CREATION ACCORDING TO THE TEACHING OF ST. THOMAS

£ Thesis Submitted teo the Faculty of the College
Department of St. Meinrad in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for a Degree of Bachelor ef Arts.

John F. Schwenk
May 10, 1955
St. Yeinrad Seminary
St Meinrad, Indians




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
I Introduction 1
JI Signification and reality of creation 1
A) Creation logically considered 3
B) Creation metaphysically considered. 5
1) Creation as the production of things
under the aspect of being 6
2) ©No material cause in creation 8
IIT The act of creation proper to God alone. 9
A.g The uniqueness of pure act 9
B) The power Lo create not communicable to creatures. 10
IV No necessity either for a world co-existential with God
or a world having a beginning. - 12
A) The opinion of the Augustinian School which maintain
the necessity of a world with a beginning, 12
' B) The followers of Averroes who maintain the nécess:i.ty
of an eternal world.— 15
V The mode of action proper to God. 17
VI The role of the intellect and will of God in creatione. 20
A) The two-fold pre-existence of creatures in the
intellect of God. 20

B) No repugnance to the simplicity of God's intellect y=——=—=22

C) The simplicity of the will of God and the diversity -
creatures willed. -23 .

VII Gonclusion. 26

VIII Footnotes and Bibliography. 28, 29,.30,.31




1.
INTRODUCTION

Having advanced in our study of metaphysics to the absolute
certainty of a being who is Pure Act and to the knowledge of what can
be said o.;‘.‘ Him by way of remotion and by positive affirmation, we come to
the consideration of God as Creator. Creator is a predicate which can be
said of Him alone. However; it is not a property of God in the sense that
creation necessarily flows from His essence. 'i‘«‘or God does not create out
of necessity of His nature but by the freedom of His will. Neither does
it imply a real relation of God to His creatures when we say God is the
creator:t) for God remains completely unchanged when He creates and is not
perfected in any way by it. Although there is a real transcendental
relation of creature to God, a relation of dependence in being upon the
First causez.) Furthermore, we cannot assign a reason why God created except
that He created out of the abundance of His goodness, 3)

In this work .on the tegching of creation according to St. Themas we
are mainly interested in the clarification of the notion of creation,
its unique character as effectible by God alone, theproblem of the eternity
of the world, and the role of God!s intellect and will in the action of

craation;
THE SIGNIFICATION AND THE REALITY OF CREATION

Now let us see vhat the name, creation, signifies. Creation does not
neme the production of a particular being fram a particular agent, but
rather the production of all things which have being in any way from the
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universal causé, who is God. L) In the prbduction of ar.rpa"rticular being
from a particular agent, matter or a subject to be actualized is pre-
supposed fof the action of the agent. But if the production of whatever
has being, either actually or potentially, from the First Principle is

considered, then it is impossible that there .would be sane being presupposed,

as matter to be determined. And so we can define creation as the production

of all being from nothing,. 5)

But to say that there is a change from nothing to something seems———--
contradictory. However this contradiction is resolved when it is shomm
that creation is not a movement, 6) but onlj is known after the manner of

a movement or change. St. Thomas expresses this when he is discussing the

meaning of the word, creationg 7)

Creation is not a change, except according to a mode of
understanding. For a change means that the same samething
should be different now frem what it was previously... But
in creation, by which the whole substance of a thing is
produced, the same thing can be taken as different now and
previously according to intellect only, so that a thing is
understood as first not existing at all, and afterwards as
existing.

But if creation is not a nutation, vhat is it? Creation can be called
the act. of God whereby creatures begin to exist or as St. Thomas sayS:B)

Now creation, as stated above (A.2), canmot be taken for
a movement of the creature previous to its reaching the term
of movement, but denotes the accomplished fact. Wherefore
creation does not denote an approach to being, nor a change
effected by the Creator, but merely a beginning of existence,
and a relation to the Creator from whom the creature receives
its being.

Consequently this preposition, from, in the definition of creation, the

production of all being from nothing, does not indicate a relationship
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of a material camse but an order only, 9) in that after nothing, things
were produced. However this order is not something in reality but in our
understanding only, since two real terms are needed for an order, For
non=ens or nothing -is not a reality and consequently there can be no real
reference of non-ens or nothing to being. Non-ens .denotes the negation or
the camplete absence of any being whatever. But because we understand
creation as if before something was not and then afterwards samething was,
we understand non=ens as the absence of that which was before and being
or ens as that which was afterwards, And so the relation we understand
between nothing and being in the notion of creation is only a rational

relation. But why do we understand creation in this way? 10)
CREATION LOGICALLY CONSIDERED

V‘I’he connatural object of owr intellect is the essence of semsible
thiﬁgs. And we do not know directly and immediately immaterial things, for
whatever we know comes to us through our senses. We, therefore, according
to our mode of understanding must understand immaterial things according
to our knowledge of sensible realities. As a result we signify these
immaterial realities as we understand them. So the signification of creation
depends and follows upon our understanding of actions which ﬂow from
natural or sensible agents. For these actions of sensible agents have some
similarity with the act of creation in that both are actions of efficient
causes producing some effect. Because of this that the actions of sensible
agents have an analogical sameness uith the act of creation, our understanding

and signification of creation follows our understanding of the actions of
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sensible agents.. For we are able to undérétahd immét»eriaiwrealities to
the extent that the sensible objscts of our intellect have semething in
.com.lm with the immaterial realities.

Now every actior_x that goes out fram an agent, which we lmow directly
and inmediately or which 1s a connatural object of our intellect, is that
action which reduces something from potency to act, and in regard to which
there is always the sane‘snbjecb which now lacks some de‘t.emination‘ and
afterwards obtains that detemination. But the action of God in crea{'.ion
does not go forth to transform any pre-existing subject. Or in other vrords
God does not rely upon a material cause when He acts in creation, as
natural agents do, but the efficiency of God is the only cansé].ity present
in the production of things, as will be seen later. So whatever action
of an agent that we coﬁna‘bm'ally know is that action fmich’produces some
form of a mutation, that is' that aoti@ as a result of the causality
of which, a subject, either actually or potentially existent, receives a
new form or determination.

And in keeping with the way we know immaterial realities it follows
that we would understand creation after the manner of a matation. Bub
there is no material cause in creation. Consequently, when we form the
notion of creatiop, we must exclude the imperfection which is involved
in the notion of.actions of natural agents, as actions going forth to .
produce a change in some prg—existing subject. And this is why we define
creation as the production of things from nothing. fhe s from nothing,
implies a negation of any material cause., But in forming the notion of
creation thé intellect retains the idea of a before and after involved in
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sensible changes, 1) an& so re;l.ates non-ei:s oi hothing tb being as if
non-ens, or nothing was the before and being or the production of things
as the after of creatione. So our definition of creation cam be aptly

applied to signify that act of God whereby things begin to exist. St.

Thomas in speaking of the reality and the notion of creation has this

to say: 12)

Now in creation there is nothing common in the ways above
mentioned: for there is no common subject actually or potentially
existent ., Again there is no continuous time, if we refer to the
creation of the universe, since there was no time when there was
no world, And yet we may find a common subject, but a purely
imaginary subject, in so far as we imegine one common time when
there was no world and afterwards when the world had been brought
into existence. For even as outside the universe there is no real
magnitude, we can nevertheless picture one to ourselves:; so before
the beginning of the world there was no time and yet we can
imagine one. Accordingly, creation is not in truth a change, but ,
only in imagination, and not properly spesking, but metaphorically.

Since creation is an action which is not sensible to us in any way we

find it hard to grasp. Gilson voices the difficulty of understanding
creation when he says, "We have no name for it because it lies so entirely
outside the range of human experience®, 13) a1s0 St. Thomas speaks of
actions which are without movement in the same light, "Which indeed is

difficult to understand for those who are not able to abstract their

consideration fron those actions which are with movement®, k)
CREATION METAPHYSICALLY CONSIDERED

The preceding discussion about the ratio oi\‘ creation will beccme

clearer when it is shown that creation is not a mutatione. So let us now

examine the nature and the differeﬂt modes of action of finite agents and
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\ of Gode First of all every agent acts accofding as it is :Ln act, Or the
. action of an ageht is proportionate to the degree and perfection of ibs
being.a:s) Now corporeal agents by reason of their composition of matter
and form and their limited existence are thereby determiﬁed to a given
mode of acting. Since their substance is not completely act, but partly
potential on account of the principle of matter, these agents act according
to their given form which is in aei:». And so in no natural agent is there
found all the perfection possibile, but each being is limited to a certain
species by its intrinsic form. Furthermore, since every agent produces
an effect which is similar to itself, these finite ageﬁts do not produce
being as such but this or t-ha_.t being. Or rather they reduce scme being -
waich is in potency to this or that determined being. 16) Now they do mot
cause the matter and fomm or the existence of the things they produce,
If they were able to cause the matter and form in others, then they could
also cause it in themselves which is impossible. For then they would
cause themselves befors they existed which 1s absured. But rather they
induce the form from the potemtiality of the matter and cause the form to
be in this or that particulaf matter. Neither are they the cause of the
existence of things they produce , but only of their becoming, for as St.
Thomas says, '

For if an agent is not the cause of a i"orm as such, neither

will it be direectly the cause of the being which results from
~that form; but it will be the cause of the effect only in its

becoming. 1

CREATION THE. PRODUCTION OF THINGS UNDER THE ASPECT OF BEING.
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But God is subsisting being and is in no w}a.y po;heﬁtialQ Or in other words
God 15 the fulness of being and possesses the totality of all perfections
and is not limited to any genus. On the other hand we know that things

other than Ged possess being participétively. But whatever is found in

.| various things by participation is necessarily caused by that to which it

gssenﬁially agrees.18) For wherever there are found various degrees of a
perfection so thét. it can be found more in one thing and less in another,
there must be one being in which this perfection is found mest perfectly.
For if this perfectioi: essentially belongs to each thing in which it is
found, there could be found no reason why one thing would have mo;t'e of
this perfection than another, Now being or actuality in various degrees
in different kinds of beings. Consequently there must be somev being which
has being most perfectly or there must be a being to whichAbeing essentially
belongs. So, since there are beings which have being participatively or
which have being in addition to and not flowing from their essence, then
there must bé éane being which has being most perfectly, more perfectly
than is had in pa;ticipatio_;zg ‘that is, this being must have being
essentially. And this bging is that whose essence is to be. And this

being we call God. Therefore God is the cause of uh;at.ever has being either:
actually or pét-entia]iy and does not act upon any presupposed matter which
would be transmuted by His efficienty, For if God would in creation act
upon some pre-é:d.sting subject, then that subject would be a being other
than God which is not caused, which is impossible. The subject would have

| to be a being either actual or potential and would be a confingent being

wnich 1s uncaused,
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NO MATERTAL CAUSE IV CREATION.
8t. Thomas in his treatment of creation in De Potentia after showing
that from the supreme efficienty of Godst power that in the production of
beings no material substrate is present, moves to the considefation of
mutaiion as' such and shows that no mubtation from non-—béing to being is
'possible. He defines mutation ag a transitus in vhich the same subject
has itself now differently than before. 19) But this same subject which
admits of various forms is either a being in act or a being in potency.
There is no other possibility. So inductively he shows that for mo’o;’um
strictly taken, alteration, augmentation and diminution, and local motion,
some actually eﬁsting subject is the medium between the twd terms of.£he
movement. Also, for all other types of mutation including generation and
corruption sane subject is called for as a medium between the two terms.
In the case of generation and corruption it would be prime matter which is
pure potency. Fromthis it can be seen that if the production of beings
from nothing involved a mutation, then there must be 2 medium ¢cmmon to
both terms, non-ens and ens, and it must be different both from non-ens
and ens, if it is to be a comon substrate for the change from non-being"
to being. However, aside from the fact thatv non-ens or nothing is not a
real tem ?md consequently any mutation is out of the questioh, there can
be no middle substrate for a change from non-being to being. For sither
something is or it isntt. And if it is, it is either an actual or potential
being. And it must be remembered that creation embraces the production of

both actual and potential being. So, if creation were a mutation, then
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there would have to be a substrate which would -be--néithé::r”being nor non-
being. But there is no middle entity between non-being and beinge A denial
of this would involve a denial of the pﬁnciple of contradiction. It is

evident then that ereation is not a mutation o r movement.

THE ACT OF CREATION PROPER TO GOD ALONE.

Now let us move on to show that God is the only Creator and cannot
delegate His power to create to creatures, ‘Tb demonstrate this it will be
necessary to show that there can be oniy ane being which is pure act and
that creatures can create neither by themselves nor instrumentally. Both
that there be more than one supreme being and that creatures in any way

create involve a metaphysical impossibility.
THE UNIQUENESS OF PURE ACT.

God is Subsisting Being. And there can be~ only one being whose essence

| is its act of existing. For there to be two or more beings which are pure
act there must be some basis in them for their distinction. And the
distinction or differentiation of any two beings must comes frem an
addition of same difference as the generic nature is divided into species
or through the multipliéatién of a specific nature in individuals of
diverse signate matter. 20) But if God had some addition of signate matter,
His being would not be subsistent as was proven above, but would be material
or potential because of its further reference to its accidental deteminatioﬁ
and consequently His being would then be the actuality ‘of some limited

substance. Neither does God allow of any addition of differemce since He
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would no longer be subsisting being, but tﬁe aét-:of existing plus the
given form. And this would imply Athat one supreme being would be é,t the
same time both pure act and deficient of that which smme other supreme
being would have, which is absurd. Therefore s there = = - = = ig only one

Creator and every beling other than the Subsisting Being is caused.
THE POWER TO CREATE NOT COMMUNICABLE TO CREATURES

Now let ué investigate why a caused being cannot create either by
itself or instrumentally. First of all a creature of its own power cannot
create. And to show this we propose the following reasqm‘.ng. Every agent
acts according as it is in act, for the mode of operatic;n follows upon
the mode of existence., The actions then of any finite being are determined
to 2 particular species. Furthermore, the pwei' of these finite agents ié
determined to p:éoduce‘ effects similar to the égent,‘ from this that every
agent produces an effeét similar to'-itself. And so a finite agent -is able
through its om acfion to be the cause of another only to this extent
that it be of like species, not however of 'its substance as such. f‘er this
is impossible. If an agent does not produce the substance as such of
another, then surely it does noﬁ produce the being of the thing which
follows upon the form of the thing. Consequently created beings cannot
creé‘te by ‘bhe:'ir owWn power. B o |

Secondly, neither can a creature act instrumentally to create ancther

being.AFo;' all inferior agents or causes can be reduced to superior causes

| a5 instrumental .to.primary causes. And it is of the nature of an

instrument that it be used according to its nature, since all superior
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causes employ determined instruments to prbduce their effects. Now an
instrument is never used, unless to cause samething by way of movement.
But creatien is in no way a mutation or change. Therefo:e no being except
God can create. 21) |
. In the Summa Theologiae, St. Thomas gives another proof for this. He
states that when an instrument is used by a principal agent,.besides
sharing thé efficacy of the principal cause, the instrument disposed by
an efficacy proper to itself lends its own causality in the production of
the effect of the principal agent; 22)

But such a thing cannot be, becaﬁse the secondary instrumental
cange does not participate in the action of the superior cause,’
except inasmuch as by something proper to itself it acts dis-
positively to the effect of the principal agent. If therefore it
effects nothing according to what is proper to itself, it is used
to no purpose; nor would there be any need of certain instruments
for certain actions. §

This is examplified in a carpenter who uses a saw to cut a board. The

saw by the sharpness -Aof its edge lends causality of its own with ‘the
motion given it by the carpenter to produce the cut board. Now.we have
said that creation is the production of all being preciéely as beinge.

And a being must first exist before it can be used instrumentally. But just
as soon as the supposed instrument of -creat.ion exists, then the effect of
the principal agent or God has &l ready been #cccmplished, the production
of being as being, thereby including also the very being of the instrument.
As a result the instrumental cause would not be exercising an;r .caus'aliﬁy.
at all in ci'eat.ion-. 'And so instrumézrbal causality in creationfis ruled out,

for nothing can act instrumentally or otherwise to cause its own being. 23)
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NO NECESSITY EITHER FOR A WORLD CO-EXISTENTIAL
WITH GOD OR A WORLD WITH A BEGINNING

In discussing creation the question of the eternity of the world
arises. St. Thomas in speaking of the eternity of the world upholds the
possibility both of an eternal wrld and a world having a bégimﬁ.ng and
maintains the non-necessity of each possibility. He shows that it cannot
be demonstrated thai': the world did not always exist and that the world
being eternal or co-sxistential with God is not repugnant to reasone

THE OPINION OF THE FOLLOWERS OF THE AUGUSTINIAN SCHOOL
WHO MATNTAIN THE NECESSITY OF A WORLD WITH A BEGINNING.

St. Thamas lists a number of arguments held by the Augustinian School,
Sty Bonaventure ,2’-‘) and others who attempt to prove that the world had to
have had a beginning. They are as follows, Everything which is made has
a beginning of its duration. But God created the world. Therefore the
world had a beginning. And even if the world always existed, it would be
equal to Ged in dur‘at.ion. But this is impossible. Also if the world were
‘eternal then generation would also have been etermal. But the father is
~sa.id to be the efficient cause of the son. Consequently there would be an
infinite series of efficient causes. But this is impossible.

In aaswer to the first argument it can be said that an efficient
cause which acts by moving another necessarily precedes the effect in
time. However, this is not the case with efficient causes which act
instantomeously. Now God!s creative act is not an action involving motion,

for in creation the totality of being of things is produced. And since God
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does not act by moving, His action is inaﬁaxrbaﬁebua and il;:;t successive.
GonsequexrblyAit does not necessarily follow that God is frior in duration
to creatures., Furthermore, since Godts efficency always remains the same
and gince He is able to create, then if He s§ willed, He could have
created fram eternity. St. Thomas affirms thisg
Tt belongs to the nation of eternity to have no beginning

of durations: while it belongs to the notion of a created thing

ve take crostion according bo ine tesching of faiths 33

It can be replied to the second argﬁment that if\ the world were
created fram eternity or always existed, then God and creatures would
be equal to this extent that both would not have a beginning of duration.-
But they would be different since the World is not eternal strictly
speaking. For the motian of eternity excludes both a begimning of duration
and any succession of being. And as such only God can be said to be e’oernai.
For God is in no way changeable either substantially or aeci&entally. Now
every created being has some admixture of potentiality and consequently is
subject to some type of succession in being. Whatever is subject to
mubability has priority and posteriority either in regards to its gub-
stantial or accidental actuality. Corporeal or corruptible beings, since
they have matter waich ‘\is.sub;}ect to other forms, are transmutable as
regards their substance and are always suffering accidental change whether
it be altgration, augmentation and dimunition, or local motion. On the other |
hand, immatgrial beings such as separated hmnan souls and angels are not
transnutable as regérds their substance since they lack matf.ter‘ subject to
contrariety, but suffer a succession of accidental actuality according




St. Thanas has summarized all of this in afew liness
eeeand so duration which is had wholly all at onee is properly
of God alone and not of any other creature, because God alone is
immutable in regards to His essence and in regards to all those
things which can be considered concerning His essence. However,
every creature is variable sither according to its substance or
sane disposition or operation: and in view of this St. Augustine
says that all creatures, even the angels, are measured by time. 27)
Duration as used in the text sbove is identified with existence.28) For
a thing is said to remain as long as it ié. St. Thomas in commenting on
| the work, "De Consolatione Philoéoﬁhiae“ of Boethius gives his definition
of eternity as the simﬂtaneously«-ﬁhole and perfect possession of
interminable life. 29)

Therefore, it is clear that a world co~-existential with God is not
repugnant to the intellect. For co=-existence of the effect with its cause
does not imply complete equality of the two.

The fhird objection can be answered by saying that in a series of
per accidens related efficient causes there e¢an be a regress into infinity,
but not in a series of per se related efficient causes. 30) Now in the
series of human generations the line of fathers and sons is a series of
per accidens related efficient causes, for the line of causality remains
con one and the same level, For a man begets another man not as son of a
preceding man, but precisely as man. Therefore it is accidental to the man
as efficient cause who begets ancther man that he himself be begotten by
a preceding man. So the line of causes in this case are accidentally

dependent upon their previous causes and consequently the argument does

not hold.
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THE FOLLOWERS OF AVERSOES WHO MAINTATN
~THE NECESSITY OF AN ETEANAL WORLD.

There are others, in opposition to the guguatinian Schocl who
maintain the necessity of a world co-existential with Gode 31) The
arguments they proposeﬁ are taken from a consideration of the efficlency
of God power and eternity of motien. First of all whatever cause not
producing immediately its effect, is not sufficient since itl requires @he
action of some other cause to aid it in producing the effect. Furthermore,
an effect proceeds from its cause by reason of the action of the cause. But
the action of God is eternal, since His action is His substance, It feilows
| therefore that the worldn has always existed.

In addition nothing beginsvto move unless the mover is in a different
| state frem that in which it was before it began to move. Or in cther words
a new movement cannot be prodticet_i without a preceding chénge in the movér.
But to change is nothing more than to be moved. So thei'e, is alweys &
movement anterior to the movement preceding and no matfer how far we go
back, Wwe shall always find movement, Now if motion has always existed, it
follows that a thing moved has always existed.

Moreover an incorruptible being is one that cannot be conceived as
exiéting sbmetimes and sometimes not existing; And whatever begins to
exist is a corruptible being. Therefors nothing imcorruptible can have
a beginning and so exists from eternity. |

However the last two arguments fail to take into account the origin
of the thing in motion and the incorruptible beings. In spite of the fact
that all incorruptible beings may have been created fram eternity, God
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produces them according to the freedom of His will and not out of necessity
: of nature as will be shown later. Also the conclusion in the argument froa
motion should have been that motion existed whenever a thing in ﬁotion |
existed whenever a thing in motionm existed._ But how is the existence

of the thing in motion explained? As it was demenstrated before it must
have resulted fi*cm creation,

But did God create the world fram eternity or did He create the world
with a beginning. The first two argments claiming the eternity of the
world assume for their validity that God acts out of necessity of nature
and so had to create from eternity. But it will be shown later on that
this is not the case, for God acts according to the freedom of His will
as far as creation is concernéd. |

Now it can be known ohly by faith that the world did not always
exist, 32) for it cannot be shown to be such through a demonstration.
Neither is the idea of an eternal world repugnant to the intellect. First
of all there is no necessity either on the part of the substance of the
world or on part of the efficient causality of God to posit that the world
had a beginning. The non-necessity on the part of thé world can be seen
if we emsider that the principle or the mediun of a demonstitation is the
definition of the e ssence of the subject. 33) But the essences of things
as such are not limited or determined by, and do not have any reference
tot imes And because of this St. Thomas in commenting on Aristotle states
that universals are everywhere and always., 3k)

Neither can it be demonstrated on the part of the causality of God

either that the world had a beginning or thet the world alwsys was, for it
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will be shown later that things proceed ﬁ';an Go& ultim&tely through the
abundance of His goodness and not out of any necessity,.and the will of
God camnot be investigated éxcept concerning those things which it is
necessary for Him to will. 35)

Tt now remains to be shown that the notion of an etafnal world is not
repugnant to 7the intell’ect. The word, eternal, is used analogously hére
gignifying co-existence‘with Gode There is no repugnance involved in this
statement that the world always existed unless the world i:roeeded from
God through a-motion, in as much as the world would then be reduced from
potency to act, 36) But this is imposs;me. Now in considering the effect
in relation to its cause, there is no repugnance, that the world be co-

existential with God, for an effect need not be’paéterior to the cause

in its actuality in the sense that the canse exists before its effect. 37)

For since the effect is the term of ‘an-action and if the action is
instantaneous, as is the case with God,' then it is nolt necessary that God,
exist before.the -creature. So considering both the creature sbsolutely and
in its relation to its cause{, it is not repugnant that a creature other

than God to have always existed. 38)
THE MOTE IN WHICH THINGS PROCEED FROM GOD.

The basic reasonwhy the forementioned errors that the world was
necessarily eternal and that God can and does communicate the power of
creating to ereatnrgs lies in the convietion that God acts by the necessity
of His nature. However, St. Thomas lists four reasons showing that God

acts éceording to the freedom of His will and not by the necessity of His
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nature, 39) R

The first argument proceeds as follows. It is evident that all things
about us are directed to some end. And évérything which acts has a
sufficient reason for its acting, or every agent acts on account of some
end. And so the world must have b;aen the end intended by God in His act
of creation, otherwise the world would have happened by ‘chance. Now nature
and a voluntary being act for their end in diverse ways. Nature, since it
does not know the end or the relation of the means to ;bhef end, is not
able to set up an end for itself or to direct itself to its end: Nature
then must be diréeted to an end already ordained f};r it by a being higher
than itself, "or by an intellectusl sgemt. An agent having a will can
est'ablish for itself an end and in a certain manner moved towards the end
directing all its actions toward it. Nature must be directed and moved
to its end by another agent which has an intellect and will, as a man ‘
who shoots an arrow is said to -direct i't; to its target. And this directing
of nature to its end is proper aniy to an intellectual vbeing. Now that
which is through another presupposes that which is through itself. The
imperfect presupposes the perfect. So the voluntary agent is prior to the
natural agent in that the volunbtary being is directed to its end through
or by itself‘. And being that God is the first agent and prior to all éther
agents, it follows that He is a voluntary agent and so created the world
through His will and as it will be seen later, freely and not ocut of any
necessity. -

Secondly, nature is determined to produce one effect. For everything

acting by nature is determined to a limited mode of being and consequently
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is detemined to produce a Aproportionate é.nd limited effect. Now God is

not limited and determined in His being, but He has within Himself all

perfection of being and so cannot aect by necessity of nature., If He would

-| act by necessity of nature He would produce an infinite being like uni;o

Himself. But this is impossible. Neither can it be said that God is
determined to produce one effect since His power is infinite. ko)

The Vthird reason proceeds from the premiss that effects pre-exist
in some mammer in their causes, And whatever exists in something, exists
in it accarding to the mode of the existence of that in which it exists.
And since God 1is an intellectusl being, the effects of creation pre-exist
in the intellect of God. But that idea which is in the intellect is not
actualized unless the will directs the agent to act, Therefore, creatures
proceed frem God through His intellect and will.

The fourth reason proceeds by way of induction. Now there are two kinds
of actiens which constitute a dichotomons division. One is that type of
action which remains in and perfects the agent, such as understanding,
volition, sensation, and so, on. The second kind of action is the acti on
vwhich goes forth to effect something outside of itself which is receptable
of determination, as uheating, motion, and so on. However, God!s action
is not of this second kind since His action is His essence and consequently
does not go out éf -Himself, Neither does God act upon any matter in
creating, but produces things from nothing. Therefore, by a process of
elimination God's action must be that of the first kind, of intellection
and volition. This is not to say, however, that God senses and hés other

actions remaining in Himself which are common to corporeal beings, such as
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pleasure, sorrow and so forth. For an oubs:‘l.ds effiéiénb 6;use is
necessarily needed for the activating of the sensible potencies. But God
is not acted upon. And intellection and volition do not necessarily demand
any causality from without to produce the intellection and volition. The
unique case of this is God. For God is i@tified with the object of His
intellect and will, which being one with His essence are not reduced from

potency to.act, but possess the fulness and completion of actuality.
‘THE ROLE OF THE INTELLEGCT AND WILL OF GOD IN CREATION

Effects pWst in their car;sés according to the mode of the being
of the causes. Now God's essence is identified with His intellects
consequently creatureé pre-exist in God in an intelligible mode of being.
Bul a difficulty arises here, How can 2 multitude of creatures result from .
a being which is of supreme oneness, if diverse creatures are said to
pre-exist in the imtellect of God Which is in no way diversified. The
answer to this question can be secen when it is investigated in what way
ideas exist in the Divine Intellect,

THE TWO-FOLD PRE-EXISTENCE OF CREATURES IN THE INTELLE@T OF GOD.

| Now creatures are said to pre-exist in the intellect of God in the
form of ideas.) The latin word for the greek word, idea, is form. We
understand by the word, idea, the forms of things existing apart from the
things tﬁanselves. k2) St. Thomas on an occasion elsewhere offers this
definition of the idea, "It must be a form which sométhing imitates because

of the intention of an agent who antecedently determines the end himse1£w,43)
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But here he is defining idea according to only one of its two possible

| meanings. Now this form can refer to two things. First of all, the form

sepsrate from the thing itself cen be the exemplar of that of which it
is said to be the form, or that pattern according to the likeness of
which 5auething is made. Or the form can be the principle of knowlsdge
of the thing when the form of the thing 1s in the knower. And both of these
forms are said to be in the Creator. |

God is the exemplar of &1 things eﬁsﬁng either actually or
potentially in that every effect is like to God vin poésesaing s ane degree
of existence. For God can create only those things which have an axialogica;
likeness to Him; otherwise He would be imparting that. vhich He does not
have, | | ‘

In additin the form of the universe pre-existed in the intellect of
Gode If God, by an act of His will, acted for the end, the production of

~the universe, then He must have had some form of the world in His intellect

in order teo produce it. But this is not to say that there is composition
within God's intellect. St. Thomas maintains the simplicity of God's
intellect in speaking of how God knows:

The statement that God knows Himself in the same way in which.
He knows other things is true if we are speaking about the way of
knowing with reference to the knower, It is not true, however, if
we are speaking about the way of knowing with reference to the
thing known, becanse the creature which is known by God is not the
same in the real order as the medium by which God knows. But He
Himself is really the same as it, Consequenﬁg, it does not follow
that there is multiplicity in His essence. .

| We may proceed further and say that there exists many ideas in the

intellgct of God. 15) For God cannot have a lnowledge of the universe as a
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whole unless He has the proper knowledge 61‘ those diVersé creatures of
which the whole of creation consists.

NO REPUGNANCE TO THE SIMPLICITY OF GOD'S INTELLECT.

But this diversity of ideas is not repugnant to the simplicity of
God's intellect, if the forms are taken to be those things which are
understood and not species or those forms by which the intellect knows.
For then His intellect wc;uld thereby be reduced from potency to act, k6)
If ideas in the intellect of God were forms by which He knew, then He
would understand each possible creature by a distinct act of‘ understanding,
and so would be finitq, limited, and not God. _

God knows His essence and in that one act of knowing knows also His
essence as imitable by creatures. God does understand many things, but
understands them through one principle which is Himself.

Thether God actually created things, or not, He would still have had
ideas of crsatures from all eternity which would be imitable of His essence.
For we say that God knows a thing perfectly;knows all that can be said
of it and all that agrees with it according to its nature. And it agrees
with His nature to be a cause of other things. And if God knows Himself
as able to exercise causality, He thereby knows those things which are
capable of being caused, which is nothing more than to have various ideas
of possible creatures in His intellect, |

Now the unity of God's knqlrledge is preserved since the sufficient
reason both for the. knowledge of Himéelf and of others is Himself, the
principle whereby He knows all things. In the following statements St.
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Themas affirms the unity of God's knowledgez
An idea doea not have the chara.cter of that by vhich a thing

is first understood, but rather of that which is understood and
is existing in the intellect, Moreover, whether or not there is
to be but one form in the understanding is determined by the
unity of that by which a thing is first understood, just as the

. unity of an action is determined by the unity of the form of the
agent which is its principle. Hence, although the relations
understood by God are many (and it is in these relations that the
plurality of ideas consist), nevertheless, because He understands
all things by means og His essence, His understanding is not
multipble but one. L7

THE SIMPLICITY OF GOD'S WILL AND
THE DIVERSITY OF CREATURES WILLED.

Now we have seen that a multitude of ideas in God does not destroy
His simplieity. But is the fact that He wills many things to exist
repugnant to the simplicity of His w1l and substance?

In answer to this it may be said that as God wills Himself or delights
in Hinself; He also wills other things to be. 48) For that which wills
principally that which is its end, in virtue of willing the end, wills
also those things which are directed ~to‘ that end. But everything which is
created, is related to God as to their end. So God in willing Himself
wills also the creatures which are directed to Him as to an end.

But does God will creatureé and Himself in distinet acts of volition.
From what has just been said it can be seen that God wills Himself and
others in one act of volition which is eternmal, ko) Now every power by one
operation tends to its object and to the formal aspect of the object. 50)
That which is willed only on account of an end is willed solely by reason

of its relation to the end. Sc that which is willed not in itself but only
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on account of an end receives the ~foma.‘!.it§ of an ol;ject‘ ;f volition

from the end. The end,is then compared to that willed on account of the
end a(s the formal or determining factor of the object of the power of
volition to the material object. When it is said that scmething is willed
only on account of an end, the word, only, is most important for this
discussion. For something which is directed to an end can be willed either
in itself, as a sweet medicine is willed since it has a goed taste, or
willed only because of same end, as a bitter medicine is willed solely in
view of the health which is hoped to follow., In the latber case the thing
ordered to an end received the character of an object of volition not
fram itself, but from the end. And in the same act of volition in which
the end is willed the thing ordered to the end is willed. Again every
pover by one operation tends to its object and to that which makes the
object to be the object of its power. So that which is willed only on
account of an end is compared to the end as matter to form. &nd so the
various things willed reach a certain unity as to their formsl aspect as
objects of the will.

Now God wills Himself and other things.He wills Himself by reason of
His om intrinsic goodness and on account of Himself. And He wills other
things not in themselves but inasmuch as they are directed to Him and
inasmuch as they render Him external glory. It is repugnant that God,
being infinite, will a creature as an end in itself and not as directed
to Him as to an end. Therefore, it fol-.lows- that God in one act of volition
will both Himself and creatures. Although the objects of God's will are

materially diverse, they are fomally one in that they are all unified
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as to their formal aspect as objects of vo;.l.i_.tion- by -oné and the same ,
source of determination. God wills Himself because of Himself and all obher

'things solely on account of His goodness, God wills other things
than Himself only because He wills Himself. And so God attains to all the
objects of His wlll in one operation or act of volition.

That God wills both Himself and creatures in one act of His will is
further evident from the fact that there is only one principle of
movement ef the will of God. In those things which are willed only on
account of an end, the entire and only reason of the movement of the will
is the end, 51) And one operation flows fram one principle. Therefore,
there are not mény operations of God's will, but only one. The unity of
action 1is determined by the unity of the form of the agent which is its
principle . With this in mind St. Thomas wrote the following concerning
the oneness of operation of God's intellect and will.

To will belongs to God according as He has understanding. As
then by one act He understands Himself and other beings, inasmuch
as His essence is the pattern of them all, so by one act He wills
Himself and all other beings, inasmuch as His goodness is the type
of 2ll goodness, 52?

And fram this we can say that a multitude of objects willed does not
imply any impairment of God's simplicity. For acts are distinguished
‘according to their objects. 53) Therefore if the many things that God
wills would posit a multiplicity in Him, then there would be more than one
operation or act of His will mid: has just beem showmn not to be the case.
Furthermore God's intellect and will are identified with ﬁia substance.,
Consequently the many tbinga God wills does not imply there is limitation

or imperfection in Him,
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion to this work I would 1like to clear up same possible
misunderstandings and further objections which may have arisen so far.

First of all there wasn't a moment when God’ began to know His essence
as imitable by creatures and, by a new act of His will, will that they
exist. This idea is false because it subjects God to time and mubability
which is impossible. Now God must have known His essence as imitable by
‘creatures from eternity and willed them to exist with a beginning from
eternity. 5kt) Otherwise we would have to admit an accidental determination
of God.

Neither can it be said that since creation had a beginning, themn at
one time God did not will to create and at mwother time He did will to
create, For this also would indicate a change in God. Even though God
willed from eternity to create a world which would have a begimming,
which we must necessarily assent to, this does not impose any necessity
upon God!s will, that is, any necessity of exercise of willing creatures,
For God could have not willed to create at all. But if God willed to
create, then by supposition He must necessarily willed to create from
eternity, but it is not necessary in the first place that God will to
create eince He &oes not need any good to be derived from creatures.

Neither is it repugnant to God's will that after He wiils, He can't

cease to will what He has begun to will, or begin to will vhat He has not

willed, but on the contrary it is in keeping with God!s excellence. God can!i

will and then cease to will or will something and afterwards will another

Tt
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thing because He is not subject to mutability of any kind. 55)

Another false opinion is that God was in some way moved té create
_things, or, by willing Himself as an end, He had to will other things
which were ordered to Him as to their end, in the sense that whoever wills
the end, wills also the means, When St. Thomas says that as God wills
Hinself, He wills other things Which are ordered to Himself as to an end,
he means that it is solely out of the goodness of God that He wills other
things than Himself. He does not will creatures to exist in order that
He may mmzﬁe goodness for Himself. 56) Since G§d is infinite, nothing
can add to the goodness or pérfection of Gods consequently He does not
stand iﬁ need of any other so that He may acquire what is lacking to Him.
| Therefore, we may conclude by saﬁng that it is solely and freely out of
the abundance of God's liberality that He diffuses His goodness to creatures,
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