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Cause is one - of the most famliliar and ccmmonly employed
ideas in the realm of reasoning and everyday practical action.
Yet ffom the time of 1ts conception even to our present day,
myriad writers have expressed the ldea of cause more often
than not in obscure and ambiguous terms. The reason is that
the untrained mind is more intent on the concrete apprehension.
of causes and less Interested in investigating the essgential
notion of cause as such.l :

From the erudite thought fostefed by St.‘Thomas.Aquinas
clarifying, correcting and following Aristotle, who found
an entire system of phyéics and metaphysics on cautse, taere
was effected the true and genuine essence of tne four causes.

Adhering, then, to tne excellent thought tazen from
Just a few of the multivarious werks of the aAngelilc Doctbr,
a'study of cause and causalitylcan be made both interesting
andlefficacious. Before advancing to an analysis of the
genera-or types of cause, 1t will be well worth while to
'view the distinction 3t. Thomas gives between principle,
cause, and those notlons essential for the proper under-
standing of oauée in general,

" says St. Thomas, "Signifies only

"The word principle,
that from which something proceeds: since anything from

which something proceeds in any way we call a pr'inciple.”2

A more precise definition is given by Aristotle: "A prin-
ciple 1s the first thing from wnlch sométhing either is or

!

is made or is known." From this we dérive a twofold division.

L
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The first thing from which anything is or is made implies an
ontological principle, i.e., 1t is that which éxists in
treality independent of the mind. Likewise,‘the'first thing
from whiéh anything 1s known implies a logical principle,
one which exists in the mind With a basls in reality, i.e,,
derived from reality.

Most basic of all principles and absolutely necessary
| for any knowledge of causality at all i1s what is known as
the first principle. The first principle in general signi-

.fles a principle per se notum, or known through itself. It

nust, therefore, be most certain, self-evident, and indemon-
strable. The absolutely first principle is a pr;ngiple both
in the ontological and logical order whnich suﬁposes no other
principle before itself. This first ﬁrinciple is able to he
taken primarily as the mest perfect principle which actually
contains all other truths deduceable from it through direct
demonstration (this can be none other than God, for to know
truth in all its cayses is perfect truth), and secondarily
as the most imperfect principle, yet thé highest potentidlly
or thé most universal judgement which does not actually
contain all other truths, but from wanich all other truths
can be demonstréted indirectly. The latter, it is clear,

is that from which we know anything, the logical principle,
which 1s the principle of contradiction formulated from a
comparison of being with non-being. St. Thomas . expresses it
thus: "Belng is not non-being," or "a thing is not able to

be and not be at the same time under the same aspect."j
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Other first principles or principles per Se notum - the
principle of identity, of the excluded-middle, of causality,
etc. .~ are all reduciblé to the principle of contradiction
because it 1ls the most basic, most known, indemonstrable
principle from wihich all other truths can be demonstrated.
This fact 1s most essential in the study of cause since on it
St. Thomas bullds the whole edifice of cause and causality.

Cause differs from principle in that it adds to prin-
ciple the essential note of positive ihfluence in producing
something.4 It is the positive principle from which some-
thing really proceeds according to a dependenée for existence.
Since cause connotes something positive1 a negative principle
cannot be a cause; therefore, every cause can be said to be
a principle, but not every principle is a cause.. The two
used coterminously have often been the cause of much con-
confusion,

One other distinction made by 3t. Thomas to clarify
these notlons is important, and this is the term element.

The element is applied only to the causes of which

a thing 1s composed, which are properly the mater-

lals. Morecver, it 1s not said of just any mater-

ial cause, but of that one of which a thing is prim-

arily composged; ...we say that earth and water are

the elements (of man), because these are not com-

posed of other bodles, but natural bodles are com-

posed of thein.

A summation of this distinction 1s well expressed in the
following Quotation:

Juat as cause is more common than element, which

" signifles something first and simple in the genus
of material cause, so principle 1s more common

than cause; for the first part of motion or of a
line 1s called a principle but not a cause. In
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this, it 1s clear that a principle can be said to .
be something which 1is not accord%ng to a distinctc
egssence, as the point of a line, '

Two other distinctions used frequently by Scholastics

are worth noting. A condition sine qua non (requisite con-

diticn) for an act is not a cause but is only a disposition
for a éause to be able to produée an effect. For exaﬁple,
water 1is not the éause of swimming but 1s a necessary re-
quisité. An occagion is not a cause or a céndition~, but 1is
an opportunity for acting. The occaslon for swimming, for |
example, could be a party or the need of a bath.
Distinguishing thése notlons and their relation to
cause leads us over to the kinds of causes as descriﬁed
by the Scholastics, Ariséotle and St. Thomas Aguinas.
Working from and analyzing the very definition of cause,
| & noted Scholastic says that something is able to influence
éxlstence in another in one of four ways: first, mabter
sustains form, and this is the material cause; second, form
actuates the matter, and is the formal cause; third, an
efficlent agent effects or makes, and is the efficilent-
cause; fourth, the end desired as the end is the final cause.
These four are the only possible influences{7
Aristotle foﬁnd four primary kinds of causes, and among

the many places he describes them, nis most thorough treat-

ment is in Metaphysics, I,3 and II,2, and in Physics II,3
and I1,7. In the second book of his Physics Aristotle '

gives a concise and brief enumeration of the four causes:

In one sense, that out of which a thing comes
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to be and which persists is called 'cause! [material
cause], e.g., the bronze of the statue, the silver
of the bowl, the genera of wnich the bronze and
silver are specles. In another sense, the form or
the archtype, that is, the statement of the es-
sence, and its genera are called 'causes' [formal
causel , and the parts in the definition..Again,
the primary source of tne change or coming to rest
[efficient causd; e.g., a man who gave advice is

a cause, a father 1s a cause of a child, and gen-
erally what makes is the cause of wnat 1§ made and
what causes change of what 1s changed. Agaln, in
the sense of end, or 'that for which' a thing is
done {final cause]; e.g., health is the cause of
walking about... This then perhaps exhausts the
number of ways in which the term cause is used.

In his commentary on Aristotle!s Physics, St. Thomas

analyzes the Stagyrite's fourfold division, and proves its

necessity:

It is necessary that there be four causes: because,
when there is.a cause upon which follows the exist-
i  ence of another, l1its exlstence which has a cause
is able to be ccnsidered 1n a twofold way: one way
absolutely, and thus the cause of existence 1is the
form, by which something is in acti: another manner
according as from a potential belng there becomes
a being 1in act: and because everything which is in
potency, 1ls Peduced to act by that wnich is being
already in act, from this it is necessary that
there be two other causes, namely, the material
cause and the agent cause, which reduces matter
from potency into act. The . actlion of the agent,
however; tends to some determined thing, just as
it proceeds from some determined principle; for
each agent.acts in a manner befitting itself. That,
however, to which the action of the agent tends,
is called the final cause. Therefore, 1t 1s neces-
gary - that there be four causes,-:

In the preceding quotation St. Thomas deduces the four
causes, finding four necessary conditlons for something to
core to be. What comes into being must be something of a
determinate nature, and hence must have a form determining

that nature. Secondly, what comes into belng must come from
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something which was 1t potentially before. This is matter, or
material cause., Tnese first two causes, the material and for-
mal, are referred to as the intrinsic cause, l.e., those
which help produce the effect, and also enter into 1t as con-
stituent perts. #aterial and formal causallity, nhowever, does
not consist in acticn, for action, as we shall see, belongs

to tne agent alone.lo

Thirdly, for tne matter t0 pass from
potentiality to actual being, it must be moved by an agent in
act. This is the efficient cause. Finally, this effiéient
cause, 1n moving‘ihe matter to éctuality, must tend 1in its
action toward-something determinate befitting its own deter-
minate néture. That to which it tends is the final cause.
These last two causes are referred to as the extrinsic
causes, l.e., those which azre productive of an effect, but
do not enter as elements or éonstituent parts of the effeci
whén 1t has been produced.ll
It will be well to interpolate here the Thomisﬁic tnebry
of instrumental cause which 1s necessary for the proper under-
gstanding of tne relationship between cause and effect. An
instrument 1s an efficient cause wdich, uﬁder the influence of
a principle cause, ls rendered cgpable of producing an
effect which sarpasses its own natural poweré. A piece of
éhalk, for example, is capable of making a mark, but to pro-
duce a signum, there must be some agent endowed with a higher
power. Instrumental cause differs frowm the principal cause in
two ways: by achiéving an effect which surpasses its own

powers, and by working under the influence of an alien and
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comnunicated power. This added power in it is not permanent,
but a transitory quality found in it only while the action
lasts and in view of the actién; itais alsobintrinsic to it,
‘and dhus 1s a physical.motion. Such motion, moreover, does
ﬁot'mefely accompany the motlon of the instrument, being
applied along with it to the effect, but modifies the instru-
ment ltself when in action, ralsing it to a higher order and
and applying it.

‘ Besldes its instrumental action the instrument has its
own aotiqn, which 1t produces as a principal cause. This action
affects that of the principal cause to a certain extent, sincev
thig nust use the instruments 1in a way adapted to thelr nature.
| The action of the instrument, as.such, is all one with that
of the principal causé, so that a single effect results from
thelr combined efforts. Both instrument and principal cause
are thus responsible for the whole of the effect.l2

Regarding the intrinsic causes also, a certain type of

formal cause must be understood, namely, that which is called
'Athe~extrinsic formal cause. The extrinsic formal cause is that
whioh:sﬁecifies a thing extrinsically. It is called the exem-
| plar cause or the ;ggg, and 1is defined.by St. Thomas as "the
fénm which something'imitatesffrom the intention of an agent,
which determinés itself to an end."13 In other words, the
form according to which an artist &orks ~ for example, an art
plece or \n the ereetion of a bullding from blueprints - is

the imitated form and not the intrinsic form. In regard to

its existence, the idea is proximately in the mind of the
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artist and remotely 1n the object in nature which the artilst
imitates. The ekemplar cause, 1t must be noted, can bhe reduced
to the efficient cause in so far as 1t directs the efficlent
cause, and also to the final cause in so far as the fbrm of
the exemplar is.the end intendéd by the agent..l4

A few points regarding'cause and effect in general will
help to clarify the types of causes just mentioned. Concerning
the relationship. or reference of cause to effect, cause pre-
cedes effect by a priority of_néture. This is made clear from
the Themistié axiom: "Every cause 1s prior to its effect," and

holds true if the cause and effect are materially taken.

Every cause,.moreover, 1is more perfect than its effect,

at least_secundum'quid or in a certain respect. By the fact
that a cause really causes or has a part in producing,;the ef-
fect really depends upon the cause and therefore is less per-

fect, Simpliciter or absolutely, however, according to its

nature and existence absolutely considered;;not every cause

is more perfect that its effect. A principal pfficient cause,

for instance, 1is equally as perféct or more perfect than 1its

efﬁéct; because it is a cause which can produce. a cekrtain effect

by itgelf (pg;-gg). An instrumental effieiént cause does not

have to be more pérfect than its effect nor equally as perF

fect, because the effect 1s ‘assimilated by thé principal

agent and not by the instrument. |
Returning to the considekration of the genera of causes,

of the four types, the finél cause has the highest rank, and

"1s called by St. Thomas "the cause of causes,'" since by its
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determining nature it directs the efficient cause and influ-
ences material and formal cause, His own words will clearly
express the primacy of the final cause:

The efficient caﬁse is the cause of the end as re-

gards 1ts existence, indeed, because the action of

the efficlent causeils.for this that it be the end;

but the end is the cause of the efficlent cause, not

in the existentlal order but in the order of causal-

ity'l5 . . -

The end 1s the cause of efficient causality which

makes the efficient to be efflclent;, and sinilar-

ly, 1t makes matter:to.be.matterznandcform:to:be

- form, since matter does not receive form except on

account of an end, and form does not perfect mat-

ter except through an end. Therefore, 1t is said *

that the end is the cause of causes begause'it‘is

the cause of causality in all causes.?

From Aristotle, who recognizes the distinction of the
four causes, wé also get the explanation of how they are
mutually related. Beconing presuppoées an undetermined being
(potency or matter) which écquires a determination (act or
form}. This progressive determination of potency presupposes
a determining principle (efficient cause), and this active
potency of the agent gilves the determination rather than
another only'because it 1s ordalined to such an act and not
to a certain order. With aristotle, the fact that potency
refers to act, 1ls one of the simpleét,formulas of the prin-
ciple of finality. From this 1t follows that causes mutually
interact from different points of view. Matter receives and
limits the form, the form determines and contains the matter,
The efficient cause brings about that which makes it a final-

ity. The desire of some good arouses the agént £0 action,

and the actlon causes it to acquire ithe desired good.l7
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Besides thilis mutual relation and the dependence of all
the causes upon the final cause, there 1ls an interdependeince
between the extrinsic efficlent and final causes just as there
is between the intrinsic material and formal causes. This
interrelation is brought out fully by St. Thomas who finds a
tworfold order, namely, the order of intentlion (final cause),
and the order of execution (efficient):

Now there is to be observed a twofold order in ends-

the order of intention, and the order of execution:

and in elther of these orders there must be something

first. For that which is first in the order of in-

tention, 1s the principle, as it were, moving the . _
appetite; consequently, 1f you remove this principle,
there will be nothing to move the appetite, On the
other hand, the principle 1in execution is that where-
in operation has its beginning; and if this principle
be taken awdy, no one will begin to work. Now the
principle in the intention 1s the last end; while the
principle in execution 1is the férst of the things

which are ordained to the end.t

St. Thomas clearly illustrates here that there will be
no efficient cause unless there 1s &.pridr final cause, and
yet the flnal cause presupposes the existence of an efficient
~cause.

Having establighed the Thomiistic proof and fourfold di-
vision of causality and causal interaction, the most impor-
tant point in the consideration of cause is the efficient
cause, and the lmplications of its causality. Thus far, we
have merely proved the existence of an efficient cause and its
place among the other causes., Now our concern will be the
reason for the exlistence of the efficient cause.

One look at the werld about us with its myriad natural

things in exlstence:r will glve us the first view to the reason
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for the efficient cause. Finlite beings, it is obvious, have

actual existence, and 1t is this exlstence which absolutély

necegsitates the existence of a higher cause. St. Thomas

aptly expresses this in the following:

whatever a thing has besides its essence must be
caused elther by the constituent principles of that
essence (like a property that necessarily accompan-
ieg the speclies - as the faculty of laughing 1s pro=-
per to a man = and is caused by the constituent
principles of the species), or by some exterior
agent = -as heat is caused.in water by fire. There-
fore, 1f the exlistence of a thing differs from its
essence, tnis existence must be caused elither by
some &xterior agent or by its essential principles.
Now 1t 1s impossible for a thing's existence. to

be caused by 1its essential constituent principles,
for nothing can be the sufficient cause of its own
existence, 1f its exlistence 1is caused. Therefore
that tning, whose existence differs from its essence,
must have its existence caused by another.l9 :

In the De Ente Et Essentla, St. Thomas uses this same ar-

gument, and names, moreover, the higher cause as the efficient

causes

It is lmpossible that the act of existing be caused
by a thing's form or its quiddity, (I say caused

as by an efficlent cause); for then something would
be the cause of itself and would bring itself into
exlstence - which 1is impossible. Everything, then,
which 1s such that its act of existing is other
than 1ts nature must needs have 1its act of existing
from something else.20

An éxtringic principle, in other words, which 1s none

other than an efficlent cause, must be the sole reaéon for the

existence of actual finite belings.

Treading on the  same line:of*thought, this argument can

also be proposed from the fact of any composition in things.

Since. composite beings do exist (a composite being is one

which results from the unioh of many different principles),
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we must conclude to the existence of causes. St. Thomas 1n
his tract on the'simplicity of God clearly shoﬁé the neces-
sity of causeé for'éomposite beings. The following quotation
states it specifically: "Every composite has a cause, for
things in themselves different. cannot unite unless some-

thing causes toem to unite."=t His words, also, in a paral-

lel article from the Gontra Gentiles strengthens this state-
ment:

Everything which agrees to something not accord-
to that which it 1s, agrees to it through some
cause, as white in a man; for what does not have
a cause is first and immediate; hence, 1t 1is
~necessary that 1t be per se [through itself] and
secundum guod ipsum Jaccording to that which it,
itself, is].22

In the argument just stated, St. Thomas declares that
anything which beldngs to a thihg not essentially, but by
participation, (composition), belongs to it through a céuse.

The explanation of comﬁosites leads us directly over to
the next step in the analysis of being as reason for the ex—‘
istence of efficient cause. In the latter part of the second
guotation above, St. Thomas states that anything withouﬁ a

cause must be first and immediate, Now, this first and im-

mediate being must necessarily be tnépne, first, uncaused
' belng. This belng is God, because He 1s the only being without
a cause, Further wonrds of the Angelic Doctor express the idea

clearly:

Since every being which exists through another 1is
reduced, as to its first cause, ‘to one existing in
virtue of itself, there must be some being which
is the cause of the existing of all things because
it, itself, is the act qf existing alone, If that
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were not so, we would proceed to infinity among
causes, since, as we have sald, every being which

is not the act of existing alone has' a cause of its
existence. Evidently, then, it has its act of exist-
ing from the First Being which is simply the act of
existing., This is the First Cause, God.23

‘A glance. back at composite beings will suffice to tell

us that they are among the beings which are "esse tantum," and

therefore must have a case of their esse., St. Thomas informs
uss

It happens that everything which inrany way is |
(exists), i1s from that being of which there is no:
cauge of existence.lt has been shown, however,
that God is this being of whloh there is no cause
of existnece (since He is "pure Bsse"). From Him,
therefore, everything which in. any way is, has 1its
exlstemce.” " ..

Likewise, that which exists by virtue of 1tﬂpssence
is the cause of all things which exist through par-
ticipation, just as fire is the cause of things
burning in regard to anything. God, however, is
a being through His own essence, because He 1s ex-
istence itself; every other being, however, 1s
being through participation, because a being which
ls 1ts own existence &s not able to éxist extept

~ as one. God, therefore, is the cause of existence
of all other beings.2% : C

Having proved from St. Thomas the exisfehcé of an ef-
ficient éause, the necessity of efficient cégse for the exist-
tence of finlte and gomposite beings, and the existence of the
| First Cause, we now proceed to the nature bf efficlent cause
itgelf. | |

The initial step will be to look again at created beings
and their'capability to act as agents and pnoduce‘effects.
Gréated beings, it is seen, do act as causes, and do prbduce

effects, but they recelive this power“to cause only from the

First Cause,. 3t. Thomas declares:
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God has ilmmediate providence over everything,
because He has in His intellect the types of =
everything, even the smallest; and whatsoever
causes He assligns to certain effects, He glives
them the power to produce those effects. Whence
1t must be that He has beforehand the type of
thoge effects in His mind.25 ‘

And further:

The active powers which are seen to exist in things,

would be bestowed on things to no purpose, if these

wrought nothing through them.Indeed, all things

created would seem, in a way, to be purposeless,

if they lacked an operatlon proper to them; since

- the purpose of everything is its operation,26

A point of the greatest importance in this causality of
creatures is that of establishing the difference between

cause secundum esse and cause secundum fieri, and which to

attrib@te to the created agent.

S5t. Thomas has clearly made this distinction in his

gumma. Theologica I1,104,lc, where he states that creatures cén
be the cauée of the fieri (the becoming of a thing), but not

the cause of the esse (the existence of a thing). The example
he proposes is that of a bullder who causes a héuse:

Every effect depends on its cause, so far ag it is
its cause. But we must observe that an agent may be
the cause of the becoming of its effect, but not
directly of its being. This may be seen both in ar-
tificial and in natural things: for the builder
causes the house in 1ts bécoming, but he ‘is not

the direct cause of its heinff. For it is clear that
the being of the house is a result of its fornm,

which consists in the putting together and arrange-~
ment of the materials, and results from the nat-

ural gualities of certain things. Thus, a bullder
constructs a house, by making use of cement,

stones, and wood which are able to be put to=

gether in a ceptain order and to preserve it.
Therefore the being of a house depends on the na-
ture of these materials, Just as its becoming de-
pends on the action of the builder, The same- ,
principle applies to natural things. For if an '
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agent ls not the cause of a form as such, neither
wlll it be directly the cause of being which re-
gults from that form; but it will be the cause of
the effect, in its becoming only. DNow 1t 1s
clear that of two things in the same sgpecles one

" cannot directly cause the other's form as such,
since it would then be the cause of 1its own form,
which 1is essentially the same as the form of the
other; but it can be the cause of this form for as
much as it is in matter - in other words, it may
be the cause that this matter receives this form,
And this is to be the cause of becomling, as when
man begets man, and fire causes fire, Thus when-
ever a natural effect is such that it has an ap-
titude to recelve from its active cause an im-
pression specifically the same as in that active
cause, then the becoming of the efféct, but not
its being, depends on the agent, 27

Sometimes, continues St. Thomas in this saﬁe article,
an effect 1ls produced that does not have thé aptitﬁde to
receive the impression of its cause specifically in the same
waj it exists in the agent. Since tnils type of agent, for ex-
ample, a heavenly body, acts in a different way than does the
creature, it is out of the realm of'tne guestion we are now
considering, The preceding éxpianation of the causality of
creaﬁures, however,‘openskthe way té the next step, the nature
of and conditions required for efficient céusaliiy_itself,

The‘words of Father Francis Meehan, who has made an ex-
tensive study of efficient causality in Aristotle and St.
Thomas, will give us the start, "The causality of efficient
cause,’” he says, "1s the actuality of an acti&e potenéy that
ig productive of a term..."28 Hence, 1t 1s the exercise of .
action to prcduce an‘effect, and further, efficient causality
must involve three thiéngs: action, passion and motion.

Concerning these conditions, Henrd Renard states: "Action
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combines both motion as a fqundat;on together with a relation
from the agent to the patient. The difference is found in dig-
tinct relations."29

This distinction and interrelation s5t. Thomas brings out
in the following gquotations:

Motion 1s nelther the potency of & thing existing in
potency, nor the act of a thing existing in act, but
it is the act. in potency; as through that, which is
called act, its order is designated to an aunterior
potency, and through that, which 1s called potency
of exlsting, its order is designated to an ulterlor
aC&o

Motion 1s a moblle act in so far as it is moblle...
For motlion is the act of a thing existing in poten-
¢y, in regerd to this manner; it 1s maeblle, not
moving, however, because moving in regard to this
manner is being in act., Motlon is sald to be a
passio (passion) according as it is the act of the
thing undergoing something, 30 :

Motlon, moreover, isg the act of the agent:

Motion is the act of the thing moved. For that act is
of another whergby it is in act. But the thing moved
is sald to be from that which is in potency to move;
the thing moving, however, is in operatlion, that is,
in that which 1s existence in act; and thus, since
the thing moving is sald to be on account of motion,
motlon 1s the act of the thing moved.3l

As the act 1t is called "actio," but it takes place in
the patient: "The motivating and activating act takes place
in the patient (the thing uﬁdergoing something), -and not in
the agent and mover.'"32 | .

St. Thomas goes on to explain that the same motion 1s the
act both:of the agent and of the patient: |

The act of the mover and the moved are identified:

for it is said of the mover in so far as 1t does

something, of the thing moved, however, in so far

as 1t undergoes something; but what the mover,.by
acting, causes, 1s the same as what the thing moved,
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by undergoing, receives... For what is of a mover
as.-an efficlent cause, 1s the same as what is in
the thing moved as undergoling and recelving.33

In a parallel article ffom the Summa, the Angelic Doctor
rejects those who would hold that action and passion are the
same thing:

Although action is the same as motion and likewilse
passion; still it does not féllow that action and
passion are the same; because action implies refer-
ence as of something from which there is motion in
thetthing moved;; whereas passion implies reference
as of something which is from another.34

Therefpre, we can conclude, action and passion are dis-
tinct.

Finally, St. Thomas integrateé action and passion, as
distinct predicaments, with efficlent cauSaiity:

In so far as a thing suffers,; by an efficient cause,
it is the predicament passion, for tocundergo is
nothing other than to receilve something from an a-
gent. In:so far, however, as an efficient cause 1is
determined by an effect, it is the predicament ac-
tion. For action is the act of an agent in regard .
to something else.35

-

The real nature of efficlent causality, then,is this ex-
ercise of action, and the indispensable requisite for its ef-
ficlency 1s the power to act. It caﬁ be summed up by the fol-
lowing from St. Thomas:

The nature of any act is that whereby it communicates

itself as far as it is possible, Whence it is that

any~agent acts in so far as it is in act. For to act

is nothing else than to communicate that by which

an agent 1s in act in so far as it is possible,36

By its nature, whatever 1is in act moves, and what-
ever is 1n potency is moved.37

Such, then, 1s the doctrine of St. Thomas Aquinas on

causality. By Way of conclusion, it might be well to summarize
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18. . L

the salient points contained in the consideration of cause.
Cause, in its highest aspect, bespeaks action. Action is in a
patiént, and in its action the agent reduces the matter from
potency to act. In reference to efficient céusality, this act
is seen to be productivity. Efficient cause alone, in the
proper sense, exercises 1ts causality through a mode of action,
and it 1ig through action alone that the effect depends on its
cause,38 .

The loftlest thought, perhaps, in the consideration of
cause, 1s that man is able to-reason to and view so clearly
the existence of an Infinite, uncaused Godhead, and that
this Being, exercising action in accordance with Hié own

a

nature, manifests His ineffable Goodness by causing and

sustalning the existence of every soul in the universe,

Finls
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FOOTHOTES

Oscar J. LaPlante, "Traditional View Of Efficlent
Causallty," Proceedings, (December, 1938)1.

-~

summa Theol., 1, Q. 33, 8. lCo

In Meta., IV, 1. 6. "Ens non est non—ens.” "Idem non
potest esse et non esse sub eodem respectu.

Oscar J. LaPlante, op. clt., D. 2.

De Principiis Naturae. "Elementum autem non dicltur
proprie nisl de causis ex quibus est compositio rei,
quae proprie sunt nateriales. Et iterum non de qualibet
causa materialil, sed de 1lla ex qua est prima coumpositio;
sicut non dicimus guod membra sunt elementa hominis,
quia membra etlam componuntur ex aliis. Sed dicimus quod
terra et aqua sunt elementa, quia haec non componuntur ex
allis corporibus; sed ex ipsis est prima cowpositic cor-

- porum naturalium.”

De Pot., X, a. 1, ad 9. "Sicut autem causa comiaunior

est quam elementum, quod gignificat aliquid primum et sim=-

Te
8.

9.

10,
11.

pPlex in genere causae materlalls, ita etlam principium est
communius quam causas;, nam prima pars motus vel lineae
diéitur principium sed non causa. In quo patet quod prin-
cipium potest dici aliquid quod non est secundum essen-
tiam distinctum, ut punctum lineae.”

Henri Renard, Philosophy Of Being, p. 138.
Aristotle, Physics, Book I1I, chap. 2, 194b.

In Physics, 1I, 1. 10. "Necesse est autem quatuor esse
causas: dula cum causa sit, ad guam sequitur esse alter-
lusj;'esse ejus quod habet causam potest considerare dup-
liciter: uno modo absoclute, et sic causa essendi est forna,
per quam aliquid est 1n actu: allo modo sécundum quod de
potentia ente fit actu ens: et quia omne guod est in
potentia, reducltur ad actum per id quod est actu ens,
eX hoc necesse est esse duos alios causas, scilicet mater-
iam et agentem, quod reducit materiam de potentia in actum.
Actio autem agentis ad aliguod deteérminatum tendit, sicut
ab allquo determinato principio procedit; nam omne agens
aglt quod est sibi convenlens. Ia autem, ad quod intendit
actio agentis dicitur causa finalis. 8ic igitur necesse
est esse causas quatuor.

Summa, Theol., I, d. 2; 8¢ Do

Brother Benignus, Nature, Knowledge aAnd God, Pe. T1l.
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12. Henri Renard, ops cit., D. 152,

~13.A De Ver., q. 3,'é. i;. "Forme ad gquam recipiens 8rti—
fex operatur est forma imitativa non forma intrinseca."

14, Henri Renard, Op. cit., P. 147.

15, In Meta., V, lect, 2. "Efficiens est causa finis

guantum ad esse guldem, qula.movendo perducit efficiens
ad hoc quod sit finlis. Finis autem est causa efficientis
non quantum ad esse, sed quantum ad rationem causalitas.
Nam efficiens est causa in quantum aglt; non autem aglt
nisi causa finis."

16, De Prinelplls Naturae. "Finis est causa causalltatis
efficientis quil facit efficiens esse efficiens;; et simili-
ter facit materiam esse materiam, et formam egsse formamn,
cum materla non suscipiat formam nisil propter finem, et
forma non perficiat materiam nisl per finem, Unde dicltur
guod finlis est dausa causarum gula est czusa causalita-
tis in omnibus causis.':

17, Garrigou-~Lagrange, God, His Exlstence And Nature9
Vol, II, p. 313,

18, . Summa Theol., I-II, q. 1, a. 4c.

19, Idem, I, qe 3, 8. 4c.

20.,. De Ente et Essentia, chap. IV.

21, Summa Theol., I, g« 3, a. TCe

22, Goﬁtra Gentiles, II, 6ap. XV, "Omne eﬁim quod alicui

convenit nén secundum quod ipsum est, per allguam causam
convenit ei, sicut album hominl; nam quod causam non habet,
primum et immediatum est; unde necesse est quod sit per se

et secundum gquod ipsum,'
23, . De IEnte et Essentia, chap. iV.~

24, Contra Gentiles, II, cap. XV. "Item, quod per es-
gsentiam dicitur est causa omnium quae per participationem
dlcuntur, sicut ignis est causa omnium ignitorum in quantum
hugusmodl, Deus autem est ens per essentlam suam, quila
est ipsum esse; omne autem aliud ens est ens per parti-
cipationem, quia ens quod git suum esse non potest esse
nisl unum. Deus lgitur est causa essendi omnibus aliis,"

25, Summa Theol., I, d. 22, a. 3c.

26,. Idemn, I; Q. 105, a. 5c.
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27 Summs Theol., I, q. 104, a. lc.

28. Francls X. Meehan, Efficient Gausality In Aristotle
And St. Thomas, . 239.

29, Henri Renard, op. cit., p. 138.

30, In Physics, IIi, 1écf. 2. "Motus neque est potentia

existentis in potentia, neque est actus existentis in actu,
sed est actus in potentia; ut per 1d, gquod dicitur actus,
designetur ordo ejus ad anteriorem potentiam, et per 1id,
guod dicitur in potentia exlstentis, designetur ordo

ejus ad ulteriorem actum."

"Motus est actus mobilis inguantum est moblle. Quia
‘enim motus est_actu existentis in potentia inguantum
hujusmodi; existens autem in potentia, inquantum hujusmodi,
est mobile, non autem movens, guila movens lnguantum hu-
jusmodi est ens in actu. Hotus dicitur -~ passio secundum
quod est actus patientis.” :

31, In Meta., XI, lect. 9. "Motus sit motivi actus.
I1lud enim actus est alicujus quo fit actu. Sed motivum
dicitur ex eo quod est potens movere; movens autem 1n
operari, idest in eo quod est esse actu; et ita cum movens
dicatur propter motum, motus erit-adtus motivi,"

32. In De Anima, III, lect. 2. '"Actus motivi et activi
fit in patiente, et non in agente._et movente."

53 In Physics, III, lect. 4. "Idem est actus moventis
et moti: moventls enim dicltur inquantum aliquid agit,
motl autem lnguantum patitur; sed idem est quod movens
agendo causat, et quod motum patiendo reciplt. Idem
enim est quod est a movente, ut a causa agente, et quod
est in moto ut in patiente et recipente."

34, Summa, Theol,, I, g 28, a. 3, ad l.
35, In Physies, III, lect. 4. "Secundum quod aliquid

denominatur a causa agente, est praedicamentum passionis
nam patl nil est aliud quam suscipere aliquild ab agente.
Secundum autem quod e contra denominatur causa agens ab
efféctu, est praedicamentum actionlis. Nam actio est actus
ab agente in aliud."

6. De Pot., II, lect. 1. "Natura cujuslibet actus est
guod seipsum communicat gquanium possiblile, Unde unum-
quodgue agens aglt secundum quod in actu est. Agere vero
nihil aliud est quam communicare illud per quod agens
est actu secundum quod est possibile,'

37 e In Physics, VIII, lect. 7. "Natura sua quidquild est
actu movet, et quidquild -est potentia movetur,"
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38,

Summa Tj‘fleOl., I"'II’ Q. 51, 8. 2, a«d lv




23,

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aquinas, St. Thomas, On Being And Essence, translated by
Armand Maurer, C.B.S. Toronto, Canada: The Pontifical
Institute Of Medieval Studies, 1949,

s Opera Omnia, Vives editlon. Paris: L. Vives,
1871-80, 34 vols.

, Summa Theologica, translated by the English
Dominican Fathers. New York: Benziger Brothers, 1947,
3 vyols.

Aristotle, (cf. McKéon, Richard).

Benlgnus, F.S5.C., Brother, Natuée, Knowledge And God,., Mil-
waukee: Bruce Publishing Co., 1947.

Garrigou-Lagrange, R., God, His Exigtence And His Nature,
translated from the Fifth French Edition by Dom Bede
Rose, 0.3.B. 3%t Louls, Missouri; B. Herber Boo¥ Go.,
1949, 2 vols,

Grenier, Henrl, Thomistic Phlilosophy. Ghaflottetown, Canada:
St. Dunstan's University, 1948, 3 vols.

LaPlante, Oscar J., "Traditional View Of Efficient Causality,"
Proceedings, American Catholic Philosophical Association,
14 (December 28, 29, 1938)1-2.

McKeon, Richard, editor,’Basié Works Of Arigtotle. New York:
Random House, Inc., 1941l. (reference: Physics, pp. 240-1.)

-

lMeehan, M. A., Francis X., Efficient Causality In Aristotle .
And St._ Thomas. Washington D.C.: Gatholic University of
America Press, 1940.

Renard, S.J., Henri, PﬂllOSOth of eing.'Milwaukee: Bruce
Publishing Co., 1948, :




\- — -

. |

07




