THOMISTIC METAPHYSICS:
CONTEMPORARY INTERPRETATIONS
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It is nearly impossible to produce an adequateficstl balance of
the various contemporary interpretations of the apleysics of
Thomas Aquinas. The article pays special atterttiothe numer-
ous studies recently published concerning the Thtieniloctrines
of being, personal being, participation, and theaieysical con-
cept of creation.
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INTRODUCTION

It is notorious that extensive sectors of conterapomphilo-
sophy and culture have proposed minimizing the ntgpce of
metaphysics, if not eliminating it altogether, detiing it from its
status as the culmination of knowledge, whereriteseas the root
or foundation of all other sciences. Metaphysicsdaducted “in
the past tense,” so to speak; as Habermas hasasamte today in
a postmetaphyisical tense.

On the other hand, the encycli¢aties et ratioby John Paul I
is also famous for proposing a reawakening of gbidy with a
metaphysical dimension. This document proposes thédsophy
in the strict sense, and not merely a look-alikean indispensable
necessity, if we desire in reality a process ofigia which may in
some manner solve the general crisis in philos@bhicientific
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and cultural thinking. It is only the search for alimate truth
(which to a great extent corresponds to metaphy#ies science
pursued since Aristotle) which can suppress orehack contem-
porary mistrust in reason. Thus a truly metaphygbtaosophy is
necessary —as John Paul Il affirms— in order tospaesyond
empirical data, in order to arrive, in its searar truth, at
something absolute, ultimate and fundamental. Téyge Rloes not
indicate any particular metaphysics, out of the ynahich have
been produced throughout history; rather, his cslldirected
towards the realization, construction or revitdima of a
philosophy of being, i.e. a metaphysics which hasdcendental
and transcendent reach. The affirmation of the ipiisg of a

return to metaphysics cannot be rejected out ofdham being
utopian or illusory. In addition, in the same doemnthe Pope
speaks of the “permanent novelty of the philosophyThomas
Aquinas.? | believe this proclamation is something that &sn
responded to; it should be responded to by philesap of
differing schools and interests, since the proct&onds not merely
rhetorical, nor simply a declaration of good intens.

1. THE DIFFICULTY OR NEAR I[IMPOSSIBILITY OF A HISTO-
RIOGRAPHIC BALANCE CONCERNING THE METAPHYSICS OF
THOMAS AQUINAS IN THE 20™ CENTURY

The paradox is obvious; during moments in which yraglieve
that metaphysics is useless, if not nonexistentthis so-called
post-metaphysical age, it is very difficult, not say almost
impossible, to find a suitable balance that carinmatly synthesize
the contemporary interpretations of the metaphysicdhomas
Aquinas. He is surely the author about whom thetrhas been
written during the 20 century, and on whom the most activity has

1. The ideas discussed here can be found, amoeg @tices, in paragraphs
5, 55, 83, etc., of the Encyclicgides et ratio
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been focused in philosophical forums and philoscgifgcientific
activities.

It is necessary to take into account, first of #lgt Thomas is
not only his philosophy, but also his theology, & mysticism,
and so on. The intermingling of the philosophicdleological,
exegetic and mystical aspects of his thought hasngrise to
different Thomisms, and even to various non-Thamistadings
of Thomism. But there is no doubt that the releeaand quantity
of the studies published in recent years about T$taphilosophy
reveal the vitality of a tradition of thought whiaraws its life
from those roots.

Although an extensive bibliography could be merggbmere, |
will indicate only five recent books simply as exsdes which
touch upon our topic: those of BonidA@avies? Kerr* Prouvos#,
and Shanle§.Quite surprisingly, some of these attempts at
interpretation, which refer to the history of Themi or which
claim to offer an overall vision of contemporary ohhism or
Thomisms, do not acknowledge the best results dferot
interpretations and their authors.

In my view, a potential synthesis also should hevenclude
the results of that splendid method of philosophigestigation
that consists of the comparison of philosopherd wiach other.

2. S.T.BNINO, ElI tomismo hoy. Perspectivas caballeraSscuela de
Teologia San Damaso, Madrid, 2002, which contaitexrésting observations on
the life and death of the neo-Thomist project i@ 20th century, the defense of an
open Thomism, etc. In addition, his artidi¢re thomiste in Thomistes ou de
I'actualité de saint Thomas d’AquitNamur, 2003, pp. 15-26. This book, as well,
contains various studies on philosophy, theologgstohy of Thomism, etc.

3. B.DAVIES (ed.), Thomas Aquinas: Contemporary Philosophical
PerspectivesOxford, 2002.

4. F.KERR After Aquinas: Versions of ThomisnOxford, 2002. It is
necessary to also mention another book, also editederr, Contemplating
Aquinas: On the Varieties of Interpretatioondon, 2003, which contains
excellent studies by authors such as M. D. JoBate Velde, and A. Williams.

5. G. ROUVOST, Thomas d’Aquin et les thomismes. Essai sur I'histdes
thomismesParis, 1996.
6. B.J. $IANLEY, The Thomist TraditionKluwer, Dordrecht-Boston, 2002.
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Here, the bibliography would branch out still mor@deed,
Thomas Aguinas has been compared with almost ewtrgr
author, although the most abundant bibliographyesmonds to
comparisons of Aquinas with Descartes, Kant, andiégmer (in
this regard the well-known works of Max Muller, §rt, Caputo
and Hemming should be remembered); even Heidedgexel, as
is notorious, in Grundfrage der Philosophigvol. 45 of his
complete works) emphasized the unthinkably amaaigiggement
between Thomas and Nietszche in their explanatibnthe
Aristotelian assertion that truth is mainly in tinéellect. We must
not forget to mention, even if briefly, the schedtich has called
itself the “school of Transcendental Thomism” (Maral, Rahner,
Lonergan) and the so-called Analytical Thomism (sehdest-
known representatives are perhaps Geach and Anscatong
with Kenny and Haldané;here the number of authors is far too
many to mention more than only a few.

Given theimpossibility of a historiographic and speculative
synthesis, | will only refer to a limited selectioh the questions
and authors of the @entury8 Historiography is of interest to me,
but | must candidly admit that the speculative dimen is more
interesting. While one must adequately recognize ittvaluable
advances in historiography, | prefer to focus orvaades or
deepening in speculative discovery.

The well-known work of Agustin Nifo, in his 3disputation
on Book VIl of theMetaphysic®f Aristotle says:

7. 1 omit here works by authors already cited. hdleo to give a brief
panorama of Anglo-American Thomism, | note the daiihg works, certainly
differing greatly among themselves:KERR, “Thomas Aquinas: Conflicting
Interpretations in Recent Anglophone Literature,” Aquinas as Authority: A
Collection of Studies Presented at the Second Carderef the Thomas Instituut
te Utrecht Leuven, 2002, pp. 165-186; B. HA\LEY, “Analytical Thomism,” in
The Thomist 63/1 (1999), pp. 125-137; G. A.®COOL, The Neo-Thomists
Milwaukee, 1994. A critique of McCool is found in FH.X. KNASAS (ed.),
Thomistic Papersvol. 6, Notre Dame, 1994.

8. A brief panorama of the history of Thomism cae IKound in
R. CESSARIQ Le thomisme et les thomist&aris, 1999.
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“Expositor Thomas raro aut nunquam dissentit a

doctrina peripatetica, fuit enim totus peripatesicet

omni studio peripateticus, et nunquam aliud vatist

qguod peripatetici.”

| think that it must be recognized that the Thoinistody of

doctrine is closely related to that of Aristotle; torget this or
ignore it, at least in core areas of philosophydte to taking
mistaken paths in the interpretation of Thomas Agsias a
speculative thinker. Nevertheless, this is not dstacle to
recognizing at the outset that Aquinas goes beybadbtagirite in
the central aspect of all metaphysics, namely thestipn of
being. Thomas is Aristotelian, but not merely Aotstian. In
mentioning this, | intend to underline both theluehce of the
Stagirite as well as the originality of Thomism.

Thomistic metaphysics, as Geiger has indicatedptsnerely a
baptized Aristotelian metaphysics. In this senskoriias is not
Aristotle-plus-the-doctrine-of-creation. The “pregs” of the
metaphysics of Thomas over that of Aristotle is emdble in
many different areas. | agree with the conclusibiGeiger, who
—in his extensive work on the comparison of both
metaphysicians-2-establishes a conclusion which is modest but
very useful, namely, that it is wise not to readstatle by means
of St. Thomas, or vice-versa, instead restoringdoh author his
own particular identity. | would also advise, inditn, the
wisdom of not underestimating the influence of A in
Aquinas.

Certainly, an exploration of the diverse interptietass of
Thomistic metaphysics could be achieved via othecekent

9. L. B. GEIGER, “St. Thomas et la metaphysique d’Aristote,” nowPi@nser
avec Thomas d’AqujrFFribourg, 2000, a recompilation of studies oBL.Geiger
published by R.MBACH. In this book there are, in addition to the cortplest of
publications of the great Thomist Geiger, someisfrhost well-known and best
works; among them, “Les idées divines dans 'oewl@esS .Thomas”; “L’homme
image de Dieu, a propos de Summa Theologiae, 1,493, “Abstraction et
séparation d'apres S. Thomas in De Trinitate qa.53", articles which have
represented a discovery or rediscovery of somecéspé Thomism. | will refer to
some of these later.
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topics, such as participation, the doctrine oftthescendentals, or
analogy, the existence and nature of God, etc.,abudf these

ultimately attain their authentic meaning, and eguently display

a particular metaphysics, based on the conceptioohwhey have

about being.

An ltalian author, G. Ventimiglia, has producedautstanding
and profoundstatus quaestionion the studies of Thomistic
metaphysics centered on the problem of being, @sduction to
an excellent and novel investigation. | agree wlils general
viewpoint, while having a few reserves on the atth@wn
doctrine in the central part of his magnificent ké® the
discussion of which | will not venture into herevertheless, | will
follow his introduction in order to highlight whatconsider to be
the most relevant of the Thomistic interpretationsbeing and the
person. Ventimiglia considers that, in regardshi history of the
problem of being in Aquinas in the ®@entury, there exists a
division into three great areas. He emphasizeghimtorresponds
to three generations of philosophers, although fragn point of
view, it is not really appropriate to speak of geiens, because
the representatives can belong to different erasentheless the
division is very useful for capturing the greateknof effort at
systematizing or synthesizing the problem.

In the first place, in the J0century, at least until approximately
the 1930’s, being in Aquinas was considered tchbe af Aristotle
(Manser may be considered the most important reptatve of
this current, in his influential book thdas Wesen des
Thomismul!! secondly, beginning with the works of Gildémand

10. G. \ENTIMIGLIA, Differenza e contradiziond problema dell’essere in
Tommaso d’Aquino: esse, diversum, contradjdfidano, 1997.

11. G. M. MANSER, La esencia del tomismé&nd ed., Madrid, 1953.

12. The contribution of E. Gilson to the renewallbbmistic metaphysics is
exceptional. This affirmation also applies to maapics in the first science, as
well as to the differentiation between Aristotelfanm and Thomistic being. Even
if on this point the evolution was slow, nevertlsslat was achieved by the
beginning of the 1940’s, with the 2nd edLddtre et I'essencand the 4th edition
of Le thomismeA good study of the totality of his work is tHay R. ECHAURI,
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Fabrol3 in the 1930’s and 1940’s, “being” in St. Thomasswa
considered to be the notion of being as act, wicichstitutes a
profoundly original idea, very different from therigtotelian
notion. Finally, in the 1960’s, a third current seothat considers
the Thomistic notion of being to be neither originaor
Aristotelian, but simply Neoplatonic. This third reent was
originated by Cornelia de Vogel, but is also repnted by Hadot
and in part by D’Ancona Costa; it is important tophasize that
this current is primarily dedicated, with exemplaegearch, to the
study of Neoplatonism —the most distinguished regnéative of
this school is W. Beierwaltes—; they only make refee to the
concept of being in Aquinas in a collateral, if siimes extreme,
fashion; this is especially true of Kreniér.

My readers will pardon my insistence that historagic
explanations are certainly necessary, so that titodiges not lose
its way and philosophy does not become simply po¥tthile we
depend on historiographic data, which certainly alivays have to
be pursued, it is necessary to go beyond the datmdans of
speculative thought, thereby extending the dataill allude
briefly to both types of question in the coursetas article.

El pensamiento de Etienne Gilsdfamplona, 1980. See also the references there
to the many Gilsonian works.

13. | consider C. Fabro to be the most complete Tétamthinker of the
20th century, both for his decided renewal of fundatal points of the
philosophy of Thomas Aquinas, as well as for hisdmious knowledge about
modern and contemporary metaphysics. It is imp&ssid do justice here, even
minimally, to the enormous relevance which thishauthas had in the areas
stated, with his 30 extensive books and nearly &@@les. Recently, hi©pere
completehave begun to be edited BRIVI, Roma, 2004.

14. See G. ¥NTIMIGLIA, op. cit, pp. 5 ff. In large part | have accepted the
ideas of thestatus quaestionisvhich this author presents. | recommend the
reading of the entire book, although it will be rséater on that | do not share all
of his points of view. In this book there will beuind references to the works of
the authors | cite, as well as a more precise stidige successive phases of the
problem of the comprehension of the Thomistic motbbeing.
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2. THE QUESTION OFBEING: THOMISTIC ARISTOTELIANISM

The question of being in Thomas Aquinas has browgtit
itself a great proliferation of works, impossibleea to enumerate
within the framework of this conference, beginnimgthe first
decade of the J0century, when Garrigou-Lagrange timidly began
to indicate that Thomistic doctrines to a greatesktwere
fossilized and that it would be necessary to irigagt new senses
and aspects of the Thomistic notion of being. Thathor, and
many others (Olgiati, Masnovo, Sertillanges, RamiF®rest) who
performed excellent work, paid attention to thipitoand opened
the door to further research. However, the renesfalhomism,
and in particular our topic area, a notion of beia identified
with Aristotelianism, was late in flourishing, irmgicular until the
studies of Maritain, Gilson and Fabro, whose wanksertheless
are different in many ways. Many other authorsebtdd to those
we have mentioned, and specially to Fabro, haveodesed or
rediscovered accents and perspectives in the tesatrof the
guestion of being, which implied a radical courbange initiated,
as | said, in the 30%

The greatest metaphysical discovery of Aristothe motion of
act, ends precisely there: in the concept of dgtimi perfect act®

15. In addition to the references to the authohsdetl to in the book by
Ventimiglia, one may encounter a succinct and gheatrait of the most relevant
Thomistic authors of the 20th century in BOMDIN, La metafisica di San
Tommaso d’Aquino e i suoi interpreBologna, 2002. The first part of this book,
entitledLe interpretazioni della metafisica tomistica nehtesimo seco|driefly
studies the contributions of Grabmann, Garrigouraage, Masnovo, Olgiati,
Sertillanges, Vanni Rovighi, Gilson, Maritain, Fapr&orest, de Finance,
Raeymaeker, Giacon, Lobato, etc. Also in this boo& will encounter the most
important bibliographical references for each autho

16. In this regard, among the lengthy bibliograpthjch is available, | refer
to the relevant articles by L.Polo, who has writtém my opinion, highly
illuminating pages on the notion of act and itsimas senses in Aristotle; See
L. POLO, Curso de Teoria del conocimienteol. 1, 2nd ed., Pamplona, 1987,
lesson 1, and the corresponding chapter®im, Presente y futuro del hombre
Madrid, 1993, and of hiktroduccién a la filosofia3rd ed., Pamplona, 2002. See
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for this reason, while even the Stagirite recoghizbat the
existence of any essence must be an act, he didveot glimpse
the real distinction between being as act and essemor that
essence in act, while active temporally speakisgeguivalent
rather to dynamism or essential potency; essenoe&ivbe modes
of actuality. The closest that Aristotle came, ity wpinion, to
anticipating the Thomistic doctrine is in the wetlown
expression: “being is never the essence of anything being is
not a kind”; some of the first great Thomists o 0" century,
e.g. Raeymaeker and especially Manser, interptetedext in the
Thomistic way, when —as is well known nowadays— twha
Aristotle was emphasizing in that text of thesterior Analyticss
that no being has an essence that consists of ,daimgather that
of being such-and-such a being; the essence ofighilmes not
consist ofbeing things but of beingsuch things any distinction
between the beingeinal) of a being, on the one hand, and what
that being is, or its essenaai§ig on the other hand, does not exist
in the work of Aristotle, and therefore it is naigsible to speak of
a real distinction between being and essence inAtieotelian
ontologyl’ The foundation of this affirmation rests on the
Thomistic inquiries into being and the consequeral r
distinction. Being understood, in the manner of imhas, per
modum actualitatis absolutegaches a theoretical development
which was unknown to the Stagirite. As is knowrr, F@abro this
new manner of understanding being, as an emergewif acality,
constitutes the theoretical originality of Thomigteculation with
respect to classical thought, both Platonic andtételian, as well
as Patristic thought and the contemporary doctrinesother
schools!8

also the excellent work by REPES La doctrina del acto en Aristételes
Pamplona, 1993.

17. R.EHAURI, “Esencia y existencia en Aristoteles”, iAnuario
Filosofica (1975), pp. 119-129. See also the chapter ortgilésin E. GLSON,
Being and Some Philosophefnd ed., Toronto, 1949.

18. C. RABRO, Tomismo e pensiero modern@oma, 1969, p. 103. In this
book, a recopilation of several articles, two apeeially relevant to our
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In my opinion, it is much more clear that theransovercoming
of Aristotelianism on the part of Thomas in the lpgemn of
developing a considered metaphysical conception toé
person. The notion of personal being requires tansification of
the concept of being, as Thomas developed it, esdpec
concerning the ascent to a supraformal ambit.

3. THE THOMISTIC ORIGINALITY CONCERNING BEING AND ITS
EXTENSION ORAPPLICATION TOPERSONALBEING

Let us recall several well known ideas: being s #tt of the
forms themselves, says Thomas Aquinas; for thaoreagrasping
the notion of being is possible only if the fornoatler is surpassed
and the real order is reached, in which being zesalithe forms
themselves, insofar as it is their &¢tThe originality of the
Thomistic position —as de Finance has said— cagxpeessed by
saying that the positive pole of the real movesnfrine form to
being, with the latter acquiring the supreme rabeeain the
metaphysical order, up to the point that, so loagoaing is not
conceived as devoid of formal content (preciselcdmse it
transcends all content), one has not reached & metaphysical
originality of Thomas Aquinas; and, in addition, eonas not
surpassed the logical-formal order. The overconwhdprmalism
can only be obtained in a metaphysical doctring twceives
being as act, and which considers it, precisehabse it is, as the
archetype of actuality.

topic: “Dall’ente di Aristotele all'esse di S. Tonasp” (pp. 47-103) and “II
problema dell’'esse tomistico” (pp. 103-134).

19. See among many other studies, A. DNZALEZ, Ser y participacion
3rd ed. Pamplona, 2001; ALANO, “Actualidad y efectividad,” in his book
Metafisica y lenguaje 2nd ed., Pamplona, 1997G. E. M. ANSCOMBE
P. T. &ACH, Three Philosophers Oxford, 1973. See also A.J. PEMNY,
Aquinas on BeingOxford, 2002; J. F. X. KASAS, Being and Some Twentieth-
Century ThomistdNew York, 2003.
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If we apply these ideas to the conception of thrs@e one can
see the enormous difference between Aristotelianiamd
Thomism. In the classic and well-known Aristotelidactrine of
the senses of “being,” what sense of being chaiaeg the
person? A suitable, deep answer, in the Aristateliae, will
conclude that within the many ways of attributireiry, the person
must occupy a preferred place, since “to be” istnposperly and
truly said of subsistent individuals: being is pedp and truly of
the subsistent subjeets Thomas says in a well-known text. Being
belongs to primary substance first because itagélal subject; the
persons in a primary sense; the proper subject of being.

While the substantial sense pérsonis certainly reasonable
and true, and thus not only not to be rejected, blsp
indispensable for an explanation of the persodpés not thereby
have to be the final explanation in the speculatoréer. In
addition, this does not, | believe, require abaimupthe substantial
explanation of the person, based ultimately on xglamation of
subsistence. Through continuing the Thomistic cphoe of
being, there is space for an ultrasubstantial ewgtian of the
person which does not reject its substantial cherac

The formalism, real or presumed, of some interpiceta of
Thomism on this point, can only be surpassed bggbeyond the
predicamental order, through the surpassing offéh@al order,
with the notion of supraformality, with an adequattensification
of the real distinction between essence and bdipglying this to
our topic, this means that the substance or foontp speak, is not
lowered in its category, it is not “discountedther, its height and
dignity are increased by its being integrated #ong, which —as
Thomas Aquinas said— is the form of forms. Beingifeos a
higher unity, it is —if it can be expressed in thiay— maximally
integrative. Being, considered in a supraformal meanunites or
integrates the forms, the formal differences. Amdthis reason, as
| see it, the static and dynamic visions of thesparare only two
aspects of the same reality.

As Fernando Haya has excellently shown, St. Thaashgeves
a speculative perspective that overcomes formalism his
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consideration of the person via his real distinttietween essence
and being: “While it is certain that Thomas expesshis thought
in formal terms, that is, considering being itsedfform of forms,
or as the most formal of all ... one must bear indm.. that the
notions of essence and act are not only not incabipabut are
transcendentally harmoniouws complementaryin this context the
notion ofsupraformalitywas formulated, as that of complete being
of form in identity: a consideration of being thatessential, but
not essentialist?? Using ideas of Haya himself, | will highlight
that the person is constituted in the ambit or @lah act; the
person is (personal) being; the person is actreated) act, and
therefore only within the conceptual horizon of fitiem can it be
understood, explained and displayed in the dimensioact (of
being); the person cannot be explained in the ambjplane of
potency, which pertains or corresponds to the essenith
reference to the being which it receives, and corscthe capacity
of the essence (potency of being) insofar as itifests the need
for formal specificities and the subsequent diffitiaion of the
essential form. This act of being cannot be moaa thonidentical
with respect to the potency of being or essence. &hthat there
is in a being must be configured and considerezbasng from its
radical principle, which is being.

There is included here also all that refers to tarety
dynamism. Action prolongs being and therefore tteatire is, at
its base, dynamic. Being is not the operation, thet operative
dynamism does not exist, is not produced, withaihdp which
founds, aids and accompanies the dynamism of thgopeWe
return again to the same place: being is not effitonstrained by
the essence; or better, the determination of thtenpg of being

20 F.HAYA, El ser personal. De Tomas de Aquino a la metafideladon
Pamplona, 1997. | permit myself to emphasize thi book is excellent from
many points of view: for its high philosophical spkation, and for the force of its
theoretical argumentation, originality, and cleewgd of what can be done, in our
day and age, with a vigorous advance in the metaghwf St. Thomas, directed
precisely by his reliance on analogy. See alsotheysame authoiTomas de
Aquino ante la critica. La articulacién trascendantde conocimiento y ser
Pamplona, 1992.
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does not constrain the act of being to the poiat thbecomes
crystallized. Being, so to speak, overcomes or ftoxgs this
constriction or determination, and continues accamgmg its
multifaceted operations (and without forgetting tthaeing is
distinct from them, given that —in all that whichdreated— it is
nonidentical with all that is not itself).

The consideration of the person in the horizonahg, in the
line that we are indicating, leads to the conclusibat the
structuring of the person is not the person; ald gaianother way,
the person “is structured by means of an essectiafiguration
which is not properly the person himself, but ratiés most
intimate possession or gift¥ | will emphasize this point a bit
more, following the investigations of Haya, whicliraately have
their inspiration in the philosophical doctrines lafonardo Polo
(Haya affirms that this author’s doctrine is a gspliel philosophical
gloss on the condition of the human person asuneat God).

Following the strict doctrine of St. Thomas, beicannot be
considered a tearing apart, striking or throwinfyaff the divine
creative action. The creature is not a part, ne@sdbseparate itself
from the Absolute, “but rather it is a reality thiat given. This
giving is as radical as reality. For this reasondags that the
creature is not presupposed: it is created frormingt'22

Taking into account the great Thomistic discovefythe real
distinction between essence and being, whose degpend
continuation are being spoken of here, it is diffidco propose an
essentialism which adequately explains the es$qrgréecting of
the human being; essential perfecting is only fdssf there is a
superior instance to that which is constitutedh®y éssence. Being

21. F. HAYA, El ser personakit., p. 296. See section 3 (“La persona en el
orden dehlctus essendi of the fifth chapter (“La persona a la luz dediatincion
real de esencia y ser”) of the cited book, pp. 298- From these pages | have
taken, on occasion with my own perspective, soraasdr expressions

22. L. POLO, “Tener y dar,” inLa existencia cristianaPamplona, 1996,
p. 131.
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is that superior instance to the essefic&hereforethe being of
the human person—says Haya—is not already givenf we
propose being as something given, constituted, osuweotl move out
of dependence upon the essential conditions of dperative
dynamism. The antecedence of being in change & different
sort than that of the essence. In order to exgiaiman perfecting
... it is necessary to consider that in the humensgn, apart from
that which is given, there is the personal dimemsar better the
person, to whom it has been given. That which leenlgiven to
the human person, that which is already givenhéséssence*
The human being is not definable in this conceptwinich in my
judgment extends Thomist conceptions, by his c&pdoi have,
but rather by his capacity to give; the human being personal
being, which ultimately is constituted as intima¢yhe human
being is a personal being because he is able t®. Grom the
perspective of the person, giving signifies conitiihg. Contri-
buting makes having possiblé&”

The person is constituted more by self-giving thap
having. Precisely —and here | follow the excellexplanations of
Falgueras—, if being consists in donation, in gyyithere is space
for an explanation that is much more adequate tithar at the
speculative level, since if that which specifieinges not having
but rather giving, that which the human being hasrbgiven can
only be completed in gift, in self-giving: to betsgive26

23. Haya remarks, concerning the comparison ofTth@mist conception of
the person with that of Hegel: “Why is it necessdngt somethingnanifest itself
when it is definitelyalready in existenc It seems to me that in the Hegelian
philosophy this may be the point most difficult fespond to: the colossal self-
movement of the Hegelian absolute towards its oweffirealization does not
finally have more reason to be thiaeing thuspor that which idn itself over that
which provides this realizatiofor itself But this is nothing more than a great
circle without explanation.” F. AYA, El ser personactit., pp. 306-307.

24. F. HAYA, El ser personatit., p. 307.
25. L. POLO, “Tener y dar,” cit., p. 132.

26. See |. BLGUERAS, Crisis y renovacion de la metafisjdadniversidad de
Malaga, Malaga, 1997, p. 84. This book not onlyexsfa magnificent exposition
of Thomistic doctrine, but also a proposal for amuing the intellectual project of
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In order to finalize these quick allusions to orfettee most
interesting metaphysical fields, speculatively &e@ among that
which follows from the Thomist doctrine, | include further
guotation from Haya. If it is recognized that “defively, the real
distinction between being and essence is also fineiple of its
operative dynamism ... the being of the human b&ngpt given
...is it then still to be achieved? This can bemanner of
expressing the immanent finality of personal action its
confluence towards being itself, which is its ubit® and radical
principle. But it should not be thought that thiseans a
subordination of the metaphysical priority of beity that of
action. Quite the contrary: precisely because beimng
metaphysically primary, it is not possible to redichy any action
or operation, which belongs strictly to the ordelative to
essence. Action, including immanent action, evenitifwere
perfective of the essence, does not achieve the ohimomplete
identity with that which is principal??

Certainly that which has just been said does natl l® a
disconnection between being and action; withouoiigny the real
distinction between being and essence, which isTthemistic
discoverypar excellencgin this interpretation the aforementioned
connection is produced by means of the habits, .@20lo has
highlighted with profusion and profundity, as wadl other authors
who, each in his own way, have been inspired by’Bdhought
and frequently follow hin#8 the proposal of Polo concerning habit

Aquinas. | would like to especially underline thigthintellectual quality of this
book.

27. F. HAYA, El ser personatit., p. 308.

28. In addition to other books already noted, teraite the relevance for this
topic of: L. POLO, “Tener y dar,” cit.; b., “El conocimiento habitual de los
primeros principios,” ilNominalismo, idealismo y realism@nd ed., Pamplona,
2001, pp. 171-188 (especially the sections entitled consideracion de los
habitos intelectuales desde el acto de ser” y &biith de los primeros principios
como conocimiento dedctus essent)i See also J. F.ERLES, Habitos y virtud
Cuadernos de Anuario Filosofico. Serie UniversitarRamplona, 1998, 3
vols. Concerning the relevance of this topic, seekttoad and well-documented
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is both new and original, based on Thomistic thoudbut
continuing and broadening it. To uphold that thennmxtion or
articulation alluded to is carried out by the halmibt only does not
weaken or eliminate the real distinction betweeserse and being
in the human being, but in fact confirms the creg{u non-
identity: the creaturely condition of the humanrggionce given,
is irrevocable.

I, person, being. With incisive interpretation detThomistic
texts, within this same interpretative line, wedfimvestigations
such as those of Ignacio Falguer&igis y renovacion de la
metafisicy, the two cited books of Fernando Haykothas de
Aquino ante la criticaand El ser persond| the work of Juan
Fernando SellésL& persona humana3 vols.), whom | will cite
later, and in part that of Miguel Garcia-Valdeca@&ssujeto en
Tomas de Aquino. La perspectiva clasica ante unblproa
moderng, to whom | will allude below; in addition, theage many
other splendid works by authors such as Juan G#rciasé
Ignacio Murillo3° Salvador Pi&! etc. It is clear that these latest
contributions correspond to a many-hued and muiftifo
intensification in that most original notion of hgi held by
Thomas Aquinas, and which go beyond, in my opitisarbeyond,
the splendid affirmations and consequences higtdidyby Gilson,
Geiger and especially by Fabro (it will be suffiti¢go recall the
definition of the human being which Fabro proposeta nozione
metafisica di partecipazior, following St. Thomas in his

study by S. OLLADO, Nociéon de habito en la teoria del conocimiento de
Leonardo PolpPamplona, 2000.

29. J. @RCIA GONZALEZ, Teoria del conocimiento human&amplona,
1998.

30. J. 1. MURILLO GOMEZ, Operacion, habito y reflexion. EI conocimiento
como clave antropoldgica en Tomas de AquiPamplona, 1998.

31. S. PA TARAZONA, El hombre como ser dual. Estudio de las dualidades
radicales segun la Antropologia de Leonardo P&amplona, 2001.

32. See C.ARBRO, La nozione metafisica di partecipazione secondo San
Tommaso d’AquindTorino, 1950, p. 337, and the explanations wiiah offered
there.
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doctrine, when he notes that the real huraagsis an originating
possibility).

The new discoveries or deepenings in certain aspdotnot
imply necessarily a lessening in value of the piewe doctrines:
in that manner, the previous affirmations of renediinterpreters
of Thomas —some of which | have mentioned beforesuld
come to be considered as inexact. Neverthelesgxblanation or
intensification of being is, and will always contato be, a motive
for deepening, expanding and development, firstthim widely
varied problems of metaphysics, and also, in acsurd with these
findings —which cannot anchor themselves alone—, thie
application to diverse metaphysical topics, ands tta the other
philosophical domains. The interpretations and psajs here
alluded are some of those which are possible,hebnly ones, as
should be clear. An open and living Thomistic mhtegics must
irremediably be plural in its intensification viasi ultimate
principles, since it is precisely this life and opess that prevent
Thomism from crystallizing into a dead system.

The findings of Thomas Aquinas, now rediscovered an
profoundly investigated by illustrious Thomistsnilust mention,
among others, Montagné%, Owens3* Cardona?® Elderss6
Gonzalez Alvare2! Garcia Lope28 Clavell3® Sanguinetif?

33. B. MONTAGNES La doctrine de l'analogie selon Saint Thomas
Louvain, 1963.

34. Cf.J. QVENS St. Tomas Aquinas on the Existence of God: The
Collected Papers of Joseph OwgAthany, New York, 1980;0EM, Aquinas on
Being and ThingNiagara, New York, 1981pkm, An Interpretation of Existence
Milwaukee, 1968; DEM, The Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian Metaplogsi
3rd ed., Toronto, 1978.

35. Cf. C. @QRDONA, La metafisica del bien comiMadrid, 1966; DEM,
Metafisica de la opcidn intelectydiadrid, 1973; DEM, Metafisica del bien y del
mal, Pamplona, 1987PEM, Memoria y olvido del sePamplona, 1997.

36. Cf. L.J. EDERS, The Philosophical Theology of St. Thomas Aquinas
Leiden, 1990.

37. Among the numerous works by AOSZALEZ ALVAREZ, it is pertinent
to cite hereTratado de metafisicavol. 1: Ontologia 2nd ed. repr., Madrid, 1987;
vol. 2: Teologia natural Madrid, 2nd ed., 1986. See also his “Santo Tod®&s
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require in the present day, and will always requiferther
development. Metaphysics always will be the “sotfghtscience.”
The interpretation that | have noted in a particslabject, such as
the persort! seems to me to be quite relevant (mainly for its
consequences in anthropology and etie)ut is only one of
various possible interpretations. For this reaskmo & hasten to
emphasize that, for instance, the notion of subiscg in the
definition of the person is not illegitimate. Onretlcontrary, it is
necessary to count on that which is, and which ymesses
subsistence, but —in my opinion— if it is considéne an isolated
manner it will be insufficient. There should be toned treatment
and speculative broadening (not personalist, as them is
understood currently within the so-called pers@hathovement,
despite being of interest for other reasons) of pleeson as
intimacy and all that which this carries with itsA.. Polo has

Aquino y el pensamiento contemporaneo”Tommaso d’Aquino nel suo settimo
centenarig vol. 1, Napoli, 1975, pp. 129-136.

38. See by J. &RCiA LOPEZ among others, his extensive and systematic
treatiseMetafisica tomista: ontologia, gnoseologia y tetdogatural Pamplona,
2001. See also hisstudios de metafisica tomisamplona, 1976.

39. Cf L. QAVELL, ElI nombre propio de Dios segun Santo Tomas
Pamplona, 1980.

40. Cf. J. J. BNGUINETI, La filosofia de la ciencia segun Santo Tomas
Pamplona, 1977.

41. The specific bibliography on the person, from naetaphysical
perspective, is impossible to cover fully. | citeré a few studies, with differing
structures and aims, which | consider to be exctlle their field: E. BRMENT
[among whose systematic works | note] “La personmdna,” in A. IOBATO
(ed.), El pensamiento de Sto. Tomas para el hombre de Vwyl, Valencia,
1995, pp. 685-883; T. KLENDO, Introduccién a la antropologia de la persqna
Madrid, 1995; J. MRTINEZ PORCELL, Metafisica de la personaBarcelona,
1992; See also, from a more theological perspectivél. GARRIGUES “La
personne humaine dans sa réalité intégrale selont sBhomas,” in
S. TH. BONINO (ed.), Thomistes ou de I'actualité de Saint Thomas d’Aggiin,
p. 99-111.

42. See also, among many other works which coulcited on this subject,
that of A. M. GONZALEZ, Moral, razén y naturaleza: una investigacion sobre
Tomas de Aquind®amplona, 1998. An excellent comparison betwetrel8r and
Aquinas is provided by M.G.AITAMARIA GARAI, Accion, persona,
libertad. Max Schler - Tomas de Aquifamplona, 2002.
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noted in hisAntropologia Trascendentaine should not consider
the subsistence as consummated in itself or withseif-
revelation?3

4. THE THOMISTIC NOTION OF BEING AND THE PRESUMED (OR
REAL) NEOPLATONISM OFTHOMAS AQUINAS

“This which | call being"—says Thomas Aquinas, iny m
opinion conscious of the reach of his discovery-s tlie most
perfect of all, the actuality of all acts; nothingn be added to it
which is more formal or which determines it.” TH#snous text of
De potentiaq. 7, a. 2 ad 9, finishes, as is known, by affigrthat
“for this reason Dionysius says that, while thatickhlives is
nobler than that which exists, nevertheless beimgpbler than life,
because that which lives not has life only, butas being with its
life.”44 This quote of Pseudo-Dionysius enables me to allud
only an allusion— to the excellent research produite recent
years, making reference —in favor of and in oppasitto—
Thomas'’s presumed absence of originality in hidritoe of being.

As is well-known, the influence of Neoplatonism Tinomas
has been demonstrated, progressively more and rogrearious
authors (I include myself among them, if | am akalva bit of
vanity, because | wrote on this topic many years, dgllowing
Fabro). It seems opportune not to forget that,enegal, for many

43 See L. BLO, Antropologia trascendentalol. 1:La persona humana
2nd ed., Pamplona, 2003; vol.La esencia humand@&amplona 2003. Along the
same lines, See the three books by JEELSS, La persona humana
vol. 1:Introduccién e historia Bogota, 1998; vol. Naturaleza y esencia
humanas Bogota, 1998; vol. Mdcleo personal y manifestacioneBogota,
1999. By the same author | must also mentimmocer y amar. Estudio de los
objetos y operaciones del entendimiento y de lantatl seglin Tomas de Aquino,
2nd ed., Pamplona, 2000. See also deARGIA GONZALEZ, “Metafisica y
Antropologia: la nocién moderna de sujeto,” in ARGIA; T. MELENDO (eds.),
Actualidad de la metafisic&€ontrastes. Suplemento 7, Malaga, 2002, pp. 93-103

44. De potentiag. 7, a. 2, ad 9.
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medieval philosophers, the symbiosis of Plato andtétle was a
common assumption; as Girgenti has shéwnmedieval
philosophy is based on diverse forms of mediatietwben Plato
and Aristotle; indeed we may even speak (if in anewehat
extreme fashion) of aplatonized Aristotelianismand an
aristotelianized Platonism

Let us remember, in addition to Fabro and Geigemgelves,
who must be considered as being pioneers in tlegngwon of this
influence, the works of Herleand Little#” in addition to the well-
known works of Norris Clark8 There are authors, nevertheless,
the wake of the current begun by Cornelia de Vé%elho
emphasized the Platonic and Neoplatonic charadtdhomistic
philosophy; | indicate only a brief selection: Fang® Hankey?1
O’Rourke®2 On the one hand, in the earliest research duheg t
1950's, it is possible to say that, while recogmigithe Platonic
influence, the researchers had a tendency to nEgiiior limit it
to certain areas of Thomas’'s philosophy. On theerottand, in
some of the more recent authors that | have mezdiome sees the
other extreme, where the researchers assert thathitosophy of
St. Thomas is almost entirely Platonic or Neopletoim this

n

45. See G. RGENTI, “La metafisica de Porfirio como mediacion ente |
henologia platénica y la ontologia aristotélicaeoelel neoplatonismo medieval”,
in Anuario Filos6ficg 38/1 (2000), pp. 151-162.

46. R. J. HENLE, Saint Thomas and Platonis Study of the “Plato” and
“Platonici” Texts in the Writings of St. Thoma2nd ed., The Hague, 1970.

47. A. LITTLE, The Platonic Heritage of Thomismublin, 1950.

48. Among others, W. N.I@QRK, “The Problem of the Reality and
Multiplicity of Divine Ideas in Christian Neoplat@m,” in D.J. O'MEARA (ed.),
Neoplatonism and Christian Thoughilbany, 1982, pp. 109-127. In the same
book, pp. 97-108, there is also a study by ABRO, “The Overcoming of the
Neoplatonic Triad of Being, Life and Intellect bydrhas Aquinas.”

49. By C.DE VOGEL, in addition to other older and well-known workse
Rethinking Plato and Platonisrheiden, 1986.

50. P.RAUCON, Aspects néoplatoniciennes de la doctrine de sdioimas
Paris, 1975.

51. W. J. FANKEY, God in Himself Oxford, 1987.

52. F. O'ROURKE, Pseudo-Dionysius and the Metaphysics of Aquinas
Leiden, 1992.
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respect it is possible to emphasize, as has beeniamed, that
authors like Had&® and Ruffinengo, along with others, affirm that
the Thomistic notion of intensive being is alreaay?orphyry, and
that the identification of Subsistent Being with d>s in many
Neoplatonic authorg? (It is also necessary to recall that in the
search for where Thomas Aquinas could have encmathtthe
notion of being, there have been postulated maffigrdint authors
as the possible source —e.g. Boethius, the ScHdohartres, etc.
However, on this point, in reference to intensiegnly, | consider
the affirmations of E. Alarcon to be better groumde He
demonstrates that the fundamental nucleus of th&ide of being
according to Agquinas can be found in his mastdveAlithe Great.

One of the most relevant lines of research conogrrihe
Neoplatonic interpretations about our topic is blase studies of
the Liber de Causi8® The author who has studied this issue in
greatest dept®, and in general is the most even-handed researcher
on the Platonism of Aquinas, is Cristina D’Anconas@®8 She
demonstrated, and | believe that adequately, teatdentification

53. Among the many historical investigations byHRDOT, | highlight
Porphyre et VictorinusParis, 1968.

54. A synthesis of the development of these studiesr authors and their
corresponding bibliographic references can be foimdthe cited work by
G. VENTIMIGLIA, pp. 22-33. See especially the bibliographic efees in the
book to works by W. Beierwaltes, P. Hadot, P. P. iRaffgo, etc.

55. E. ALARCON, “San Alberto Magno y la 'Epistola Alexandri dermipio
universi esse’,” inActas del | Congreso Nacional de Filosofia Medieval,
Zaragoza, 1992, pp. 181-192.

56. See the Thomistic commentary in a recent ediff@MAS DE AQUINO,
Exposicion sobre el “Libro de las causashtroduccion, traduccién y notas de
J. QRUZ CRUZ, Pamplona, 2000.

57. See a partial compilation of the articles ois thpic in C D’ANCONA
COSTA, Recherches sur le “Liber de Causjdaris, 1995.

58. A splendid summary of the Platonic influencetie Medieval era, and
on Thomas Aquinas in particular, with a very cornmpleeference, in two
appendices, of all the relevant studies publishethe topic, can be found in the
work of IDEM, “Historiographie du platonisme médieval: le cas 8aint
Thomas,” in S. H. BONINO (ed.),Saint Thomas au XX siecle, Actes du colloque
du Centenaire de la “Revue thomiste” (25-28 mars3l9Poulouse)Paris, 1994,
pp. 198-217.
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of God with being was encountered by Thomas inliber de
Causisand in theDe divinis nhominibusf Dionysius. These texts
—she emphasizes— imply that the Platonic doctrires wot
entirely admitted. Ventimiglia, summarizing the pos of
D’Ancona Costa, emphasizes the fact that Thomasv kriearly
that theLiber de causisvas not an Aristotelian work, but also
noted that this does not mean that Llilger was a pure Platonic
commentary on th&lementatio theologicaf Proclus, as can be
easily seen by simply checking the frequent alhsito the thesis
of De Divinis nominibusAgainst the thesis of a Porphyrian origin,
D’Ancona Cost® notes that the doctrine of Thomas appears to
have a Dionysian origin.

I am inclined to note that research will provide rendruitful
results along these lines. The historical researcimelertaken by
recent authors on this question are of high quahtyong these,
the most relevant, | believe, is Aertsen, and paldrly his recent
study on the trascendentéfseven if | do not share his thesis of a
Thomistic distancing with respect to certain cdppaints of
Platonism.

The current focus of research upon the trascenderiga
resulting, indeed, in an excellent crop of reseaacil has resulted
in recent books of high quality. To limit ourselvesthe Spanish-
speaking world, it is necessary to highlight theo twolumes

59. See CD’ANCONA COSTA (ed.), “Introduzione,” in DMMASO
D’AQUINO, Commento al “Libro delle cause Milano, 1986 p. 7-164. In this
work one will encounter the ideas highlighted abdmeaddition, | have more
than once drawn expressions and ideas fromEBITVMIGLIA , op. cit, pp. 34 ff.

60. See J.BRTSEN “The Platonic Tendency of Thomism and the
Foundations of Aquinas’s Philosophy,” Medioevo, (#92) pp. 53-70, and
above all hisMedieval Philosophy and the Transcendentals: Thee@&S homas
Aquinas Leiden, 1996, recently translated to Spanish Ha Coleccién de
Pensamiento Medieval y Renacentista, Pamplona, .2088ng the excellent
treatments of this area of ontological problemsudth be noted certain chapters
of the posthumous book by EILGON, Las constantes filosoficas del sedso
recently published in the same book series, ParapR005.
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written on this subject by Antonio Millan-Puelfésand some of
the works of Leonardo Pof8.

| share the posture of Ventimiglia in this respadten —
in his book entitledifferenza ed essere he highlights that
ultimately the ontological conception of Thomasa only
not completely reconcilable with Neoplatonism, hiat
Thomas himself consciously elaborated certain dsden
aspects of this doctrine precisely while attackin® These
investigations certainly imply an advance over thdiich
Fabro had written in his day, when the first voi@sout
excessive “Neoplatonizing” in St. Thomas began ® b
heard. | am referring to his well-known workJatonism,
Neo-Platonism, and Thomism: Convergencies and DBiver
gencias®* In sum, in my view, in Thomistic metaphysics the
influence of Neoplatonism is in general inferior ttoat of
Aristotelianism, and particularly regarding the jgalts | have
mentioned here: Being and God.

Going beyond the historiographic point of viewJlbev myself
to emphasize the speculative content that, in nigiap, is found
in Thomas: the Platonic subsisting separation af tbea is
criticized in many places by Thomas Aquinas. Theous formal
perfections of things do not need to be attributed separated first
principle, but rather since all belong to the pefifen of being it is
necessary to establish a separated Principle gh&eing, and

61. A. MILLAN -PUELLES, La légica de los conceptos metafisicesl. 1:La
l6gica de los conceptos trascendentaldsdrid, 2002; vol. 2ta articulacion de
los conceptos extracategorialédadrid, 2003.

62. There can be cited here, in this regard, theemnaus references to the
topic in L. POLO, Curso de Teoria del conocimientBamplona, 1998-2005, 4
vols., and especially volume 1 of hi&ntropologia trascendentalalready
mentioned.

63. G.\ENTIMIGLIA, Differenza e contradizioneit., p. 36. | cannot allude
here to other derivations and discussions on tpg&t despite their interest. For
further information on the highly relevant contrilmms by authors such as Berti,
Aertsen, etc., sabidem pp. 37-45.

64. C. FRABRO, “Platonism, Neo-Platonism, and Thomism: Convergenc
and Divergencies”, iThe New Scholasticism4 (1970), pp. 69-100.
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which is the cause of being and therefore of ak thther
perfections possessed by a being and which folleenibeing.

The Platonic “real separation” is criticized by #tdtle, but
because he did not take into accountwizeresolutionisfrom ens
into esse Aristotle did not arrive at the consideration thie
Subsistent Being. The recognition of beonga being undercut the
possibility of establishing the subsisting separabf the Platonic
forms, and on the other hand, the vertical asceeas dhot lead to a
Form, but to the Subsisting Being itself. Regardinig point it is
sufficient to allude to the convergence, harmony soperior
agreement, that Thomas indicates in the third emapf De
susbtantiis separatisthat bears the significant titléin quo
conveniant positiones Platonis et Aristoteliti the separated All,
as Fabro and his disciples noted with precise dasion, being is
encountered simpliciter et uniformiter precisely as non-
participated, while on the other hand its causdlégomes obvious
as a result of its transcendental participatioeciBely, once more,
the notion of being and the doctrine of the reatidction provide
pertinent solutions to the difficulties and theaalt obstacles
which occur in the metaphysical problem of creatiand in the
difference between the finite and the infinite. &éjen addition, as
in the previous case alluded to, concerning petsbaimg, the
speculative intensification produces original expldons of the
problems without needing to consider as inexactliegar
explanations. Metaphysics —as it seems to me Sinak
understood it— is always open and worthy of beixtprded,
broadened and continued.

Moving forward from doctrines found in current stdrs, it is
necessary to emphasize that created being is dlifferom the
being which is the Creator, and that means thafdieer is not
identical, or what is to say the same thing, thas ineither an
identity nor pure act. The distinction between beimd essence is
not mutual opposition, but difference; created beim different
with respect to identity, essence is different wibpect to created
being. The priority between the two is hierarchicalot

424



THOMISTIC METAPHYSICS: CONTEMPORARY INTERPRETATIONS

temporalf> Reality is not identical, it is non-identical, afidm the
perspectives described here, that is to say, flardjection of an
essentialist vision, it is necessary to highlighattif being is
person, then its non-identity brings with it thetféhat the “I” is
more than itself: the personal nucleus is not ¢#gti but rather
ascension, ascendant reality, operative dynéfiitwus it must be
emphasized, in order to avoid mistakes, that tffferdnce which
non-identity carries with it, i.e. composition, doeot weaken the
unitary reality of the creature, as Thomas Aquinaguently notes.

In my opinion, all that has been said up to nowsdoat nullify
a correct understanding of the doctrine of paréitgn. As it is
notorious, some authors, based on the previousolvayplaining
things, or in similar ways, relegate the metaphajsaoctrine of
participation to a secondary plane. In the Thomisibctrine,
participation appears in such abundance and in auchltitude of
topic areas that it is impossible to explain Agsieaphilosophy
without referring to it. This doctrine is primarna not secondary
in Thomas, that is to say, it extends to the furelaal nucleus of
metaphysics, and it is not, on the contrary, a ridoetof merely
explanatory character.

I consider that the doctrinal explorations of Fafira nozione
metafisica di partecipaziondartecipazione e causalitéand of
Geiger (a participation dans la philosophie de s. Thomas
d'Aquin) continue, as a whole, to be valid; in my opinion,
participation by composition and participation liypitarity are not
incompatible; the emphasis in the former (Fabrasdoot negate
participation by similarity (Geiger). Both can baléwed and be
deepened in some of their elements without weakertime
principles which they attain to; both conceptiomsd not only
participation by composition) can give intensitywbat we might
call the active or dynamic “seal” of similarity. iBhconcept also

65. The ideas contained in this paragraph are télken the work already
mentioned by I. ELGUERAS, Crisis y renovacion de la metafisjqap. 85 ff. See
also section IV: “La distincién real como difereacintrinseca,” and section
V: “El essey el habens essepp. 85-100.

66. See F. HYA, El ser personait., pp. 316 ff.
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belongs to the explanations of Fabro, of courskudieg his later
consideration of exemplarism with respect to efficy. This
exemplarism is certainly fulfilled between the Qozaand the
created being, inasmuch as the AbsolsitBeing and that which is
finite has being; but this very similarity bears within itsehe
greatest possible dissimilarity, not of degree it orders’
Exemplarism is a consequence of transcendentaicipatton$8
The similarity must be transcendental in orderdable to express
the transcendence of God, since the clear Thonfstmulations
in this respect cannot be forgotten: of that whechredicated both
of God and of creatures, is predicated of God disdlgm and of
creatures by participatid.

But from there, in my opinion, the questions whichentioned
before can and must be explained, since it affdesdynamic
slope of the concept of participation by similarias the studies
alluded to that bear a different interpretativealseOne of them is
the consideration that creation as participationdivine being
implies that participation is assimilation. Thissiagilation is an
active reception, not passive: to be is to receanet this is perhaps
the only case where this reception is not produgsédmodum
recipientis but ratherad modum dantis essehich implies not a

67. See on this point F.GARIZ, “Cuestiones de metafisica tomista en torno
a la creacion,” inDivus Thomas(1974), pp. 403-424. See also QRDONA,
Olvido y memoria del sePamplona, 1997, pp. 412 ff.

68. Regarding to this topic in general, allow medter once again to my
book Ser y participacion3rd ed., Pamplona 2001. On the metaphysical probl
of creation in Aquinas: J. M.RTOLA, Creacién y participacionMadrid, 1998;
IDEM, “Consideraciones sobre la doctrina de Santo T@oésca de la creacion,”
in Ciencia Tomista (1990), pp.213-229; an overall view by the same
author: DEM, “Creacion y gobierno,” in V. BDRIGUEZ ET AL., El pensamiento
de Tomas de Aquino para el homioie hoy vol. 2, Valencia, 2001, pp. 325-415;
P. MAZZARELLA, “Creazione, partecipazione e tempo secondo S. Emom
d’Aquino,” in Studia Patavina (1982), pp. 309-335; A.KBSALBERTI, “La
creazione nella filosofia di S. Tommaso d’Aquin®”Rivista di Filosofia Neo-
scolastica (1969), pp. 202-220; A. MLINARO,“La nozione di creazione,” in
Studia Patavina (1965), pp.175-206, 401-444; IU®, “Metafisica de la
creacion segun Santo Tomas, eraquinas 1/8 (2003), pp. 28-43.

69. See, among other passaf@#spotentiag. 7, a. 7, ad 2.

426



THOMISTIC METAPHYSICS: CONTEMPORARY INTERPRETATIONS

descent but rather an elevati®ilhe relation of dependence
produced by creation, according to the Thomistictidoe, does
not imply that it be a passion; and certainly samil cannot carry
with it community of nature, since in that case fimte and the
infinite would be intermixed, which would be a pagism in one
of its various modalities.

This speculative consideration of the Thomistiavedats with
which creation is considered bring with them a weabf
formulations and expressions, which important preday
interpreters have developed, and in which even rtbgon of
participation itself appears to be excluded (algiohere too, in
my opinion, the exclusion is not necessary, orengtthere is room
for a purified metaphysical doctrine of participai. | refer to the
metaphysical explanations, which could be labeleddanative,”
to which | have sufficiently alluded above in refece to the
metaphysical comprehension of the person. The authost
relevant in this respect is Ignacio Falguefasho has in one way
or another been followed in these points by F. Haya also by J.
Pérez Guerrero in certain of his explanations. Aédevant are the
works of J. Garcia, J.F. Sellés, J. . Murillo aather authors
already cited above. It seems to me to be onlytéaiecognize the

70. This is the thesis of the article by #REZ GUERRERQ La creacién
como asimilacion a Dios. Un estudio desde TomasAdeing Pamplona,
1996. Based on texts of Aquinas focusing on sintjlarand on the work of
Leonardo Polo, this book stands out among receligagions. | do not share all
his conclusions: in my opinion, there is too strangeparation between the so-
called participation by composition and participatiby likeness. As | noted
above in the main text, exemplarity is not elimathty constitutive or causal
transcendental participation.

71. Not being able myself to shortly explain hisiception in a manner that
does it justice, | provide here a short quotatiamd suggest again that readers
should read the text itself: “... creation is a dagrain which God, the pure act of
being, gives a pure or total gift; that is, in ¢i@a God gives that which gives,
i.e. the act of being. The creature, gift of creatiis also a giver, but not, like the
creating existence, a giving of giving, but ratheepeater or a giver of gifts. Only
God is capable of giving giving, the creature gigits which are not, in their
turn, able to give. In the creature, giving and thhich is given, do not coincide,
while in the Creator, they do. The pure identityegi\giving, the pure difference
gives gifts.” I. ALGUERAS, Crisis y renovacion de la metafisica., p. 84.
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influence, on the one hand, of the metaphysicaltrihec of
Leonardo Polo in these authors, and to underliag¢, finom here
on, these works have their own originality in theeculative
interpretation of the topics treated.

The critiques of the doctrine of transcendentatigigation by
Rudi te Veldé? and of Pergamin® who note certain deficiencies
in the treatment of that doctrine, either inadeguacinsufficient
thought in certain points in respect to the Thomitxts, do not
eliminate in my view the speculative strength nbe thuclear
elements of Thomistic participation as understogdthe Italian
thinker. That in certain occasions Thomas’s exmmsitnight be
“coarse,” or inadequate, does not thereby invadiddie entire
doctrine. The important thing is to improve uporiitto continue
it. (In fact, Rudi te Velde and Teresa Bergaminbpse works are
certainly excellent, follow quite in the wake ofldfa’s studies,
reiterating to a great extent the position of tiraiat Thomist).

On this subject, although | cannot develop my résm&aoo
extensively, | consider that the best and mostouglate exposition
of the doctrine of participation is that proposgdWiippel, who is
also in my opinion the best English-speaking exposof the
whole of the Thomistic metaphysié¢s.0On the one hand, this
author shares even-handedly in the contrapositieiwvden the
doctrines of participation by composition of Falaod that of
participation by assimilation, imitation or formalerarchy, as
expounded by GeigéP.In addition, he opens a perspective which
is certainly interesting and relevant on the pdesielimiting of

72. SeeR. ATE VELDE, Participation and Substantiality in Thomas
Aquinas,eiden, 1995.

73. See F.BRGAMINO, “La necessita assoluta nell’essere creato in
Tommaso d’Aquino. Sintesi ragionata di Contra QGestill, c. 30,” in Acta
Philosophica 8 (1999), pp. 69-77.

74. Amongst the many works of J. FIRNEL it is necessary to citdhe
Metaphysical Thought of Thomas Aquina¥ashington, 2000Metaphysical
Themes in AquinasVashington, 1984; anthomas Aquinas on the Divine Ideas
Toronto, 1993.

75. SeeDEM, “Thomas Aquinas and Participation,” $tudies in Mediaeval
Philosophy Washington, 1987, pp. 117-158.
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the metaphysical doctrine of participation: he amdu texts

(frequently applied to other matters or referredad explained in
the interior of a determined systematization) wtsekm to refer to
being as the direct object of participation in e#fuhg: the things

have or possess being in a partial manner (théhey, participate
in their being). This would be a distinct manneruofierstanding
participation, which it seems to be does not elatérothers, and to
which attention should be paid. When St. Thomagnadf that

“quaelibet res participat suum esse credtdfmand in other

similar texts, he uses the term “participate” witieing” as direct

object’’

It cannot be forgotten that Thomas Aquinas, fomepla when
explaining the fourth way, the metaphysical marparexcellence
of ascending to the existence of the Absolute, lspea grades of
being, and not of grades of essence; the —to spkakhusly—
natura essendis excluded by transcendental participation, as |
have intended to explain elsewhéfe.

Returning to take up the previous ideas within ihisrpretative
framework, it is necessary to reiterate that orilg tAbsolute
Creator can provide being, create, precisely becélesis Being,
simpliciter, without restriction. It is even necessary to ribi, for
Thomas Aquinas, “creator” is a name of God in aseguential
sense. The Absolute is Being, and because He isgBdi He
wishes, He creates. And that which He creates aings,
suppositaor beings comprised of essence and being; buts as
notorious, creation refers properly to being, ara being it also

76. THOMAS AQUINAS, In | Sent, d. 19, . 5, a. 2.

77. "On still other occasions, when Thomas refeyrsstich entities (or
natures) as participating esse he seems to have in mind immediately ¢isse
which is realized within such entities as theirtigatar acts of beingactus
essendi While this usage may strike Thomas's reader mssual, it may be
helpful to recall that frequently in such contexthomas uses ’participate’
(participare) as a transitive verb witesseas its direct object.” J. F. MPEL, The
Metaphysical Thought of Thomas Aquingis, p. 121; See the entire section
(“Participation in essé), pp.110-124, and the following discussion on
participation, composition and limitation (pp. 1231).

78. See A. L. BNZALEZ, Ser y participaciorit., pp. 105-132, 218 ff.
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concerns or reaches essefft€he well-known formulate obe
causis which Thomas makes his own, indicates that “it&t bf
the things created is being.” According to the Thstim doctrine,
the essence is created, precisely because beiamsatto, is
attributed to, the essence, and not vice versa.

It seems to me, given these affirmations, that ot necessary
to insist that the ontological primacy of being sle®t damage, or
better yet, does not involve denigration of theease, which is not
limit, negativity, deprivation, or much less negati in the
Spinozan sense, insofar as it involves a deterinimabf
being. Nevertheless, | consider it worthwhile tghiight that the
positivity of essence, in Thomistic metaphysics,smalways be
preserved? The only error, on this point, derives from thestake,
despite all that | have just emphasized, of undadihg being
simply as the actuality of the essence, withoutngothat in this
way it is conceived in function of the essence antlthe other
way around, a point which is one of the most imgirtaspects of
the Thomistic speculative discovery.

The positivity of essence brings with it, amongeotlthings,
that the composition of essence and being mustes®en from a
positive perspective. This composition does nofugiee the unity
of beings; for that reason, the real distinctiome a defect or
factor causing multiplicity in beings, but rathéetaxis on which
its unity is based, as has been astutely pointadbguGarcia-
Valdecasa$8! Although | cannot develop this idea further héhe,
deepening and speculative development of the ristihction of
essence and being constituted, in my view, the mdstuate and

79. Among the numerous texts which could be listete, sedn Il Sent,
d. 11, g. 1, a. 2 ad 2: “creatio non respicit remturvel essentiam, nisi mediante
actu essendi; qui est primus terminus actus craatfo

80. Concerning essence, see BABTE, Metafisica de la esencia. Un
estudio desde Tomas de AquiRamplona, 2001. See also the introductory study
by E. FORMENT in TOMAS DEAQUINO, El ente y la esencj@amplona, 2002.

81. See M. BRCIA-VALDECASAS, El sujeto en Tomas de Aquino. La
perspectiva clasica sobre un problema modeRamplona2003.
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congruent treatment that can be brought to theosgdjhical
problem of identity and differenc@.

A last clarification: although it might not be nesary, | would
like nevertheless to insist that the dependendgiefinite upon the
infinite does not result in a devaluation of theit®; this latter
exists in a positive way, with its own exclusiveiige God does
not createex sehis own being. The being of the created thing s no
differencefrom the pure Identity in which the Absolute catsi it
is different For that reason there is no place for a suppoesitio
(of God to God). Finite subjectivity, because ifasinded, cannot
fulfill any absolutereditio (Eckhart, Cusa). The pure Identity does
not refer to creation, inasmuch as God is indepsnafethe created
thing, He does not move towards the finite thirtgisithe other
way around: the finite things because it is created. There cannot
be anydeus creatusor deus ocassionatugusa)? The being of
the Absolute is identical with himself; the finiteeing is non-
identical in and of itself, as soon as it is crda@&ecause it has
been created, it is affected by or received in aseece. The
Thomistic doctrine, tested and later continuallggkned and made
more profound, of the real distinction of essennd axistence,
derived from Thomas’s original conception of beipgovides a
metaphysical explanation of the relations betwéerfinite and the
infinite.

In the doctrine of Thomas, so far as | understéncteation is
creation of being, and is performed without motitmt which is
implanted in reality is dependent being; dependemagjuivocally
defines creation, according to Aquinas. Given tlis, Falgueras
has brilliantly and opportunely noted, dependenoetlee Pure

82. See |. BLGUERAS, Crisis y renovacion de la metafisicait., and
especially chapter 3, “Consideraciones filosoficast@no a la distincion real
esse-essentfaa work which in my opinion constitutes one oktimost lucid
contributions to the interpretation and extensibmlmmism.

83. See A.L.®NZALEZ, “La articulaciéon de la trascendencia y de la
inmanencia del Absoluto en 'De visione Dei’ de Nésode Cusa, introduction to
the Spanish translation of IBOLAS DE CUSA, La vision de Dios 4th ed.,
Pamplona, 2001, pp. 9-58.
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Identity which is God “requires enjoying autonorsice the more
the being depends on God, the more free it becaPidsilgueras
also notes pertinently that the unconditioned sieitgl in which

the Absolute consists, implies that its creative iacalso simple
and unconditioned. But to depend on a simple arobnufitioned
act is not to lack unity, nor autonomy nor power tather to have
in a guaranteed fashion one’s own unity and pdw&eing which
has been given, has been given in “free and pripatperty.” The
creature is pure dependence, and in respect toréa¢ure God is
absolute transcenderfte.

It should be remembered that Thomas Aquinas defimedne
occasion the creation as pure dependence: “Creasomot
movement, but rather the very dependence of tregemtébeing on
the principle by which it is constituted”. Creation, he also
affirms, “is not properly a mutation, but rathercertain relation
with respect to the creator in consonance with digpendent
being”88 The total dependence which is called creation -s-say
Rassam— is unilateral, and expresses an ascendiegtation
relative to the Absolute, but does not authorizelescending
dialectic, given that the Absolute is transcendemtd is not
numbered among relative beings.

On this great metaphysical inquiry depends a cbrrec
articulation of immanence and transcendence ofAthsolute in
regards to that which is created, which is the pigtsical problem
par excellenceFrom a Thomist perspective, and with applications
to all modern metaphysics, thanks to the metaphalsiancept of
expression, there have been developed interestiptareations

84. See BLGUERAS, |., Crisis y renovacioén de la metafisjaait., p. 88. See
also his articldRealismo trascendentah Futurizar el presente. Estudios sobre la
filosofia de Leonard®olo, Malaga 2003.

85. |. FALGUERAS, Crisis y renovacion de la metafisicd., note 152.

86 See, among other texts of O, La libertad trascendentaPamplona,
2005, p. 35.

87. Summa contra Gentilgh, 10.
88. Compendium Theologiae. 99.
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concerning the relations of the finite and thenié8® As is well
know to anyone who has studied metaphysics, Thohtasnas
provides reasonable arguments for the compatilwfitgntological
transcendence with the gnoseological immanencaeoAbsolute,
the compatibility of the supreme superabundancdiwhe being
with its presence through essence in everythinghvis not Him,
without mediation, whether dialectic or of any atkimd.

And here also interesting comparisons can be matiecken the
vision of creation of Thomas with other metaphykstactrines of
creation, such as the rationalist theory of Leibnizhich
constitutes, as is well known, the paradigm of sseatialist vision
of creation?® The comparison of one doctrine with the other
constitutes a fruitful method of research, whicloduces patent
and unequivocal results, since it underlines aspedtich in
themselves would be difficult to draw out. This quarative
analysis, as has already been mentioned, has bedormed
among St. Thomas and a large part of the authacs o and
posterior to him, on this topic and on others, itesy in a huge
bibliography, impossible to summarize here.

Creation is not the actualization of apgssibilia. In God,
creation is God, and in that which is created, taaas being. In
contrast, the rationalism of Leibniz, in sayingttat the relevance
of metaphysics falls upon the essence, arrivegossibilia or to
essences without making any reference to theirgheind even to
assert that God is bound to choose the best arheqpgssibilia In

89. See M. J.STO, Expresion. Esbozo para la historia de una idea
Cuadernos de Anuario Filoséfico, Serie Universitania 15, Pamplona, 1994; an
essay later broadened and published with the ¢fld.a recomposicion del
espejo. Andlisis histérico-filoséfico de la idea ebgpresion Pamplona, 1995. For
a comparison between Aquinas and Spinoza on thispként of the relations
between finite and infinite, and a pertinent crigpf the Spinozian doctrine from
a Thomistic point of view, cf. A. L. GNZALEZ, El Absoluto como causa sui en
Spinoza3rd ed., Pamplona, 2000.

90. For a comparative viewpoint between Thomas #agiand Leibniz with
respect to the elements which intervene in the phgtscal explanation of the
notion of creation, see my article “Presupuestotafigcos del Absoluto Creador
en Leibniz,” inLas demostraciones de la existencia de Dios segitmnlz 2nd
ed., Pamplona, 2005, pp. 17-41.
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a metaphysics of being, in contrast, this makesarse, not only
because the freedom of God cannot be limited byhamy, but
also because essence is understood as somethivgidatay
referred to being, and in addition it is not esgebat rather being
which is theproper term of the divine creative action. That which
is created certainly is everything, but creatiols ha its primary
object theinfluentiam essendiand by means of being, the thing
(essence) created. God, in giving being, produdes tvhich
receives being, as Thomas Aquinas stated in a didlen
expression. But it is necessary to distinguish withcaution —as
Gilson elegantly emphasized— between the essemtissibility
and the existential possibility. The latter is meachable via the
former, but rather vice versa:

“Many metaphysicians seem to imagine that an
essence cannot exist until it has received all its
determinations, and as soon as it has received, them
must burst out into existence, or at the very |east
receive it. So, a double error is responsible fos t
illusion. The first is not to see that being contpl

the order of essence does not bring the esserioetan
towards existence. A completely perfect possible
continues to still be a pure possibility. The saton
error is to forget that the essence of a possiblagb
necessarily includes possible existence, by meéns o
which it achieves its essential determinatiéh.”

Essence or the possible is not the highest metagahygrade,
through which we should understand all the othemcepts of
reality. In addition, Leibniz emphasized that ci@atis ex nihilg
while still presupposing possibles or essences. fiot clear how
both assertions can be made compatible. It seethsrrthat the
philosopher from Hannover falls into the difficultyready rejected
by St. Thomas, when he affirmed that it is an etoahink that the
fact that Godcan create something in some way is equivalent to
somethingbeing able to bereated by God, since if things were so,

91. E. GLSON, El sery los fildsofgsPamplona, 1979, pp. 270-271.
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there would either exist an eternal potential far treature, or else
God could not create anythifg§Against the Leibnizian optimism,
it is necessary to note, with Aquinas, that Gxash make better
things than that which he actually makes, given tteeadoes not
need anything in order to create out of his infirdttive potency.

I consider that Thomistic metaphysics, with thespective |
have alluded to here, can continue exploring nethp@ontinually
intensifying and deepening, which reveal themselvesthe
speculative investigation. | take the risk heremantioning two
large areas which will be promising and benefitial speculative
investigation: the theory of the divine names, whicertainly
includes the doctrine of divine idé€ds(in theodicy), and the
articulation of the modal concepts of possibilitgxistence,
necessity and contingency (in ontology). The greataphysical
problem of modal ontology, of the concept of poiish
contingency and necessity, is its “conjugation,ifqgreferred, the
articulation and unfolding of each modality basedtee first, since
it is clear that a hierarchical structuring of midigtaexists, which
later can be extended to problems in theodicy. Gdigespeaking,
Thomistic modal metaphysics is still nearly unknovatthough
there exist excellent monographs, such as thathmiees recently
published by S. Arguellé#

92. See HOMAS AQUINAS, De veritate g.2, a. 10, ad 2: “Unde non
sequitur quod Deum creare posse aliquid idem sidcaliquid posse creari ab
ipso: alias, antequam creatura esset, nihil crpateisset, nisi creaturae potentia
praexisteret.” That which | note in this text isther developed in my study
Presupuestos metafisicos del Absoluto Creador donizgit., and in my article,
which is also a comparison between Thomist and rieién doctrines, “Lo
meramente posible,” iAnuario Filosofico (1994), pp. 345-364.

93. See, among other studies, and besides thestlgitGeiger and Wippel,
that of V. BOLAND, ldeas in God According to Saint Thomas Aquinasrcsu
and Synthesjd eiden, 1996.

94. See S. RGUELLO, La posibilidad y el principio de plenitud en Tomas
de Aquing Pamplona, 2005. There is in this work a pertinantd updated
bibliography concerning modal metaphysics and TkamiSee also, in regards to
the logical-metaphysical problem of modality, AANo, Metafisica y lenguaje
2nd ed., Pamplona, 1997.
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CONCLUSION

The contemporary crisis of metaphysics, which faaseld two
centuries now, ever since Kant, was —as is well wme-
diagnosed splendidly by Hegel. As E. Alarcén hagedg “if in
two centuries metaphysics has not resolved itésgiitsis obvious
that the way of confronting it has been ineffectivéth the
permission of Lampedusa, something has to changehab
everything does not stay the same,” and if a mgsps is
possible which is a genuine science, such changeotéake place
in its object, but only in its methdd.My proposal is even prior to
the consideration of method, and is surely not \sggculative. It
consists simply of adopting a mood or attitudet faanchoring
ourselves in that optimism dfides et ratig outlined for us in
paragraph nr. 56:

“I must enliven the philosophers, Christians or, ot
trust in the capacity of human reason and notxo fi
goals which are too modest for their philosophy.

And in paragraph 95 we read:

“The truth never can be limited by time or cultute:
is known in history, but it surpasses that verydnis”

To trust in the power of reason: let us remembat tamous
passage of the Thomistic commentary on the BookJolh
(certainly very much in the style of the so-call@ost-Auschwitz
thought):“cum Deo disputare cupio”(“l desire to argue with
God"). Thomas begins by emphasizing, in his glosses,siich an
affirmation seems to be an illegitimate boldness,He follows by
saying that the difference between the interlosutives not have
any effect upon the truth of what they say. If whia¢ says is truth,
nobody can prevail over him, whoever may be hisoogpt in the
discussion. This text is included Tthe Thomismby Gilson; | am

95. E. ALARCON, “Sobre el método en Metafisicar’ J. ARANGUREN, ET
AL. (eds.)Fe y razonPamplona, 1999, pp. 267-277.

96. lbidem.
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in agreement with his comment that we must “pgréitg in the
admiration that Saint Thomas himself experiencedmflaced with
a reasoning whose truth is so absolutely certaan ithcould be
affirmed even before God Himself, because the jpies on
which it is nourished are the same in the creatame the
Creator. One cannot imagine a more surprising espye of
confidence in the power of Goé".

We are called to trust in truth and in reason, euthfainting
nor being overcome by fear, because with respetietéruth, there
is no such thing as exaggeration in its pur¥uitconsider that the
metaphysics of Thomas Aquinas can help in thigesihunites the
characteristics that are essential for this tgs&cslative precision
and rigor, confidence in reason and courage irséach of truth,
with exquisite attention to the immensity of new dan
uninvestigated problems, which arise continuallyhwany new
progress in any of the various areas of philosophg. great
philosophers are always our contemporaries. As HsoAquinas
has said, “diversitas temporum significatorum ndmeisificat
veritatem.®® Metaphysics offers us this metacultural scope of
truth.

Angel Luis Gonzalez
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email: algonzal@unav.es

97. See E. GSON, El tomismo 4th Spanish ed., Pamplona, 2002, p. 44.

98. Splendid considerations on truth, along thécated lines, can be found
in L. POLO, “La verdad como inspiracion,” irLa persona humana y su
crecimientocit., pp. 197-206. See also ELARCON, “El debate sobre la verdad,”
in P. EREZILZARBE; R. LAZARO (eds.),Verdad, bien y belleza&Cuadernos de
Anuario Filosoéfico, nr. 103, Pamplona 2000, pp.625-

99. In Sent lib. 1V, d. 2,q.2,a1.
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