we deal with an infinite series of things moved and moving, there will 

be no first mover, and all things, then, will function as intermediate 

movers. Consequently in the absence of a first mover nothing will be 
., (60) 

moved and there will be no movement in the world. Experience tes­

tifies to its eXistence, and therefore there must be a first mover, 

and if that be so then we cannot establish an infinite series of 

things moving one another. 

These, then, are the proofs of the two propositions which form 

the foundation of the proof by which Aristotle establishes the exis­

tence of a first immobile mover. 
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Argument of at. Thomas 

It is very easy to see that to St. Thomas Aristotle's concep­

tion of a first mover coincides with the Christian conception of God. 

For in tiis Contra Gentiles the greater part of the proof for God's 

existence is the proof from motion and this in turn is the argument as 

proposed by Aristotle. uln the first place we shall give the argurn.ents
(61)

by which Aristotle sets out to prove God's existence." In the 

Summa Theologica however, without any reference to Aristotle, the An­

gelic Doctor proposes the following proof; it is not difficult to note 

how closely it adheres to the argumentation of the Philosopher. 

While speaking of motion in his proof for the existence of an unil!'(.: 

moved mover Aristotle referred priL~rily to loco-motion; st. Thomas 

considers it in the sense of passing from potentiality into act. A 

thing is in motion ort.ly in so far as it ~s in potentiality to that to­

wards which it is in ·niotion; a thing moves inasmuch as i.t is in act. 

"But nothtng can be reduced from potentiality to actuality, ex­
cept by something in a state of actuality. Thus that which is 
actually hot, as fire, makes wood which is' potentially hot, to 
be actually hot, and thereby moves and changes ite Now it is 
not possible that the same thing should be at once in actuality 
and potentiali ty in the same respe9t, but only in different re~'n;~:: 
spects" For that which 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 consequently no other mover, seeing that subsequent movers 
move only inasmuch as they are put in motion by the .first mov­
er; as the staff moves only because 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 
Gode" (62) 
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SutmnarYll ~ Proof from Motion 

Though it is evident from St. Thomas' proof in the Contra Genti­

les (Chapter XIII) that he follows very closely the reasoning of Aris­

totle we must nevertheless bear in mind the infinite distinction and 

difference between the immobile of:.,Aristotle and the God of st. Thomas" 

In the Summa Theologica St. Thomas states the opinion that "It is ne,;, 

cessary to arrive at a first mover, put in motion by no other, and this 
(63) 

everyone Understands to be, God .. u St. Thomas hardly expects us to 

accept as the whole essence of the Christian God that which Aristotle 

has proven to be his first mover. For, we can attain the whole proof 

only when we have deveaoped all of the Divine attributes and perfec­

tions which human reason can attain. In his Compendium Theologiae St. 

Thomas proves all the attributes and perfections of God from this sin­
(64 ) 

gle principle of'motion. One will have noticed in the preceeding 

demonstration the absence of all reference to any beginning of movement 

in time and the narrowness of the conclusion.. The argument adheres 

strictly to its premises; it is bound by its limits and in no' way steps 

beyond them. It comes. inevitably to the conclusion of a first mover un­

moved - - and there it stops. For the simple reason that nothing more 

can be concluded with the idea of motion with which the ,argument started. 

So firmly built is this argument there is no possibility of its ever be­

ing disproved, mainly because there is no question here of move:ql.ent be­

ginning in time. It is not the question of a present· reality' demanding 

a cause in t he past. It is merely a questianc6f 'the :pres:eliti:.uili·verse, 

a question o·f movement or change as we experience it here and now, and 

the logically drawn conclusion that such movement or change simply does 

not follow without there being a first movement giving movement to all 
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things. The question of time makes no difference, for 'even if t some­

time in the future, it is proven, even beyond all doubt that the world 

is eternal, this proof will remain just as valid and conclusive as it 

is today, simply because, eternity of the world br not, the fact of m 

movement and change is here, as experience proves. The effect is still 
(65) (66) 

with us, and consequently its cauae cannot be denied. 

Chapter Two 

PROOF FROM 'CAUSALITY 

Argument, of Aristotle 

Aristotle does not explicitly present an argument from efficient 

causality, but the principles, at least, are found is his MetaphYSics 

where he shows that in no case can causes progress or regress tad infi­

nitum t , but at the same time in every case there must be a first cause. 

The Philosopher proposes the following line of reasoning: there is ev­

identlya first principle, and the cause of things can neither be an 

infinite aeries nor infinitely various in'kind. That one thing cannot 

proceed from another ad infinitum we have already proven in the argu­

ment from motion, and consequently we need not repeat it here. And for 

the same reason neither can the sources at movement form an endless ser­

ies nor can final causes proceed ',ad tnfini tum l • 

. IFor in the case of intermediates, which have a las,t term and a ' 
term prior to them, the prior must be the cause of the later 
terms. )tor if we had to say which of" the three is the cause t we 
should say the first, surely not the last, for the final term is 
the causeo;f none; nor should we say the intermediatecfor it is 
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the cause only of one (it makes, no difference whether there is 
one intermediate or more, nor whether they are infinite or fi­
ni te in number).,' But of series which are infinite in this way 
and of the infinite in general, all of the parts down to that 
now present are alike in termedia tee j, so that if there, is no 
first, there is no cause at all." ~e7) 

< I • • ,~ 

, ' 

Having established aneceesary first cause, Aristotle demands that, 

slnce the first cause is eterlllal, it is impossible that it be destroyed. 

For, since progressgf causes in the upward direction ,is not infinite 

and since that vlhich is infinite cannot be destroyed, our first eter­
, (ea.} , 

nal cause must itself be indestructibleo ' 

Because of the fact that an infinite regression is repugnant, we 

set up a first, cause, itself uncaused" and for the simple res.son that 

inf.ini te progression is, repugnant likewise we must inevi tably come to 

a final cause which is' the end'towards which all things else tend. If 

there is a last term the process will not be infinite; if there is no 

such term there will' be no final cause, a,nd we will Iteliminate the 
," (e9)', 

good without knowing it."' ' 

Argumen.t. of §.t. Thomas 

Again it is inter,esting to note that in the Summa Contra Gentiles, 

St •.Thomas again takes his ,proof from Aristo tIe, concluding of cours e, 
, ('7'0) 

that the 'first effiicient' cause' of Aristotle, we call God" How­

ever, in the S.umma, Theologica St. Thoraasproposes a proof, though fun­

damentally identical with that of the Philosopher~ yet differs in its 

mode 0,1' presentation. An efficlemt cause is one which by its own action 

produces an effect; this effect:'~y, then,be the 'efficient cause of 

another, and this'of another, so tha,t the progress may be repeated time 

and time again., As a tliing movep. cannot be moved of itself, but must 

have its motion from without, the same is t'rue of a thing caused. 
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tlThere is no case kno\m (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~"(71) 
"Now il1 efficient causes it is not possible to' go on to in­
finity because in all efficient causes following in order, 
the first is the cause of the intermediates, and the inter­
mediate is the cause of the ultimate cause, whether the in­
termediate cause be several or one only. Now, to take away 
the cause is to take away the effect. Therefore, if there 
be no first cause among efficient causes, there will be no 
ultimate or intermediate callses&" (72) 

To briefly summarize, we cannot have an infinite chain of causes, for 

then there would be no first cause and consequently no intermedia te,,'c\ 

causes nor last cause. It is then of necessity that we must come to 

a first cause to account for the rest of the causes and effects, the 

existence of which our own experience gives abundant evidence~ Since 

it is the first cause it must be uncaused, since there is no cause 

prior to it, producing it. This uncaused first cause is God. 

Summary of the Proof f!£m. Causalitz 

Having given both Aristotle's and St. Thomas' arguments for the 

existence of God as an uncaused first cause, we shall consider the two 

in the light of St. Thomas t commentary on the \-yorks of Aristotle 0 Af­

ter repeating briefly and paraphrasing the argument as proposeq. in the 

XII book of the Metaphysics, St. Thomas .continues in this vein: as long 

as a cause has the notion of an intermeclia te cause it cannot be the 

first moving cause. Just as a first moving cause is required for a se­

cond cause, so likewise before every mediate cause there must be a first 

cause, which in no way is an intermediate cause in the sense that it 

has another cause before it. But if one should set up a progression of 

moving causes ad infinitum, it would follow that every callse is an in­

termediate one. For if one of the many were not an intermediate cause, 
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it would either be the first or the last, but if it is neither one 

the series cannot be infinite and we must consequently set up a first 
(?3) 

cause from which all come and a final cause towards which all go •. 

We might then ask, how valid is this proof? Basically its prin­

ciple is as absolutely certain as that for the proof from motion. Just 

as there is a first and consequent mover and motion, so also there is a 

pernament and dependent existence. With this established fa.ct the two 

arguments by which we prove the existence of a first cause are nearly 

the same as those we used to postulate a prime mover. The first is, 

that whatever is caused is caused by another; nothing can be its own 

cause for it would necessitate that it exist prior to itself which is 

evidently repugnant and impossible. The second is that there can be 

no progress or regress to infinity in a chain of subordinated causes; 

the. proof here, like the preceeding one for motion, abstracts from the 

qUEstion whether the world is eternal or had a beginning in time. 

We are thue led to the source of being, to a supreme efficient 

cause which is not caused; we can, then, identify it with the prime mov­

er, which we have already proven to be the source of all motion and be­

coming. As a corollary we might conclude, a fortiori, it must be self­
(74 ) 

operative and exist per see 
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Chapter Three 

PROOF BASED ON CONTINGENCY 

Argument_ of Aristotle 

The argument for the existence of God from possibility and necessi­

ty or contingency is found in the principles of Aristotle as he speaks 

of the various kinds of substances. There are, he says, three sUbstan­

ces, two of them physical and one unmovable, and that it is absolutely 

necessary that there,should be an eternal unmovable substance, for sub­

stances are the first ofc8xisting things and if substances are all de­

structi-ble, then must all other things be tooe It would then follow that 

no thing is eternal, in other words at one time absolutely nothing exis­

ted, and if this were true then even yet there wauld be nothing in exis­

tence, for then there would be no first cause. But this is repugnant 
(75 ) 

for all about us we see things existing. In yet another place Aris­

totle proposes this argument which is clearly based on the already pro­

ven unmoved mover. 

lilt something is moved it is capable of being otherwise than it 
is .e ••• Butt since there is something which moves while itself 
unmoved, esisting actually, this can in no other way be other­
wise than as i ~ is. mover then exis ts of neces­H... the firs t 
sity; and in so far as it exists by necessity, its mode of being 
is good, and it is in this sense a first principle. e •••• it is 
that which cannot be otherwise but can exist only in a single 
way .. It ( 7 6 ) , 

ArgUlllent _ of, St. !Q.omas. ' 

Rere again we find that St. Thomas" proof is a deve10pement of the 

fundamental notions and reasoning of Aristotle's Metaphysics. From an 
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examination of phenomena, from a study of their essential character and 

characteristics, we come to know that they are contingent and then we 

conclude to the existence of a necessary being; according to the thought 

of St. Thomas we follow this line of argumentation. In the world about 

us we find things that are possible to be and not to be, since at one 

time they are generated and at another they corrupt. But it is impossi­

ble for these things always to be, for that which is possible not to be 

at sometime is not. But if everything were possible not to be, then it 

is .evidently possible that at one time there would have been nothing in 

existence. But if this were true then we are confronted with an impossi­

ble possibility, namely, if at one time nothing existed then even now 

nothin~ would exist, since, "that which does not exist only begins to 
(77) . 

exist by something already existing." Therefore we must logically 

conclude that not all things are merely possible, and of necessity we 

must postulate the existence of a being the existence of which is neces­

sarye St .. Thomas continues that this being must haye its necessity from 

itself. In the first place every necessary being either has its necessi­

ty caused by another or not. We have already proven, in the case of ef­

ficient C8)lSeS , that it is impossible to go on to infinity inthos'e 

things which are necessarily caused by another. Therefore, we must set 

up lithe 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 God.~ (78) 

Summary of the Proof based .sm. Contineency 

Aristotle, after having sho\vn that there are principle substances, 

begins to determine a necessarily ~ternal and imraovible substance.. He 

then presents the possibility that perhaps there is no necessarily ex­

isting being, but, if that is true, then all things are destructible. 
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And even now there would be nOlthing exisliing, but; t.his is evident.ly 

repugnant; it is necessary then that there be some eternal substance 
l79) 

the existence of whicn is not contingent. Aristotle then takes up 
, 

once more the question of motion and in particuler the final cause to~' 

wards which all things move. The final cause he says, produces motion 

bu being loved, but all oth-er things move by being moved. And once 

more from the principle of motion Aristotle goes on to prove the need 

of a necessary being. That which is movable is capable of being other 

than it is. But the first mover is immovable; it cannot, then, be oth­

erwise than 'it is. -And on tha:s St. Thomas commentates; 

"Wha tever is moved, as to pos i t ion can be other than it is as to 
place, which is extrinsic, but it cannot be otherwise as regards 
its substance or as to the intrinsic disposition of its substance. 

,Since, therefore, the first mover can be otherwise as to place 
but not as regards his essence, it is ~roper that the first mo­
ver, which is immovable and always in act, in no way can be con­
tingent, since it cannot be moved.... e".For the first mover is 
not moved by that motion by which it moves (others), and conse­
quently it can in no way be moved, and thus it cannot be other 
than it is, whence it follows that the first mover exists of ne­
cessity. Therefore it is absolutely necessary, because it cannot 
no t be .. \t ( 80 ) 

From this proof we can readily effect a transition from the neces~ 

sary to the perfect being by the following' a priori t method: 

1) That being which actually and necessarily exists must have its 
existence as an essential attribute; in other words it must not 
only have existence, but it must be its own existence, since its 
essence and existence must be identified. (81) 
2) A being which is its ovm existence cannot belong to any genus. 
"Since the eXistence of God is His essence, if He were in any gen­
us, He would be in the genus'being t because, since 'being' is pre­
dicated as an essential, it refers to the essence of a thing. But 
the Philosopher has shown that tbeingt cannot be a genus, for ev­
ery genus has differences distinct from its generic essence. Now 
no difference can exist distinct from 'being; for non...being cannot 
be a difference. It follows then that God is not in a genus."(82) 
3) This being is preeminently perfect simply because any being , 
which is its own existence must contain within itself every per­
fection of being. "All created perfections are 'in God~ Hence He 
is spoken of as universally perfect, because He lacks not any ex­
cellence." (83) "Since, therefore, God is subsisting being itself 
nothing of the perfections of being can be wanting to Him.n (84) 

http:evident.ly
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Chapter Four 

PROOF BASED ON THE GRADES OF BEING 

This proof for God's existence is developed from the fact that there 

are existent things. which are more or less perfect than other things ,in 

the process of which they form a ladder or series of beings from the less 

to the most perfect. Since, as we have several times already proven that 

it is impossible to proceed to infinity in any series of progression, we 

must come to the top of the series, "Co a being whicn_ is most pe.:ci'ect. 

But:,- as Glenn mentions in his IiTheodicyli, there is much useless argument 

and quibbling about the advisability of uSing,the term 'p~rfectt in 

speaking of the different grades or degrees of perfection, on the grounds 

that perfection ia an absolute term, not admitting comparison; it is then 

a positive without comparative or superlative. In other words a thing is 

either perfect or not perfect and that nothing more can be said about it. 

It WOLlld perhaps be best, to avoid this quibbling, to use such terms as 
(85) 

good and true, which indeed we find in Aristotle and St. Thomas. 

It follows then that things which have degrees of good and netter, more 

true and less true, demand the existence of that which is, without com­

parison, the best and truest as the ultimate criterion of their goodness 

and truth. 

Argmnent of Aristotle 

The principles of this proof are found in Aristotle's Metaphysics, 

where, in the investigation of the different grades of things found in 

the world, he talces up the question of truth. The argument as there 

outlined is: 
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IlWe do not know a truth wi thout its cause, and a thing has a 
quality in a higher degree than other things if in virtue of 
it the similar quality belongs to the other thingseas well; 
50 that that whioh causes derivative thruths to be true is 
most true. Hence the principle of eternal things must be al ­
ways most true (for they are not merely sometimes true, nor 
is there any cause of their being, but they themselves are the 
cause of the being of other things) so that as each thing is in 
respect of being, so it is in respect of truth." (86)

• 
In the same place Aristotle offers this example which clearly illu­

strates the pointe Of all things which are ~ore or less hot, fire is the 

hottest, because it is the cause and principle of heat as found in all 

other things; and for the same reason, of all things which are more or 

less good, more or less true, there must be one which is the best and the 

truest which is the cause and principle of goodness and truth as found 

in all the others. In yet another passage Aristotle produces a proof 

somewhat differing from the one above. We find a more or less in the na­

ture of things about us; we do not say that two and three are equally e­

ven, nor do we say that he who thinks four things are five is just as w 

wrong as he who says that they are a thousand. 

"If then they are not equally wrong, obviously one is less wrong 
and therefore more right. If then, that which has more of any 
quali ty, is nearer the norm, there must be some truth to which 
the more true is nearer. And even if there is not, still there 
is already something better founded and like.;!: the truth." (87) 

~. 

In the first qoutation Aristotle shows that that which is the highest 

in the respect of truth is likewise the highest being. Commenting on 

this St. Thomas asserts "He shows that those things which excell as true 
(88) 

excell as being." From the two qoutations we can then draw the con­

clusion that, as there is something which is the most true and good, 

there is something which is supreme being, and with St. Thomas we say, 

I~ This we call Go d. II 
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Argument,Qf St. Thomas 

St. Thomas' proof in the Contra Gentiles is merely a comment on the 

above arguments as taken from Aristotle. As to the first argument at. 

Thomas makes the assertion which we have qouted directly above. The se­

cond argument of the Philosopher" St. Thomas paraphrases along this line: 

""There is something supremely true from t.he fact that we see that 
o:f two false things one is falser than the other, wherefore it fol­
lows that one also is truer than the other. Now this is by reason 
of approximation to that which is supremely and s imply true. Where­
fore we may conclude that there is something which is supremely be... 
ing. And this we call God. It (89) " 

The proof as given in the Summa Theologica is indeed practically i­

dentical with the first. Among beings we find some which are more good, 

true and noble, and. some which are less. Now, 'more' and tless' are pre­

dicated of different beings only in so far as they resemble, each in its 

ovm way, that which is the maximum.. Us ing the example as found in the 

Metaphysics of Aristotle, ";'" thing is said to'be hotter in so far as it 

more nearly resembles that which is most hot,1I St. Thomas rightfully con­

cludes, that there is something which is truest, something best, something 

noblest, and consequently something that is uttermost being. From this 

proof St. Thomas logically draws the following argument: 

tiThe 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 be something which is to all beings the cause 
of their being~ goodness and every other perfection, and this we 
call God." (90) . 

We might ask why this addition in which St. Thomas identifies the 
,i 

Supreme Being with the Universal Cause. If we take the term ·supreme be­

ingt in the absolute sense, it evidently follows that this supreme being 

is identified wi th God. However, its inclUSion is more easily understood 

if it is taken in a more relative sense. For in such a case it is not im­
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mediately evident that this supreme being is God; for it may be a v~ry 

high degree of being, yet finite. By identifying it with the supreme 

universal cause, St. Thomas more conclusively establishes the identifi­
( 91) 

cation of the supreme being and God. 

Suramary .Q.f. the Proofbase<\.Ql!.~ Grades of Bein.s, 

In his commentary on the second book of the :Metaphysics St. Thomas, 

after cOll'lI!l:enting on the division and respective objects of theoretical 

and practical knowledge, takes up the question of truth, "Primo ostendi t 

quod ad philosophiam primam pertineat cogni tic veritatis. II' One has know­

ledge of -the truth ,only through its cause, from which it is apparent that 

of all true things about which we have knowle,Cige, there are causes which 

themselves have truth. St. Thomas then asserts that the true cannot be 

known through the false but only through that which is true, and that he 

joins to the universal proposition whiRh states: that which causes some­

thing in wthers is said to be the greatest among them. There is again 

offered the example of fire being the cause of all heat, and consequently 

the greatest in that genus. From which St. Thomas once more concludes: 

It The name of truth is not proper to any s,pecies but it is held in 
common by all beings. Whence, because that which is the cause of 
truth, is a cause sharing with the effect its name and common no­
tion it follows that that, which is the cause of things which 
themselves are true, be itself most true. 1i ,(92) 

IlFrom which Aristotle further concludes, that the, principle of those 

things which are eternal, namely the heavenly bodies, must of ne,cessi ty 

be most true. Thi!'I>roof is really one 'a posteriori t ('from intelligi­

ble effects), and not' 'a priori' (by which it differs from the proof 'Of 

St.; Anselm). It does not start from the notion of God but from the mul­

tiplicity of rational proofs arranged in ascending order, until it fi­

http:Proofbase<\.Ql


- 33 ­

nally reaches the source of all truth. 

I1From the fact that truths known by the intellect are eternal with 
regard to what is thus lrnOVffi, one cannot conclude that the soul is 
eternal, but that the truths lrnown have their foundation in some­
thing eternal. They have their foundation in that first Truth, _ 
which, as the universal cause, contains within itself all truth."(93) 

Chapter .Five 

PROOF FROM THE ORDER IN TIill UNIVERSE 

The fifth proof presented by St. Thomas is that based on the order 

in the world, and to the ordinary person unlearned in things philosophi­

cal, this argument bears more force than the four preceeding. The pre­

vious proof which concluded from the multiplicity of things to a higher 

unity has prepared the way in so far as the present proof argues from the 

orderly arrangement in this multiplicity to the existence of a single in­

telligent designer. This argument is often called teleological, derived 
I 

from the Greek, TeA~ , which means tend', or in this sense, 'purpose', 

'goal' and 'aim'. It is also called the argument from design, .since 

things in the world are manifestly made and designed to do a certain thing, 

namely to achieve a certain end. 

Argument of Aristotle 

Of all the proofs this is evidently the least developed in the works 

of Aristotle. It is also of interest to note that in St. Thomas it is the 

only proof of the five in which he does not make' some reference to Aris­

totle. 
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"We must consider in which of two ways the nature of the universe 
contains the good and the highest good, whether as something se­
parate and by itself, or as the prder of the parts. Probably in 
both vmys, as an army does; for its good is foUnd both in its or­
der and in its leader, and more in the latter; for he does not 
depend on the order, but it depends on him. -- and all things are (94) 
ordered together somehow -- for all are ordered together to one end." 

From this Aristotle proceeds to show how freemen, slaves and animals 

in respective lesser.degrees each contributes a share for the good of the 

whole. Though the principles as here laid down are basically those of St. 

Thomas, it is clear that this argument is the least conclusive of the five 

as proposed by Aristotle. However, there is at least implicit worth, in 

so far as it concludes that all things are ordained to an end, and that end 

is the highest good. 

From separated qoutations of Aristotle's Physics however, we can de­

velope1 a proof which follows very closely that of St. Thomas in his Summaj 

Theologica. l\frup.ely, that we see natural bodies, lacking intelligence, ac­

ting always or nearly always in the same way towards a defini te end. 

"We do not ascribe to chance or mere coincidence heat in the sunnner 
but only in the winter; we see that it ordinarily snows in the win­
ter and rains in the summer. If, then, it is agreed that things are 
either the result of coincidence or for an end, and that these cannot 
be the result of'coincidence or spontaneity, it follows that they
mudt be for an endeD (95) , 
"This is the most obvious in the animals other than man; they make 
things neither by art nor after inquiry or deliberation. Wherefore 
people discuss whether it is by intelligence or by some other facul­
ties that these creatures work." (96) 
"Again in plants too we find the relation of means to an end, though 
the degree of organization is less.D (97) 

It is evident then that even among non-intellectual creation we find the or" 

dering of means toward an end in almost always the same way. But, as Aris­

totle continues, "This end and means toward it may come about by chance. 

But when an event takes place always, or for the most part, it is not inci­
(98) 

dental or by chance. 1I And for that reason it follows that these non­

intellectual agents are directed in their action by some intelligent being, 

who is the governor of all creation. 
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Argument. of' st. Thomas 

Since St. Thomas does not find the origin of this proof in Aris­

totla, we might ask from whence it came. Etienne Gilson asserts that 

there is no need to determine the philosophical origin of this proof, 

since the idea of God as the ruler of the universe Vias the common teach­

ing of Christian Theology, and there are numerous texts 1.n Holy Scrip­

ture upon which it is based.. The same author declares that St. John 
(99) 

Damasoene supplied the model for his argument. And this St. Thomas 

asserts in his Summa Con.tra Gentiles where he offers the following proof. 

"It is impossible for oontraryand disoordant things to accord in 
one order always or frequently except by someone's goverance, 
whereby each and all are made to t.end to a defini te end. Now we 
see that inthe world things of different natures accord in one 
order, not seldom and fortuitously, but always or for the most 
part. Therefore it follows that there is someone by whose pro­
vidence the world is guided. This we call God." (100) 

The proof as proposed in the Summa Theologica folloW's this lin.e: 

~e see that things whioh lack intelligence such as animals, plants, and 

natural bodies, act for an end; and this is clearly evidence from exper­

ience, for we have observed that they act always or nearly always in the 

same way so that they might attain the best end. It is further evident 

that that which lacks intelligence cannot act toward an end, unless it be 

guided and directed by some being which is endowed wi~h knowledge and 1n­

telligence. The conclusion follows that there must exist some intelli­

gent being who directs all natural things toward their end. And this we 
(101) 

call God .. 

Thus finality, or relation to an end, is clearly evidenced; St. Tho­

mas is here speaking of internal finality not external; of the finality 

which is observable in things destitute of intelligence taken separately. 

But even this internal finality has often been denied especially by those 

JI 
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who uphold the theory of mechanistic evolution in its entirety. We 
might then ask does this relation of means to an end, this orderly ar­

rangement of things, demand an intelligent cause. The answer is that 

the finality which we observe in nature is the direction of operations 

to ends, precisely as ends, i.e., in full view of the end to be attained. 

In otner words the means are related to the end precisely in so far that· 

it is in the ends that they have their reason of being; their whole con­

stitution is directed towards the attainment of these ends. It is then 

evident that such a relation can be kl1o'\lm and established only by a be­

ing who knows the reasons of being of things, n&~e1y by an intelligent 
(102) 

being. 

Chapter Six 

StJM:MA.RY OF ALL THE PROOFS mUTY 

The different ways followed by St. Thomas to attain to the exis­

tence of God are evidently distinct when considered each by itself, yet 

when considered all together and in relation to one another, there is no 

less evident1y.a marked affinity~ The result of each of these demonstra­

tions is to move us to admit the existence of a divine attribute which 

can be· predicated only of the Self-Subsisting Being, as St. Thomas expli­
(103 ) 

cit1y proves in the S~a Theo10gica. These five attributes proper 

to God are: 'primum movens t, tprimum efficiens' , tprimum necessari~' , 

tprimum et maxime ens', tprimum gubernans inte11igendo'. The derivation 

at these attributes is' clearly developed by Cajetan in his commentary on 
(104) 

the Summa Theologica. 
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These attributes can only belong to a being.whose essence and ex­

istence are identical. 

1. 	The first Mover, since it is not moved, does n.ot pass from po­
tency into ac.t, for it is always in act and consequently con4i·::!~:·: 
tains no potentiality. Since the mode of action of a thing is 
a consequence of its mode of being it follows that, if the 
first Mover is pure act in the order of operation, it must al ­
So be so in the order of being. But if such be true it oannot 
belong to the nature of such a being to be me~ely capable of 
exis~ing. It will therefore be of the essential nature of the 
first MOVier to exist essentially; its essence then will be i ­
dentified with its existence. 

2. 	Since this first Being is uncaused it must contain in itself the 
cause of its existence. But it cannot cause itself, because, 
as has been shown, it would suppose a contradictory, but being 
uncaused it cannot receive it from another, and so does not re­
ceive it atrjall:r;but:':its existence is its essence. 

3. 	If a being is a necessary one, i.e.'absolutely incapable of not 
existing, it must have its existence as an essential predicate. 
It does not receiv..§. existence. It g existence. 

4. 	The Supreme Being cannot be composite and therefore its exis~t':: 
tence cannot be a part of its essence; it must be its essence, 
and its essence will be its existence. 

o. 	 If the fifth, or teleological argmaent, is considered apart from 
the others it does not establish anything more than the exis­
tence of a most powerful intelligence, but if we associate it 
wi th the other arguments, as we right.fully should, it follows 
that this Supreme Intelligence must be the absolutely perfect 
being upon which all nature depends, and the same identifioa­
tion of essence and existence holds here as it did for the fourth 
way. (105') ­

We 	 see therefore that all of the five ways lead to the same end, 

namely to a being who exists of his very nature since its essence and ex­

istence are identified. This is especially clear in the third way which 

shows the existence of a necessary being, and it is here that we find 

the essential distinction between God and the world, in as much as in 

God alone are essence and existence identical. All five proofs conclu­

sively establish the ex:istence of a trancendent God, distinct from the 

world, absolutely unchangeable, wholly perfect, subsisting being, Truth 

and Goodness, and tile supreme Intelligence which is the source of all 
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the order in the world. ----­ Therefore we have evidently arrived at 

the existence of God as He is conceived of by the Theists. 

Chapter Seven 

REL.t\.T.ION J3ETWEEl\f A..'R.ISTOTLE AND 8T • THOMAS 

In conclusion, then, let us copsider the relation between St. Tho­

mas and Aristotle to see in what ways Aristotle influenced St. Thomas, 

and on the other hand how St .. Thomas improved Aristotle. 

Altogether St. Thomas wrote thirteen works in connnentary of Aris­

totle, but, unlike his master, Albert the Great, St .. Thomas adheres 

closely to the text. Then too, St. Albert kept his commentary ort Aris­

totle quite distinct from his theology, while the supreme achievement of 

St. Thomas was the blending of philosophy and theology into a harmonious 

whole. For in -(the third chapter of the first book of the Summ.a Contra· 

Gentiles he defines the boundaries of reason and revelation, and, oddly 

enough, he bases his decision on a principle of Aristotle which he quotes 

from Boethiua. 

"1'fot every truth is made Imown in the same way, 'as it is the 
part of an educated man to seek for conviction in each subject, 
only so far as the nature of the subject allows', as the Philo­
sopher ri~htfullyobserves as qouted from Boethius." (I Ethics; 
iii, 4) ll06)_ 

In other words there are certain things that are true about God which 

wholly surpass the capability of human reason. But at the same time 

there can be no conflict between the teaching of reason and revelation 

since they both ultimately proceed from God who is Supreme Truth. St. 

Thomas' precise- distinction between the boundaries of reason and reve­
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latiol1 might be cri ticiz:ed on the ground that it would lead to Deism. 

But this criticism is unfounded if we remember that St. Thomas was an­

xious to show that the Christian God is not, like an Olympian deity, 

content to sit aloft and watch the world go around, but a God that has 

made the great and small alike and has equal care for all. 

The problem before St. Thomas was to reconcile Aristotle's whole 

idea of nature wi th Christian revelation. Hans ]lKeyer has caught this 

thought in the words: 

"Sometimes St. Thomas is content with a slight correction while 
at other times he makes a substantial change by filling an Aris­
totelian concept with a Christian content. In general St. Tho­
mas remains conscious of the great abyss separating Christian 
thought from that of Aristotle, but his interpretation is pre­
dominantly favorable.!! (l07) 

St. Thomas himself hints at this attitude in the Summa Theologica, (IIa; 

IIae, q 161, a. 1, ad 5). And it is here that we find the clue to the 

few vital points on which St. Thomas definitely broke with Aristotle. 

They naturally pertain to Theodicy; the nature of God, creation tex ni­

hilo' , personal immo-rtali ty, etc.. Here, however, we are concerned only 

wi th the first. We have already learned thact the god of Aristotle is 

pure actuality, which he calls t thought of thought I (V07tf'tj Y67rre'1 )'" 
This pure thought then thinks only of himself and thus the cares and af­

fairs of creation are beyond the concern of the God of Aristotle. This 

complete isolation of the Deity is combated by St. 'rhoma.s; for the Chris.. 

tian God, as the Aristotelian God, is form without matter, pure actuali­

ty and absolut~ perfection, but, and herein lies the difference, the God 

of St. Thomas is not only the remote cause toward which all things move, 

but is the efficient cause of all thingse 

"And since God is the cause of all things by His knowledge, His 
knowledge 'is extended as far as His causality extends. As the 
active power of God extends itself not only to forms, which are 
the forms of universality, but also to matter •••• The knowledge 
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of God must extend itself to singular things, which are indi­
vidualized by matter." (108) 

After treating the Divine Will St. Thomas proceeds to consider the 

Providence of God, which has a special care and concern for every part 

of creation, even to the very lowest forms, thereby altogether surpas­

sing 	the Aristotelian notion of Divinity thinking only of and on itself. 

UFoI' the God 1Ivho is wrapped in self-contemplation St. Thomas' 
substi tutes the personal God of Abraham, Isaac and J8 cob, the 
God who is nigh to all of them who call upon Him in timth .. 11 (109) 

Aristotle is indeed an inCipient Thomist, and the philosopher who 

is also a disciple of St'. Thomas might well say wi th Jacques Maritain: 

tiThe doctrine of Aristotle did not bear its purest fruit except 
in the mind of St~ Thomas. Not only did St. Thomas correct and 
develope Aristotle, he also transfigured him in placing him in 
the higher light of faith and theology. But since he has always 
rrunained faithful to all the principles of Aristotle one may say 
that he is much more purely Aristotelian than Aristotlee" (110) 

--------------------------------. 
 ' 
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