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Socrates | Aristotle
(d. 399 BC) (@28 BC - 848 BC) (384 BC-322 BC)
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> born in 384/3 B.C. in'Stageria
(Stagira)
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» born in 384/3 B.C. in'Stagerial

(Stagira)

> father: Nicomachus'(fromiwhere
his treatise Nicomachean!Ethics
gets its name) accordingite
Frederick Copleston

~A HISTORY OF ; =
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s | Pt e
FREDERICK COPLESTON, SJ Woif oo Kane

~ A HISTORY OF
PHILOSOPHY :
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» born in 384/3 B.C. in'Stagerial

(Stagira)

> father: Nicomachus!(fremiwhene
his treatise NicomacheamlEthics
gets its name) accordingite
Frederick Coplestoni(alseihis}
son according to' Copleston))
although Samuel EnochrStumpf:
says

' A ‘gi.%:ﬁ Samuel Enoch Stumpf
Samuel n@Ch Stumpf e lames. Fieser
(191998i
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Thomson Advantage THIRD EDITION

the \/OYAGE OF
DISCOVERY

A Historical Introduction to Philosophy

WILLIAM F. LAWHEAD

> born in 384/3 B.C. in' Stagerial

(Stagira)

> father: Nicomachus! (fromiwhere
his treatise Nicomachean! Ethics
gets its name) accordingite
Frederick Coplestoni(alserhis;
son according to Coepleston);
although Samuel EnochiStimpf:
says Nicomachus was

Aristotle's son by Henpyllistaften
his wife Pythiasidied

» a physician of thelMlacedonian
king Amyntas ||
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> at 17 he joined PlatoisiAcademy;
in Athens where' helstayediuntill
Plato's death in 348/7 B€

» though Aristotle’sithought
diverges from Platoeisiin
significant areas, he'neldoubt
honored Plato even afterRlato;s)
death.

» When Plato's nephew:
Speusippus took over the
Academy upon Plateistdeath}
Aristotle went to/Assoes;undern
the rule of Hermeias, aiformern
student at the Academy;and
founded a branch of the
Academy.

» He taught there for threelyeais
and married Hermeiasiniece
and adopted daughter Ryithias?
They had a daughter




» They later returned to/Athens?
Pythias died and Aristotle
entered a relationshipi(theugh
never married) with Hernpyllis?
According to Stumpf, theyshad
son named Nicomachusk afitel
whom the Nicomahean!Ethies
was named.

> Aristotle moved to'thelislandiofi
Lesbos.
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> |n 343/2 B.C. Philliplof:
Macedon invited Aristotleito
become the tutor oft hisison

Alexander, who'was 13kyeals
old.

> Upon return to Athenslin'335/34!
B.C., founded the Lyceum

» named after the grevesiwherel
Socrates was known'telhave
gone to think and whichiwerne
the sacred precinctsiofApolle
Lyceus
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» He and his students wouldige
for walks to discuss
philosophy, hencethe'scheol
became known as'peripatetic
(peripitated [repiroreni=to
walk around)

» This was his'most productive
time.

10/22/2024
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700 METAPHYSICS [Bk.I:Cu.5

ciples, calling them hot and cold, i.e. fire and earth; and of these
0875 he ranges the hot with the existent, and the other with the non-
existent.

From what has been said, then, and from the wise men who have
now sat in council with us, we have got thus much—on the one
hand from the earliest philosophers, who regard the first principle as

$ corporeal (for water and fire and such things are bodies), and of
whom some suppose that there is one corporeal principle, others
that there are more than one, but both put these under the head of
matter; and on the other hand from some who posit both this cause
and besides this the source of movement, which we have got from
some as single and from others as twofold.

Down to the Italian school, then, and apart from it, philosophers

10 have treated these subjects rather obscurely, except that, as we said,
they have in fact used two kinds of cause, and one of these—the
source of movement—some treat as one and others as two. But the
Pythagoreans have said in the same way that there are two principles,

15 but added this much, whigh is peculiar to them, that they thought
that finitude and infinity were not attributes of certain other things,
e.g. of fire or earth or anything else of this kind, but that infinity
itself and unity itself were the substance of the things of which they
are predicated. This is why number was the substance of all things.

20 On this subject, then, they expressed themselves thus; and regard-
ing the question of essence they began to make statements and defi-
nitions, but treated the matter too simply. For they both defined
superficially and thought that the first subject of which a given
definition was predicable was the substance of the thing defined, as
if one supposed that ‘double’ and ‘2’ were the same, because 2 is the

25 first thing of which ‘double’ is predicable. But surely to be double and
to be 2 are not the same; if they are, one thing will be many 17—a
consequence which they actually drew.’8 From the earlier philoso-

phers, then, and from their successors we can learn thus much.

6 After the systems we have named came the philosophy of Plato,

30 which in most respects followed these thinkers, but had peculiarities
that distinguished it from the philosophy of the Italians. For, having

in his youth first become familiar with Cratylus and with the Heracli-

tean doctrines (that all sensible things are ever in a state of flux and
there is no knowledge about them), these views he held even in
987" later years. Socrates, however, was busying himself about ethical

174, e. 2 will be each of several things whose definition is predicable of it.
8 e. . 2 was identified both with opinion and with daring.

Bx.1: Cm.6] METAPHYSICS 701

matters and neglecting the world of nature as a whole but seeking
the universal in these ethical matters, and fixed thought for the first
time on definitions; Plato accepted his teaching, but held that the
problem applied not to sensible things but to entities of another §
kind—for this reason, that the common definition could not be a
definition of any sensible thing, as they were always changing.
Things of this other sort, then, he called Ideas, and sensible things,
he said, were all named after these, and in virtue of a relation to
these; for the many existed by participation in the Ideas that have
the same name as they. Only the name ‘participation’ was new; for 10
the Pythagoreans say that things exist by ‘imitation’ of numbers,
and Plato says they exist by participation, changing the name. But
what the participation or the imitation of the Forms could be they
left an open question.

Further, besides sensible things and Forms he says there are t]_ne
objects of mathematics, which occupy an intermediate position, dif- 15
fering from sensible things in beihg eternal and unchangeable, from
Forms in that there are many alike, while the Form itself is in each
case unique.

Since C:he Forms were the causes of all other things, he thought
their elements were the elements of all things. As matter, the great 20
and the small were principles; as essential reality, the One; for from
the great and the small, by participation in the One, come the
Numbers. A % “

But he agreed with the Pythagoreans in saying l.hfxt lhe' One is
substance and not a predicate of something else; and in saying that :
the Numbers are the causes of the reality of other ﬂ11}1gs l.je agreed 25
with them; but positing a dyad and constructing the u}ﬁmte out of
great and small, instead of treating the infinite as one, is pecuhalf to
him; and so is his view that the Numbers exist apart from sensible
things, while tkey say that the things themselves are Numbers, and
do not place the objects of mathematics betwt’:en Foljms and sensible .
things. His divergence from the Pythagoreans in kamg ﬂ?e One and
the Numbers separate from things, and h{s mlmducufax‘: of the
Forms, were due to his inquiries in lk{e region of de'ﬁmum?s (for.
the earlier thinkers had no tincture of dialectic), and his making the
other entity besides the One a dyad was due to the belief that the
numbers, except those which werle p'nm'tc:i‘:ld be neatly produced

ad as out of some plastic material. .

ougzﬁ $;a€yhappen: is the contrary; the theory is not a reason(able 988
one. For they make many things out of the matter, and |]‘m orm
: but what we observe is that one table is made

generates only once,

12
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ciples, calling them hot and cold, i.e. fire and earth; and of these matters and neglecting the world of nature as a whole but seeking
0874 he ranges the hot with the existent, and the other with the non- the universal in these ethical matters, and fixed thought for the first
existent. L time on definitions; Plato accepied his teaching. but held that the
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“To say of whatiis)
that it is not, or of:
what is not, that'itlis;
Is false, while torsay.
of what is, thatiitlis
and of what isinot;
that it is not, is true}

& Metaphysics, IV, 7, 1011°26-29 Translation by W DI Rosslin Richard
McKeon, The Basic Works of Aristotle (New: York:|Randomikou

L 1941). 16 pév yap Aéyelv 6 6V/ U £lVal i TO! U OVAEIVAWEUOOGHTOIOETO
v gival kai 16 uf OV un eival dAnegc.
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"But we have now. posited thatitiiss

impossible for anything at the' sameitime
to be and not to be, and by this'm
have shown that this is the most
indisputable of all principles. Sometindeed,
demand that even this shall be}
demonstrated, but this they do'throtg
want of education, for not torknow.
things one should demand demons
and of what one should not, argue
of education. For it is impossible
there should be demonstration
absolutely everything (there would
infinite regress, so that there woulatstilltbe

no demonstration)).*

| [Metaphysics, 1V, 4, 1006a5-10. Translation by, Richard McKeoni lihe: Bas_(f_;s
Aristotle (New York: Random House, 1941)]
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What'does itimean to
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"But we have now. posited thatiitiss
impossible for anything at the'samextime
to be and not to be, and by this means:
have shown that this is the most
indisputable of all principles. Sometindeed,
demand that even this shalllbe
demonstrated, but this they. do'throtigh;
want of education, for not te’knewioer _
things one should demand demonstra
and of what one should not, argues:
of education. For it is impossibleithat

there should be demonstrationior
absolutely everything (thereiwouldiberain:
infinite regress, so that there wouldsstilllbe

no demonstration).*

[Metaphysics, IV, 4, 1006a5-10. Translationby/Richard McKeon:irhelBasic; 17
Aristotle (New York: Random House, 1941)]
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A three-foot@UeEy s ky@Uely
dogSBsEnee much taller thanRekien her
puppy, was: lying#esien jn my. yard=ece

yesterday'™® on g |eashS&EE (Ebius)
biting her paw~e¥n ‘completely.
unaware that she was being
ieel - ey e

rAN@E AND
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"Substance, in'the
truest and primary;
and most definite
sense of the word,jis;
that which'is neithenr
predicable ofia
subject nor presentiin;
a subject:=

E [Categories, V, 2311. Translation by, E. M- EdghillliniRichardiMcKeon?

: .;‘ 3 The Basic Works of Aristotle (New! York: Random! House {1941)%9]
AN\

"By being ‘presentin
a subject’ | do not
mean present as; parts;
are presentina
whole, but being
incapable of existence:
apart from the said
subject.”

[Categories, V, 1323-24. Translation by E. M- EdghillliniRichardiMckeon'
The Basic Works of Aristotle (New. York: Randem'House; 945l
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21



10/22/2024

D))

R T o

Aristotless
Doctrine of
Form




AlthoughrAristotielrejected:Rlatosstnotion
of'Form;, he'did not reject'thefnotioniof:
Form altogether.

Instead, Aristotle rejected Plato's
transcendent forms and opted instead for
immanent forms.

Thelformiofithelthinglistinitheithing;ynot
removed or separatedifromiit:

In'the sensible realm, form cannoft exist
without matter' and matter cannot exist
without form.

10/22/2024
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Thelformiofithelthinglistinitheithing;ynot
removed or separatedifromiit:

In'the sensible realm, form cannoft exist
without matter and matter cannot exist
without form.
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rHylomorphisim
Hylemorphism

hylomoerphicicomposition

the necessarytworold composition, material
and fermal, oeffeverything in the sensible world

hule (VAn) = matter
morphe (uopén) =form
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Aristotlie st Criticism
of Plato’s Notion of
Participation

"After the systems we have named
came the philosophy: of Plate, whichiin
most respects followed these thinkers;
but had peculiarities that distinguished

it from the philosophy: of the ltaliam's:

For, having in his youth first:become
familiar with Cratylus and withsthe

Heraclitean doctrines (that all'sensible

things are ever in a state of flux;and

there is no knowledge about them);
these views he held eventin later

years.

27
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"Socrates, however, was busying,
himself about ethical matters:and
neglecting the world' of naturefasia
whole but seeking the universalin
these ethical matters, and fixea.
thought for the first time on'definitionsy
Plato accepted his teaching, but:held
that the problem applied not'te
sensible things but to entities of:
another kind-for this reason, thatthe
common definition could netbera
definition of any sensible thing, asitheys
were always changing. *

\ S [Metaphysics, A (1), 5, 987a29 — 6, 987b7, trans: WAD, RossliniRichardl
o e McKeon, ed. The Basic Works of Aristotle (New Yorki#Randomiklouses
g .‘,’ 3 1941), 700-701]
D Y

"Things of this other sort, then, he
called Ideas, and sensible things; he
said, were all named after these, ana.
in virtue of a relation to theseiforthe

many existed by participationtinithe

Ideas that have the same nameras
they. Only the name ‘participation wash

new; for the Pythagoreans; say.that
things exist by ‘imitation” off numbers;

and Plato says they: exist by
participation, changing the names BUt
what the participation or the imitationton
the Forms could be they left an'open:
question.*

[Metaphysics, A (1), 6, 987a29 - 6,,987b8-13; transtiRoss liniVIckeon)
701]
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The*Third*Van

Argument
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Man 1

Man 2
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THE FORM OF MANNESs <

Similaritites
between
individual

men
accounted
for by their

participation
~ -— in the form of
I | , manness
Man 1 Man 2
_

How is the
similarity
between the
form and the
particular men
accounted for?

THE FORM OF MANNESS <=

Similaritites
between
individual

accounted
for by their

)
~ -— in the form of
manness
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THE THIRD ‘MAN" <

How is the
similarity
between the
form and the
particular men
accounted for?

THE FORM OF MANNESS €=

Similaritites
between
individual

men
accounted
for by their
\
~ —-— in the form of
i | anness
Mon 1 Man2

@4

FOURTH MAN?

THE THIRD "MAN" <y
How is the
similarity
between the
form and the
p particular men
accounted for?
THE FORM OF MANNESS =
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Aristotleisyhvo
Questions about
Plato’s Theonry of

Forms:

az; How can the Forms be the

|

causes of the natures or
| sgr" “‘whatnesses" of things
) without being "in" those
Q;JE[ST.IONS tbai/M[EER l‘hll?gS7

R — Aristotle says they can't.

32
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How do Plato's
transcendent and
unchanging Forms account
for the most evident fact
about the things around us,
® Vviz., their coming into being
3 and their motion and
f change?
Aristotle says they don't.

OSSR Miller, pp. 92-97]

Aristotieron
Plato’'s Doctrine
of Forms

33
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“"Above all one might discuss]
the question what/[itis]ion
earth the Forms contributeito)
sensible things, eithertoithose}
that are eternal or to those'that}
come into being and ceaselto
be. For they cause neither
movement nor any.changelin}
them.*

[Metaphysics, A (1), 9, 991a9-11; trans. Ross, in:McKeon 7.0/

“But again they helplin;noiwise)
either towards the'knowledge]
of the other things (for:theylarel
not even the substancelof;
these, else they would'have
been in them), or towardsitheir
being, if they are not inithe
particulars which sharelin
them.*

[Metaphysics, A (1), 9, 991a12-15, trans. Roess jiniMcKeon
707-708]

34



But, further, all other things

cannot come from thelEormsiin:

any of the usual sensesiof:
‘from’. And to say.that theyiare}
patterns and the other: things
share in them is to'uselempty,
words and poetical metaphors®

[Metaphysics, A (1), 9, 991a19-22; trans: Ress3liniMcKeans
708]

"Again, it would seem,
impossible that the substance]
and that of whichlitisithe
substance should existiapart;
how, therefore, couldithelldeas’
being the substances ofithingsy
exist apart?2=

[Metaphysics, A (1), 9, 991b1-3; trans: RossiniVMcKean$708]

10/22/2024
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“In the Phaedo, thelcaselisi
stated in this' way-thatithel
Forms are causes'both ofi

being and of becoming;lyet
when the Forms exist, stillithe
things that share in'them]do)
not come into being; unless}
there is something to originate
movement; and many;oth
things come into being/(egXal
house or a ring) of.which we

say there are no Forms'

[Metaphysics, A (1), 9, 99128-99155]
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Actland potency arelsometimes
refenred to"asractuality,
and potentiality.

This'is how Aristotle. and Aquinas
account for change.

~Rotency=

=ithe power or capacity or
possibility to be actual or real

37



10/22/2024

Logical Potency,
VS:
Metaphysical Potency.

There: arerbothilogical:and
metaphysical senses*of:
the terms “potency” or

"possible.”

38



10/22/2024

Logically;somethingimay,
be'possible (or potential)
in‘as much as it is not a
contradiction.

“The possible;
then, in one sense;
as has been said;
means that which
is not of necessity:
false.*

0, trans. W. DI RossjiniRichardiVeKeon

39
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Metaphysically, a potency
Is a real capacity in a real

thing.

“'Potency’ then means:the

source, in general, of.change;
or movement in anotherthing
or in the same thing/qua
other; e.g. the art of:building}
is a potency whichlisinotiinj
the thing built, whilelthelart:
of healing, whichlis'a

potency, may be in theiman;
healed, but not'in' himiquaj
healed-*

% [Metaphysics, D (V), 12, 1019215 - 1019220, trans WA Ross»‘l
g ) BN ‘13 in Richard McKeon, ed. ThelBasic WorkslofAristotlel(NewaAvorks
Random House, 1941), 765]

\.,.,M‘#)‘ﬁ‘
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“'Potency then
means the source,in
general, of changeor
movement in another

thing than the thing
moved or in the
same thing GUE! [ite%;
as] other ...=

L8 U [Metaphysics, D (V), 12, 1019215 - 1019220} transs\WABDIR eSS}
=\ et in Richard McKeon, ed. The Basic Works offAristot/el(INew
®  York: Random House, 1941), 765]

Active Potency.
V;S:
RPassive Potency.

41
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Active potencyiisithe
ability’of: somethingrto
cause change In
something else.

Rassivelpotencyiisithe
ability’of: somethingito
undergo change in as
much as it possess
metaphysical'potency:

42



"We ... ascribe
potency to that
whose nature’itiis
to move
something elselor
to be moved by,
something elsess

¥ [Metaphysics © (IX), 6, 1019230, trans. W. D= Ross; iniRichardiMeKeon’
ed. The Basic Works of Aristotle (New York: Randomikouse s 194 1) 8766]8

"We ... ascribe
potency to that
wheselnaturerit is
teJmove

Semethingielse crr

to be moved by,
something else:s

Y [Metaphysics © (IX), 6, 1019230, trans. W. D= Ross; iniRichardiMecKeon’
ed. The Basic Works of Aristotle (New: York: Randomiklouse s 1941)8766]8

10/22/2024
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ik "We ... ascribe
ALY R potency. to that
active potency wheselnature.it is
m&’ o OGS
passive potency = someliiue]ESEons
} to be moved by
something else.*

\ : =
0 Y [Metaphysics © (IX), 6, 1019230, trans. W: B Ross}iniRichardiMekeon?
= 45 8 ed. The Basic Works of Aristotle (New: York: Randomikouse1941)8766]

Severallimportant
points about creation:

10/22/2024
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The notion oficreationiexinihilo}(outiofinothing)
was: entirely;unknownitorAristotiel(andyindeed,
allloffAncientiGreekiphilosophy):

A's'al Christian,yAquinas'held'tolcreationiex:
nihilo.

Technicallyispeaking, creation is not a change
in.anything since God did not create from pre-
existing material.

So, for Aquinas, theact of creation is a unique
event andlisialso an' examplelof the active
potency’of'God. -

DIVINE

T AT
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“In Divine “The idea that
Simplicity, God is God has no
said to be purely potentiality

actual. And that seems to me to
means that God be obviously

o 1. DRRYANMULLINS

has no unactualized false scripturally speaking
potential. ... | think it's really ... God has ... the potential
hard to make sense of to do all sorts of things that
Divine freedom if you want He isn’t actually doing.
to say that that God has So, clearly God has ...
no potential." unlimited potential.”

46
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“In Divine “The idea that
Simplicity, God is God has no
said to be purely potentiality
actual. And that seems to me to
CHEMWES  means that God be obviously
has no unactualized false scripturally speaking
potential. ... | think it's really ... God has ... the potential
hard to make sense of to do all sorts of things that
Divine freedom if you want He isn't actually doing.
to say that that God has So, clearly God has ...
no potential." unlimited potential.*

actual. And that : . : i
means that God recognize the difference in Aquinas

has no unactualized

potential. ... | think it's really between Active Potentiality and
haid (g make oerse.cl Passive Potentiality.

Divine freedom if you want
to say that that God has
no potential."”

e "In Divine
=7 % Simplicity, God is
WPEN said to be purely Both Mullins and Craig fail to

"The idea that
God has no
potentiality
seems to me to
be obviously
false scripturally speaking
... God has ... the potential
to do all sorts of things that
He isn't actually doing.
So, clearly God has ...
unlimited potential.”
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P "In Divine
i, Simplicity, God is
- said to be purely
v/ actual. And that
*HEWNES  means that God
has no unactualized
potential. ... ! t5i505
hard to make
Divine freedom if you want
to say that that God has
no potential."

"The idea that
God has no
potentiality
seems to me to
be obviously
false scripturally speaking
... God has ... the potential
to do all sorts of things that
He isn't actually doing.
So, clearly God has ...
unlimited potential."

P "In Divine
i, Simplicity, God is
- said to be purely
v/ actual. And that
*HEWNES  means that God
has no unactualized
potentiall it omeary
hard to make sense of
Divine freedom if you want
to say that that God has
no potential."

"The idea that
God has no
potentiality
seems to me to
be obviously
false scripturally speaking
... God has ... the potential
to do all sorts of things that
He isn't actually doing.
So, clearly God has ...
unlimited potential."

10/22/2024

Both Mullins and Craig fail to
recognize the difference in Aquinas
between Active Potentiality and
Passive Potentiality.

When Aquinas says that God has
no potentiality, he means God has
no Passive Potentiality.

Both Mullins and Craig fail to
recognize the difference in Aquinas
between Active Potentiality and
Passive Potentiality.

When Aquinas says that God has
no potentiality, he means God has
no Passive Potentiality.

But Aquinas affirms that God has
unlimited Active Potentiality which
means that God could have freely
chosen to create things differently
than He did or could have freely
chosen not to create at all.
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“In Divine “The idea that
Simplicity, God is God has no
said to be purely potentiality
actual. And that seems to me to
means that God be obviously
has no unactualized false scripturally speaking
potential. ... | think it's really ... God has ... the potential
hard to make sense of to do all sorts of things that
Divine freedom if you want He isn't actually doing.
to say that that God has So, clearly God has ...
no potential." unlimited potential.”

& J1 DR.RYANMULLINS

& Act =

(or Actuality)

= to be real

A potency is actualized
by a cause.
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A person wholisractually,
sitting but netiactually, %
standing, neverthelessihash s

the potential o poweHo M T&e
capacity to'stand®

§#

Uponistanding, the
persontactualizes his
tiallto stand, his

standing becomes

actualtand his sitting
new/becomes
potential.
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QS E men who s actuelly

e 1) YSlithe hes the potentiel
: 5\ 0 Sienel, or wine (S

| ecelly stancing s
' [nes tihe tol

the non-exist 66
of the, standin
in'the rock
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"Actuality, then, is the existence of'a'thing not}
in the way which we expressiby ‘potentially:: s
we say that potentially, for instance’a'statue ofit
Hermes is in the block of wood and thelhalfiline}
is in the whole, because it might be'separated
out ... ; the thing that stands in contrast toleach}
of these exist actually. Our meaning canibe =
seen in the particular cases by inductionsandy
we must ... be content to/grasp/the’analogy?
that it is as that which is'buildinglisitoithat
which is capable of building ... :andithatiwhich}
is seeing to that which' has!its eyesishutibut
has sight, and that which has beenishapediout’
of the matter to the matter ... Let:actuallylbes
defined by one member ofithis antithesisfand|
the potential by the other:*

4 4 [Metaphysics © (1V), 6, 1048231 - 1048°5} trans s WADARessHinl
L 58  Richard McKeon, ed. The Basic Works: of Aristotlel(NeWAYOrKS

“'Potency: then
means the source;in
general, of changelok
movement in another

thing than the thing;
moved or in the
same thing qua|[i:ex;
as] other ...=

LS8R [Metaphysics, D (V), 12, 1019215 - 1019220, transi\WADIResSH
in Richard McKeon, ed. The Basic Works offAristotlel(INEW:
York: Random House, 1941), 765]




"Howsoever anything
acts, it does so
inasmuch as it is in act;
howsoever anything
receives, it does so
inasmuch as itis in
potency."”

[Bernard J. Wuellner, Summary of Scholastic Principles (Chicago: Loyola
University Press, 1956), 5]

"Howsoever anything
acts, it does so
inasmuch as it is in act;
howsoever anything
receives, it does so
inasmuch as itis in

potency."———

[Bernard J. Wuellner, Summary of Scholastic Principles (Chicago: Loyola
University Press, 1956), 5]

SUMMARY OF SCHOLASTIC
PRINCIPLES

10/22/2024

—

~ "In act" here means

that the thing or
some aspect of the
thing exists.

3 I

“In potency™ here

means that the thing

or some aspect of

the thing does not
fully exist.

—
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Aristotle

54



Change is impossible
because:
being cannot come out of
non-being (= out of
nothing, nothing comes)

being cannot come out of
being, for being already is
(fire cannot come out of
air, since air is air
and not fire)

Parmenides

Change is impossible
because:

This is would amount to
saying that a being comes

into being from non-being.

Parmenides

Changeis possible
because:

Eire does not come out of
air as air [air qua air], but
out of air which can be fire
and is not yet fire (i.e., The
air has'the potentiality to
become fire.)

Aristotle

Changelis possible
because:

Ittdoes not come'into being
from its privation merely
[simpliciter], but from its

privation in a subject.

Aristotle

10/22/2024
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Change is impossible
because:

This is would amount to
saying that a thing comes
into being from being,
which is a contradiction
(because a being already
is, and thus cannot come
into being).

Parmenides

Parmenides

10/22/2024

Change is possible
because:

Ittdoes not come into
being from being precisely
as such; but'from being
whichiis also non-being,
viz., not'thelthing which
comesi to be: (= distinction
of act, potency, and
privation)

Aristotle

=Solitiisipossible'that a thing
may, be capable of'being'and
not be; and capable of not
being andiyet be.... For of non-
existent things ' some exist
potentially; but‘they do not
exist because they do not exist
in'complete reality.*

[Metaphysics) @ (IX), 3, 1047220} 35-1047b1 ]

Aristotle
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TI\’I\I\’I\NII kﬂt‘ ‘I\ IJI\ I‘ll.‘k

‘I\’l\l\’l\ﬂll l." - ‘kl."ﬂ

extrinsic to the'thing

'y

extrinsic/intrinsic™to

~ Extrinsic
~ Teleology
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@ Things are directed
~  toward their goal
by something
entirely extrinsic to
(outside of) the
thing.

"Now everything that becomes or Is
creafied must of necessity be cleeliee

by some cause, for without a cause

.= .« . nothing can be cregiied. The work of

& " the creator (dnuiovpyog, démiourgos)

59



"It has become difficult for usito
read Greek philosophers otherwisel
than through their mediaeval
interpretations. No English

translator of Plato will hesitatelins s

calling the Demiurge of Platorais
‘creator,’ nor in designating his Work
as 'creation;’ yet, even whenia }
Christian theologian expresslyis
invokes Plato's authority on thisis

point, he is not at all speaklng oft the,

same things."

[Etienne Gilson, Preface to 15t ed. of The Doctrine of Beinglinithe:
Aristotelian Metaphysics by Joseph Owens (Toronto: Pontifical Institute
of Mediaeval Studies, 1978), vii]

10/22/2024

=tienne Gilson
“(1884-1978)

"Now everything that becomes or Is
. | must of necessity be clecliea
by some cause, for without a cause
nothing can be ¢ 2. The work of
the creator (Snuiovpyoc, démiourgos),
whenever he looks to the
unchangeable and fashions the form
and nature of his work after an
unchangeable pattern, must
necessatrily be made fair and perfect,
but when he looks to the created only.
and uses a created pattern, it Is not
fair or perfect.”

[Plato, Timaeus, 28a, trans. Benjamin Jowett in Edith Hamilton and
Huntington Cairns, eds. Plato: The Collected Dialogues (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1961), 1161]
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Intrinsiie
Teleology

Things are directee
toward theifgoeal
by something
entirely intrinsicite
(inside) the thingk

10/22/2024
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afginsic/
Xdicinsic

10/22/2024

Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)

Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)
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Agulinas uses
extrinsic/intrinsic
teleclogy: as an
angument for:

2 Godisiexistence
s 2E0odis providence

e

v @d stknowledge qf QU
|_gs other than himself. ‘F (1225-1274)

N>

Asran Argument
‘for God's
Existence

=

-
_ [
o o
homasAguinas
(1225:1274)
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gWelseelthatithings which lack
intelligence, such as natural
bodiesyactfor an end, and this is
evidentifromitheir acting always,
ornearly:always, in the same
way,rso’asitolobtain the best
resulttHence!it is plain that not
fortuitously, but designedly, do
they achieve their end. & * ‘i’,«

g\Q W ,;;,_J,_ ‘- ¢
{~Thomas Aqumas
(1225-1274)

gNowawhatever lacks intelligence
cannotimove toward an end,
unlessiit be directed by some
beingiendowed with knowledge
andlintelligence; as the arrow is
shotitolits:mark by the archer.
lhereforelsome intelligent being £ %
existsibylwhom all natural things ‘
areldirected. to their end; and this * v
being we call God." L e

RanshiranstiathersiofithelEnglishiDominicani Province (Westminster: Christian

-

-

Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)
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gllhe'natural necessity
inherent in those beings
whichiare determined to a
palrticularthing, is a kind
impression from God,

directing them to their

10/22/2024

‘r‘"&-.
Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

o
~Thomas Aguinas
(1225=1274)
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“asithe necessity

whereby an arrow is
moved so as to fly
towards a certain point is
anlimpression from the
archer, and not from the

r"k
Thomas Aqumas

(12251274)

gButithere is a difference,

inasmuch as that which
creatures receive from

Godis their nature, while

thattwhich natural things
rjjceive from man in
addition to their nature is h

'somewhat violent. { Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274)
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glWherefore, as the violent
‘necessity in the
movement of the arrow
Showsithe actions of the

archer, so the natural £«
necessity of things
shows!the government of X N E T
Divine Providence." | Thomés Aqumas

ISR 03Yart i ad 3 i trans: Fathers ofithe English Dominican Province] (1225 1274)

Asran Argument
for God's
Knowledge of
lThings Other = & =
than Himself  [Corma S

homas Aguinas
(1225=1274)
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lt toward. its end;
otherwise, it would tend
toward it merely by
chance.

¢INow; in the things of
nature we find a natural
appetite by which each
and.every. things tends
\toward its end.

10/22/2024

r"k
Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

e T
~Thomas Aguinas
(1225=1274)
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EHence, we must affirm

thelexistence of some

intellect above natural
things, which has

ordained natural things

Implanted in them a
P - F"k.
n,atl{ral _app_et'te elr ~Thomas Aqumas
inclination. (1225:1274)

gButathing cannot be
ordained to any end
unlessi the thing itself is
kinown; together with the
end to which it is
ordained.

e T
~Thomas Aguinas
(1225=1274)
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¢Hence, there must be a
kinowledge of natural
things in the divine
intellect from which the
origin'and the order of
nature come.”

e,tate) @2, art 3, trans. Robert W. Mulligan (Indianapolis: Hackett, K X ’
11-4»,,% - ,_J;;,«
' ¥

o

homasAguinas
(1225=1274)

10/22/2024
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AccordingitorAristotie;thererare
four' principles or'causestwhich
arernecessarily involved in the

explanation of a sensible object.
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"'Cause’ means; (1)ithat}

from which; as
immanent material;a
thing comes intorbeing;
e.g., the bronzelisithe
cause of the statuer:::

“(2) The form'or.
pattern, i.e., the
definition ofthe
essence, and the
classes whichlinclude
this ..., and the parts
included. in the
definition:

10/22/2024
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"(3) That from which
the change or'the
resting from change
first begins; e.g:, - the

advisor is the cause of:

the action, and'the
father a cause ofithe
child. ....

“(4) The end, i-e:; that
for the sake of whichia
thing is; e.g., healthlis
the cause of walking:

10/22/2024
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"For 'Why does one
walk?’ we say;! ‘that

n [Metaphysics, D (5), 2, 1013324-101353, trans. RosshinMcKeomyeds

P 750753
\
(™

Material Cause

that out of which
an effect is

= what the chair is made
of: wood
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Formal Cause

that which
an effectiis

= form, structure’ on
nature of the chair:
EIEIESS

10/22/2024

Efficient Cause

that by which
an effect is

= who produced the
chair: the builder
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Final Cause

that for which
an effectiis

= why the chairwastbuilt,
to sit on

EFFICIENT CAUSE .
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natural kind

the form (which'is'intrinsicitoithe}
natural ' kind)

directs
the

natural
kind

to its proper endloritelos

artifact natural kind

the form (which!islintrinsicitolithe
naturallkind)

to its proper endloritelos

There is something intrinsic to the
acorn that causes it to become
an oak tree.

The form is intrinsic to the acorn.

However, for the Christian, God
accounts for the existence of the
form (extrinsically).
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natural hingd

natural hingd
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It should be noted that the final
cause is not necessarily external
to (i.e., from the outside of) the

thing, and indeed in Aristotle’s
thinking, the final cause is often
not distinct from the thing itself.

"But thoughl[Aristoetle]

EVELCERSIESS On
finality, it wouldibea
mistake to suppoesejtivat
finality, for AristotleNis!
equivalentitolexternall
finality, asithoughiwe!

' were to say; fodinstance”

d that grass/ growsin

Fredelicid€epleston yAhayve!
(1907-1994) _
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"On the contranyMhe
insists much ©
internal o immanent
finality (thusithefapple
tree has attainedlits
or purpose), notiwhenlits
fruit forms'ahealthylol
pleasant foodifomanion
has been made cider?

(1907-1994)

"but whenithefapplektiee
. has reachedithat:

. perfection ofidevelopmeni
of which it isicapableNife™
the perfection offitskform)s
for in his/viewithelfoimal

cause ofithelthinglis
normally its finalicauselas

Fredeticid€epleston D reatn ond i tvom vore AN M TN N
(1907-1994)
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Using an artifact as an
illustration of the four causes
can be misleading, particularly
in describing the final cause.

With a statue, one would
understand the final cause to be
something in the sculptor in
terms of his intention.
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But for Aristotle, conscious
intention is not necessary for
final causality.

While nature mirrors deliberation
in that it works to an end, for
Aristotle all things in nature tend
toward the full actualization
because of their forms.
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"Further, where a series'hasia
completion, all the preceding
steps are for the sake ofithat’
Now surely as in intelligent
action, so in nature; andiasiini
nature, so it is in each action™if
nothing interferes:

"Now intelligent actionlisifor
the sake of an end; thereforel
the nature of thingsralsolis
S0.... And since ‘naturefmeans}
two things, the matter andithe
form, of which the latterlisithe
end, and since all the'restiisifor
the sake of the end, theform
must be the cause inithe'sense)
of 'that for the sake ofiwhich

[Physics, Il, 3, 194b24-33, , trans. R. P. Hardie and R K: Gayein
McKeon, 240-241]

10/22/2024
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"A difficulty presentslitself:
why should not nature work;
not for the sake of something’
nor because it is better'so}bulf
just as the sky rains, notfin
order to make the cornigrow,
but of necessity2

"What is drawn up musticool’
and what has been cooled
must become waterand
descend, the resultiofithis
being that the corn grows"
Similarly if a manisicroplis
spoiled on the threshing-floor
the rain did not fall forthe'sake}
of this—in order thatithelcrop
might be spoiled—Dbutithat
result just followed:

10/22/2024
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"Why then should it'notibelthe]
same with the parts'in'nature’

e.g. that our teeth shouldicome}

up of necessity—thelfront
teeth sharp, fitted for tearing;
the molars broad andlusefiil
for grinding downithelfood=}

since they did not ariseiforithis]

end, but it was merelyia
coincident result; andisoiwith!
all other parts in'\whichiwe

suppose that there'is purpose

x = - ." :7
A o he 2

"Wherever then all the!parts
came about just whatthey,
would have beenif.they:had
come to be for an end; such
things survived; being
organized spontaneouslyiinfa
fitting way; whereas'those

which grew otherwise/perished|

and continue to perishi s

[Physics, Il, 8, 198b17-32, trans. Hardie and Gaye;\iniMcKeon 249

10/22/2024
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Eor Aristotle; torbelisitorbela form:
As such, there is no philoseophical
notion of existence as such in
Aristotle’s philesophy.
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Indeed, thererdoes notiseemitorbera

distinctive philosophical disctussion

of existence as such in any ancient
Greek philosophy.

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

"For Aristotle, to be
actualized meant to
acquire form. For
Aquinas, it meant to be
brought into existence,
since for him existence is
the actuality of every form
or nature."

["Aquinas and the Five Ways," Monist 58 (J y 1974): 21]
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Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)
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"From the viewpoint of
the much later distinction
between essence and the

act of existing, this
treatment [of the nature of
being per accidens] must
mean that Aristotle is
leaving the act of existing,
entirely outside the scope
of his philosophy.

"The act of existing must
be wholly escaping his
scientific consideration.
All necessary and definite
connections between
things can be reduced to
essence."

[Joseph Owens, The Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian
Metaphysics: A Study in the Greek Background of Mediaeval
Thought, 319 ed (Toronto: The Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies), 309 emphasis in original]
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EDITED AND INTRODUCED BY
BRIAN DAVIES

IN THE THEOLOGY OF Sagu s [e] (VW U 1H]1 T8

FOREWORD BY
TERRY EAGLETON

1411 41{McCABE

“A perfect X is
an X that has
all its
properties; an
imperfect X
lacks one of
more of its
properties."”

[God and Evil in the Theology of St Thomas
Aquinas (London: Continuum, 2010), 40]
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Henrbert McCake
(1926-200il)

Herbert McCalke
(1926-200il)
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“A perfect X is
an X that has
all its
properties; an
imperfect X
lacks one of
more of its
properties.”

[God and Evil in the Theoiogy of St Thomas

Herbert McCalbe;

Aquinas (London: Continuum, 2010), 40] (1926-200 »
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& Genus =
animal

& Specific difference =
rationality

& Species =
human

& Proper accident <
five fingers

@& Accident = v Aristotle
black hair __(384:322:BC)

10/22/2024

93



10/22/2024

Aristotle
(384-322'BC)
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