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Defining
O Simplicity




In this context, the term

Simple’ does not mean
easy' as oppesed to 'difficult:
but isicontrasted '

with 'cemposed.'.




The doctrine of Divine
simplicity (often designated
as DDS) means that God is




For Aquinas, to say.that God
s Sllnple is just to sayithat
God is noteomposed of
parts.m'any way. '
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“God is bothlinvisiblerand
ineffable ... For howlisione
speak about thattwhichjis
neither a genusinora
differentia nor a speciestnoran
individuality: nor alnumber=in
other words whichlistneither
any kind of accidentaliproperty,
nor the subjectiofiany,
accidental property 2= Norcan
one speak: of him;asthaving,
parts.=

[Miscellanies'5, xii, 78-82, in'Maurice\WileslandiMarkiSante eds®
Documents in Early: Christian Thought(€Cambridged€amb ge
University Press, 1975), 4, 6]




“God, therefore, is not to be thought
of as being either a body. or as
existing in a body, but as an
uncompounded. intellectual nature,
admitting within Himself no addition
of any kind ... But God, who'is the
beginning of all things, is not to be
regarded as a composite being, lest
perchance there should be found:to
exist elements prior to the
beginning. itself, out of which
everything is composed, whatever.
that be which is called composite.*

[To the Bishops of Africa (Ad Afros Epistola: Synodica), €Chap: 7 “lihe
. Position that the Son is'a Creature Inconsistent. and Untenable¥]




"For God, who compounded all
things to give them being, is
not compound, nor of similar
nature to the things made by
Him through the Word. Far be
the thought. For He is simple

essence, in which quality is
not, nor, as James says, ‘any
variableness or shadow of
turning.’ "

[To the Bishops of Africa (Ad Afros Epistola Synodica), Chap. 7 "The Position that the
Son is a Creature Inconsistent and Untenable"]

NAthahasius

(296-373)\\




SAINT

mlarve:

“God is not after’ human;
fashion of a composite’being;
so that in Him therelisral
difference of kind between
Possessor and Possessed:
but all that He is; is'lifeza
nature, that is, complete
absolute and. infinite; not
composed of dissimilar
elements but with onellife
permeating the'wholes*

[On the Trinity, viii, § 43, https://www.newadvent.org/fathers/33_0§hm,
accessed 09/08/21]




gHiskattributesyare
VEIAIRUIS, [V IS

A

essencelistsimple’s

[etteg23AinlVatiicepilesandlVaikdS ante Med s8R ocumentsiinl Early;
Christten Thevglt: (Cemlvfeere: Cemlvicke Universiy Piess, 1), 1)



"There is then

one sole Good, %~y
which is simple, .
and therefore - Z BN
unchangeable; &« 7~ 4 .~
and thatis God." "~ ' =g

[City of God, XI, 10, trans. Henry Bettenson (New York: Penguin, 1984), Aug UStl ng“l‘
440]
(354-430)



tHence, we see in
almost every theological —
treatiseithe Godhead — AN
religiously celebrated, = N\ %,
bothlas'Monad'and =\ a7
unity, on'account of the
simplicity;:and oneness
of'Its'supernatural
indivisibility: ...*

([@nithelBivinefNamesi Caputil §IV;
https://www:ccellorg/ceelldionysius/works.iiii.i:-html, accessed 08/30/22]
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( y\ ' '.Hh " H ]
Ogayat We believe, then) in'OnelGod:fone

being, having no beginning;
uncreated, unbegotten; imperishable
and immortal, everlasting;infinite;
uncircumscribed, boundless; of:
infinite power, simple; uncompound;
incorporeal, withoutflux;
passionless, unchangeable;
unalterable, unseen, the fountainlof:
goodness and. justice; 7

[An Exposition on the Orthodox Faith, chap. 8;
B http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/33041 htm’ accessedi09/08/2il]
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[Proslogium, 18, trans. S. N. Deane! (La'Salle: ©penlCourit1962)%25]

“There are no partsiinitheeyLora,
nor art thou moreithanfone! t
thou are so truly a unitaryibeing:

and so identical with thyselfiithat

in no respect are thoulunlike
thyself; rather. thoularelunity;
itself, indivisible'byiany®
conception. Thereforeylifefand

wisdom and the rest arelnotiparts

of thee, but all are one;andieach
of these is the whole;;whichithol
art, and which all the'restiare%
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glihelabsolutelsimplicity of God may
in'many.ways. . . For there is
neitherlcomposition of quantitative
inlGod, 'since Helis not a body;
nordcompaosition of matter and form;
nordoees His' nature differ from His
iIsuppoesitumiinor His essence from 8%
Hislexistence:; neither is there in Him :
composition'ofigenus and difference,
nerofisubject and accident. Therefore,
itlisiclearithat God is nowise { h
composite)ybutiis altogether simple." i\t % ’A‘

B\ “Thomas Aqu
STl G812 7 (122521274

-
."‘"

nas

i

I
) §




“For the essence of
God [is] simple and
undivided, and
contained in himself
entire, in full

perfection, without
partition or
| diminution.™
John Calvin

[Institutes of the Christian Religion, 2 vols., trans. Henry Beveridge
(1509-1564) (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1975), Bk. 1. XIlI. §2), vol. 1. p. 110]



“Simplicity is a pre-eminent
mode of the Essence of
God, by which he is void of
all composition, and of
component parts whether

they belong to the senses (>
or to the understanding. ... '

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)



“The essence of God,
therefore, neither consists
of material, integral and
quantitive parts, of matter
and form, of kind and
difference, of subject and
accident, nor of form and
the thing formed, ...

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)



“neither hypothetically and
through nature, through
capability and actuality, nor
through essence and being.
Hence God is his own
Essence and his own
Being, and is the same in
that which is, and that by
which it is."

[Jacobus Arminius, The Writings of James Arminius, 3 vols., trans.
James Nichols and W. R. Bagnall (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House,

1977), |, 438]

Jacobus Arminius
(1560-1609)



“The attributes of God,

which alone seem to be
distinct things in the

essence of God, are all of

them essentially the same
with one another, and

every one the same with

the essence of God
itself.”

\indiciael Evangelicae: Thel Mystery of the Gospel Vindicated and
SocinianismlExaminedi Mr. Biddle's First Chapter Examined in The Ages
jgital LibraryiThe John'Owen Collection CD ROM (Rio, WI: AGES
Software)n94]

Yyeohn Owen
(1616-1683)




#IsiGod most simple and free
from;all composition? We affirm
against Socinus and Vorstius. ...

The orthodox have constantly
taughtithat the essence of God is
perfectly. simple and free from all
composition. ... The divine nature

isiconceived by us not only as

freelfrom all composition and
division;, but also as incapable of
composition and divisibility."

\Erancis urretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 3 vols. trans. George
IVitsgravelGiger(Rhillipsburg: PSR, 1992), 1, 191]

2 Francis Turretin
%i (16231687
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"This is signified byithe
name God gives
himself (Ex. iii- 14):5/
am that | am:*as
simple, pure,
uncompounded being;
without any created

mixture ..."

Ste p h e n C h a rn O C k [Discourses upon the Existence and Attributes of God, 2\vols" (_and
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979), I, 182-183]
(1628-1680)




v %

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)

"God is the most simple!being;
for that which is first in. nature;
having nothing beyondit,
cannot by any means be
thought to be compounded;ifor
whatsoever is so, dependsiupon
the parts whereofiitis
compounded, and.is notithe
first being.*

[Discourses upon the Existence and Attributes of God, 2\vols. (GrandIRapids:
Baker Book House, 1979), 1:333]



"God being a Spirit, we learn
that he is a simple and
uncomposed Being, and does
not consist of parts, as a body
does; his spirituality involves
his simplicity. ... every attribute
of God is God himself, is his
nature, and are only so many
displays of it. It is certain God
is not composed of parts, in
any sense;




"not in a physical sense, of
essential parts, as matter and
form, of which bodies consist:

nor of integral parts, as soul

and body, of which men
consist: nor in a metaphysical
sense, as of essence and

existence, of act or power: nor

in a logical sense, as of kind
and difference, substance and

accident.”

[A Body of Divinity, (Grand Rapids: Sovereign Grace Publishers, 1971),
33-34]




sIffGod is a spirit, ... it
follows that God is a
simple Being, not only
as not composed of
different elements, but
alsoras not admitting of
the distinction between |
substance and
accidents." ' Charles Ho dge

SySt ticiliheol, 3\vols. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerd 's, 1975
[ysema/c eology, 3:vols. (Grand Rapids: Wm erdman's, ), ; 51797‘;/J78'

INVASA b 379
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giherSimplicity of God
cdenotes that his being
isfincompounded,
incomplex, and
indivisible. Simplicity
doesinot belong to
angelsiand men."

(GNIMShedd Y Dogmatic: Theology, 3 vols. (Nashville: Thomas

4
S\ WilliamiGL T Shedd Saben, e LR
(1820-1894)




zlnforder to avoid both extremes
theologians have been
accustomed to say that the divine
attributes differ from the divine
essence and from one another,
dsti notirealiter or as one thing

differsifrom another, or in any
suchiway as to imply
composition in God. Nor 2d,
merely nominaliter, as though
therelwere nothing in God really
corresponding to our
conceptions of his perfections.

.
.

Archibald

'(.1 823-1886)




sButi3d, they are said to differ
virtualiter, so that there is in him
aiffoundation of adequate reason
forallithe representations which
arelmade in Scripture with regard
tolthe diving perfections and for

thelconsequent conceptions
which we have of them."”

[;-A. Fodge’ @utlines of Theology: For Students and Laymen (Grand
Rapids#Zondenvan’ 1972), 136-137]

. i .
g
B8 L

Archibald Alexander Hodge

'(.1 823-1886)




“Byithisiwe mean, that the nature of
God, comprising his essence and
his' attributes, is simple or

uncomposed pure spirit. ... In God
there can be no composition, and
therefore his spiritual nature must

attributes and his nature must be in
such'aimanner one, that his
attributes essentially inhere in that
nature and are not capable of
separation from it, which really

makes'them one with that nature.” . , \ 3
[WEmMES e__ftigru Boyce, Abstract of Systematic Theology (Philadelphia: . J a m eS P@t’lg ru Boce

AmericaniBaptist!Rublication Society, 1887), 67] (1 '7,:,1] 888‘)

:



“When theo_.i‘y of: ES
‘essenceitididinotiobtainkthisic
by abstractlon M@gy the

attributingjto} God ﬂm ém elsense
allithelperfections (ﬁ‘éﬁﬂﬁ)
creaturesiandithereforelby ofi
himlastabsolute fﬁt%ﬂﬁ% 6170@ SUIm @f?
all’beingithel
actuallity 'Accordlngly (i?ﬂ@ (ib@ﬁ' IS}
ascribedito)Godlinit f@ @@ (1717@
sameltimelthe) m;b@@@
mostintensiveym
concrete; absolute a”’

. IBayvinckiihlerman®Reformed) E')ogmat/cs ﬂm
Herman BaVIan Viiend¥JohnlBoltNed! Grand b 121

(1 854-1921 ) (Expoitedifromifoges Blble Software)]



EThistsimplicitydisyof;
importanceNnevertheless¥for
understandinglofGoaNltisinot
onlyitaughtiniScripturel(where
Godlis lightsslitfeStand,
ilovesibutialsolautomatically,
ofiGod,
andiisinecessarilydimpliecdiin
thelotherattributesESimplicity;
herelisithetantonymiof
icompolindeds

Herman Bavinck
(1854-1921)




{IfGodlis ofipaltst
like¥a orcomposediofi
genusi(class)
(attributesiofidiffering
belongingktokthetsame b
substnee m)@(&@

iib@mﬁf@

abilitydeannotibe

Herman Bavinck maintainedyys
(1854-1921)




“Inithelcaseloficreaturesialll
thistisivenyidifferentylnktheir
caseltherelistaldifferience
betweeniexisting¥beingliving:
knowingawillingRacting:yandeso
onYAllithatiisicompoundedyis;
createddNolcreaturelcanibe
A completelyssimplefforeveny,

B creaturelisifinite’s

" [Bavinckillfogosidigital ¥2004:i76]
v

Herman Bavinck

(1854-1921)



“By this term it is
indicated that the divine
Being is uncompounded,

incomplex, and
indivisible. ... He being
the perfect One, is to be
weorshiped as the finality
and infinity of simplicity."

[Systematickiheology, 8 vols. (Dallas: Dallas Theological Seminary

Bressiioan) 1213 Lewis Sperry Chafer
(1871-1952)




¢From the simplicity of
God it follows that God
and His attributes are
one: The attributes cannot
belconsidered as to many
parts that enter into the
composition of God, for
God is not, like men, :
composed of different 4

[ [ /
parts. LowgBerkhof

[FeuisiBerkhof; Systematic Theology, 4th ed. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Ecrdmansi941), 44-45] / (1873-1957)




=lThat'the divine nature
isiundivided and

indivisible is intimated
intDeut. 6:4 .... That is,
God does not consist
ofiparts nor can He be
divided into parts. His

ibeing'is simple ...."

Egenrigarggcev;ll'hie;s%n, /(Ijvtroducljlogri/ gL)e(;télﬁs in Systematic Theology H en ry Clla renece Th |esse N
GrandiRapids:\Wm' B. Eerdmans, : ﬂ
(N 1947)




2@rthodox theologians

generally:affirm that the being
orsubstance of God. is simple.
theyitry.to explain and
cautions. By simple or
Simplicity; we mean without
s Therelis no variance in
any; oralthe attributes, for
theysarelsteadily the same ..."

IRGbert (CulvertSystematickTheologyiBiblical.and. Historical (Geanies House,
Eeann® EhiistianiEocusiRPublications; 2005), 63]

Robkert!Duncan Culver
(1916-2015)



"The divine attribute of
simplicity is foundational
to the orthodox view of
the nature of God. ... God
Is ontologically one
Being, without
dimensions, poles, or
divisions."

[Norman Geisler, H. Wayne House, Max Herrera, The Battle for God:
Responding to the Challenge of Neotheism (Grand Rapids: Kregel,
2001), 142]
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Whether God Is a Body?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Uheiher Geod 8 Seme &8 His o Neure?
Whether £ssenee and Exisienes are e Seme n Cod?
Wheiher Cod (8 Conigined n & Ceaus?

Whether in God There frce any Accidents?

Whether God is Alfogether Simple?

Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?
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lttistabsolutely
triterthat God Is
noetta body; and
thisican be shown
ipithrree ways.

[Stmmakiinealogiaell 3 i irans! Fathers ofithe English Domin
(Wesiminser: ChisEn Classics, 1948]

Thomas Aqumas
(1225 1274) |



= FIrst o5

1. No boayzis in"motion unless it'be put in
maotion; as Is evident from induction:




= FIrst o5

1. No bodyiis in modon unless it'belput in
meliem, as is evilent from induction:

Theiwond*motion*hene™ |
means -changer, i.e., the
actlalizationoffapetentialr:

f




= FIrst o5

1. No boayzis in"motion unless it'be put in
maotion; as Is evident from induction:

2. Now/it has been alreadyiproved (I:2:3),




= FIrst o5

1. No boayzis in"motion unless it'be put in
maotion; as Is evident from induction:

2. Nowiit has been algeaayiproved ([:2:3);

y

r

' o hististreleniingitortheriisstiofAguinasisiEives =
Wayss=theraigumentirom moetiontiotundiinithe
SummarltheelogiacrRantily@uestion 2, Articler3:




= FIrst o5

1. No boayzis in"motion unless it'be put in
motion; as IS evident from induction:

2. Nowiit has been alreadyiproved (1:2:3), that
God'is the First Meverrand is Himself
unmoved. —

~ 3. Therefore it is clearthat God is not a body.




5 > Second 5

1. The first being must of necessity be in act; and.in. no way. in
potentiality:
a. Foralthough in any single thing that passes from potentiality to actuality; the: potentiality
IS'prierin time to the actuality;
b.  Nevertheless, absolutely speaking, actialityiis prior to potentiality;

c. For whatever is in potentiality cantbelredticed:into actuality only by some being.in
actuality. o

d. Now it has been already proved. that 'Go"‘dlislthe First Being.
e. Itis therefore impossible thatlinlGod.therefshotld be any potentiality.

2. But every body is in potentiality because the continuous, as
suchiis divisible to infinity:




S Second 5

N e e = — - — L — —

1. The first being=as
potentiality. suspect that Aqumas

a. FOI’ g/thpugh ir means h ene "d IVISI ble ICtuality; the potentiality

IS prierin time

b Nevertheless, to a potentlal |nf|n|ty %
C. S

i no way in

For whatever IS . NNy by some being in
actuality.
Now it has been alrea, 2d. that Goﬁg'the First Being.

e. ltis therefore impossi 1atinlGod. thererlshould be any potentiality.

. 2. But every body is I\l potentiality because the continuous, as
suchiis aivisiiole to lnifinit2




S Second 5

1. The first being must of necessity be in act; and.in. no way. in
potentiality:
a. Foralthough in any single thing that passes from potentiality to actuality; the: potentiality
IS'prierin time to the actuality;
b.  Nevertheless, absolutely speaking, actialityiis prior to potentiality;

c. For whatever is in potentiality cantbelredticedinto actuality only by some being.in
actuality. P

Now it has been already proved that'God !/s!the First Being.
e. Itis therefore impossible thatinlGod.therefshould be any potentiality.
2. But every body is in potentiality because the continuous, as
suchiis divisible to infinity:

3. It is therefore impossible that God should be a body.




a = [Third 5

1. God is theimost noble of beings.

\ 2. Nowiitis impossible for a body to be the most noblelofibeings;
a.  Forabody must be either animate or.inanimate.
b. An animate body is manifestly noblerthaniany. inanimate body.

c. But an animate body is not animatelpreciselyias body; otherwise all bodies would be
animate.

W
d. Therefore its animation dependsiupon semelother thing, as our body depends for its
animation on the soul. -

e. Hence that by which a body becomes animated must be nobler than the body.

3. Therefore it is impossible thatt God should be a body.




Whether God Is a Body?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Wheiher Ged I8 1he Seme &8 His o NEUre?

Whether £ssenee and Exisienee are e Seme n Cod?

Wheiher Cod (8 Conigined n & Ceaus?

Whether in God There fre any Accidents?

Whether God is Alfogether Simple?

Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?
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Matter and Form??



listimpossible
thattmatter should
existin God.

[Stmmakliheologiaell¥3 ¥ 25 trans ' Fathers of the English Dominican Province 4 8

8 Chrlstlan Classics; 1948]

Thomas Aqumas
(1225 1274) |



> FIrst «5
1. Matteris in potentiality.

2.Butwe have shown, (l:2:3) that Ged. s
pure act, without.anmyipotentiality.

3.Hence it is impossibleithat God should %
be composed offmatter'and form.




S Second 5

1. Everything composed of matter and'form owes its
pertection.and goodness to its form.

2. Therefore its goodness is participated, inasmuch'as
matter participates the ferm:
best—viz. God—is not'a .

3. Now the first good and the ee
participated good, becalise the essential good is prior to
2 the participated good. -

4. Henece it is impossible that God should be composed of
matter and form.




= [Third 5

1. Every agent acts by its form.

2. Hence the manner in which it has its form is thermanner. in
whichitis an agent.

3. Therefore whatever is primalilyand essentially an agent
must be primarily and essentiallyiform.

4. Now God is the first ageni‘T s@ Ke is the first efficient
2 cause.

5. He isitherefore of [Hlis & form; and not composed of
matter and form.




LGod s absolute
o or rather
apsolute being”

[StummaklheologiaeR3¥2kandi|; 3,7, trans. Fathers of the English J kS
Rrovincel(Westminster: Christian Classics, 1948] -

Thomas Aqumas
(1225~1274) ‘



Whether God Is a Body?

Whether God is Composed of Matter and Form?

Wheiher Ged I8 1he Seme &8 His o NEUre?

Whether £ssenee and Exisienee are e Seme n Cod?

Wheiher Cod (8 Conigined n & Ceaus?

Whether in God There fre any Accidents?

Whether God is Alfogether Simple?

Whether God Enters into the Composition of Other Things?




S WheiinessGlodNiisahine
SaMme a8 HIS

Essence or Nature?



Goed s the same
s essence
ernature.

E@m Theol@g,lg-‘,w:j‘é, 3htrans. Eathers ofithe English Dominican Province

(WesmihsiEm @riiér_ﬂ_“f'_Classics, 1948]

Thomas Aqumas
(1225 1274) |



1. To understand this, it must be noted that in things composed of matter
and form, the nature or essence must differ from the “suppositum,”
because the'essence or nature connotes only.what is included in the
definition ofithe species; as, humanity connotes'allithatis included in
the definition, of man, for it is by this that man is man, andiitiis; this that
humanityisignifies, that, namely, whereby man is man.




To understand this, it must be noted that in things composed of matter
and form, the nature or essence must differ from the "Supposiwim, "
because the essence or nature connotes only.'%iat is included in the
definition ofithe species; as, humanitv.c==otes all'that s included in
the definition of man, for it is bx="_"nat man is man, anditiis this that
humanity:signifies, that="  _,y. whereby man is man.

/'

j “a substance that is “unshared: not
complete in itself and B belonging teranother
uncommunicated"— as a pait off it

[Bernard Wuellner, Dictionary. of Scholastic Philosophy: [Bernard Wuellner, Dictionary: of:Scholastic: Philosophy
(Fitzwilliam: Loreto, 2012), 120-121] (Fitzwilliams: Loreto, 2012), 127]




1. To understand. this, it must be noted that in things composed of matter

and form), the REIIECIRESSEEE must differ from the "SUjejoRSi@iin,
because the'essence or nature connotes only.what is included in the
definition ofithe species; as, humanity connotes'allithatis included in
the definition'of man, for it is by this that man is man; andiitis this that
humanity:signifies, that, namely, whereby man is man.

[EIMANINRY 'INDIVIDUAL HUMAN

definition of thefspecies’ ™ a man




. Newiindividual matter, with all the individualizing accidents, is not
ineluded.in the definition of the species.

1) Forthis particular flesh, these bones, this blackness or
whiteness, etc., are not included in the definitioniofia:man.

2) Therefore this flesh, these bones, and the accidental qualities
distinguishing this particulagmatter, are not included:in
humanity; and yet theysarelimeluded in the thing whichiis man.

. Hence the thing which istaimapthas something more in it thanp has
humanity. _—

. Consequently humanity‘anas: am“é’? are not wholly identical; but
humanity is taken to mean.the formal part of a man, because the
principles whereby a thinglisidefined are regarded as the formal

constituent in regard to therindividualizing matter.




On the other hand, in Wnles ol o, in
whichfindividualization is not due to individual matter—that is to say,

it

to "this" matter—the very.forms being individualized of themselves
IS necessary.the forms themselves should be subsisting “supposita.”

Thereforer‘suppositum” and nature in them are identified.

- SincelGod then is not composed.ofimatter and form, He must be His
own Godhead, His own Life,andwhatever else is thus predicated of
Him.




2. On the other hand, in {llagss ek o)/ ietier enel iermn, in

whichrindividualization is not'due to ing@idual matter—that is to say,
to "this” matter—the very forms being@dividualized of themselve s—it
IS necessary. the forms themselves gould be subsisting “supposita.”

3. Therefore ‘suppositum” and naty@ in them are identified:

4:Sincel God then is not composed.of matter and form, He must be His
own Godhead, His own Life; andiwhatever else is thus predicated or
Him.

lEwoeuld'seem), therefore, thatferm/matter compositioni(ikex;
hylomerphicicomposition)fistatnecessanyiand sufficienticondition
a forthere beingtalessencel/ suppositumidistinction:

hus) thelidentitylofffsuppoesitum“and naturewoeuldbe truernot
only offiGed; butalselofangels:
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UhelheREssence
NG EXISTCNCE Are

" the Same in God?




iStmet only: His own
eSSemnece;, as shown in
thelpreceding article,
blttalse His own

£
existence: This may be . s |
shewmlin:several wa ys @ ¥ —4
[Stmmakheologiaell¥3 4% trans  Fatherslof the English Dominican Province f \! no—— ‘\-r :
Wesminser ChisiEn CEsse 1948] ¢ W Thomas Aqumas

(1 225 1274)



= FIrst o5

1. Whateveraithing has besides its essencermust be caused
a. either by the constituent principles of that essence

I (like a property that neecessarily accompanies the
species—as the facultygorlaughing is properto a

man—
e
ii. and is caused byitheXeelsiiwent principles of the
. species), 2

b. oriby some exterior agemnt—as heat is caused in water by
fire.




= FIrst o5

2. Therefore, ifithe existence of a thing differs from. its essence,
this existence must be caused either

, ah byisome exterior agent or
b. by its essential principles:

3. Now. it'is impossible for akthimggsiexistence to be caused by
its essential constituent pﬁhciplgs,

 a. for nothing can be therstfficient cause of its own =
existence,

b. If its existence is caused.




= FIrst o5

4. Thereforeithat thing, whose existence differs from. its
essence, must have its existence caused by another.

55 Butthisteannot be true of God;because we call God the first
efficient cause.

6. Therefore it is impossibleithattiniGod His existence should o
differ from His essence.
-




S Second 5

1. Existencelisithat which makes every formior nature actual;
for.geedness and humanity are spoken of asiactual,;only
becauseithey are spoken of as existing.

2. Therefore, existence muchibercompared to essence, if the

latter is a distinct reality; asiactuality to potentiality.
3. Therefore, since, in Godltherelisino potentiality, as shown .

above (A.1), it follows*thatiiniFin*essence does not differ
from existence.

4. Therefore, His essencelisiklis existence.




= [Third 5

1. Just as that'which has fire, but is not itselffire, Is on fire by
participation; so that which has existence butiisinot
existence; Is a being by participation.

2. But God is His own essencelrasishown above (A.3).

3. If, therefore, His is not Histewmiexistence He will be not
essential, but participatealbelngh

4. He will not therefore be'the ﬁrst%eing—which IS absurd.

5. Therefore God is His ownmkexistence and not merely His own
essence.
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Mhat He cannot
alspecies of
any.genus may
sheown in three
ways.

E@m Theologiae:iEEEIS;.‘S. transt Eathersiof the English Dominican Province

(WESiminsteriChristian Classics, 1948] ; ThomaS Aq Ui naS
( 1 225~ 1 274) |




& Genus =
animal

& Specific difference <
rationality

& Species <2
human

& Proper accident <
five fingers

& Accident < _ Aristotle
black hair Y (384-322BC)
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= FIrst o5

A species is constituted of genus and difference.

Now: that fromiwhich the difference constituting the speciesiisiderivead, is always
related to that from which the genus is derived, as actuality is'related to
potentiality:

For animal is derived from sensitive natire; by concretion as it were, for that is
animal, which has a sensitive nattre:

Rational being, on the other handﬁ-is-lfs"éiféj'ﬁg\;ed from intellectual nature, because'
that is rational, which has an.ntellectualnature, and intelligence is compared to
sense, as actuality is to potentiality:

The same argument holds goodiimiether things.

Hence since in God actuality istmetadded to potentiality, it is impossible that He
should be in any genus as a Specles.




S Second 5

. Since the existence of God is His essence, iffGod were in any genus,

He would be'the genus "being”, because, since genusiis;predicated
as an.essential it refers to the essence of a thing.

. Butithe:Philosopher has shown:(Metaph. iii) that being cannot be'a
genus, for every genus has differences distinct from its generic

EeSS€ErlCeE.
&

. Now no difference can existidistinetifiom being; for non-being cannot
be a difference. -

. It follows then that God is notiin a genus.




Animal

_ Jierence —— hationality.
[STidpessiblelfomtheretto [Stitfpessiblefertheieli®
anranimalitnattdees not anranimalktnafdeesinave

havelrationality? rationalityi
Ratienality istnot entailed’  Rationality is not precluded
by the genustanimal. by the genus animal.



Existence

specificidifference

1 iitherspecificidifferencelcanneberalitomaticallylinclidediinithe
genusk(@ndlisthelgenustisiexistencelopbeing)ithenitherspecific

PIEENEE COES MO EIISE

2 Butlistherspecificidiffeiencelcannofexistithenfitcannot be
aldifferences

SBUFanyigentsicanihaveratspecific difference.

AMNheieforefexistencelcannotibera genus:



= [Third 5

1. All in one genus agree in the quiddity or essence ofithe genus which
is predicated of them as an essential, but they differinitheir existence.

a. Eorthe'existence of man and of horse is not the sameias also of
thissman and that man:

i b. thus in every member ofiaigenusiexistence and quiddity—i.e.
essence—must differ. o

2. Butin God they do not differfas shogv;n in the preceding article.

3. Therefore it is plain that God'isinot'in a genus as if He were a r
Species.




= [Third 5

4. From this'itistalso plain

a. that'He has'no genus nor difference,
.~ nor.can there be any definition.of Him;

b
c. nor, save through His effects;yaldemonstration of Him:
d

. for a definition is from genusianadiadifference; and the mean ofia
demonstration is a definition s s




= [Third 5

5. That God'istnotiin a genus, as reducible to it'asiits principle, is clear
fromi this,

a. thata principle reducible to any genus does not extend:beyond
thattgenus; as, a point is thelprinciple of continuous quantity:alone;
and unity, of discontinuousiquantity:

b. But God is the principle ofiallibeing: p
=

6. Therefore He is not containedtin an)‘ggenus as its principle.
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Erem all we have
said, it is clear

there can be no
aceldent in God.

[Stmmalheologiaelly3365trans  Fathers of the English Dominican Province

(\WestminsterEhristianiClassics, 1948]

Thomas Aqumas
(1225 1274) |



= FIrst o5

1. A subjectis compared to its accidents as
potentiality to actuality; for a subject Istin:seme
sense made actual by itsiaccidents.

2. But there can be no'petentiality in God, as was
shown, (I:2:3). - .




S Second 5

1. God is His'ewn existence; and as Bogethius says
(FEelern.), although every essence mayihave
soemething superadded.teiit, this cannot apply to
absolute being.




AnicitisEViamlitis
SERVENIUS [BoEinus

WIOITKS MEUeE:

@nithelConselationiof
Rhill@Sephy,

@nithellebdeomaadsi@e
hebdomadibus)




St. Thomas Aquinas
 An Exposition of the
“Oncthe Hebdomads”
- of Bocthius

Introduction and translation by

Janice L. Schultz and tEdward A. Synan

R

'\ Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274) |,




S Second 5

1. God is His'ewn existence; and as Boethius says
(Hebdom.), although every essence mayihave
soemething superadded.teiit, this cannot apply to
absolute being.

2. Thus a heated substameelcan have something 8
extraneous to heattaddeditorit, as whiteness,
nevertheless absoluteheat can have nothing else
than heat.




= [Third 5

1. What is essential is prior to what is accidental.

2. Whencelas God is absolute primal being, there can'belintHim: nothing
accldental.

1 3. Neitherican He have any essentialiaccidents (as the capability of
\ laughing is an essential accidentiefiman)

a. Such accidents are Caus__,gg.tqw_e constituent principles ofithe s s

subject. 3
F 3 b..  Now there can be nothingieatsed in God, since He is the first F 3
cause.

4. Hence it follows that there isine accident in God.
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~ Wherher Gee (&
fregerher SImple?




he absolute
Simplicity of God
maysbe shown in
many, ways.

[Stmmalheologiaelly3 37 trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province

(\WestminsterEhristianiClassics, 1948]

Thomas Aqumas
(1225 1274) |



Fiest, from The
previousgaeticles of
.~ this«question.




~ Seecondly, because every
composite is posterios fo
st eomponeniyparts, and is
dependent oniihem; but God
|8 the firs# belng, as shown =
above (@. 2, A. 3).




Thirdly, becavse eveery composite
hasta cause, for Things in
-~ hemselves diffecent cannoltUnite
unless somethjiingiecauses them fio
unife. But GodlisRuncaused, asi
= shown above(Q.2¥A. 3), since He
is The firstiefficient cause.




w Fourthly, because in every
composiie there must be poiientfiality
’ and-actuality; but this does noi
apply to God; fogelither one off the
parts actuatesaneiiner, or at leasi®
all the paglis¥are poftentfial

o thier whole.




_

Lifthly, nothing composite
can be predicated of any
single onefofits parts. ™




wAndithistisievidentin'a whole made up of
dissimila@parts:iforno part of a man is a
maninogany. ofithe parts of the foot, a foot.

inlwholesimade up of similar parts,
altholighfsomething which is predicated of
thelwholelmayibelpredicated of a part (as a

paifefithelairis air, and a part of water, Yy

Wwaten)neverntheless certain things are £}

pliedicablelofithe whole which cannot be v . .
piedicatediofianylofithe parts; for instance, if  © i
thelwhoelelvelumelofiwater is two cubits, no Gia i

pantieflitcan be two cubits.

fhustinlevenyicomposite there is something
\which'is' not it itself."




evenlifithisicould be said of whatever
hastalfoimivizithatitihas something which is
nodititselffas inia white object there is
somethingiwhich does not belong to the
essencelofiwhite: mevertheless in the form
itselfithenelisinothing besides itself.

sei¥sincelGodiis absolute form, or rather .
absolutelbeing, He can be in no way £
composite.* =

|
[SMIhemastAquinastSummarTheologica: Complete English Edition in Five Volumes,
lb;y Fathersmf thelEnglish' Dominican Province (Westminster, MD: Christian

Class X981 Mes)at ) /\%! L
3 0
e Thomas ﬁgumas

(1225-1274)



Nofihing can e precdlicaliec
of any single one of [iis parts.

" No pantieffaimaniisiitselfia
man, noristany.ofithelparts \ _ _ ,
But isn't part of air also itself

ofithelfootitselffafoot: _ :
air? And isn't part of water

P : also itself water?
lite; but'ifitheiwholerofiwaten

iSitwer cubits, ne part offit
ISttwercubits:




R
Nofthing] can e predicaliec
of any single one of [its parts, contnued.

—~

But isn't it true that in something
that has form, there is something
in it that it not part of the form, as
In a white object there is
/ something that does not belong

to the essence of white?

S EoUlelas INEVEIRINE ESSE
formritself; therelisinething
besides thelformritself:



- "Anad so0, sihce is elosolute

form, or ratiher absolute being, He
~ can e In ho way composite.
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O’rher Thlngs‘>



l@istnet possible for
God te enter into

composition of
apything, either as a  #%
fermallor a material  « §
principle. %

\! m "'~;~-.H

l ,

[Stmmaliheologiael¥338%irans  Fatherslofithe English Dominican Province e ThomaS Aq u I naS

(WestminsterEhristianl€lassics, 1948] |
(1225-1274)




= FIrst o5

1. God is the'first efficient cause.

2. New:the efficient cause is not identical'ntumerically
withithe form of the thingicaused, but only
specifically: for manibegets;man.

3. But primary matter camibelaeither numerically’nor”
specifically identicalfwithramn*efficient cause; for the
former is merely potential, while the latter is actual.




S Second 5

1. Since God'isithe! first efficient cause, toract belongs to Him
primarily:and essentially.

2. Butthattwhich enters into composition with anything does
not act primarily and essentiallyybut rather the composite so
acts;

a. forthe hand does nottact¥butthe man by his hand:; andj“l

b. fire warms by its heat. » 2

3. Hence God cannot be patief a compound.




= [Third 5

1. No part of a.ecompound can be absolutely primal among beings—not even
matter, norform), though they are the primal parts of everyicompound.

a.  For matteris merely potential.

7

s Potentiality is absolutely. posteriorto actuality, as is clear from the
foregoing (1:3:1).

b. A form which is part of a competnatis a participated form. P

s As'that which paﬁicipates.'.;'s posterior to that which is essential, so
likewise is that which'is\paiticipated:

A/

s as fire in ignited objectsiisiposterior to fire that is essentially such.

2. Now it has been proved that Ged'is absolutely primal being (1:2:3).
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