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THE BASIS OF THE THIRD PROOF FOR THE
EXISTENCE OF GOD

(2]

7 E have only to lock at the amount of Thomistic
literature in the last three decades that has been
dedicated to explaining the nature of St. Thomas’
third proof for the existence of God, to become aware that it is
a controverted point in the minds of Thomistic scholars. For
quite some time the debate has raged in the school concerning
the basis and nature of the demonstration which St. Thomas
says is taken from the notion of possibility. The history of the
debate leads us to express the problem in this fashion: *Is the
Tertia Via based on the notion of causality or the concept of
time? ” In other words, are St. Thomas’ words to have a
physical or metaphysical interpretation? Whereupon we must
further query: * If the third proof is causal in nature, how then
does it differ from the preceding proofs? ~ “ If it is a proof from
time, is St. Thomas’” argumentation based on valid principles? ”
The replies to these questions have divided the Thomistic school
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into two main camps, each holding for a metaphysical inter-
pretation.

As a starting point in the discussion we are given the com-
parison between two texts of St. Thomas. One, in his Summa
Theologiae, demonstrates the existence of God from the exis-
tence of possibles. The other in the Contra Gentes proves the
eternity of God from the same aspect. From the comparative
study of these two texts much light has been thrown on the
problem, so it behooves us to consider these proofs in their
relation to each other.

It must be noted that the controversy is concerned only with
the first part of the Tertia Vie in which St. Thomas proceeds
from the given existence of possible things to the concluded
existence of at least some necessary being. The second part of
the proof in which St. Thomas concludes to the existence of that
Being which is necessary of itself, sc. God, entails no difficulty.

The pertinent part of the proof of the Summa Theologiae*
reads as follows:

The third way is taken from possibility and necessity and runs
thus. We find in nature, things that are possible to be and not be,
since they are found to be generated and to corrupt and conse-
quently, they are possible to be and not be. But it is impossible
for these always to exist,? for that which is possible not to be, at
some time is not. Therefore if everything is possible not to be, then
at some time there could not have been anything in existence, be-
cause that which does not exist, only begins to exist by something
already existing. Therefore if at one time there was nothing in
existence, it would have been impossible for anything to have begun
to exist; and thus even now nothing would be in existence which is
absurd. Therefore not all beings are merely possible, but there
must exist something, the existence of which is necessary.

The proof in the Contra Gentes® reads:

* Summae Theologiae, I, q. 2, a. 3.

2 The Leonine reads: “Impossible est autem omnia quae sunt talis, semper
esse.” However the Leonine lists the good codices as omitting the adverb, semper.
Thus according to the rules of textual criticism, the prefefred reading is: “ ¥mpos-
sibile est autem omnia quae sunt, talia esse.”

8 I Contra Gentes, c. 15.
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We observe that in the world there are certain things which can be
and not be, namely those that are subject to generation and cor-
ruption. Now whatscever is possible to be has a cause, because, as
in itself it is equally related to two things, namely being and non-
being, it follows that if it acquires being, this is the result of some
cause. But we cannot proceed through an infinity of causes, as has
been proved above by Aristotle, Therefore we must place some
being which is necessary.

In considering the proof as given in the Swmma, at first
glance, we see that there are concepts of time as well as ideas
of a causal nature. The proof in the Contra Gentes, on the other
hand, seems to emphasize causality. Both proofs start off with
the existence of contingents and both arrive at the same con-
clusion, sc. the existence of some necessary being. But the
procedure of each proof differs. This is certainly true of the
words and concepts by which St. Thomas proceeds. Whether
or not it is also true of his intention, 1s the bone of contention
between the two opinions.

At any rate, it is beyond doubt that St. Thomas has used the
principles of sufficient reason and causality to bridge the gap
between possibles and necessary in the Contra Gentes. There
we have a proof, admirable in its conciseness and clarity. Since
the Summa Conira Gentes preceded the Prima Pars of the
Summa Theologiae by at least three years, the question arises:
“ Why, then, in the Summa Theologiae did not St. Thomas use
this valid and cogent argument to prove the existence of God
from the notion of possibility and necessity? ” Why, we may
ask, did he substitute in a book intended to dissipate needless
obscurity, a proof over whose nature learned theologians have
disagreed? We can only answer that the proof in the Contra
Gentes did not suit the purpose of St. Thomas as he penned the
famous third article of the second question. If then he made
use of an exclusively and patent metaphysical argument in the
Contra Gentes, it seems logical to conclude that in the Summa
we must look for a proof that is other than wholly metaphysical.
Thus we propose the temporal opinion as the correct interpreta-
tion of the Tertia Via. That is, the medium employed bv St.
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Thomas in arriving at the existence of a necessary being is the
very physical nature of contingent things as viewed from the
aspect of their duration in existence.

Let it be noted that we have said that this is a modern prob-
lem, for any difficulty with the Tertic Via is almost unknown
in the Thomistic tradition. In respect to the earliest commenta-
tors of St. Thomas, as Capreolus, Cajetan and Baifiez, the note-
worthy fact is their paucity of comment and concern over this
proof. All cite the text of St. Thomas. Capreolus in response to
an objection of Aureolus defends the principle that corruptible
things must of their nature corrupt.! Bafiez in his commentary
on the Prima Pars does the same. Cajetan does not even com-
ment on this proof, although he must have been aware of the
objection of Aureolus. In the light of the eminent qualifications
of these great commentators, we must confess that this proof
offered no special difficulty.

When we meet the commentary of John of St. Thomas how-
ever, we see a radical change from the attitude of the previous
commentators. John of St. Thomas gives us a brief paraphrase
of the Tertia Via which 1s indeed of a metaphysical nature. As
the nexus between the existence of possibles and the existence
of a necessary being, he says:

Therefore 1t is necessary that there be some being neither contin-
gent nor corruptible through which they (corruptible beings) might
have being; because it is necessary that what has being after non-
being, have this through some being in act; and this cannot be a cor-
ruptible contingent because all contingents have being after non-
being and there cannot be a process in infinity. Therefore they
suppose some belng, not contingent, from which they have bemg,
therefore there is besides these corruptible beings, some being in-
corruptible and necessary.’

* Defensiones Theologine Divi Thomae Aquinatis, T, dist. ITL, q. 1: Tertia Instans.

5 Cursus Theologici, I, q. I1, disp. 8, a. 2, no. 23: “ergo oportuit dari aliquod ens
non corruptibile nec contingens, per quod habeant esse: quia quod habet esse
ex non esse, oportet quod per aliquod ens in actu habeat illud; et hoc non potest
esse corruptibile contingens, quia ommnia contingentia habeant esse ex non esse,
et non datur processus in infinitum; ergo supponunt aliquod ens non contingens,
a quo habeant esse; datur ergo praeter ista corruptibilia sliquod ens non corrupti-
bile et necessarium,”
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This argumentation is indeed very similar to the proof for God’s
eternity as given in the Contra Gentes.

The later commentators, as Gonet, Billuart and Gotti see
the Tertia Via in much the same light, that is, they argue to the
conclusion from the metaphysical reasoning of the principles of
sufficient reason and causality. Thus for example, Gotti says:

If every being were contingent or possible to be and not be, then
plainly nothing would be, because these things which from their
nature have only a possibility of existence, can not de facto exist,
unless through some necessary being which from its nature exists
per se.®

Most modern Thomists, e.g. Del Prado, Van der Mersch,
Garrigou-Lagrange, Pegues, and in general the manualists, fol-
low this interpretation. Thus under the leadership of John of
St. Thomas, the common Thomistic interpretation has come to
be the metaphysical reasoning as given in the proof of the
Contra Gentes. It must be noted however that none of these
commentaries treat of the temporal Interpretation in itself,
neither about the possibility nor the impossibility of its validity.
However, to Fr. Francisco Muifiiz, 0.P.,S. T. M., of the Collegio
Angelicum in Rome must credit be given for first developing
these ideas in his commentary in Spanish on the Prima Pars
(Suma Teologica, t. 1. B. A. C. (Madrid, 1947), p. 126 seq.) .

I. Tue ProBrLEM RAIsED BY CONTEMPORARIES

In the 1924 edition of the Revue de Philosophie Pire Gény,
S. d. professed that much of the proof as worded in the Summa
Theologiae seemed very doubtful to him. Pére Sertillanges, O. P.
undertook to defend the text of St. Thomas. As Pere Gény
was called by death before he might rebut, Pére Descogs, S.J
resumed the argument by criticising the exegesis of Pere Ser-

¢ Theologia Scholastica Dogmatica juxta mentem Divi Thomae Aquinatis, O.P.,
I De Deo, tract. II, q. 1, dub. 4, par. 41 “Si omne ens esset contingens, seu
possibile esse et non esse, nullum plane ens de facto esset, quia ea quae ex se et
suapte naturas solum habeat possibilitatem ad existentiam, non possunt de facto
existere, nisi per aliquod ens necessarium cui per se et ex natura sua conveniat
existere.”
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tillanges and reaflirming the doubts of Pére Gény. Pére Sertil-
langes replied as did also Frs. Chambat, Q. S. B. and Héris, 0. P.
In 1932, Fr. Bouyges, S.J. offered his interpretation of the
proof in the Revue de Philosophie. Later ¥Frs. Boyer, S.J. and
Maquart weighed the discussion in their manuals and explained
their solution to the problem. In the 1949 edition of Sapienza,
Fr. S. Deandrea, O. P. published an exhaustive evaluation of the
controversy. Most recently, in the Acts of the Third Inter-
national Thomistic Congress at Rome, the dispute was again
brought to light by Fr. H. Degl’Innocenti, O.P. and Fr. Van
Steenberghen of Louvain. We shall now try to trace the dispute
by seeing what interpretation the above mentioned scholars
claim to be the one intended by St. Thomas.

Pére Gény:

Pere Gény first asserts that his doubts are concerning St.
Thomas’ wording of the proof: “ The text and not the substance
offers a serious difficulty. In fact the manner of presentation
in the Contra Gentes, I, c. 15, is extremely clear and most evi-
dent and accessible.”” He then contends that St. Thomas
undertook to give us this text in order that the starting-point
might be more evident. However, in so doing, he failed to
achieve the same clarity and validity that the argumentation
in the Contra Gentes offers. Pére Gény then divides the text
inte two affirmations, both of which he holds doubtful. These
are: “ What is possible not to be, 1. e., what is corruptible, at
some time ceases in being ”® and “if therefore all things
were at some time corruptible, nothing more would be at
all.” ® As regards the first assertion, he says: “ Why is that

"Paul Gény, S.J. “Les preuves thomistes de Vexistence de Diew.” Revue de
Philosophie, XXXI (1924), 6, p. 578: “Je dis: le texte et non de la substance
méme de la preuve. Il y a en effet, une maniére de la présenter qui lui donne une
clarté extréme et en fait la plus evidente et la plus accessible de toutes. Cette
maniére, Saint Thomas lui méme I'a employée au chaptre XV du livre I du Contra
Gentes.”

8Ibid., p. 582: “ce qui est susceptible de ne pas étre (3 qui est corruptibile),
4 un certain moment cesse d’étre.”

®Ibid.: “Si donc toutes choses avaient été corruptibiles & un certain moment,
il n’y aurait plus rien en du tout.”
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which is corruptible, necessarily corrupted? This does not seem
evident.” ** Against the second assertion, he adds: “ Why
should generations and corruptions in a world composed solely
of corruptibile beings, necessarily lead to a total destruction? ”
He then continues by saying that this likewise is not evident,
for it supposes the truth of this principle taken from Maimo-
mides: what is possible for one species, cannot but happen.
From this principle it would follow that a world composed solely
of corruptibile beings, at some time would be corrupted. But,
adds Pere Gény, this principle is in no way proven.*?

Thus, for Pére Gény, the sense of St. Thomas’, ““ quod est
possible non esse, quandoque non est,” is “ what is corruptibile,
must at some time corrupt.” Furthermore, according to Pére
Gény, St. Thomas also says that if all things are corruptibile,
there must come about a total annihilation of being in the
future. However, asks Pére Gény, what happens to the scho-
lastic axiom that the corruption of one thing is the generation
of another. He insinuates that in his preoccupation with sim-
plicity, St. Thomas has availed himself of Maimonides’ doctrine
and thereby contradicted himself.

Pére Sertillanges:

Pére Sertillanges then rises to the defense of the Holy
Doctor. Taking the affirmations of Pére Gény, he explains them
in the light of the hypothesis which St. Thomas uses in the
proof. Thus when St. Thomas says that if all things are possi-
bles, he thereby hypothetically removes any permanence that

1° Ibid., p. 586: “ De ces deux assertions, la premiére est déjad pour nous legere-
ment déconcertante. Pourquoi ce qui est corruptibile devrait, il necessairement, en
fait, se corrumpe? ”

1 Ibid.: “Pourquoi le jeu des generations et corruptions dans un univers composé
uniquement d’étres corruptibiles, devrait il aboutir 4 un anéantissement total? ”

2 Ibid., p. 588: “ Maimomide la demontrait en faisant remarquer que ce qui est
possibile pour P’espéce ne peut pas ne pas arriver necessairement; c’est-a-dire: dans
Ihypothese que chacun des &tres de l'univers est corruptibile, Pensemble 'est aussi,
et pour I’ensemble, I’hypothese doit-se vérifer au moins une fois. Si le principe in-
voqué est vrai, la conclusion suit necessairement, et voila la difficulté résolue. Mais
comment se justifie le principe?
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would tend to stabilize possible things in their existence. Pére
Sertillanges emphasizes that when it is said that all is perishable,
then this “ all ” takes in every being; matter, form, exemplars,
ends, etc. There is thus denied to the world any permanence
whether this permanence be understood in terms of matter,
form, exemplars, etc. If such be the case, how can it be said that
the corruption of one is the generation of another. This axiom
cannot be justified if the subsisting matter is itself perishable.
Thus if all is perishable, then each thing is entirely perishable,
and so the whole is perishable. If the whole is perishable, then
at some determined epoch the whole must perish, which is
another way of saying that it could not have subsisted. Thus
all is perishable and St. Thomas then concludes from this that
nothing was. It is a strange logical operation but a necessary
one. The terms are absurd but their connection is correct, even
necessary. Thus the hypothesis is itself condemned. There is
then something necessary in the world and this necessary being
(or beings) ultimately proves the existence of God.** And so,

% A. D. Sertillanges, 0.P., Revue Thomiste, IX (1926), 42, pp. 500-501:

“ 5i tout est périssable, la matiére aussi est périssable; la forme est périssable; les
idées de plan qui sont les cadres idéaux de la nature, eux sont aussi périssables; les
fins, qui s’identifient & ces formes idéales, sont périssables, et périssables enfin sont
les étais plus ou moins authentiques, variés, mais toujours nécessaires, que les
diverses cosmologies proposent pour expliquer le jeu des générations & travers les
Ages. . . . Quand on dit tout, c’est tout; quand on refuse & l'univers, ¢’est-a-dire a
Tuniversalité intégrale des choses dont dépend le monde physique, de contenir quoi
que ce soit de permanent, on est bien mal venu & supposer que la corruption de I'un
doive aboutir 4 la génération de l'autre. Comment cet adage se justifie-t-il, si ce
n’est grice & une permanence sousjacente aux changements sous le nom de matiére,
5 une permanence dominant et dirigeant les changements sous le nom de formes, a
des exemplaires, & des fins, sans parler d’autres permanences possibiles ou nécessaires
comme P’éther de nos physiciens, comme les cieux scholastiques, ou quoi que ce soit
qui les puisse remplacer? . . . En bref, utilisant ma proposition intermédiaire,
j’écrirais la preuve ainsi: Si tout est périssable en tout, le Tout, aussi, est périssable.
Et si le Tout est périssable, & une époque indélerminée quelconque, ce Toul a di
périr, ce qui est une autre fagon le dire: Il n’a pu subsister. Quand donc on dit
saint Thomas prend son point de départ dans le fait, on a raison: mais ce fait, qui
implique des permanences, ce n’est pas saint Thomas, c’est Padversaire, qui le vide
de tout contenu d’éternité en disant: tout est périssable. Le non-sens qui en résulte,
et qui est déja dans Pantécédent, il faut bien le voir, et c’est & quoi sert cette
réduction au néant que saint Thomas opére ensuite. Etrange opération logique, je
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for Peére Sertillanges, the “ possibile non esse ” of St. Thomas
is to be rendered by “ perishable ” which has the same sense
as the “ corruptibile ” of Pére Gény. For each author it is a
physical fact and the “ quandoque non est ” means a corruption
of being, or in other words, non-existence which follows
existence.

Pére Descoqs:

Pere Descogs then enters the lists and concludes with Pére
Geény that St. Thomas’ wording of the Tertia Via is insupport-
able. However he disagrees with Pére Gény in the source of the
proof. For him, Aristotle and not Maimonides is St. Thomas’
mentor on the point. As proof, Pére Descogs cites a long text
from St. Thomas’ commentary on Aristotle’s De Caelo et
Mundo in which the Stagirite shows that a corruptible being
must corrupt.’ However, Pére Descogs disagrees with this
position. So he writes: “ That which is corruptible must cor-
rupt because if it does not corrupt, it will be an incorruptible. I
distinguish: That which is corruptible per se and does not de
facto corrupt will be an incorruptible per se, nego; will be an
incorruptible per accidens, and then only de facto and not de
jure, concedo. In this there 1s not the slightest contradiction.” *°
Pére Descogs then goes on to chide St. Thomas for not criti-

le reconnais. . . . Tant pis pour athée, si, partant de Vabsurde . . . il aboutit &
Pabsurdité nouvelle d’'un univers sombrant dans le rien. Les deux termes sont absur-
des, mais leur lien est correct, il est nécessaire, et Phypothése est donc condamnée; il
v a di nécessaire dans le monde, et ce nécessaire, ultérieurement, prouve Dieun.”

** I de Caelo et Mundo, lect. 29: ** Impossible est id quod est corruptibile, quando-
que non corrumpi, quia si quandoque non corrumpatur, potest non corrumpi, et ita
erit incorruptibile, et tamen ponitur sempiterno tempore corruptibile existens.
Semper igitur, id est infinito tempore, erit simul actu corruptibile et incorruptibile.
Sed quod corrumpitur non semper est; quod autem est incorruptibile, semper est;
ergo erit aliquid simul possibile semper esse et non semper esse. Quod est impossibile
. . . quia quod potest semper esse, ex necessitate semper est, unde non potest non
semper esse. Sic igitur patet quod omne corruptibile quandoque corrumpetur.”

*5 Pedro Descogs, S.J. Praelectiones Theologicze Naturalis. 1, 251-258: * cor-
rompre, parce que, s'il ne se corrompait pas, il serait incorruptibile: je distingue: ce
qui est corruptibilie per se et ne corromprait pas de fait serait imcorruptibile per se,
nego, serait incorruptible per accidens, et donc de fait mais non de droit, concedo. En
quoi il n’y a pas le moindre contradiction.”
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cising this faulty reasoning of Aristotle. “For the validity of
the Tertia Via does not depend on this distinction, and the
essential principles which underlie, the argument remain intact.
But inasmuch as this difficulty, which is the difficulty of Pére
Gény, has not been clarified, the proof, under the form which St.
Thomas has given in the Sumima, runs the risk of being in-
complete and in a certain manner, unfounded.” ¢

Peére Descogs confirms the interpretation and difficulties of
Peére Gény. The wording of St. Thomas is at fault inasmuch as it
is not proven that a corruptible being must at some time cor-
rupt. However, for Pére Descogs, St. Thomas’ imperfect text
does not at all influence this proof from possibility and neces-
sity, of which the first and second viae are but varieties.'’

Father Chambat:

Fr. L. Chambat then advances a new opinion by interpreting
the controverted text in the sense of potency and act. Denying
Pére Gény’s claim that St. Thomas took his text from Mai-
monides, he msists rather that the source was the sixth chapter
of the thirteenth book of the Metaphysics. There Aristotle
founds the priority of act in regard to potency by proving that
if potency were prior to act then nothing would begin to be.
Thus, for Fr. Chambat, St. Thomas is talking about the non-
existence which precedes existence when he says: “ whatever is

¢ Ibid.: “Si la chose ne lui parait pas ainsi, avouons nos regrets que le saint
Docteur n’ait pas jugé opportun de pousser plus avant sa critique de I'objection. Le
sort de la Tertia Via tout entiére n’en dépend assurément pas et les principes essen-
tiels qui servent de base & Pargument demeurent intacts. Mais, tant que cette diffi-
culté—qui est la difficulté Gény—n’aura-pas été écartée, la preuve, sous la forme que
lui a donnée saint Thomas dans la Somme, risque de rester incomplete et d’une
certaine facon en I'air.”

17 Ibid., pp. 242-248. “Tres enim illae arguunt necessitatem causae primae ut
reddatur ratio sive mobilitatis (fa via), sive activitatis (2a via), sive entis quod
generatur et corrumpitur (3a via, quae est ex caducitate entium materialium).
Mobilitas autem et caducitas et dependentia in agere sicut in esse sunt praecise signa
propria contingentiae, quae dicit dependentiam ab alio; unde la et 2a via non sunt
nisi varietates fertize, quae remanet omnium praestantissima, dummodo contin-
gentia sensu maxime generali audiatur, quatenus haec via probat radicalem insuffi-
cientiam in esse entis contingentis. . . .”
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possible not to be, at some time is not.” Therefore, since it is
then in potency, it needs a being in act to actualize it. And so,
if all things are possible, then at some time nothing was.®

Father Héris:

Father Héris seems to say the same thing as Fr. Chambat,
but he bases his opinion on the priority in time of potency in
regard to act. “ When St. Thomas writes: that which is possible
not to be, at some time is not : the ¢ sometimes is not ’ can also
be understood of the non-being which precedes being as well
as the non-being that follows being. In the first sense, the propo-
sition rests on the principle St. Thomas establishes in the six-
teenth chapter of the first book of the Contra Gentes, sc.,
‘ what is sometimes in potency and sometimes in act, is, accord-
ing to time, first in potency and then in act” So when St.
Thomas says there was nothing, ‘ aliquando non fuit,” he is not
speaking of a total corruption but rather of a total non-inception
in being or a non-appearance of being.” ** Fr. Héris claims that
this interpretation is best because it is more metaphysical and
approaches nearer the parallel proof in the Contra Gentes.

Father Bouyges:

In his article, Fr. Bouyges likewise rejects the exegesis of Pere
Gény. On the other hand, he does not agree with the ontological
position of Frs. Chambat and Héris. Rather he thinks that the
principle in question is a logical one and devoid of any physical

18 Lucien Chambat, 0.S.B. “La Tertia Via dans Saint Thomas et Aristotle,”
Revue Thomiste, X (1927), 46.

19 Ch. V. Héris, 0. P. Bulletin Thomiste, V Année, No. 4 (1928), p. 319: “ Quand
Saint Thomas écrit: °Ce qui est capable de n’étre pas, a un moment donné n’est
pas,’ le quandoque non est peut s'entendre aussi bien du non-8tre qui précéde Vétre
que du non-&tre qui le suit. Au premier sens, la proposition s’appuie sur ce principle
rappelé par saint Thomas au I Contra Gentes, e¢. 16: ‘Quod quandoque est in
potentia quandoque in actu, prius (est) tempore in potentia quam in actu”’ Des
lors on comprend la suite du raisonnement, tout entiér basé sur la priorité temporelle
de la puissance par rapport & P'acte au sein d’'un méme étre physique: °Si donc
tous les étres sont capables de n’étre pas, un jour rien ne fut parmi les étres (non
par suite de leur anéantissement, mais du fait de leur non-apparition). Mais s'il
en était ainsli, maintenant encore rien ne serait.”
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or metaphysical content. “ What is possible not to be,” for Fr.
Bouyges, is “ transitory.” A transitory thing is measured by
time.*® According to his thesis, St. Thomas is contrasting neces-
sary and possible beings. The former exist always; the latter do
not exist always.®® Thus he avoids the difficulties of Pére Gény
by proposing a logical principle which he himself admits smacks
of tautology.?® Any other conception of the principle, whether
physical or metaphysical, is only materially present in St.
Thomas’ reasoning.® Fr. Bouyges’ exegesis is such: “ We see
beings which pass in temporal existence: they did not exist, they
exist, they exist no longer. Before knowing their number, their
physical or metaphysical nature, we are certain of this fact: they
are transitory. To this category of beings, there can be logically
opposed a category of beings (similar in nature or not) which
always perdure; by hypothesis they always exist. Of this cate-
gory, reason alone can certify for us its existence, This will be
precisely the role of the Tertia Via.” ** Fr. Bouyges concludes

** M. Bouyges, S.J.. “TExégése de la Tertia Via de Saint Thomas d’Aquin,”
Revue de Philosophe, IIT (1932), 132: “ Denommer possible esse et mon esse ce
qui est ‘transitoire,” c’est a dire mesuré par le temps, n’est pas arbitraire.”

** Ibid.: “ Par opposition & ces é&tres nécessaires (durant toujours), les &tres
transitoires ou ne-durant-pas toujours, pouvaient tout naturellement regevoir le
nom de ° possibiles.””

22 Ibid. (p. 142): “ Si maintenant nous remplagons la traduction du P. Gény par
la nétre,  ce qui est un possibile quant 4 la non-existence 3 un moment n’est pas’; si
nous admettons que ‘ possible quant 4 non-existence > dénomme ce qui par hypothése,
n’est pas nécessaire quant 4 Pexistence, c’est-a-dire ne dure pas toujours, 'affirmation
de St. Thomas est si évident qu’elle risquerait d’étre une tautologie; et ¢’est pour
cela qu’ll énonce simplement, certain qu’il est de se conformer aux régles de la
logique.”

28 Ibid., p. 185: “ Dans la pensée de saint Thomas, les mots ° possibilia esse et
non esse,” n’étaient-ils donc qu'une simple denomination du ‘ transitoire’? Nous
nous garderons bien de U'affirmer. Impliqueraint-ils alors une théorie plus profonde
de la potentialité des étres matériels corruptibiles? Oui. Mais dans la tertia via
cette théorie n’est que matériellement présente, ou plutdt sousjacente.”

24 Ibid., p. 188: “Nous voyéns des étres qui se succeédent, qui passent dans
Pexistence temporelle: ils n’existaient pas, ils existent, ils n’existent plus. Avant de
connaitre leur nombre, leur nature physique ou métaphysique, nous sommes certains
de ce fait; ils sont transtoires. A cette catégorie peut étre opposée logiquement une
catégorie, homogéne ou non, d’étres qui eux dureaient toujours, existeraient toujours
par hypothése. Mais de cette catégorie, seuls des raisonnements nous certifierent
Pexistence. Ce sera précisément le role de la tertia via.”
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by averring that no matter how one understands the proposi-
tion “ quod possibile est, aliquando non est,” the two great
principles of the proof which give it its demonstrative force are
left intact. These two principles are: what does not exist can
only come into existence through something already existing;
and: it is not possibile to proceed into infinity in necessary
things that have their necessity caused by another.®

Father Boyer:

In his manual Fr. Boyer allies himself with Pére Sertillanges.
He adopts Pere Gény’s interpretation of “ possibile non esse ”
as “ corruptible,” but he defends the validity of St. Thomas’
“ quandoque mnon est.”” Father Boyer cites the objection of
Pere Descogs and distinguishes it. The objection avers that a
per se corruptible can be per accidens not corruptible. Fr. Boyer
distinguishes: Can be per accidens not corrupted, because of
some cause impeding its corruption and thereby making it de
facto incorruptible, concedo; can be per accidens incorruptible
without such a cause, nego.*® Thus Fr. Boyer allies himself with
the physical interpretation and holds that St. Thomas’ proof is
legitimate as such. He further claims that Fr. Chambat’s exe-
gesis of non-being before being is not in accordance with the
text.”

Father Maquart:

Fr. Maquart’s manual contains a concise discussion of the
problem. He inveighs against the interpretation of “ possibile

2 Ibid., p. 145: “ Car apres tout, quelque facon que I'on entende la proposition
‘ quod possibile est aliquando non est,” on lamssera intacts les deux grandes principes
qui donnent & la démonstration sa véritable force: ce qui n’existe pas ne commence
3 exister que par ce qui existe,” et pour la seconde partie: ‘il n’est pas possible de
procéder a I'infini quand il s’agit de nécessaires qui ont une cause de leur nécessite.” ”

28 C, Boyer, 8.J.: Cursus philosophiae, II, 818: “Obj. 1: In argumento dicitur
quod si omnia essent corruptibilia, iam corrupta essent omnia et nihil essent. Sed
quod est ex se corruptibile potest per accidens non corrumpi. Ergo argumentum non
valet. Respondeo: Concedo maiorem, distingue minorem: corruptibilia possunt non
corrumpi ex aliqua causa quae in eis naturam corrigit, et sic facit ea de facto in-
corruptibilia, concedo; possunt non corrumpi sine tali causa, nego.”

27 Jbid., cf. footnote.
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non esse ” as “ corruptible.” He holds that St. Thomas is talk-
ing about things that de facto are generated and corrupted.®®
Therefore, says Fr. Marquart, a temporal argument can be in-
troduced in the text. However, this temporal argument is only
accidental in St. Thomas’ mind. Fr. Maquart relies on the
argumentation of a possible being’s indifference to being as the
reason for its non-existence at some time.” Thus he adopts the
traditional Thomistic exegesis. On the other hand, he adds, if
you accept the interpretation of Pere Gény, then the difficulty is
solved by the text from the De Caelo et Mundo (I, lect. 29).
Moreover he holds that Fr. Boyer vanquishes the illegitimate
distinction of Pére Descogs.*®

Father Deandrea:

In the 1949 edition of Sapienza, Fr. Deandrea gives an excel-
lent summary of the debate. He treats the principle in question
according to its ontological content and its temporal significa-
tion. He disagrees with the opinion that translates the prin-
ciple: “ quod est possibile non esse, quandoque non est” as
“ that which is corruptible, must at some time corrupt.” For he
says that such an interpretation renders the validity of the
proof as problematical and makes St. Thomas guilty of an evi-
dent incoherency.® Father Deandrea also rejects the interpre-

2 R. X. Maquart: Elementa Philosophiae, 111, 305: His autem consentire non
possumus, et putamus hic loqui S. Thomam non de corruptibilibus, sed de his quae
de facto generantur et corrumpuntur.”

2% Ibid., p. 306: “ Sed haec consideratio temporalis et inceptionis et corruptionis
rerum non est nisi accidentalis in argumento S. Thomae. Aliter enim probari potest
quod impossibile est omnia possibilia esse et non esse. Quod enim possibile est non
esse ex se, est indifferens ad esse et non esse. Si igitur omnia sunt possibilia non
esse, nihil unquam ex hac indifferentia egreditur ac proinde nihil actu est. Cum
autem quaedam, quae sunt possibila esse et non esse, existant, impossibile est omnia
quae sunt talia, sc. possibilia esse et non esse.”

80 Ibid., p. 309: “Si autem admiseris interpretationem P. Gény de contingenti
corruptibili, objectio cl. auctoris sufficienter solvitur a textu de Caele et Mundo; ita
cum P. Boyer contra P. Descogs qui videtur introducere distinctionem illegitimam.”

315, Deandrea, 0.P.: “La Tertia Via e le sue difficoltd,” Sapienza (1949), 1, p.
41: “ Abbandonando l'intepretazione del P. Gény la quale, oltre che rendere il
valore della terza via assal problematico, non salva S. Tommaso da evidente in-
coerenza, non resta che tentare la direzione completamente opposta, cioé del non
essere nel passato.”
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tation of Fr. Bouyges that the principle is devoid of any
physical or metaphysical content, since as such it is tautology
pure and simple. Rather he adopts, explains and defends the
exegesis of Fr. Chambat. He maintains the validity of the
principle “ quod possibile est non esse, quandoque non est”
by citing the text from the De Caelo et Mundo. He then applies
the principle to St. Thomas’ hypothesis that if all things are
possibles, then at some time nothing was, by repeating Fr.
Chambat’s argument from the Metaphysics that the total lack
of existence refers to the past time before anything was, since
in generation potency is prior to act.’* Fr. Deandrea’s article
proves to be a thorough study of the proof and its problems.
His reasoning, logical and compelling, provides a strong argu-
ment for the school that holds the fundamental basis of the
Tertia Via to be the metaphysical notion of the relation of
potency and act. In itself it is unanswerable argument. Fr.
Deandrea presents a proof for the existence of God which is
different from the proof in the Contra Gentes, but which is
also a valid and cogent demonstration.

Father Van Steenberghen:

The latest discussion of the Tertia Via and its problem is to
be found in the Acts of the Third International Thomistic
Congress held at Rome in 1950. Fr. Van Steenberghen chal-
lenges the validity of the principles contained in the proof. His
objections may be reduced to those which Pére Gény raised
against these principles. His contention is that St. Thomas
has shown too great a fidelity to Aristotle with the result that
the Holy Doctor has followed the Philosopher into error.?®* For

%2 Ibid., p. 45. “ 1l grande principio da cui hanno valore, e su cui si fondano, é
la legge che regola i rapporti dell’atto e della potenza. La priorita (ordine gene-
rationis) della potenza sull’atto giustifica e autorizza, nell'ipotesi che tutte le cose
siano ‘ possibilia non esse,” la deduzione del nulla totale tempo. La prioritd assoluta
(ordine naturae) dell’atto sulla potenza c1 permette di salire dall'impossibilita di
questo nulla all’atto necessario.”

3% Fernand Van Steenberghen: “Reflexions Sur Les Quingue Viae,” Adcta I
Congressus Thomistici Internationalis, p. 240: “ et saint Thomas semble avoir cédé
ici (comme beaucoup de ses contemporains) & une fidélité excessive 4 Aristote.”
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he says: “1It is more simple and natural to think that St.
Thomas took as his source the Aristotelian principle according
to which every contingent being (possibile esse et non esse) has
a limited duration (quandoque non est) , so that every necessary
being is eternal (and conversely, every eternal being is neces-
sary): all contingent being has then commenced from non-
being; therefore if all beings were contingent, absolute non-
being would have preceded being, which is absurd. for from
absolute non-being nothing would come forth. Such seems to be
the dialectic of the Tertia Via. In reality, the contingent-tem-
poral paralielism does not impose itself with evidence.” ** Father
Van Steenberghen then concludes with the opinion that we
should abandon the complicated and moot formula of the
Summa and return to the formula of the Contra Gentes.

Father Degl’ Innocenti:

In the same meeting, Fr. Degl’Innocenti offers his word on
the dispute. His opinion is that of Pére Sertillanges.®® Thus
“ quod est possibile non esse, quandoque non est” is to be
interpreted as “ what is corruptible, must at some time corrupt.”
He also adduces the text from the De Caelo et Mundo to prove

€€

this contention. He then goes on to explain the sense of: “ s
omnia sunt possibilia non esse, aliquando nihil fuit in rebus.”
“If all things, not excluding prime matter, are by their natures

2 Ibid., p. 239: “Mais il me parait bien improbable que ‘ quandoque ’ ait ici un
sens purement métaphysique; il est bien plus simple et plus naturel de penser que
saint Thomas reprend & son compte le principe aristotélicien selon lequel tout étre
contingent (possibile esse et non esse) a une durée limitée (quandoque non est),
tandis que tout étre nécessaire est éternal (et, inversement, tout étre éternel est
nécessaire) ; tout étre contingent a donc commencé par n’étre pas; dés lors, si tous
les é&tres étaient contingents, le non é&tre absolu aurait précédé I’étre, ce qui est
absurde. . . . En réalité, le parallélisme contingent-temporel ne s’impose pas avec
évidence. . . .”

3*H. Degl'Innocenti, 0.P.: “De sensu Tertiae Viae,” Adecta III Congressus
Thomistici Internationalis, p. 257, footnote 8: “ In nostra interpretatione nobis auxilio
fuit P. Sertillanges qui inter modernos melius quam omnes percepit sensum Tertiae
Viae: unicus enim plene adhaeret textui, explicat Tertiam Viam per Tertiam Viam,
et fere unicus consulit honori philosophico S. Thomae qui juxta alios interpretes
aérem verberaret et nihil omnino concluderet, quod durum est admittere.”
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wholly corruptible, from any corruption nothing remains
whence there can be a new generation; and so varied and al-
ways more numerous corruptions do not compensate for new
generations, and the world would have been already extinct.
But it is not extinct. Therefore not all things are corruptible:
besides corruptibles there must be incorruptibles in existence.” *¢
Thus with these latest additions to the dispute, we are
brought back to the beginning of the controversy. Fr. Van
Steenberghen accepts the difficulties of Pére Gény while Fr.
Degl’'Innocenti espouses the defense of Pére Sertillanges.

Summation:

Let us now try to sum up the various theories proposed under
their proper headings.

I — First of all we have those who contend that the text of
the proof in the Summa is faulty. Let it be noted that none of
them denies the possibility of arriving at the truth of God’s
existence from the existence of contingent beings. As Pére Gény
says, it is the text and not the substance that offers difficulty.
Those who hold for the rejection of the text in the Summa and
the adoption of the text in the Contra Gentes as the Tertia Via
are: Pére Gény, Pere Descogs and Father Van Steenberghen.
They hold that the principles as worded in the Summa are not
sufficiently clear and doubtfully valid.

IX — The opposite school which defends not only the sub-
stance but also the text itself are subdivided according to their
interpretation of the text.

A — Firstly, there are the old commentators who accepted
the proof and the text. Their silence concerning it force us to
acknowledge that for them, at least, the text in the Summa

3¢ Ibid., p. 254: “ Sensus igitur est: Si omnia omnino, non exclusa materia prima,
sunt natura sua corruptibilia, ex quavis corruptione nihil relinquitur unde possit fieri
nova generatio; et sic variae et semper numerosiores corruptiones non compensantur
novis generationibus, et mundus iam a saeculis esset extinctus, idque tanto facilius
quanto antiguior poneretur. Sed non est extinctus, ut facto constat; ergo non omnia
sunt corruptibilia, destructibilia: praeter corruptibilia existunt etiam incorruptibilia.”

2
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offers no difficulty. As Baiiez remarks, the question of the
existence of God is one on which Scholastics are not accustomed
to dwell. Thus, Capreolus, Cajetan and Bafiez.

B — Secondly, we have the greater part of the Thomistic
tradition from John of St. Thomas onward who interpret the
text of the Summa in the light of the proof in the Contra Gentes.
For this school, the nexus between contingent and necessary
being is the principle of sufficient reason. Since possibles are
indifferent to being and non-being, there must be a determined
(and therefore necessary being) to resclve their indifference and
give them being.

C — Thirdly, there is the school which rejects such an onto-
logical basis and claims instead that the fundamental principles
are physical and temporal. These say that the very nature of
corruptible beings is St. Thomas’ medium of arising to the
existence of necessary being. They hold the non-existence which
St. Thomas posits if all things are corruptibles, is the non-
existence that follows on or after existence. Thus Pere Sertil-
langes, Father Boyer and Father Degl’Innocenti.

D — Fourthly, there is the group that rejects the interpreta-
tion read into the proof in the light of the Contra Gentes and
yet holds for the insufficiency of the purely temporal exegesis.
This opinion bridges the gap from possibles to necessity by the
primacy in generation of potency over act. Therefore, for them,
the non-existence mentioned by St. Thomas is the period that
precedes existence. Closely allied in this theory are Father
Chambat, Father Héris and Father Deandrea.

E — Finally we have Father Maquart who contends that the
proof is capable of both a physical and metaphysical interpre-
tation, but who inclines strongly to the traditional Thomistic
exegesis. Father Bouyges, holding for a completely logical nexus
between contingents and necessary being, may be ranked with
those who hold that the period of non-existence precedes the
existence of the possibles.
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And so the problem stands. If a temporal interpretation is
sought, then the difficulties of Pére Gény and Pére Sertillanges
are an obstacle that must be explained and removed. Other-
wise it seems that we shall be forced to the position of Frs.
Chambat and Héris, or to the proof as worded in the Contra
Gentes. However before we consider the alternatives, it will
be necessary to look at the text in the Summa and determine if
all the possibilities have been exhausted.

I1. TerMs oF SOLUTION

A. Necessity and Contingency in St. Thomas

In our examination of the proof as worded in the Summa the
first thing we notice is St. Thomas’ heading that this proof is
taken from the nodon of possibility and necessity. Yet, the
Tertia Via is most commonly called the proof from contingency.
Therefore, we may ask, is the notion of possibility the same
as that of contingency? Still more, is contingency or possibility
so divided against necessity that all being is either necessary or
contingent? Finally, are necessary beings which receive their
necessity from another also contingent when compared with
that one being which is necessary of itself?

Some authors maintain that the name contingent is different
from that of possible, so that a contingent being does not con-
note the same as a possible being. For these authors, con-
tingency seems to mean participation in being. Thus, for ex-
ample, Fr. Boyer says: “ The argument which is called by St.
Thomas, from possibility and necessity, can also be said to be
from contingency, since the name contingent applies both to
those things which have no necessity and to those which
receive their necessity from another.®” Fr. Boyer, then, seems to
say that contingent being is the same as created being. Fr.

*7C. Boyer, Cursus Philosophiae, II, 818: * Argumentum, quod a S. Thoma
vocatur ex possibili et necessario, dici quoque potest ex contingentia, quia nomen
contingentis convenit tum iis quae nullam necessitatem habent, tum iis quae pecessi-
tatem suam ab alio recipiunt.”
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Maquart holds that contingency may be applied to beings that
exist from eternity as well as to corruptible beings, for “ in itself,
contingent does not imply inception nor corruption.” ** Yet in
the first part of the third proof St. Thomas implies that
possibile beings, at any rate, are beings subject to generation
and corruption, since generation and corruption is the sign of
their existence. In his article, “ Necessary and Contingent
Being in St. Thomas,” in the October 1951 edition of the New
Scholasticism, Mr. Thomas Wright inveighs strongly against
this interpretation of contingency offered by Fr. Boyer and Fr.
Magquart. Citing frequently from St. Thomas he concludes that
both contingent and possible must be applied only to cor-
ruptible beings. Since the matter is intimately connected with
our problem it will be wise to investigate anu see exactly what
St. Thomas meant by contingent, possible and necessary.

In the question in the De Potentia where St. Thomas takes
up the problem of whether God has the power of annihilation,
there is treated the necessity and possibility of things. St.
Thomas says that possibility in things may be understood in
two ways, either according to the active power of the agent or
according to a potency in the things themselves.*® Taken in the
latter sense, St. Thomas gives us two opinions. First he cites
Avicenna who held that everything outside of God has in itself
the possibility of non-existence since to God alone does existence
belong by essence. Since, therefore, the existence of all creatures
is really distinct from their essence, all creatures by their very
nature can not-be. That a creature be necessary is purely ex-
trinsic to its nature, coming to it from that being which alone

38 Maquart, Elementa Philosophiae, IXI, 309: “non magis est contra doctrinam
Angelici Doctoris illud intelligere de contingenti existente ab aeterno quam de
contingenti corruptibili; secundum se contingens quidem non implicat inceptionem
nec corruptibilitatem.”

% De Pot., q. 5, a. 3: “ Dicendum, quod in rebus a Deo factis dicitur aliquid esse
possibile dupliciter. Uno mede per potentiam agentis tantum; sicut antequam
mundus feret, possibile fuit mundum fore, non per potentiam creaturae, quae nulla
erat, sed solum per potentiam Dej, qui mundum in esse producere poterat. Alioc modo
per potentiam quae est in rebus factis; sicut possibile est corpus compositum cor-
rumpi.”
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is per se necessary.*® Averroes, on the other hand, placed that
some created beings were in themselves not possible not to be
and therefore necessary. As a result those which are not in
themselves necessary but possible not to be, cannot ab ez-
trinseco become necessary so that their necessity might be said
to be of their nature. This latter opinion St. Thomas holds to
be more rational. For he says that the potency to being and
non-being applies to something only because of matter which
is pure potency. For matter, since it cannot be without form,
cannot be in potency to non-being unless, inasmuch as existing
under one form, it is in potency to another form.** As a result,
St. Thomas continues, those things alone have necessity or no
possibility to non-being, which are either subsistent forms (in-
corporeal beings) or whose forms totally exhaust the capacity
of their matter so that it is not in potency to other forms. These
latter then are incorruptible bodies as the celestial bodies ac-
cording to Aristotelian physics. He then concludes that only
those things have by nature a possibility to non-being, whose
matter is subject to contrariety. All other beings are necessary
by nature.* .

St. Thomas confirms this conclusion in the response to the
objection of Averroes against God’s power of annihilation. For
the Commentator, insisting on the truth that a thing’s necessity

® Ibid.: “ Avicenna namque posuit (Metaph., c. 8), quod quaelibet res praeter
Deum habebat in se possibilitatem ad esse et non esse. Cum enim esse sit praeter
essentiam cuiuslibet rei creatae, ipsa natura rei creatae per se considerata, possibilis
est ad esse; necessitatem vero essendi non habet nisi ab alio, cuius natura est suum
esse, et per consequens est per se necesse esse, et hoc Deus est.”

1 Ibid.: “ Commentator vero (in XI Metaph., text. 41, et in lLibro de Substantia
Orbis) contrarium ponit. sc., quod quaedam res creatae sunt in quarum natura non
est possibilitas ad non esse, quia quod in sua natura habet possibilitatem ad non
esse, non potest ab extrinseco acquirere sempiternitatem, ut sc. sit per naturam suam
sempiternum. Et haec quidem positio videtur rationabilior. Potentia enim ad esse
non convenit alicui nisi ratione materiae, quae est pura potentia. Materia enim,
cum non possit esse sine forma, non potest esse in potentia ad non esse, nisi quatenus
existens sub una forma, est in potentia ad aliam formam.”

42 fhid.: “Tllae ergo solae res in sua natura possibilitatem habent ad non esse,
in quibus est materia contrarietate subjecta. Aliis vero rebus secundum suam natu-
ram competit necessitas essendi, possibilitate non essendi ab earum natura sublata,”
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is from its very nature, concludes that even if God’s action
about them be removed, they still would not pass out of being
and therefore God cannot annihilate them.® To this, St.
Thomas replies:

that, in whose nature there is a possibility to non-being, does not
receive necessity of being from another so that it might belong to it
from nature because this would imply a contradiction, sc., that the
nature could not be and yet be necessary; but that it be incor-
ruptible from grace or glory is not prohibited. . . . Nevertheless
there is not removed from the nature which has no possibility to
non-being, that it has its necessity from another: since whatever
perfection it has, it has from another: whence with the action of its
cause ceasing, it would cease to exist, not because of an intrinsic
potency to non-being, but because of the power in Ged of not giving
it being.*

However St. Thomas insists in his response to the twelfth ob-
jection that their necessity is absolute, for “ although incor-
ruptible creatures depend on the will of God which can grant
them being or withhold it, nevertheless they obtain from the
divine will absolute necessity of being, inasmuch as they are
caused in such a nature in which there is no possibility to non-
being.” *® Thus St. Thomas insists that some creatures have

4 Ibid., obj. 8: “ Praeterea Cominentator dicit quod id quod est in se possibile
esse et non esse, non potest necessitatem essendi ab alio acquirere. Quaecumque ergo
creaturae habent necessitatem essendi, in eis non est possibilitas ad esse et non esse.

. Si ergo sibi relinquantur, divina actione subtracta, non deficient in non esse;
et sic Deus non videtur quod possit ea annihilare.”

¢ Ibid., ad 8: “ Dicendum, quod illud in cuius natura est possibilitas ad non esse,
non recipit necessitatem essendi ab alio, ita quod ei competat secundum naturam,
quia hoc implicaret contradictionem, sc., quod natura posset non esse et qued
haberet necessitatem essendi; sed quod habeat incorruptibilitatem ex gratia wvel
gloria, hoc non prohibetur. . . . Non tamen removetur quin ipsa natura in qua est
possibilitas ad non esse habeat necessitatem essendi ab alio; cum quidquid perfec-
tionis habet, sit ei ab alio; unde cessante actione suae causae, deficeret, non propter
potentiam ad non esse quae in ipso sit, sed propter potestatem guae est in Deo ad
non dandum esse.”

45 Ihid., ad 12: “licet creaturae incorruptibiles ex Dei voluntate dependeant, quae
potest eis esse praebere et non praebere, consequuntur tamen ex divina voluntate
absolutam necessitatem essendi, in quantum in tali natura causantur, in qua non sit
possibilitas ad non esse.”
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an absolute necessity of being. That this necessity is received
does not impair its absoluteness. The fact that a creature’s
necessity is conditioned by the divine will’s immutably stating
it, does not make it possible simpliciter but only secundum
quid.*®* For in this sense it is not impossible that any creature
should not exist. However this possibility to non-existence is
not denominated from any passive potency in the creature itself
but from the fact that there is no contradiction implied. For
God is not determined by a necessity of nature in His produc-
tion of creatures.*” Thus in the De Potentia St. Thomas dis-
tinguishes necessity and possibility of being according to the
nature of the things themselves.

In the second book of the Contra Gentes St. Thomas treats of
the problem in the chapter entitled “ How there can be absolute
necessity in created things.” Here he says that although all
things depend on the will of God which is not necessitated in its
operation, nevertheless absolute necessity is not excluded from
things so that we would have to say all things are contingent.*®

St. Thomas then explains exactly what he means by neces-
sity: “For it is simply and absolutely necessary that those
things be, in which there is no possibility for non-being.” *
Thus, conversely, a contingent thing is a being which has such
a potency to non-existence. St. Thomas then gives us the
difference between them:

¢ De Pot., q. 3, a. 17, ad 3: “ Dicendum, quod non potest dici, simpliciter
loguendo, caelum esse corruptibile propter hoc quod in non esse decideret, si a Deo
non contineretur. Sed tamen quia creaturam contineri in esse a Deo, dependet ex
immobilitate divina, non ex necessitate naturae, . . . potest concedi secundum quid
corruptibile esse caelum, cum hac sc. conditione, si Deus non ipsum contineret.”

47 Ibid., p. 5, a. 3: “Creaturas autem simpliciter non esse, non est in se im-
possible quasi contradictionem implicans, alias ab aeterno fuissent. . . . Similiter
Deus non producit creaturas ex necessitate naturae ut sic potentia Dei determinetur
ad esse creaturae.”

8 JT Contra Gentes, c. 80: “ Licet autem omnia ex Dei voluntate dependeant
sicut ex prima causa, quae in operando necessitatem non habet, nisi ex sui propositi
suppositione, non tamen propter hoc absoluta necessitas a rebus excluditur, ut sit
necessarium nos fateri omnia contingentia esse.”

4 Ibid.: “1Ilas enim res simpliciter et absolute necesse est esse in quibus non

est possibilitas ad non esse.”
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Certain things are so produced by God that in their nature there is a
potency to non-being. This happens because their matter is in
potency to ancther form. Those things, then, which either are im-
material or whose matter is not in poteney to another form, do not
have a potency to non-being. It is absolutely and simply necessary
that such things be.?

So for St. Thomas, all creatures are not contingents but some
are necessary. The difference is assigned to them according to
matter and form. Since matter is the element of potency which
is the principle of imperfection, while form is the element of act
which is the principle of perfection, on this basis is measured the
possibility and necessity of things in regard to their existence.
For being and existence are perfection. Perfection is limited by
imperfection as form is limited by matter and act by potency.
From this we may conclude that subsistent forms have being
and existence i an unlimited manner. On the other hand,
composed beings have being limited by their matter. Yet even
m those composed beings whose form totally exhausts the
capacity of matter to receive another form, there can be no
potency to non-existence, for non-being can come to a thing
only through the separation of its matter and form. Therefore
for Aristotle and St. Thomas, subsistent forms and incorruptible
bodies (as they placed the celestial bodies to be) are necessary
beings—beings that cannot not-be. All composed, corruptible
bodies are possible or contingent — beings that can not-be.
Since all created being is either simple or composed, and all
composed being either corruptible or incorruptible, we may say
that all created being is either necessary or contingent. This
seems to be the doctrine of St. Thomas.

The {act that all created beings are dependent in their exis-
tence on the will of God does not obviate the fact that some
creatures have absolute necessity of being. In the same chapter,
St. Thomas disposes of such an objection against his thesis.

50 Ibid.: “ Quaedam autem res sic a Deo in esse productae ut in earum natura
sit potentia ad non esse. Quod quidem contingit ex hoc quod materia in eis est in
potentia ad aliam formam. Jilae autem res in quibus vel non est materia, vel, st
est, non est possibilis ad aliam formam, non habent potentiam ad non esse. Eas
igitur absolute et simpliciter necesse est esse.”
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If however it be said that those things which are ex nihilo, in them-
selves tend toward nothingness and so in all creatures there is a
potency to non-being, this manifestly does not follow. For created
things ave said to tend towards nothingness in the same manner in
which they came from nothingness. This indeed is only according to
the potency of the agent. Therefore there is not a potency to non-
being in created things, but there is a potency in the Creator to give
them being or to cease keeping them in being, since He does not
produce them by a necessity of nature but by His will.>*

In his commentary on Aristotle’s Peri Hermeneias, St.
Thomas again holds that necessity and contingency are deter-
mined from the natures of things. In the lesson where he treats
of the roots of contingency in things, he cites Boethius’ com-
mentary on the point. First there is the opinien of Diodorus
who distinguished possible and necessary according to event.
For according to him, impossible is that which will never be;
necessary, that which will always be; possible, that which at
some time will be. The Stoics distinguished according to exterior
prohibiting factors. For them, necessary is that which cannot
be prohibited from being true; impossible, that which is always
prohibited from truth; possible, that which can or cannot be
prohibited from bemg true.*?

However St. Thomas points out the falsity of these distine-
tions. For he says that the distinction of Diodorus is incom-
petent because it is a posteriori while that of the Stoics is ab

5 Ibid.: “ Si autem dicatur quod ea quae sunt ex nihilo, quantum est de se, in
nihilum tendunt; et sic ommibus creaturis inest potentia ad non esse; manifestum
est hoc non sequi. Dicuntur enim res creatae eo modo in nihilum tendere quo sunt
ex nihilo. Quod quidem non est nisi secundum potentiam agentis. Sic igitur et
rebus creatis non inest potentia ad non esse: sed Creatori inest potentia ut eis det
esse vel eis desinat esse mfluere; cum non ex necessitate naturae agat ad rerum
productionem, sed ex voluntate.”

52 J Peritherm., lect. 14: “ Est autem considerandum quod, sicut Boethius dicit hic
in Commento, circa possibile et necessarium diversimode aliqui opinati sunt. Quidam
enim distinxerunt ea secundum eventum, sicut Diodorus, qui dixit illud esse im-
possibile quod numquam erit; necessarium vero quod semper erit; possibile vero
quod quandoque erit, quandoque non erit. Stoici vero distinxerunt haec secundum
exteriora prohibentia. Dixerunt enim necessarium esse illud quod non potest
prohiberi quin sit verum; impossibile vero quod semper prohibetur a veritate;
possibile vero quod potest prohiberi vel non prohiberi.”
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exterior: and per accidens. The first distinction is a posterior
because something is not necessary because it will exist always
but rather, it will exist always because it is necessary. The
second distinction likewise is defective because something is not
necessary because it cannot be prohibited but rather, it can-
not be impeded because it is necessary.®

St. Thomas then cites the opinion that Boethius attributes
to Philo, saying that others have better distinguished possible
and necessary according to the natures of things. That is, a
necessary thing is determined in its nature only to being; im-
possible is determined only to non-being; possible is that which
by nature is determined neither to being nor to non-being but is
contingent to both. This, says St. Thomas, is manifestly the
opinion of Aristotle. For the Philosopher assigns the ratio of
contingency in those things which are done by us to the fact
that we are consiliative; in other things from this that their
matter is in potency to each of the opposites, 1. e., to being and
non-being.**

From these different citations of St. Thomas we can justly
conclude to his understanding of contingency and necessity. A
contingent or possible being is one that can exist or can not-
exist. But where St. Thomas is talking about already existing
beings, we say that it 1s a being that can not-exist. A necessary
being, on the other hand, is one which cannot not-exist. The

53 Ibid.: “ Utraque enim distinctio videtur esse incompetens. Nam prima dis-
tinctio est a posteriori: non enim ideo aliquid est necessarium, quia semper erit;
sed potius ideo semper erit, quia est necessarium: et idem patet in aliis. Secunda
autem assignatio est ab exteriori et quasi per accidens: non enim ideo aliquid est
necessarium, quia non habet impedimentum, sed quia est necessarium, ideo impedi-
mentum haberi non potest.”

5¢ fbid.: “Et ideo alil melius ista distinxerunt secundum naturam rerum, ut
scilicet dicatur illud necessarium, quod in sua natura determinatum est solum ad
esse; impossibile autem quod est determinatum solum ad non esse; possibile autem
quod ad neutrum est ommino determinatum, sive se habeat magis ad unum quam
ad alterum, sive se habeat aequaliter ad utrumque, quod dicitur contingens ad
utrumlibet. Et hoc est quod Boethius attribuit Philoni. Sed manifeste haec est
sententia Aristotelis in hoc loco. Assignat enim rationem possibilitatis et contin-
gentiae, in his quidem quae sunt a nobis ex eo quod sumus consiliativi, in aliis autem
ex eo quod materia est in potentia ad utrumque oppositorum.”



THIRD PROOF FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 307

basis of a thing’s contingency is matter subject to contrariety.
The basis of a thing’s necessity is neither the absence of or
removal from the potency of matter. Thus immaterial beings
and beings whose matter is not in potency to receive other
forms, are necessary beings. Therefore all composed and cor-
ruptible beings are contingent. These latter come into existence
through generation and suffer non-existence by their corruption.
Thus the distinction is according to the very physical natures of
these beings. The necessity of necessary beings is absolute
because it flows from their natures. It is conditioned only
extrinsically by the power of God to cease sustaining them in
being. Though their necessity is received, it is yet absolute.
Such seems to be the teaching of St. Thomas.

Since this 1s so, it 1s difficult to see how ¥r. Boyer can say that
necessary beings are contingent, even as corruptible beings, be-
cause their necessity is received. Likewise it seems as if Fr.
Maquart is not speaking strictly when he says that contingency
implies neither inception nor corruption. Certainly the only
way in which these statements can be justified is by taking con-
tingency in the sense of participation or in the fact of being
caused. Then what these authors say is true since all created
being participates in the existence of the First Being and is
caused by it. However this is not the manner of speaking em-
ployed by St. Thomas. Indeed in his mind such an interpreta-
tion of contingency is secundum quid. For according to the
Holy Doctor, contingency and necessity are not denominated
by the active power of the First Cause but by the passive
potencies in things.

It should now be clear what St. Thomas means when he says
that the Tertia Via is taken from possibility and necessity. The
beings that he calls possible not to be, are composed, corruptible
beings. They have a real, subjective, physical, passive potency
to non-existence. This potency is called passive as opposed to
an active potency. For a thing suffers or receives non-existence.
It is likewise real and subjective as opposed to a logical and
objective potency. For the latter does not flow from the physical
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nature of the being. For example we may say that even neces-
sary beings have a logical or objective potency to not-exist in-
asmuch as it is in the power of God to cease sustaining them in
existence, In this sense there is no contradiction implied in the
fact that a necessary being should not exist. But there would be
such a contradiction were we to say that a necessary being had
a real, subjective potency to suffer non-existence. For then its
very nature would be contradiction, i.e. demanding existence
and yet allowing non-existence. Therefore a necessary being is
one that lacks this real, subjective potency to non-existence; a
possible being is one that has such a potency to non-existence.
Such, then, is the subject matter of the first part of the Tertia
Via,

B. Dialectic of Proof

To determine whether this proof for the existence of God has
a temporal significance, it is first of all necessary to examine in
detail that section of the proof in the Summa with which we are
concerned. At first glance this prior part of the argument seems
to be composed of ideas of a temporal nature as well as notions
of a causal sense. As a result we must scrutinize the words of St.
Thomas to understand exactly what he 1s talking about and in
what precise sense we must interpret his thought.

Firstly, says St. Thomas, we find in the world about us, that
certain things have the possibility of being and of not being.
“ Invenimus enim in rebus quaedam quae sunt possibilia esse
et non esse.” The basis for this statement is our own experience
of the generation and corruption of things; “ cum quaedam
inveniantur generari et corrumpi, et per consequens possibilia
esse et non esse.” So, since generation and corruption mean a
coming into being and a going out of being, we immediately
infer that such things are possible to be and not be, since “ ab
esse ad posse, valet illatio.” As these beings are possible, it
follows that they are not necessary, because every being is either
possible or necessary. It must be noted that here St. Thomas
is pointing out a simple fact of the physical world. There is no



THIRD PROOF FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 309

need to delve into metaphysical reasons for his statement. We
see, says St. Thomas, this happen before our eyes and we must
accept it as a visible reality. There is no need for proof. The
fact stands true that here are certain things that are possible to
be and not be.

Now St. Thomas proceeds to reason about this physical truth.
He says that it is impossible that all things which are, be of
this nature. ““Impossibile est autem omnia quae sunt, talia
esse.” This is the minor proposition of his argument. Here he
applies to the aforesaid fact of experience another truth so that
logic forces us to conclude that there are some things in exis-
tence which are not possible to be and not be. But what is of
this nature is necessary being since it is not able not to be.
Therefore we conclude to the existence of necessary beings.
“ Non ergo omnia entia sunt possibilia sed oportet aliquid esse
necessarium in rebus.” Thus we may syllogize the first part of

the Third Way:

There are in existence things possible to be and not be.
But, it is impossible that all things which are be such.
Therefore, there must be in existence some necessary being.

As 1s clearly seen the burden of the proof rests on the minor,
which although it is a fact flowing from the physical nature of
contingent things, is not evident to the senses, as is the major
proposition. St. Thomas then proves his minor by saying that
if a thing is contingent, then from the very fact at some time
it is not. Thus he proves that it is impossible that all things be
contingent. “ Impossibile est autem omnia quae sunt, talia esse:
quia quod possibile est non esse, quandoque non est.” Here,
then, St. Thomas seems to be saying that it is from the very
nature of a contingent or possible thing that it must at some
time suffer non-existence. It is here that the basis and founda-
tion of the Third Way is laid open. If this is true, then the
third proof for the existence of Geod, is, according to the mind
of St. Thomas, a valid proof from the physical nature of con-
tingent things.

Presupposing the truth of * quod possibile est non esse,
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quandoque non est,” we must now see how St. Thomas shows
that this assumption proves his minor proposition that all things
cannot be contingents. He continues by employing the hypo-
thesis that all things are truly possibles or contingents and then
he reduces this position to an absurdity. For he says that if this
is true that all things are contingent, then at some time there
was nothing In existence. “ 8¢ igitur omnia possibilia non esse,
aliquando nihil fuit in rebus.” This conclusion necessarily fol-
lows from the fact that such things at some time are not. Since
then, St. Thomas continues, it is true that at some time there
was nothing, then it logically follows that even now there is
nothing, because the negation of being cannot of itself be the
cause of being. *“ Etiam nunc nihil esset, quia quod non est,
non ncipit esse nist per aliquid quod est.” Thus the absurdity
is complete. From the necessity of a possible thing’s non-
existence we are forced to conclude that if all things are possible,
then a prior complete absence.of being is necessitated and there-
fore a present lack of being results. Thus the hypothesis that all
things are possible leads to the negation of being.

In this proof of the minor we may distinguish a double ele-
ment. We see a causal inference in the truth that “ what is not,
does not begin to be except through something that is.” This
is indeed a metaphysical truth and is used to complete the re-
duction of the hypothesis to an absurdity. However it is not
the proof of the minor proposition that “ it is impossible that
all things be contingent.” Therefore it cannot be stated that
this causal element transfers the Third Way to a metaphysical
argument. The focal point of this proof of the minor is the
fact that “ what is possible not to be, at some time is not.” For
validity St. Thomas might have proposed the minor simply as:
“ It is impossible that all things be such, because what is pos-
sible not to be, at some time is not.” However, to bring the
force of the minor into full play, he added the reasoning of
the contrary hypothesis which is reduced to an absurdity by
the metaphysical notion of nothing being the cause of nothing.
Of course, we must remember that the whole structure of the
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proof then rests on the truth of its foundation which must be
proved. But if it is true to say that what is possible not to be
at some time is not, then has St. Thomas given us a valid proof
for the existence of God from the very physical nature of
temporal things. So we may syllogize the argumentation of this
first part of the Third Way:

There are in existence things possible to be and not be.
(evident)

But it is impossible that all things be of this nature.
Therefore, there is in existence something that is necessary.

as to the minor:
What is possible not to be, at some time is not. (g. e. d.)

But if all things are possible, then nothing is, which is
absurd.

Therefore, it is impossible that all things be possibles.

as to the minor:

If all things are possibles, then at some time nothing was,
because each of them at some time is not.

But if at some time nothing was, then even now nothing
is because non-being cannot be the cause of being.

Therefore, if all things are possibles, then nothing is, which
is absurd.

However, as we have seen, this theory is not acceptable to
all. Objections have been raised to the truth of St. Thomas’
contention that “ what is possible not to be, at some time is
not.” Thereby the validity of a temporal and physical proof
is brought into doubt. This 1s a serious objection and one which
is hardly consonant with St. Thomas’ knowledge of physics.
Likewise, we have seen that many defenders of the proof as
stated in the Summa have attempted to answer the objection
by interpreting St. Thomas’ words in the light of their own
knowledge of physical science. As a result the proof has lost its
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prime objective, sc., a clear and simple demonstration of the
existence of God. It is the purpose of this paper to show that
the proof of St. Thomas stands true by force of its very words
and independently of technical distinctions and unwarranted
assumptions.

Since the Holy Doctor in the article in the Summa gave no
proof for his assumption, we must look elsewhere for the con-
firmation of its truth. Indeed, his very silence would lead one to
infer that to his mind, the statement was evident in itself and
needed no proof. As we have seen, his earliest commentators did
not think it necessary to further explain his statement. How-
ever in the light of the controversy which has arisen over the
nature of the proof, Thomistic scholars have delved into the
works of St. Thomas, both physical and metaphysical, in order
to determine his thought on the matter. Among the texts cited
in confirmation of the temporal theory, we have the De Caelo
et Mundo in which St. Thomas comments on Aristotle’s doctrine
on the physical nature of the world. To this we turn with con-
fidence that from its pages may be derived the ultimate and
conclusive evidence that will prove St. Thomas’ assumption
that “ what is possible not to be, at some time is not.” Further-
more it is the aim of this study to show that this text will prove
his contention from the very nature of physical beings, in
respect to their duration in existence.

C. Contribution of De Caelo et Mundo

In the first book of Aristotle’s work on the physical nature
of the heavens and the world we come to that section from
lessons twenty-two to twenty-nine where he confounds the
opmion of those who claim that, though the world was made
in time, it is yet incorruptible. It is Aristotle’s aim to prove
that the world is eternal and therefore neither generable nor
corruptible. In the first two lessons (nos. 22 and 23) Aristotle
discusses the various opinions of those who have seemed to
concur in the theory of a world that was made in time and yet
is incorruptible. In the remaining six lessons (nos. 24 to 29),
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he treats of the problem in a positive manner by proving that
everything that is generable is also corruptible, since what
exists without at some time having been generated, is by that
very fact, incorruptible.

In commenting on this doctrine of the Philosopher, St.
Thomas demonstrates that a contingent thing which has the
possibility of being, has de facto non-being before being and
non-being after being. Applying this conclusion to our problem
of the Third Way, we must of necessity conclude to the fact that
if a thing is possible not to be, at some time is not. That 1s, it
must be subject to non-being, both before and after it has exis-
tence. 1t can readily be seen, therefore, at the outset, that the
contents of this section of the De Caelo et Mundo can offer
the irrefutable confirmation of St. Thomas’ minor proposition
in his third proof for the existence of God. It will be necessary
then to examine carefully his argumentation in this com-
mentary. The tract may be thus divided:

I Introduction. Definition and explanation of the terms to be used.

A — Ingenitum and genitum. (lect. 24)
B — Corruptible and incorruptible.
C — Possible and impossible. (lect. 25)

II Body. The various proofs of his contention.
A — Proofs from logic or common reasons.
(1) Necessary premises. (lect. 26)

(2) From the convertibility of terms.
a—Relation of eternity to these terms. (lect. 26 and 27)
b—DRelation of these terms between themselves (lect. 28)

(3) From the impossibility of the contrary opinion. (lect.

29)
a-—Destroys the principle of determined time.
b— “ “ contradiction.
B — Proof from natural science. (lect. 29, 11)

IIT Conclusion. Concordance of this doctrine with truths of Faith.

I — Introduction. Here St. Thomas defines the terms that
will be used throughout and points out in exactly what sense
they will be intended.

3
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A — Ingenitum — A not-generated being may be understood

in three ways:

(1) What has come into being but not through generation
properly so-called. St. Thomas gives as an example a touch or
motion. He says they are not generated because otherwise there
would be a mutation of a mutation. So although a touch or a
motion de facto comes into being, they are neither generable nor
generated. There is by this definition denied the determined
mode of generation according to potency.

(2) What has not yet come into being. For example, a man
who will be born in some future time is called not generated.
Although it is possible that this man be generated through
generation properly so called, yet he has not been generated and
so is not generated. Thus is denied the particular mode of
generation according to act.

(8) What is impossible 1o be generated inasmuch as it is not
possible not to be. Thus we say that something which must
always be is ungenerated in the sense that there is denied the
common notion of inception in being.

Genitum
three ways:

A generated being may likewise be accepted

(1) That which begins to be in any manner, i. e. through the
proper mode of generation or otherwise. What is affirmed here
is the common notion of inception in being.

(2) That which can begin to be in any manner, 1. e. anything
capable of being. What is here affirmed is any potential in-
ception in being.

(8) That which can begin to be or come into existence
through the mode of generation. This term covers not only
things which have been generated but also things which are
potentially generated. The affirmation is the proper mode of
generation.

St. Thomas then compares the diverse acceptations of geni-
they will be intended.
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Ingenitum Gentitum
Negation of mode in act. Affirmation of actual inception.
Negation of mode in potency. Affirmation of potential incep-
Negation of common inception. tion.
Affirmation of proper mode of
generation.

He thereupon says that the last acceptations are the perfect
understanding of the terms. The reason is because the negation
of the common element (inception in being) contains a fortiori
the negation of the proper mode (generation). Likewise the
affirmation of the proper mode of generation includes the affir-
mation of the common element of mere inception in being.
Therefore, in his treatment of the question, the term * ingen:-
tum” is to be defined as that which cannot come into being
since it is impossible not to be. The term * genitum  is defined
as that which comes into being through generation properly
so-called.

B — Corruptible — A corruptible being may be understood

as:

(1) That which passes out of existence whether this cessa-
tion of being be through corruption or any other way. What is
affirmed is the common notion of cessation of being.

(2) What can be corrupted through the proper mode of cor-
ruption. Here is affirmed the possibility of non-existence
through mutation.

(8) That which is easily so corrupted. This is the affirma-
tion of cessation of being though not yet in act.

Incorruptible—This term is equivalently said in three ways:

(1) What cannot pass out of being through the proper mode
of generation but which can de facto not be, e. g. a touch or a
motion. Thus there is denied the proper mode of corruption.

(2) What is not easily so corrupted. In this sense a thing
which can indeed be corrupted is called incorruptible on account
of the rarity of its actual corruption. For example, we call an
honest politician incorruptible.
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(8) That which cannot pass out of being iIn any way since
it is not possible not to be. Here is denied the commoen notion
of cessation of being.

Here, too, the last mentioned in each group is called the per-
fect sense of the term inasmuch as the affirmation of the proper
mode of corruption includes the affirmation of the common
cessation of being and the negation of the common element
automatically infers the negation of the proper mode. There-
fore St. Thomas accepts “corruptible ” as that which is in
potency to corruption properly so-called. He defines “ incor-
ruptible ” as that which cannot cease to be iIn any manner since
it is impossible not to be. It must be noticed that when we
speak of inception in being, we use the positive terms of genitum
and ingenttum, that is, something in act, since before a thing
is, it is nothing. St. Thomas is here talking about being and not
non-being. Therefore when he is affirming or denying the cessa-
tion of being, he uses the term “ corruptible ” and * incorrup-
tible,” 1. e. according to potency, since after a thing ceases to be,
it is nothing.

C — Finally, the precise senses of possible and impossible
are determined. St. Thomas first distinguishes the sense of
possible and impossible so that they may be taken either ab-
solutely or relatively. In the absolute sense, something is pos-
sible or impossible per se from the very habitude of terms. Thus
it is impossible for day to be night and possible for color to be
visible. The relative sense, however, is determined in relation to
things according to their active or passive potencies. St. Thomas
says that it is in the latter sense that we employ the terms,
Since we are concerned with natural things, we can refer possi-
bility or impossibility to what an agent or patient can do or
suffer.

(1) Possible is then determined to what an agent can do.
But we always determine a potency in respect to the maximum
of that potency. For example, if a trackman can run the mile
in five minutes, he is not ranked as being able to run the mile
in seven minutes. St. Thomas says that the reason for this is
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that what is ultimate and maximum gives species to a thing
and is completive of it. Therefore the virtue or potency of a
thing is denominated from the most excellent of all things it can
do. Now when we transfer the potency of doing to the potency
of being, we find this to be most true. Because everything seeks
being, we must then describe a thing’s possibility to existence
by the maximum time in which it can exist. Thus if a thing
can exist forever it will be called infinite, and not that it can be
for a certain time.

(2) Impossible. 1f, as we have seen, possible is denominated
from the ultimate, then it follows that any more is impossible.
Thus we say that as possibility is determined from the greatest
of what can be done then 1mpossibility is gauged {from the least
of what can not be done. For example, if it is possible for a man
to lift one hundred pounds, we do not say that he can’t lift two
hundred pounds but rather that it is impossible for him to lift
over one hundred pounds. In terms of existence, then, a thing’s
impossibility is taken from that time just succeeding its possi-
bility to exist. Thus if a fly can live for twenty-four hours, it
is impossible that it live for twenty-five.

IT — Body.

A — Proofs from logie.

(1) After having defined and explained the terms he is going
to use, St. Thomas now proceeds to reason about these terms.
In this section he will establish certain principles from which
his conclusion will ultimately follow. However these principles
have to be themselves firmly established and proven before they
can be validly applied to the problem. The proofs then will flow
from the very consideration of the terms in themselves and from
the analysis of opposing theories. Before he discusses these
principles, however, he first sets down necessary premises which
will govern his argumentation.

(a) He proves that possible to be or not to be, must be
said according to a determined time. He has already implied
this truth in his definition of the term  possible ” but now he
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shows that this principle is absolutely necessary to any dis-
cussion on the existence of things. For if it is not so held, then
impossibilities will ensue. Thus we have a contingent thing
which is possible to be and not to be. Now if the existence of
this contingent thing is not limited to a determined time, then
there will be always more time in which it can exist. The logical
consequence of this is that the possible thing can then exist
in infinite time. So therefore we are led to the conclusion that
this thing is possible to be in infinite time and yet it is possible
not to be in infinite time. But nothing can be and not be in the
same time, so we must posit this thing existing in one infinite
time and not existing in another different infinite time. The
absurdity is patent. Yet this absurdity logically follows be-
cause the possibility of a contingent thing’s existence is not
limited to a determined time.

(b) The second premise is the logical truth that an impossi-
bility does not follow from a false position but ounly from an
impossible one. He proves this by first stating that false and
impossible do not mean the same thing. For instance, if a man
is sitting, it is false to say that he is standing; but it 1s not im-
possible that he stand. On the other hand, to say that he can
stand and sit at the same time is not only false but impossible.
Thus, if T suppose something and it is a false supposition, then
not from this false supposition does an impossibility follow. But
if I suppose something that leads to an impossibility, then it
can be concluded that my supposition was impossible. St.
Thomas uses this principle throughout his treatment to destroy
the opinions of the adversaries. For by showing that their posi-
tion leads to an impossibility, he thereby proves that their
opinion is itself impossible.

(2) St. Thomas now proceeds to show that Aristotle’s opin-
ion on the eternity of the world is true as opposed to the theory
of some that although the world was truly generated yet it is
incorruptible. As we follow the Holy Doctor through his argu-
mentation we will be able to see how this doctrine is applicable
to our own problem in the third proof for the existence of God.
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(a) — Having set down his premises, St. Thomas now con-
siders the terms in relation to the concept of eternity.

1— Firstly he compares the notion of eternity to the terms,
ingenitum and incorruptible. Thus he proves that every eternal
being is incorruptible. If we posit something existing in infinite
time, we must say that it is possible to exist in infinite time. If
then we also say that this eternally existing being is corruptible,
we are saying that it has the potency of non-existing. But when
can this potency be realized if not in infinite time, because there
is no time outside of infinite time. Yet if it is said that it is
possible not to exist, it must be said according to some deter-
mined time, as has been shown. We must conclude that it can
not-exist in the same infinite time in which it is placed as being
eternal. So it is a being which, although de facto is possible to
exist in infinite time because it is eternal, yet 1s also able to not-
exist In that same time. But this is, of course, impossible. Ac-
cording to the premises, then, the supposition of an eternally
existing being which is corruptible, is an impossible supposition.
Since it is impossible that an eternal being is corruptible, it
logically foliows that 1t must be incorruptible.

However it can be objected against this reasoning that it does
not necessarily follow. It is true, no doubt, that no potency is
directed in act to two opposites at the same time. But there
is nothing prohibiting a potency from being directed to two
opposites in respect to the same time but under a disjunction.
Although one cannot stand and sit at the same time, yet one can
stand for a certain length of time and yet in that very same
time he has the potency to sit. In terms of existence, we can
posit an eternally existing being that is contingent or possible
not to be and is not therefore a necessary being. So this con-
tingent thing could indeed not-be in respect to some part of
the infinite time in which it is posited as always existing. It does
not follow from this that it is, at the same time, being and non-
being. For example, someone can spend the whole day in the
‘park and yet have the possibility of leaving the park for some
part of the day, simply because he is in the park, not from
necessity but contingently.
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St. Thomas refutes this objection by pointing out the lack
of parity between the two cases inasmuch as one is concerned
with contingency which we cannot apply to eternal being. In
terms of existence, if a thing always exists, then it has the
potency of being in eternal time. But since all things seek being,
each thing is only as much as it can be. This is especially clear
in things that are from nature which is determined to one.
Therefore it cannot be that an eternally existing thing is at the
same time possible not to be or corruptible, because whatever
exists eternally, does so not from contingency but from
necessity.*®

This sounds strange indeed to ears that are accustomed to
having necessary existence attributed to God alone. But it
must be kept in mind that St. Thomas is talking about the
natures of things. Some things have a real subjective potency to
being always and to these beings infinite duration is necessary.
On the other hand, some things have a real, subjective potency
to non-existence, and if we wish to avoid a contradiction we
must say that such beings of necessity do not always exist.

Tt also follows that every eternal being is thereby ungenerated
in the sense that no period of non-existence preceded its eternal
existence. For there is no time, finite or infinite, outside the
infinite time in which this eternal being exists. Thus the posi-
tion of a generated eternal being places something to be and not
be at the same time.

Thus St. Thomas shows that every eternally existing being
is incorruptible and ungenerated. For he says that the element
of “to not be sometimes ” (aliquando non esse) is proper to
corruptibility and generability just as animality is proper to
brute and man. Thus by showing that the “ aliquando non

8 J De Caelo et Mundo, lect. 26: “ Sed dicendum est quod non est eadem ratio
utrobique. Nam illud quod semper est, sc. per infinitum tempus, habet potentiam ut
sit in infinito tempore: potentia autem existendi non est ad utrumque respectu
temporis in quo quis potest esse; omnia enim appetunt esse, et unumquodque tantum
est quantum potest esse. Et hoc praecipue patet in his quae sunt a natura, quia
natura est determinata ad unum. Et sic quidquid semper est, non contingenter
semper est, sed ex necessitate.”



THIRD PROOF FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 321

esse” is repugnant to the notion of eternity, we must conclude
that no eternal being can be corruptible or generated. There-
fore we must further conclude that every eternal being is an
ingenitum and an incorruptible.

ii — To establish the conclusion then it will be necessary to
demonstrate the truth that eternity is a concept that is foreign
to the notions of corruptibility and generability. To achieve
this end, St. Thomas employs the logical instrument of the
opposition of terms. Perhaps it will be helpful to refresh our
minds on the subject. We may say that logical opposition is the
relative property which exists between two propositions that
have the same subject and predicate but which differ in quan-
tity or quality or both. Evidently there must be some basis
for agreement, which in our case will be the basis of time or
existence. There are two proper types of opposition, sc., con-
tradiction and contrariety. Contradiction exists between an
affirmative and a negative proposition when one affirms exactly
that which the other denies. For example, we say that the
propositions: “Every man is” and “ Some man is not ” are con-
tradictory propositions. Of this opposition we may formulate
the rule that one proposition is necessarily true, the other neces-
sarily false. Contrariety exists between a universal, affirmative
proposition and a universal, negative one, e. g., “ Every man is ”
and “ No man 1s,” The rule here is that of contraries, both
cannot be simultaneously true, although both may be false.

Now that we have these concepts in mind, we can proceed
with St. Thomas to show that no eternal being is corruptible
and no eternal being is generated. So we say that:

Fternal being is contradictorily opposed to non-eternalbeing.

Eternal being is contrarily opposed to eternalnon-being.

Eternal non-being is contradictorily opposed to non-eternal non-
being.

The reason behind the validity of this opposition is that
eternal (semper) designates the universality of time, just as
the word every (omnis) designates the universality of sup-
posits. For we saw that:
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Every man is is the contradiction of not every man is.
Every man is is the contrary of every man is not.
Every man is not is the contradiction of not every manis not.

To further clarify the thought we can equipolate the terms
to read thus:

Every man is contradiction Some man is not.
Every man is contrary No man is.
No man is contradiction Some man is.

Likewise in the opposition of being we say that:

Always is contradiction Sometime is not.
Always is contrary Never is.
Never is contradiction Sometime is.

Having established the opposition of the terms St. Thomas
concludes that the negations of both eternal being and eternal
non-being are in the same subject in the same way, because they
are the medium between two extremes. We will now see the
proof of this in terms of existence. First of all we have the con-
cept of eternal being. Now the negation of eternal existence is
that of sometimes existing or not always existing. But if a thing
at some time is not, it is also necessarily inferred that at some
time it 1s, For it someone should say that the sun shone all day
and someone else contradicts him, the latter infers that at some
part of the day the sun was not shining. He does not imply that
the sun did not shine at all through the day. So in terms of
existence we say that the negation of eternal being is that some-
thing sometimes be and some times not be. From the other
extreme of eternal non-being, the same conclusion follows, for
the negation of eternal non-being is that at sometime this thing
is and at some other time it is not. Therefore the negations of
eternal being (semper esse) and eternal non-being (semper non
esse) are the same thing, sc., sometimes be and sometimes not
be (aliquando non esse) . We may illustrate this:

Eternal being—Sometimes is and sometimes is not—Eternal
non-being.
Every man is—Some man is and some man is not—No man is.
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To further illuminate the solution St. Thomas shows that
this conclusion will hold in any terms. So he says: Let A and
B be contraries which as we know cannot be in the same sub-
ject at the same time. Let G be the negation of A, so that they
are opposed contradictorily. Therefore in every subject there is
either A or G.

Let D be the negation of B, so that In every subject there is
either B or D.

We may thus reason that if the subject be A, then it is not
possible that it be G; or if the subject be B, then it is not
possible that it be D. If, on the other hand, the subject is
neither A nor B, then we must conclude that it is both G and D.
Thus the subject that is both G and D is the medium between
the subject with A and the subject with B. We know that while
contradictories exclude any other possibility, between contraries
there is a middle ground and that the negation of both these
contraries 1s the medium between the extremes, just as what is
neither black nor white is the medium between black and white.

The final step is to transfer this irrefutable truth to the
notions of eternity and corruptibility and generability. Thus
whether eternity is applied to being or non-being the negation
is always the same, sc., being at some time and non-being at
some time. If it were otherwise, if we should posit that some-
thing can be eternally and yet can also be generated or cor-
ruptible, it will follow that something is at the same time able
to be always and not able to be always. Thus we have contra-
dictories existing in the same subject at the same time. There-
fore we have demonstrated that no eternal being can be gene-
rated or corruptible. That this principle has bearing on our
problem in the Summa, that “ what is possible not to be, at
some time 1s not,” is patent. To sum up the conclusion of this
argument we may say that every eternal being is ungenerated
and incorruptible and therefore at no time is it possible that an
eternal being not exist. Conversely we have proven that no
corruptible or generated being can be eternal. Thus we may
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rightly infer that at some time a corruptible being is not pos-
sible to be and therefore is not.

(b) — Having demonstrated the conclusion from the aspect
of eternity St. Thomas then proceeds to show that the mutual
relations of the terms themselves likewise prove the point. He
intends in this section to show that incorruptible and ingenitum
are convertible terms, as also are genitum and corruptible.
Firstly, the conclusion will be proven by the use of a supposition
and, secondly, it will be demonstrated that this conclusion
necessarily flows from the very notion of the terms.

i— If we presuppose that incorruptible and ingenitum are
convertible terms, so that every incorruptible is hikewise un-
generated (and vice versa), it follows logically that every cor-
ruptible being had been generated and vice versa, i.e., that
these latter terms are also convertible. Let us posit a being that
is corruptible. Of that being we must say that it is either gene-
rated or ungenerated as it is necessary to predicate one of these
about every existing thing. Thus if we say that this corruptible
being is not generated, then we posit it to be an ungenerated
corruptible. However, in light of our presupposition that ingeni-
tum and incorruptible are convertible terms, are we not forced
to say also that this corruptible being which is ungenerated, is
also incorruptible? For example, we say that this flower is cor-
ruptible because we know that in a short time it will wither and
die. Now suppose that we say that, although this flower is
indeed corruptible, yet it is ungenerated in the sense that it has
always been and there has been no time in which this flower
could not have been. But by force of our presupposition we
must further say that there is no time mn the future in which
this flower will not live and bloom because it is incorruptible.
An absurdity results: this flower will die because it is corrup-
tible; yet it cannot die because having been placed as ungene-
rated it is also said to be incorruptible. Thus we must conclude
that this impossibility follows from a not merely false but an
impossible premise, sc., that this corruptible being is ungene-
rated. Now since either genitum or ingenitum must be said of
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every existing thing, since it is impossible that a corruptible
being be ungenerated, it follows logically that every corruptible
being is generated. Is then every generated being corruptible,
so that they may be truly called convertible terms? An affirma-
tive answer is evident from what has been said above. For as
either genitum or ingenitum must be said of every existing
thing, so too must each thing be either corruptible or incorrup-
tible. Therefore to posit a generated thing that is incorruptible,
is by reason of the presupposition to place a generated thing
that has never been generated. It is to assert the manifest
absurdity that this rose which we see to bud and bloom has
existed for eternity. Therefore, as every generated being is cor-
ruptible, it is most true to state that genitum and corruptible
are convertible terms.

However, since a structure is no stronger than its foundation,
it is clear that we must prove the presupposition that formed
the basis for the previous deduction. To prove what he has
supposed, sc., that ingenitum and incorruptible are convertible
terms, St. Thomas reverts to his proven principle that, as every
eternal being is ungenerated, so too it is incorruptible. It must
here be noted that the terms are to be understood in their proper
sense, sc., of that which is not able not to be. This understood,
it is easily proven that they are convertible. It is a proven
principle that things equal to the same thing are equal to each
other. But ingenitum and incorruptible are under the same
aspect equivalent to the concept of eternity, because there is no
time in which they are not. Therefore they are equal to each
other and are convertible.

i1 — Now St. Thomas proves his proposition from the very
habitude of the terms between themselves. Firstly he con-
cerns himself with genitum and corruptible which he shows to
be convertible from what he has already said about their being
a medium between two terms contrarily opposed. He has said
that between the notions of eternal being and eternal non-being
there is a medium which has not eternity, neither of being nor of
non-being. This means, we say, that it is a thing both generated
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and corruptible, since what is so, is possible both to be and to
not be according to some determined time. If we consider a
being which has been generated, we must consider it as existing
in some determined time and as not existing in another deter-
mined time. Likewise, the notion of a corruptible being implies
existence and non-existence in some finite time. But each of
these comsiderations is equivalent to the medium between
eternal existence and eternal non-existence, because that
medium is necessarily that which sometimes is and sometimes is
not. Since genstum and corruptible are equivalent to the same
thing, they are equal to each other and are therefore convertible.
We may illustrate this procedure thusly:

Let A be eternal being and B eternal non-being.
Let D be corruptible being and G generated being.

We say that it is necessary for G to be the medium of A and B.
The reason for this is that while there is no time (neither a parte
ante nor a parte post) in which A and B are and are not (both
according to potency and act), it is necessary that there be
some time of non-existence for that which exists as G. Now it
is evident that to eternity is contradictorily opposed the notion
of sometime, inasmuch as infinite time is contradictorily op-
posed to finite time. Then to the concept of eternal being is
opposed the notion of non-being sometimes, and to the concept
of eternal non-being is opposed the notion of being sometimes.
As we have seen the notion of being sometimes and non-being
sometimes is rooted in the same subject. Therefore the sub-
ject G is contradictorily or equally oppesed to A and B. There-
fore G is the medium between A and B. If we repeat the same
process with the substitution of D (corruptible) for G (gene-
rated) we come to the very same conclusion. Therefore inas-
much as both G and D are the medium between A and B, we
must of necessity conclude that G and D or genitwm and cor-
ruptible are convertible terms.

St. Thomas now employs an objection to point out an ap-
parent flaw in the deduction. For, the objection runs, though
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the conclusion be correct, the inference drawn is false. Although
it is true that each term (genitum and corruptible) is a medium
between eternal being and eternal non-being, yet it does not
thereby follow that they are the same. For example, gray is a
medium between black and white; red is also a medium between
black and white. To conclude then that red and gray are each
a medium between the same extremes is correct, but to infer
from this conclusion that therefore gray is red is false. Like-
wise, although a corruptible and genitum agree in being
mediums of the extreme, yet they differ substantially inasmuch
as genitum has non-being before being and corruptible has non-
being after being. Therefore they are not convertibles.

The objection is answered by reverting to the necessary
premise that possible is said only In respect to a determined
time. So a possible to be, whether considered according to in-
ception or cessation of being, is referred to a definite period of
existence and non-existence. In other words, both terms have
non-being before being and non-being after being. Therefore
there is only a nominal and not a real difference between
genitum and corruptible.

St. Thomas completes the circle of this proof of the converti-
bility of the terms by showing this in reference to ingenitum and
incorruptible. Having definitely proven that genitum and cor-
ruptible are convertible, the proof of the other clearly follows.
Each existing thing is either generated or ungenerated, corrup-
tible or incorruptible. Then if we place an incorruptible being
which at the same time has been generated, we are at the same
time positing an incorruptible being that is corruptible, since,
as has been demonstrated, every generated being is by that very
fact corruptible. If a corruptible ingenitum is supposed, the
same inconvenience ensues for by the very force of the terms a
corruptible ingenitum 1s an ungenerated being which has been
generated. Thus there can be no doubt as to the validity of
stating that these terms are convertible. In the light of the
problem which has been posed from St. Thomas’ words in the
Tertia Via, that “ what is possible not to be, at some time is



328 THOMAS KEVIN CONNOLLY

not,” this principle can be most effectively applied. That
which is possible not to be is a corruptible being and therefore
a generated being. But this being is the medium between the
two contraries of eternal existence and non-existence and is
therefore itself contradictory to the notion of eternity. There-
fore it 1s not possible that there be a corruptible thing which at
some time is not. Thus the truth of St. Thomas’ statement is
shown from the very habitude of the terms used.

(8) —The question is concluded with a proof that any con-
trary opinion is essentially untenable. Specifically he treats the
opinion of the ancients, among whom Plato seems to be a
proponent, that although the world has been generated, yet by
the power of God it is incorruptible; further, that from which
the world has been generated, an unordered mass, was itself un-
generated but corruptible. Here it is the intent of St. Thomas
following Aristotle to show that this theory is in direct opposi-
tion to established principles. First he reasons that this theory
of Plato is in opposition to the principle that every potency is
referred to a determined time; secondly, he proves this in refer-
ence to the principle of contradiction.

(a) We have already discussed in the preceding pages the
necessity of determining the potency of a thing according to
some time. St. Thomas based the necessity of this principle on
the fact that its denial led to an absurdity. For if a thing’s
existence in being is not determined, then there will always be
more time in which 1t can exist. There are beings, however, that
are possible to be and not be. If we deny the principle of deter-
mined time, then we are forced to posit two infinite times, one in
which this being can be and the other in which this being can
not be, because the same thing cannot be and not be in the
same infinite time.

In applying this principle in this place, St. Thomas says that
all beings have the capability of existing either in a determined
time of indefinite duration or in a determined time of finite
duration. Here, it must be noted, St. Thomas accepts the in-
finite (of time) in the sense of “ that greater than which cannot
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be accepted.” That is, here St. Thomas is considering the in-
finite according to its entirety in potency, so that no addition
can be made which is not already in the infinite. Therefore St.
Thomas can say that any being having the potency or capa-
bility of existing either in finite or in infinite time, is always in
respect to a determined time.

On the other hand, the theory that posits an incorruptible
world that has been generated, and a corruptible mass that has
been ungenerated, cannot hold that the potency to exist of these
beings is determined. This world would be neither simply in-
finite nor yet simply finite. It is not infinite because it has been
generated; it is not finite since no limit is put on its continued
existence. The reverse, of course, is true of the corruptible, un-
generated mass. Thus St. Thomas proves that this theory of
Plato violates the principle that the potency to existence must
be determined.

(b) Now St. Thomas shows how this theory negates the prin-
ciple of contradiction in the light of the potency to and the
cause of existence.

i— It is the understanding of this opinion that something
which always was, is afterwards corrupted in some instant of
time, and that something which has been generated in time will
perdure forever. But what reason can be given why one should
be corrupted after infinite time and the other generated? Why
in that precise instant rather than in any of the infinite instants
which preceded their corruption and generation. A reason could,
of course, be given if their potency to existing was referred to a
determined time; but since the preceding time is placed as being
infinite, that reason cannot be brought forth. As a result we
must say the ingenitum could not-be in any of those infinite
instants preceding its corruption, and that the genitum could
be in any of those infinite instances preceding its generation, If
this be the case, then, there will be something corruptible in the
infinite time in which the ingenstum always was; it also follows
that there will be something generable in the infinite time in
which the genitum was not, so that in any of the preceding in-

4
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finite instants, that genitum could have been generated. There-
fore, something will have at the same time the potency of being
and not-being. But if it is a potency it is possible and a possible
can be placed. Therefore we posit that an ingenitum, while it
was and could not-be, was not; or a genitum, while it was not
and could be, was. Therefore the opposites of being and non-
being are simultaneous in the same subject. Thus the contrary
opinion voids the principle of contradiction.

The obvious objection comes to mind that this reasoning
doesn’t follow because it is very possible that two potencies
exist in the same subject at the same time, though it is not
possible that both be directed towards opposites at the same
time in act. What is simply possible is not thereby compossible,
e. g., it is simply possible that while sitting, I stand; but it is not
compossible, 1. e., that I stand and sit at the same time. So,
too, it can be said that what was already existing in infinite
time, could during that infinite time not-be. It does not then
follow that a thing is and is not at the same time. Seen from
this aspect, the positing of a corruptible ingenitum does not vio-
late the principle of contradiction.

As has already been observed, the objection does not achieve
a complete parity between its example and application, for to
sit or stand is contingent but to be or not-be is, given a thing’s
nature, necessary. What is incompossible to that which is
necessary is at the same time simply impossible. Being in in-
finite time is indeed necessary because each thing must be as the
nature of things has it; nothing defects in being unless it al-
ready can not-be, since all things by nature seek being. There-
fore, if we place something as possible to be, by this very fact
we place as compossible that it necessarily be. Thus when we
place that which always was, at the same time was possible not
to be, we are placing opposites of being at the same time.*

%1 De Caelo et Mundo, lect. 29: “Sed dicendum est quod illud quod est
incompossibile ei quod contingenter, nihil prohibet simpliciter possibile esse: sed illud
quod est incompossibile ei quod simpliciter necesse est esse, est simpliciter impossibile.
Id autem quod naturaliter est per tempus infinitum, necesse est esse: quia necesse
est quod unumquodque tantum sit quantum natura rerum habet; nen enim aliquid
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Once again, we must be careful not to read anything into the
words of St. Thomas not intended by him. Sitting and stand-
ing are contingent as far as I am concerned. I can do either or
neither and yet I remain the same. But being or non-being are
necessary to me. Now let us consider beings according to their
nature and not as they are subject to the divine power. Let us
place this being that has de facto always existed; that is, there
has been no time in which it was not. It is therefore necessary.
It has the potency to be always, to exist always, because it has
always existed. Thus considering the nature of this thing, we
say that while it exists, it must exist and as far as 1t is concerned,
it cannot not-exist. Therefore we cannot place as compossible
‘the actuality of existence and the potentiality of non-existence,
as we can place the actuality of sitting and the potentiality of
standing.

Certainly we must grant what St. Thomas says in that all
things seek being. Therefore, as far as the thing is concerned,
it must be as long as it can be. If a being is possible to be for a
determined time, then from nature it is necessary that it be for
that time. Beyond that time it has the potency to non-being.
Now a being that is eternally existing has the potency to be
always and thus it is necessary that it always be. How, in that
same time in which it must be, can it have the potency to
not-be, since the later potency could be exercised only in that
same infinite time in which it must exist? ’

From this reasoning it follows that there cannot be given a
thing corruptible in nature which is not at some time corrupted.
For if a thing de facto is not corrupted, is it not then incor-
ruptible, since “ab esse ad posse valet ilatio?” Here St.
- Thomas and Aristotle come to grips with Plato saying that the
world though generated in time will never corrupt. St. Thomas
mentions that certain ones have defended Plato on the grounds

deficit esse nisi quando iam non potest esse, eo quod omnia appetunt esse. Si igitur
aliquid ponitur possibile esse, ex hoc ipso necesse est quod ponatur compossibile ei
quod necesse est esse. Et ideo si ponamus illud quod sempeér fuit, fuisse possibile
non esse pro illo tempore, sequitur quod possit simul esse et non esse.”
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that Plato did not understand or intend this opinion in the sense
that the generated world is by nature incorruptible but that
God will always sustain the corruptible world in existence.
However St. Thomas adds that no matter what the intention of
Plato or anyone else holding this opinion, Aristotle argues
against the words of the theory and their natural import. The
words themselves lead to the contradiction that one thing is
corruptible and incorruptible at the same time.*

1i — St. Thomas concludes his argument from logic by show-
ing that from the aspect of the cause of existence, the contrary
opinion of Plato is at odds with the principle of contradiction.
We have seen that things which have been generated or corrup-
ted are the medium between eternal being and non-being. As
such it is in them by nature that they sometime be and some-
time not-be. There is in them the same potency to contra-
dictories, sc., to being and non-being. The reason or cause of
this is taken from their matter inasmuch as it is subjected to
privation of form. This is the principle of their generation and
corruption. When a thing has been generated, we must say that
the matter is yet subject to privation of the form and is there-
fore capable of non-being, then to place that this generated
being is incorruptible is to place that opposites exist in the same
being at the same time, sc., that this being can and cannot be
corrupted. The same thing holds true for the corruptible ingeni-
tum. For if the matter be subject to privation of form, it is
also subject to another form and therefore capable of generation.
Thus the same thing ean and cannot be generated.

The adversaries might attempt an evasion by saying that the
incorruptible that has been generated has indeed the potency
to non-being, not in the future, but only in respect to the past.
Likewise this being which is ingenitum but corruptible has the
potency to eternal being in respect to the past. Thus the

57 Ibid.: *“ Sed quod corrumpitur non semper est, quod est incorruptible, semper
est: erit aliquid ergo simul possibile et semper esse et non semper esse, quod est
impossibile . . . ; quia quod potest semper esse, ex necessitate semper est, unde
non potest non semper esse.”
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potency to contradictories which is in matter is saved without
the necessity of having opposites at the same time.

This is truly a weak objection since it imports a perversion of
time. Those things that are past cannot be changed into the
present, nor vice versa. We have said that a genitum, by reason
of the matter from which it has been generated, still has the
potency to non-being. It cannot be said that this potency is in
regard to the past because no potency respects that which has
been made in the past but only that which can be done in the
present or in the future. To deny this is to subvert the whole
notion of potency and time. For it would be as true to say that
last year is now or will be next year, for by this reasoning it
follows that the past is changed into the present or future.

Thus concludes St. Thomas’ argument from logic. Perhaps
it will be wise to place here a recapitulation of this proof from
logic. St. Thomas following Aristotle is arguing against the
position of Plato who posited an incorruptible genitum. By
virtue of the square of opposition St. Thomas concludes that
such a position is logically untenable. For a natural potency to
exist eternally and a natural potency of non-being in some deter-
mined instant of time are two contradictory things and cannot
be joined in the same subject.

He proves this from the fact that a potency to existence is the
capacity or inclination to being that is inherent in the thing
itself. Now this potency is of itself determined to be exercised
either in infinite time or in time of a limited duration. As far
as the thing itself is concerned, its nature of necessity seeks the
existence that is possible to it. Those things that are limited
in existence have the potency to be as-well as the potency to
not-be. But by a necessity of nature the thing must strive to be
as long as it can be. For all things seek being and nothing ceases
to exist unless it can not-exist.*® On the other hand, if a being
should have the potency to exist eternally, it necessarily exists
at each moment of that infinite time, and of itself, 1t cannot not-

% Jhid.: “ quia necesse est quod unumquodque tantum sit quantum natura rerum
habet; non enim aliquid deficit esse, nisi quando iam non potest esse, eo quod omnia
appetunt esse.”
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exist. Thus, from whatever aspect we view the question, we
must come to the same conclusion: to that which is of its
nature eternal, there cannot be attributed any intrinsic possibi-
lity of non-being; to that which is naturally limited in duration,
there cannot be attributed any possibility of eternity, so that
there must be predicated of it a period of non-existence, both
prior and posterior to its being in time.

B — Proof from Natural Science.

In his De Generatione et Corruptione (Book I, 1.7, No. 57),
St. Thomas has this to say: “ And so it does not follow that
what has been corrupted, vanishes from the total nature of
things, because, although what has been corrupted in made non-
ens, yet there remains something else which has been generated.
Whence matter cannot remain but that it be subjected to some
form. Thence it is that when one thing has been corrupted,
another is generated; when one thing is generated, another has
been corrupted.” Thus we see that generation and corruption
(properly taken) are the terms of an alteration by which con-
trary is made 1nto contrary. Now, says St. Thomas, it is clear
that from that contrary from which something has been made,
which formerly was not, it is reduced again through corruption
into the same contrary. For example, if something is chilled, it
can again be reheated. The coffee is heated and then grows cold
and then is reheated, but always retain the potency to the
opposite contrary. What is generated can again be corrupted:
that which is corrupted has at some time been generated.”®
Therefore, the position that destroys this, the opinion that
places an incorruptible genitum or a corruptible ingenitum,
is against the principles of natural science.

5° Ibid.: “ Et hoc probat quia omnia corruptibilia et generabilia sunt alterabilia;
generatio autem et corruptio est terminus alterationis; alteratio autem fit de con-
trario in contrarium. Et sic patet guod ex illis contrariis ex quibus aliqua fiunt
cum prius non essent, ab illis etiam postea corrumpuntur, et in eadem reducuntur
per corruptionem; sicut si aliquid ex calido factum sit frigidum, potest iterum a
calido calefieri. Et sic patet quod illud quod est generatum, potest iterum corrumpi;
et illud quod est corruptum, fuit quandoque generatum.”





































































































































































































































































