THOMAS AND THE UNIVERSE

Sranvtey L. Jax:

Seton Hall University
South Orange, New Jersey

VEW SUBJECTS MAY appear so discouragingly vast as
Thomas and the Universe. Few have produced a work
vaster, let alone deeper, than did Thomas. As to the
universe, its vastness as well as its depth are succinctly stated
in Newman’s Idea of a University: “ There is but one thought
greater than that of the universe, and that is the thought of
1ts Maker.”* There is in addition the vastness of the history
of the notion of the universe and the large number of Thomas’
interpreters, not all of them immune to prolixity. At any rate,
Thomas’ best known 20th-century interpreters offer, as will
be seen shortly, at most a brief chapter or a subsection of it on
Thomas and the universe with very little on the universe as
such.

A possible reason for this is that in the vast writings of
Thomas there is no chapter or question on the universe as
such. By as such I mean the very core of the notion of the
universe, or its being the totality of consistently interacting
things and their very unity. Thomas, as will be seen later, is
not at all silent on this point. But if one tries to locate his
relevant dicta by looking through the detailed tables of con-
tents in, say, the Parma edition of his works, one is not given
much guidance. No different 1s the case when one looks
through the subject indices. Entries under * universum > are
almost as scarce as hen’s teeth. As to entries under “ mundus,”
they are of no great help on the world or universe as such.

Authors who let their publishers undertake the compilation
of the subject index of their books will probably agree that the

1J, H., Newman, The Idea of o University (London: Longmans, Green &
Co., 1888), p. 462.
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result is very unsatisfactory in most cases. Few readers can
really sense the nuances of an author’s real concerns, especially
if, like Thomas, he has many important concerns. There is in
addition the effect of the climate of thought. Under ordinary
circumstances one does not pay attention to the air one
breathes in, and much less writes about it extensively, though
one still can make incisive though brief references to it.

In the intellectual atmosphere surrounding Thomas, the
reality of the universe as such was taken to be a most obvious
fact. There were debates whether the universe was eternal or
temporal; whether it was uncreated or created out of nothing
or out of some prime matter; whether any creature could be
given a creative power; whether the universe was governed
providentially; whether it was properly ordered; whether any-
thing occurred in it by chance or by accident; whether it was
absolutely or relatively the best; whether it could have been
otherwise; whether it was necessarily spherical; whether it
could move or not—but nobody felt the need to discuss at
length whether there was a universe, that is, a totality of con-
sistently interacting things all of which verged toward unity.

Democritus’ claim about a large number of universes was,
of course, known, but just as well known was the illogicality
of it. Either those universes interacted with one another, and
in that case they clearly formed one single universe, or they
were unknowable to one another in the absence of such inter-
action. The arguments Aristotle offered? on behalf of the
unicity of the universe were widely adhered to even in the lat-
ter half of the 17th century. The idea of the plurality of worlds
that came then into vogue rested largely on taking planets and
stars for worlds, though hardly ever with the intent of destroy-
ing the notion of the universe as a totality.

The spontaneous acceptance of a real universe remained part
and parcel of Western consciousness until Kant’s Critique of
Pure Reason began to make a real impact through the rise of
Neo-Kantianism from the 1870s on. Reaction to that impact

2 Aristotle, On the Heavens, Bk I, ch. 8-9.
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within Catholic philosophical circles, and in particular among
the Thomists and their freshly born Neothomist kind, is a sub-
ject still to be studied in detail. It seems, however, that no
close look was taken in those circles at the centrality which
Kant’s attack on the validity of the notion of the universe oc-
cupies in his strategy of agnosticism. Usually ignored in the
same circles were also the “scientific ” threats posed to the
unity of the universe in precisely those times or the five dec-
ades between 1870 and 1920.°

The scientific situation, though not the scientists’ percep-
tion, drastically changed in the 1920s, or the very decade dur-
ing which General Relativity became widely known. Even to-
day there is no strong awareness of the fact that Einstein’s
chief achievement in General Relativity was to restore credi-
bility to the notion of the universe. He did so by providing the
first contradiction-free scientific account of all gravitationally
interacting things in the concluding or fifth memoir on General
Relativity published in 1917. Einstein himself paid no im-
mediate attention to the fact that in a sense he discovered for
science the universe as such, and that by the same stroke he
discredited Kant’s claim that science was the chief disproof
of the credibility of the notion of the universe.* This pivotal

3 A case in point is the Cosmologie by D. Nys, of the Institut Supérieur de
Philosophie in Louvain, which grew between 1803 and 1929 from a one-
volume work into a four-volume opus and influenced many Neothomist
writers. The book is a philosophical account of the scientifically investigated
processes in the universe but wholly void of any reference to astronomy, let
alone to the cosmos as such. Far less imitated was another major Catholic
work from that period, K. Gutberlet’s Kosmos (Paderborn: F. Schéningh,
1908). Though it containg interesting discussions on the optical paradox of
an infinite universe, the universe as such is not discussed there. Such is
hardly a progress from Christian Wolff’s Cosmologia (1730), the first major
work with that title which, in spite of its Leibnizian biases, influenced for
the rest of the eighteenth century many Catholic writers of textbooks of
philosophy as well as their Protestant counterparts sympathetic to Scholas-
ticism.

4 Einstein revealed only around 1950 his awareness of the fact that the
cosmology of General Relativity may be supportive of natural theology. See
for details my Cosmos and Creator (BEdinburgh: Scottish Academic Press,
1978), pp. 51-3.
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contribution of General Relativity was equally ignored by
Eddington, Born, Pauli, Weyl, and other foremost early inter-
preters of General Relativity for the broader scientific public.
Wearing the opague glasses of the Kantian categories, they
could hardly see the new cosmological landscape for what it
really was.

Something very different should have come from first-rate
Catholic experts on relativity, such as the Abbé George
Lemaitre and Sir Edmund Whittaker. Had they pointed out
the bearing of General Relativity on the notion of the universe,
better-grade Thomists would have taken notice. This is espe-
cially true of Pius XII who in writing his famous address of
1951 on modern science and the proofs of the existence of
God ® was advised by Whittaker, a prominent member of the
Pontifical Academy of Sciences. The pope, who quoted from
Whittaker’s Space and Spirit, credited modern science not for
its having reinstated the universe into intellectual respectabil-
ity; rather, the pope praised modern science for its having,
“in a marvelous degree, fathomed, verified, deepened beyond
all expectation” the “wonder of being of the world around
us,” namely, ““the mutability of things, including their origin
and their end; and the teleological order which stands out in
every corner of the cosmos.” ®

As happens all too often, the focusing of attention on par-
ticulars, however valuable and telling, distracted from per-
ceiving the overriding importance of the whole. The pope
made much of entropy, galactic red-shift, and radioactive de-
cay as supports of the creation of the universe in time. Such
a support can never amount to a strict argument. Physics can
never infer from any actual physical state, however remote in
the past, to a state which is nothing. Not that the pope offered
a strict argument. He would have been the last to abandon
Thomas’ standpoint about the impossibility to prove or dis-

5 The Proofs of the Hzistence of God in the Light of Modern Science
(Washington, DC: National Catholic Welfare Conference, n. d.).
6 Tbid., p. 5.
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prove either the temporality or the eternity of the universe.
But the thrust of his address was unmistakably in favor of the
view that physical science strongly suggests a temporal begin-
ning for the cosmos about 5 billion years ago.

That today cosmologists speak of 12 or 18 billion years is by
far the least important change to note. Already a differ-
ence of a mere million years or two is beyond human sus-
ceptibility. The same is even more true when it comes to very
short time spans such as a hundredth of a second, to say noth-
ing of a millionth of a second. Yet it is on processes taking
place in time units far shorter than a millionth of a second that
modern scientific cosmology focuses its investigations. The
phases most intensely scrutinized are in the range between
10°* to 10°*® seconds, and if the gravitational force will be
quantized, research might push beyond the present barrier of
10°* seconds or Planck’s time. In other words one of the most
important facets of modern scientific cosmology is that by
spanning almost 70 orders of magnitudes along the space-time
parameter it is very suggestive of an over-arching totality un-
derlying a vastness that defies imagination.

What all this has to do with Thomas will be clear shortly.
For a moment let us take a look at some of Thomas’ best
known 20th-century interpreters. There is a chapter on “ God
and the Universe ” in Fr. D’Arcy’s well known presentation of
Thomism but the chapter contains not a word about the uni-
verse as such.” KEven more tantalizing is Fr. Copleston’s
Aquinas. There the chapters “ The World and Metaphysics ™
and “ God and Creation” cover eighty pages, almost a third
of the entire bock. But a mere lock at the index, which does
not contain the words “universe” and “world,” should be
enough of a warning that the chapters in question would also
be void of those two topics. The warning is fully justified by
Copleston’s sentence that concludes the chapter “The World

7M. C. D’Arcy, Thomas Aquinas (London: Ernest Benn, 1930), pp. 177-90.
The first subsection, entitled “The Physical Universe,” (pp. 191-7), of an-
other chapter, “ Nature and Man,” is mostly a discussion of hylemorphism.
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and Metaphysics,” a phrase that emphasizes Aquinas’ destrue-
tion of the world as a “ quasi-entity,” as a “ pseudo-Absolute,”
and not his commitment to “things which in their inter-re-
latedness form the world.” ®

To be sure Aquinas had to battle many doctrines for which
the world was an absolute. But did he say as little about the
interrelatedness of things that forms the world as Fr. Coples-
ton’s neglect of that Thomist world would suggest? Or did
that neglect have for its source Fr. Copleston’s sympathies
for ¥r. Maréchal and for the latter’s reading—astonishingly
aprioristic reading—of Kant, Fichte, and Hegel? None of
these luminaries were really in love with the universe, unless
it was the universe of their own ideas.

A few lantalizing glimpses into the universe as such were
offered to the English-speaking world in Fr. Sertillanges’ Foun-
dations of Thomistic Philosophy as he brought his chapter on
creation to a close with a couple of pages on the unity of the
universe. There he quoted Thomas’ argument from the
Summa (I, 47, 8) that things that come from God must have
a relation with one another. He also mentioned Thomas’ re-
jection of the multiplicity of universes on the ground that num-
bers as such are valueless, whereas a created universe must
have the value of a single overriding purpose.’

By comparison, Maritain’s St. Thomas Aquinas: Angel of
the Schools, given to the English readership in the same year
of 1931, should seem very disappointing. It contains a chapter
on Thomas the “Wise Architect,” but hardly a word about
the all-encompassing architecture which is the universe. Mari-
tain’s remark there that “the world which is struggling to be,
struggling to emerge in the future, is not a world of positivism
but a world of metaphysics,” is not followed by a discussion
of the manner in which Thomas makes the physical world ap-

8 F. C. Copleston, Aquinas (Penguin Books, 1957), p. 110.
9 A, D. Sertillanges, Foundations of Thomistic Philosophy, tr. G. Anstruther
(London: Sands & Co., 1931}, pp. 129-30.
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pear in a metaphysical light,'® possibly because Thomas is
silent on a struggling and emerging universe.

Even more disappointing is Gilson’s The Spirit of Thomism,
the distillation of half-a-century-long reflections of a great
Thomist. The second of its chapters is entitled, “ The Master
Plan of Creation.” There Gilson states: “The Universe is an
ordered whole, a hierarchy of beings, and although each par-
ticular being is good in itself, their general order is better still,
since it includes, over and above the perfection of each indi-
vidual thing, that of the whole.” ** This is indeed an accurate
paraphrase of what Thomas states in Part II, ch. 45, of the
Summa contra Gentiles: “ For each thing in its nature is good,
but all things together are very good, by reason of the order
of the universe which is the ultimate and noblest perfection
in things.” 12

Possibly, in his The Spirit of Thomism, four fairly popular
lectures, Gilson wanted to spare his audience some deeper
aspects of Thomas’ dictum in that chapter about the “ plural-
ity of goods™ as being “ better than a single finite good.” Yet
Thomas® views on the unity or profound coherence of those
goods, so large in number, is not given justice in Gilson’s larger
syntheses of Thomas’ thought. Surprising as it may seem, in
Gilson’s The Christian Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas the
chapter entitled “The Universe of St. Thomas ” contains not
a word about the universe as such. There Gilson recalls that
according to Thomas the universe is not the best possible
world, that it is not eternal, that it is not necessary, but

10 J, Maritain, S¢. Thomas Aquinas: Angel of the Schools, tr. J. F. Scanlan
(London: Sheed and Ward, 1931), p. 61. Maritain had little use for cos-
mology as he discussed the bearing of modern physical science on metaphysics
in his chief work, The Degrees of Knowledge. See my article, * Maritain and
Science,” New Scholasticism 58 (1984), pp. 267-92.

11 B. Gilson, The Spirit of Thomism (New York: Harper Torchbook, 1966),
pp- 40-1.

12 Quoted from On the Truth of the Catholic Faith. Summae conire Gentiles,
Book Two: Creation, tr. J. F. Anderson (Garden City, NY: Doubleday,
1956), p. 139.
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he ignores Thomas’ emphatic assertions about the unity of the
universe. The chapter on “ The Corporeal World,” though it
contains the tantalizing phrase, “ The entire world is but a
unique instrument in the hands of the Creator,” is about sub-
stantial forms, change, and secondary causality. Nor does
Gilson exploit the enormous bearing on the cosmological argu-
ment of Thomas’ dictum (which he quotes there) that “to
underestimate the actions proper to things is to slight divine
goodness.” **

No more satisfactory in this respect is Gilson’s Elements of
Christian Philosophy, which contains his most detailed discus-
sion of Thomas’ five ways of proving the existence of God.
There he notes at the very start that because the “ proof is
not necessarily tied up with it [Aristotle’s own cosmography],
it “ applies to any universe wherein there is some change per-
ceptible to sense.” Gilson is quick to assert about the first
way from motion that “it is independent of any scientific
hypothesis ” as to the structure of the universe.** He amplifies
his distancing the five ways from science with the remark that
“ science simply takes the existence of the world for granted.” *°
But then, although he states in the same breath that “ the
existence of a world of changes in itself is a problem and that
it is up to the metaphysician to formulate this problem, to dis-
cuss it, and to solve it,” he does not extend this precept to the
universe as a totality.

To see the importance of this latter point, one should only
think about the crucial role which the impossibility of a regress
to infinity holds in any of the five ways, but in particular in
the first and third ways that together constitute the cosmo-

13 B, Gilson, The Christian Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquines, tr. L. K.
Shook (New York: Random House, 1956), pp. 180 and 182. The quote is
from 8C@ III. 27.

1¢ B. Gilson, Blements of Ohristian Philosophy (Garden City, NY: Double-
day, 1959), p. 67.

15 Ibid., p. 68. There is practically nothing on the umiverse as such in
Gilson’s The Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquines, tr. E. Bullough (1937; New
York: Arno Press, 1978),
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logical argument. For is the impossibility of an actually real-
ized infinite quantity a mere scientific hypothesis? Further-
more, can the regress to infinity be made independent of the
notion of an all-encompassing totality and still be used as part
of proofs that must first prove that totality to be real if the
metaphysical inference from it should really reach the Ultimate
Reality?

In justice to Gilson, Thomas insists very much on the hier-
archical organization of all things, which is, of course, an aspect
of their unity. Thomas delights in referring to the ascending
ladder leading from mere matter through plants and animals to
humans and to pure spirits. Gilson is right in emphasizing that
Thomas’ universe is man-centered and for strictly theological
reasons. 1t shows something of Gilson’s intellectual courage
that he was not ashamed of restating those reasons at a time,
1968, when astronomers delighted in slighting man as an in-
significant accident in an even more insignificant corner of the
universe. The quick and complete turn-around of the scientific
consensus on man’s position in the universe (through the
formulation of the anthropic principle, of which more later)
was not yet visible in the early 1970s when Gilson could have
had a golden opportunity to rescue Thomas’ man-centered
universe from scientific obloquy with a reference to that prin-
ciple.® Nothing, of course, can or should be done about
Thomas’ geocentric universe, or about his emphatic endorse-
ment of the Aristotelian subordination of sublunary to super-
lunary matter. Thomas speaks approvingly of the empyrean
heaven as the highest form of purely material entity. The
physical universe of Thomas is fully consonant with Aristotel-
ian physics and a faithful mirror of Ptolemaic astronomy and
and cosmology. Thomas sees no difficulty in reconciling Gen-

16 In g lecture series given by Gilson around 1970 on teleology and modern
science published subsequently as D’Aristéte & Dorwin et retour (1974). See
English translation by J. Lyon, with my introduction, From Aristotle to
Darwin and Back Again (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press,
1987).
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esis 1 with the Ptolemaic world view,'” a point noted also by
Gilson.™

Of course, the universe as seen by Thomas, the metaphy-
sician, is anything but Aristotelian or Ptolemaic by necessity.
That God had a free choice among an infinitely large number
of possible universes is a very clear teaching of Thomas, but
no less clear is that he sees the Ptolemaic universe as a uni-
verse that exists most fittingly. He goes along with Aris-
totle’s claim that it is best for the universe to be spherical
and, as is well known, tries valiantly to make it appear that
Aristotle did not really mean that the universe was necessarily
spherical and eternal.

That Thomas nowhere dwells at length on the totality or
unity of things as such has obviously much to do with the fact
that he lived before the telescope. The pre-telescopic universe
as seen by the naked eye appears very much a unity, a spher-
ical totality. This is not to suggest that the telescope imme-
diately disposed of a neatly visualizable totality of things.
Long after his first great successes with the telescope that
showed enormous quantities of stars everywhere, Galileo still
advocated the idea of a spherical universe enclosed within a
fairly wide shell of stars.*® Such a picture of the universe, and
even more so the one pivoted on the idea of a sphere of fixed
stars, readily evoked a comprehensive system in which all
verged into unity. For such is the mental impact of an over-
all physical situation confined to a sphere.

All this graphically illustrates both the advantages and the
disadvantages of living in a particular age or phase of intellec-
tual or scientific history. Our respective advantages and dis-
advantages with respect to the universe will be discussed later.

17 As shown by Thomas’ lengthy commentary on the six-day creation in the
Summa theologice and by his much shorter “ Postilla seu expositio aurea in
Librum Geneseos ” in Opera omnia (Parma edition), vol. XXIII, pp. 1-133.

18 Gilson, The Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas, p. 187,

19 See Dialogue Concerning the Two Chief World Systems—Ptolemaic and
Copernican, tr. 8. Drake (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1962),
Pp. 325-6.
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As for Thomas, the view natural to him of the universe as a
closed sphere offered the advantage of never doubting about
the whole or totality as such. The disadvantage was that he
did not extensively discuss it as he almost took it for granted.

Almost, in a restricted sense of course. As a Christian, as a
saint, Thomas knew that the universe was the greatest of all
gratuitous gifts. Not surprisingly, his most penetrating discus-
sion of the unity of the universe is, as will be seen shortly,
theological with an emphasis, as one may expect, on knowing
truth, which is always to know unity in diversity. While this
hardly appeals to modern minds fascinated by what appears
on the surface (quantities in particular), it alone can rescue
modern scientific cosmologists from taking the universe for a
creation of their minds.

It is one thing to be right about the manner in which true
knowledge resolves the problem of the one versus the many;
it is another to make things known, and especially the vast-
ness of things insofar as they constitute a real universe. The
restricted sense in which Thomas seemed to take the universe
for granted concerned its obviousness. And he could assume
the same on the part of any and all, Christian, Jew, and
Muslim. Herein lies the source of not an essential, but still a
strategic, weakness of his five ways. They do not contain ex-
plicit emphasis on the totality of contingent things, whether
they move, display their limited perfections, or act for a pur-
pose. In this respect even Aquinas’ best students failed to go
beyond their master as they systematically ignored important
pointers given by him whereby those ways can be endowed
with a strength strategically meaningful for the modern mind.

Owing to that lack of emphasis a potential threat was in
store to his proofs when the sphere of the fixed stars, or at least
an imaginary spherical shell containing all stars, proved to be
an illusion. This was still to happen when in 1616 John Donne
coined the phrase “ all coherence gone.” ** For almost its first

20 J, Donne, An Anatomie of the World. The First Anmiversary: “‘Tis
all in peeces, all cohaerence gone; All just supply, and all Relation.”
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hundred years, Copernicanism stood for a spherical universe.
The incoherence of things had been celebrated for at least fifty
years for politico-social reasons® before the vision of a uni-
verse with no distinct boundaries at immensities began to sug-
gest to John Donne an incoherent state of affairs. Categori-
cal assertions of a strictly non-circumseript or infinite universe
were few and far between even a century and a half after
Donne, whatever the growing incoherence on the social scene.”

This growing social sense of incoherence had little if any-
thing to do with the fact that repeated references were made
from the late 17th century on to the contradictory character
of the idea of an infinite homogeneous universe. Bentley,
Halley, Hartsoeker, Chéseaux, Bailly, Olbers, Struve, and the
younger Herschel were the scientists who faced up to the prob-
lem over 150 years and locked the other way almost the very
same moment,* and so did all others in the learned world. The
idea of an infinite homogeneous universe began to establish
itself as a cultural tenet only from the mid-19th century on.
Accompanying this trend was the growing belief that such a
universe was so natural as to exist naturally, that is, without
an extracosmic cause. The ascendency of positivist and mate-
rialist ideologies played an important role in that development.

There is no reference to this complex of factors in the long
discussions leading at Vatican I to the solemn declaration that
through considerations of the visible world man can with cer-
tainty reach the conclusion about the existence of a Creator.”
Nor could those reading that declaration receive any hint
about that point from cosmologists working in the decades be-
fore Einstein. At any rate, their universe was not a true uni-

2t As amply documented in V. Harris, All Coherence Gone (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1949).

22 Very telling in this respect is the reluctance of the author, most likely
D’Alembert, of the article “Infini ¥ (in Vol. VIII (1765), p. 702, of the En-
cyclopédie) to attribute infinity to the universe.

28 For details see my The Paradox of Olbers’ Parador (New York: Herder
& Herder, 1969).

24 Oollectio amplissima conciliorum (Mansi), Tome 50, cols. 277-340.
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verse. They were wont to divide it into two parts: one finite
and observable, the other infinite and forever unobservable.®
The observable part was restricted to the Milky Way which
until the early 1920s was believed to be the main plain for
the distribution of all spiral nebulae.

The theological literature is almost as disappointing as the
cosmological insofar as the universe as such is concerned. It
is enough to take a quick look either at the Dictionnaire de
théologie catholique (DTC) or at the Dictionnaire apologé-
tique de la foi catholique (DAFC) on “ création,” and “ uni-
vers.” 'There is nothing on the universe in Garrigou-Lagrange’s
article there on “ Dieuw” or in its book-form enlargement well
known in English translation, although it is pivoted on the
proof from motion.*® Moreover, Garrigou-Lagrange wanted to
clarify as much as possible his concept of motion from the
scientific viewpoint.* But he showed no concern whatsoever
about the totality of motion insofar as this could be clarified
from science. Yet as his book went through 11 editions over
forty years and most important developments took place in the
science of cosmology, he did not seize on the support those de-
velopments offered for a strengthening of that proof.

By focusing on the problem of motion as central in the
demonstration of the existence of God, Garrigou-Lagrange cer-
tainly followed Thomas Aquinas. He did the same by not em-
phasizing the universe, although he did not have Thomas’
justification for that. Unlike in Thomas’ time, there was,

25 See ch. viii, “The Myth of One Island,” in my The Milky Way: An
Elusive Road for Science (New York: Science History Publications, 1972;
paperback reprint, 1975).

26In vol. I of DAFC the article covered cols. 941-1088. It appeared as a
book, Dieu, in the same year, 1910, and saw another edition within a month.
The English translation appeared in 1836 in two volumes.

27 He did so through correspondence with Pierre Duhem that began in
1907 and went on for sevenm years. For details, see my essay, “ Le physicien
et le métaphysicien: La correspondence entre Pierre Duhem et Reginald Gar-
rigou-Lagrange,” in Actes de PAcademie Nationale des Sciences, Belles-Lettres
et Arts de Bordeauw, 12 (1987), pp. 93-116; “The Physicist and the Meta-
physician,” in Phe New Scholasticism, 63 (1989), pp. 183-205.
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around 1910, enormous confusion—scientific as well as philo-
sophical—about the universe. The scientific confusion culmi-
nated in the acceptance of a universe split into an observable
and a non-observable part. Attention to the entirety of the
universe was meanwhile drawn by the increasing recognition,
since the middle of the 19th century, of the cosmological rele-
vance of the law of entropy.

The philosophical confusion was the intermingling of Hegel-
ian, evolutionist, materialist, and pragmatist ideas about the
universe. As for the Neckantians, they kept recalling Kant’s
rather hollow dictum that the universe could at most be a
regulating idea for practical purposes, even if it was, ontologi-
cally speaking, as Kant claimed the bastard product of the
metaphysical cravings of the intellect. The Hegelians wrote
books on cosmology in which not a word was related to the
real cosmos.?® The materialists tried to save the eternity of
the universe vis-a-vis entropy.® The evolutionists, such as
Herbert Spencer, tried to derive the actual inhomogeneity of
the universe from its hypothetical primordial homogeneity.*
The pragmatists, such as Willilam James, failed to note the
irony that while they were busy denouncing the irrationality
of creation out of nothing, they saw nothing irrational in
plural universes®

Against that confusion even the feecbleness with which
Catholic philosophers professed the universe as such had to

28 Ag, for instance, J. M. E. McTaggart’s Studies in Hegelian Cosmology
(Cambridge: University Press, 1901).

29 A pioneer and chief of them in that respect was none other than F.
Engels in his The Dialectics of Nature, where Kelvin and Clausius, the main
formulators of the law of entropy, are the target of rude invective.

30 Spencer did so mainly in his First Principles (1864) and received from
H. G. Wells devastating criticism which deserves to be quoted for its con-
ciseness: “He [Spencer] believed that individuality (heterogeneity) was
and is an evolutionary product from an original homogeneity, begotten by
folding and multiplying and dividing and twisting it, and still fundamental-
ly it” Pirst and Last Things (London: Watts & Co., 1929), p. 30.

31W. James, A Pluralistic Universe (London: Longmans Green, 1909), p.
29,
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appear a strong and clear voice. A major witness in this re-
spect 1s The Education of Henry Adams, his autobiography
written in the third person. After having dabbled in fifty edu-
cations all over the world, Henry Adams felt startled if not
plainly chaotic. Since only some unitary vision offered escape
out of the chaos, Henry Adams found himself faced with a
choice between Church and Science. The unitary vision pre-
supposed a universe which was insisted upon only by the
Church. Modern science (we are around 1910) guaranteed no
unity. In Henry Adams’ very words, “the Church alone bad
asserted unity with any conviction.” He also noticed some-
thing of the role of Thomas. “Modern science offered not a
vestige of proof, or a theory of connection between its forces,
or any scheme of reconciliation between thought and me-
chanics while St. Thomas at least linked together the joints of
his [cosmic] machine.” *

A Henry Adams, who had ears around 1910 for the hardly
voluble yet sufficiently clear voice of the Church about cosmic
unity, would hear it even today in spite of the fact that many
Catholics fail to tune in on it. His surprise, of course, would
be enormous on finding the unity of the universe loudly pro-
claimed by science for about the past seventy years. It is pos-
sible that as a non-scientist he would become overly perplexed
by some scientific voices that dissent from the cosmology of
General Relativity and from the ever more startling cosmo-
logical implication of the 8° K cosmic background radiation
discovered in 1965. Here let his remarks about Thomas’ uni-
fication of the universe be illustrated in two ways: first by a
summary of Thomas” fundamental argument for the unity of
the universe; second by listing some practically forgotten gem-
like remarks of Thomas about that unity.

The first or theological part of that argument begins with
God in whom the one is identical with being as such. Since
creation is a communication of the riches of that being, it has

32 See Modern Library edition, New York, 1931, p. 430.
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to reflect unity even in multiplicity. The reason for that multi-
plicity is that through it God’s goodness may be evident as
fully as possible: ““ The whole universe together participates in
the divine goodness more perfectly, and represents it better
than any single creature whatsoever.” In this theological argu-
ment on behalf of the unity of the universe Thomas sees in the
universe a reflection of the unity of the Holy Trinity. As a
created reality, the universe shows the person of the Father.
“As a form and species the universe reflects the Word. Ac-
cording as it has relations of order, it reflects the Holy Ghost,
inasmuch as He is love, because the order of the effect to some-
thing else is from the will of the Creator.” And since all crea-
tures are ordered to the same source, they must be mutually
ordered among one another and “hence it must be that all
things should belong to one world.” *

The second part of that fundamental argument relates to
the act of knowing truth, that is, the universal in each and
every thing, which is the very basis for having trust in know-
ing reliably the universe of things. The third part relates to
the objection that matter, being formless in itself, would tend
to indeterminate infinity and exclude thereby unity. The an-
swer of Thomas, who, as was already noted, explicitly states
that a multiplicity of universes cannot be truly created, has
two aspects.®** One relates to the rationality of Ged’s creative
action, which no less than any rational human action, must
have a specific end that cannot be on hand in the case of a
multiplicity equivalent to absclute disconnectedness. The
other aspect is that matter is not a separate object of creation.
It is co-created with the things or substances. For Thomas
corporeality is never a substantial form. He warns in fact
against the reification of pure extension as a substance, while
he retains dimensional quantity as the principle of individua-
tion. With this he cuts off the possibility of a world-building

33 These passages are from ST I, 47, 1.
3¢ Here I follow the discussion of L. J. Eslick, ¢ The Thomistic Doctrine of
the Unity of Creation,” New Scholasticism 13 (1939), pp. 49-70.
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either in the Cartesian or in the Hegelian manner. Those un-
able to appreciate the abstractness of Thomas’ distinctions
should at least admire them against the very concrete debacles
which Cartesian and Hegelian world-buildings unfailingly
triggered and are still triggering, as will be seen shortly, within
scientific cosmology.

Now something about the gems that sparkle about the uni-
verse as such here and there in Thomas’ vast writings. They
should have been noticed by Thomists of the stature of
Garrigou-Lagrange though not by that new brand of them
who call themselves transcendental Thomists. Were they
called Aquikantists, because of their delusion that Aquinas and
Kant can be fused together, their disinterest in the real uni-
verse would more readily give itself away. To find those gems
one may be greatly helped by the over 50 volumes, each huge
in itself, of the computer-produced Index Thomisticus. A mere
look at the more than 3000 entries there under universum and
mundus * should at least suggest that the universe was not at
all secondary in Thomas’ thinking where the decisive perspec-
tive is always theological. Severed from that perspective not
a few of his statements on the universe may even appear as
markedly lacking in originality.

He was not original in saying that the universe was created
out of nothing and in time, that God could have created a bet-
ter universe, that creation implied infinite power which was
therefore not communicable to any creature. Others before
him had insisted that creation did not require the pre-exist-
ence of any kind of matter, that creation was an instantaneous
act and related to the entire being of any existent, that reason
could demonstrate the fact of creation, that the universe was
truly a totality of all existents other than God, and that it
was fully harmonious and created for the sake of man. Thomas,
of course, said all these things with extraordinary incisiveness

35 See vol, 14 and 22 of Section II in Index Thomisticus, ed. R. Busa
(Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 1975),
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and with an unfailing awareness of the fact that the truth
about the universe is also a truth about God.

In view of Thomas’ notion of theology as an articulation of
the authoritative ecclesial message, no surprise should be felt
at his emphatic reference, at the start of his commentary on
Genesis,*® to the definitions, dogmatic and disciplinary, of
Lateran IV, or the Decretalia as he called them. Although “in
principio ” could mean both the principle which is God who
makes heaven and earth, as well as a strict temporal begin-
ning, the “firmiter credimus” of the Decrelalia settles for
Thomas the choice for the latter interpretation. Thomas’ spe-
cial commentary on the Decretalia ®" that begin with a formal
Creed is probably the most informative contemporary appre-
ciation of the dogmatic weight Catholic consciousness attri-
buted from the very start to that document. He would have
as little patience with present-day Catholic “murmuring ”
against taking the temporal beginning of the universe for less
than a dogma as he had with some of his crypto-eternalist
contemporaries. At any rate, in Thomas’ eyes the temporality
of the universe strengthens, as will be seen shortly, the unicity
of the universe.

And so does the Decrelalic’s special insistence on the unicity
of the Creator which took care, according to Thomas, of the
Manicheans, Cathars, and others, who claimed also a creator
of evil. There is an infinite separation between the Creator as
meant by Thomas and the imperfect evolving God of White-
head and of process theologians following in his footsteps, who,
precisely because they themselves are evolving with every-
thing else, can provide no firm footing for any statement, in-
cluding the one about the evolving of everything. The imme-
diate creation of all by God, as stated in the Decretalia, an-
swered, according to Thomas, the Menandrians, who attri-

86 “ Postilla seu expositio aurea in ILibrum Geneseos,” in Opera, vol.
XXIIT, pp. 14f.
37“In Decretalem. Expositio ad Archidiaconum Tridentinum,” in Opera,
vol. XVI, pp. 303-4.
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buted to angels the creation of this world, and also answered
Origen for whom the creation of the material world came only
when a place of punishment was required for rebellious spirit-
ual creatures. The provision about creation in time answered
Aristotle’s claim about the eternity of the world and Anaxa-
goras, (Plato’s?) views according to which this world was
created in time but matter existed since eternity and was not
made by God. Hence also the Decretalia’s clause de nihilo.
Thomas’ exposition of the Apostle’s Creed is characteristic
of his fondness for quoting the Scriptures in the manner of a
friar zealous in preaching. His personal excitement about the
subject is usually conveyed through secriptural quotations, but
not always. Only a thinker thoroughly seized by the beauty,
dignity, and goodness of the universe because of its having
come out of the hands of an infinitely wise and good Artificer
would say, as Thomas does, that it is to be believed that all
these things are from one God “ who gives his own being and
nobility to each thing.” *®* In speaking of the nobility of each
thing and of the universe, Thomas is once more true to his
practice, difficult to appreciate in this age of inflated phrase-
ology. Whereas a modern author would fill a chapter or two
with unusual nouns, verbs, and adjectives to celebrate the uni-
verse, Thomas, to do the same, uses but a few words, taking
each, however simple and familiar, in its fullest significance.
Only a mind seized by the goodness of God could feel a sort
of transport on hearing the universe presented as the best be-
cause it was a whole, though its parts represented different
degrees of goodness.*” Thomas’ universe included not only man
but purely spiritual beings too, yet he also held that all lower
creatures were essential for the goodness, beauty, and perfec-
tion of the universe. It was about that entire universe that
Thomas stated: “The perfection of the totality (universitas)
of creatures consists in its similitude to God,” a similitude
which could not be meaningful if it lacked a thorough unity.*

38 ¢ Tn Symbolum Apostolorum expositio,” in Opera, vol. XV, p. 401.
39871, 47, 2.
20 §OG 11, 46 and 45.
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According to Thomas, God’s own intrinsic order and harmony
was reflected in the order pervading the universe which was
its very perfection. The unity of the universe was in Thomas’
very words, the effect of the unity of God’s mind!* This is
why the order of the universe could not be a result of chance
but had to be intended and willed by God himself.**

For Thomas the universe as God’s work was so comprehen-
sive that “outside” it there was only God’s own eternity.*
Since, therefore, the universe was the only manifestation of the
one God, there could be nothing inordinate, that is, non-uni-
tary, in it. God’s single purpose for the universe could not
be undermined by moral evil,** and much less by physical
evil. The latter’s handling by Thomas is characteristic of his
readiness to see matters, however particular or trivial, in that
broadest perspective which is the full cohesiveness of the uni-
verse. Thus, in commenting on the passage in Matthew’s
gospel on the nominal price of sparrows as a symbol of their
expendability, he brings up the interdependence of animal
species, with the feeding of cats on mice as an example, which
takes place, Thomas declares, *“ for conserving the good of the
universe. It is the order of the universe that one animal should
live on another.” *® Rodent exterminators would not be wrong
in choosing Thomas for their patron saint in witness to his
universal relevance.

That the universe loomed supreme in Thomas’ thought can
be gathered from his statement that all creatures were propor-
tionate to the universe itself.*® The creation of the entire uni-
verse together was, according to Thomas, a view more con-
sonant with the perfection of God, as well as with the unity
of the universe, than successive creations.*” For this reason

41 Comm. de Div. nom. cap. 13, in Opera, vol. XV, p. 401.
42 80@G 11, 39.

43 80@ 11, 32.

44 3 Sent 20, 1, in Opera vol. VII/1, p. 210.

45 Comm. n Matt. ev., cap. X, 2, Opera, vol. X, p. 104.

46 8T 1, 56.

47 Quest Disp. Pot. 3, 18, in Opere, vol. VIIL, p. 74.
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alone, the idea of a steady-state universe, in which hydrogen
atoms are steadily emerging out of nothing (without a Creator,
of course) as well as the Popperian idea of an “open uni-
verse” ** (where endless universes successively “ realize” them-
selves) would have been an abomination for Thomas. He
would tear his garments and cover his head with ashes on be-
ing told about mathematical tricks whereby entire universes
are claimed to have been produced in the basement of labora-
tories.*” On hearing the related claim that the “ Universe could
be the last free lunch,” * he would cry “ blasphemy ” especially
for the failure of most Catholics writing about cosmology to
protest against a colessal sacrilege.

Countless are the passages in which Thomas traces the
goodness of the universe to its orderliness and harmony. While
praise of the incomparable value of the universe as uttered by
Plato, Aristotle, and Plotinus is suggestive of cosmos-worship,
Thomas’ encomiums of the universe are expressive of the depth
of his worship of the God of the universe. Being a genuine
worship, its object’s reality implies the reality of the universe
as a supreme pointer to God. This is why Thomas most
naturally makes the distinction between the “universe as a
mere name and as a thing ” % in order to cut short a priori ob-
jections. Clearly, he would know how to cope with those for
whom God himself is no more than an idea of their own, be-
cause in Kant’s aprioristic style they take the universe for a
mere regulative idea that, in fact, regulates nothing and no-
body. Perhaps their sole interest in Thomas’ dicta on the uni-
verse would be the logical force with which he argued time
and again that the universe has to be one as long as one meant
what one said by uttering that word.

In that respect Thomas was fully at one with Aristotle, with

4 K. R. Popper, The Open Universe: An Argument for Determinism
(Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Littlefield, 1982), pp. 129-30.

29 A, H. Guth of MIT as quoted in M. M. Waldrop, “ The New Inflationary
Universe,” Science 219 (Jan. 28, 1983), p. 337.

50 A, H. Guth as quoted in The New York Times (April 17, 1987), p. C4.

511 Sent 44, 1, in Opera, vol. VI, p. 354.
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whom he was so reluctant to disagree as to suggest that Aris-
totle did not perhaps categorically hold the world to be eternal.
Equally polite was Aquinas’ disagreement with Aristotle on
the creation of each individual soul. Thomas was not ready to
deny categorically that Aristotle’s Prime Mover was deprived
of all personal character. No favorable interpretation could, of
course, be given by Thomas of Aristotle’s denial of creation
out of nothing. Apart from these four pivotal points Thomas
readily espoused Aristotle’s teachings, philosophical and sci-
entific. But no particular page in Aristotle could inspire what
may be the most intriguing pages Thomas has written on the
universe. To be sure, the couple of pages, or the body of article
17 of q. 8 in De potentia,*® are suffused throughout with deep
respect for the nature of things and therefore distinctly Aris-
totelian. Aristotle’s middle road in epistemology imposed re-
spect for reality. In Thomas’ case that respect was immensely
strengthened by his viewing each and every thing as endowed
with a nobility that accrued to it through its having been
created by God himself.

Those pages also show a Thomas who for the sake of truth
is ready to concede as much as possible to his opponents. In
answering in general the objections, thirty altogether, aimed
at proving the eternity of the world, Thomas began, of course,
with a reference to the truth of the Catholic faith which states
“we must hold firmly that the world has not always existed.”
Being a revealed truth, it cannot be “effectively attacked by
any demonstration based on physics ” nor by any philosophi-
cal argument. Were an argument of the latter kind possible,
it would introduce into God a necessity other than the one
which alone is compatible with God, namely, his consistency.
Tt is the free choice of God’s will in producing such and such
a thing that assures its existence in all its specificity.

The validity of this last consideration seems at first to be
contradicted by Thomas with respect to the universe. He states

52 See English translation in On the Power of God, tr. English Dominican
Fathers (Westminster, Md. 1952), vol. I, pp. 219-34, especially pp. 225-28.
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that whereas a particular thing has always a correlation to
other particular things, the universe cannot be correlated to
another universe. What is therefore the source of the specificity
of the universe as such? Thomas first concludes that the
Creator’s will is the sole reason why “the heaven is of such
and such a size and not greater.” He invokes the authority of
Rabbi Moses (Maimonides) to the effect that “ no reason can
be assigned to account for the great distance of this star from
that one, or for any other phenomena that may be observed
in the disposition of the heavens, except the design of God’s
wisdom.”

Thomas may seem to have momentarily overlooked the fact
that stars and other phenomena of the heavens were not the
universe itself and therefore subject to the method of correla-
tion which he had just used as the explanation of the actual
quantity or suchness of things. Actually, he is quick to admit
the same about the universe itself which he had just put in a
class different from particular things in proof of his enormous
reverence for the uniqueness of the universe, Thus Thomas
declares: “ We should grant that the nature of heaven is not
wholly indifferent to quantity, or that it has no capacity for
any other than its present quantity.” He seems to be content
with the proviso that even if a specific quantity is suited to
the particular actvally existing universe, that universe still
cannot be necessary.

This proviso, which manifests Thomas’ eagerness to do
justice both to the empirical and the metaphysical, should
seem prophetic in the light of 20th-century scientific cosmol-
ogy. In the latter, extraordinarily narrow margins are recog-
nized for the variability of the total mass of the universe if it
is to issue in the actually observed one and not in something
unimaginably different. Those narrow margins for the quan-
tity of total mass imply nothing less than that even the specific
time-span of the universe is part of its actual nature or such-
ness.
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What is particularly scientific, as if by anticipation, in
Thomas’ remarks is that he was more willing to grant a natural
quantity to the universe than a time natural to it. For him
time, together with place, was, unlike quantity (or mass),
“extraneous to a thing.” Such was one of Thomas’ reasons for
arguing that the finiteness or infinity of the time-span of the
universe could not be demonstrated. In Thomas’ eyes cosmic
time depends more immediately on God’s free choice than does
the quantity of cosmic matter as the latter is mediated by the
material nature chosen by God for the cosmos. The balance
tilted in favor of cosmic time over cosmic matter will appear
to be subtly present even in the concluding phrase of the body
of the article under discussion, provided the place where
Thomas puts the words, *‘ the mere will of God,” is not taken
for a mere accident: “The appointing of a [cosmic] measure to
time depends on the mere will of God, who decreed that the
world should not exist forever but should have a temporal
beginning, just as He willed that the heaven should not be
greater or smaller than it is.”

The objection that this intentional imbalance is contrary to
the equal footing on which space and time are put in relativity
can easily be answered. The impotence of physics, relativistic
or not, to handle but a very narrow aspect of the reality of
time was admitted, however reluctantly, by none other than
Einstein as he tried in 1922 to cope with Bergson’s objection
in terms of a rather lame excuse that what he had said about
time he had said merely as a physicist.”® Years later he was
brooding over the plain inability of physics to cope with the
reality of the Now and refused to accept Carnap’s facile solu-
tion that time centered on the Now was a purely subjective
experience.”

58 A discussion with leading French philosophers at the Sorbonne, April
6, 1922, see Bulletin de la Société frangaise de philosophie 17 (1922), pp-
101-2.

54 See Carnap’s recall, in his “Intellectual Autobiography” of his conver-

sations with Einstein during 1952-54, in P. A. Schilpp (ed.), The Philosophy
of Rudolf Carnap (La Salle, Ill.: Open Court, 1964), pp. 37-8.
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Physicist-cosmologists who today try to fathom the mo-
ment of creation and even peek beyond it by mere physics,
provide startling evidences of the fact that time subtly escapes
them—just as the now, so Important an element of time,
escapes the framework of physics. Those physicists who would
not hand over to metaphysics the moment of creation out of
nothing have to fall back on a nothing which is not really
nothing. I mean the so-called perfect vacuum that precedes
in some cosmological theories the Big Bang. Once more the
Copenhagen pseudophilosophy of quantum mechanics is called
upon to do the trick. All laymen will be dazzled by technical
references to the creation and annihilation of virtual particles
in that vacuum. Laymen with some sensitivity for logic may
not readily swallow references to statistics as proofs that the
foregoing process will assure the random accumulation of vir-
tualities so great as to spill over into realities equivalent to an
entire universe. Any layman should blame only himself if he
feels no contempt for the blunt phrase of a leading cosmologist:
“Perhaps the reason that there is something instead of noth-
ing is that [the] nothing is unstable.” %

Clearly, when the nothing is to be taken for something and
vice versa, one is faced with a flippancy that is nothing short
of plain intellectual anarchy or of rank hubris. The sixty or
so years of modern scientific cosmology that witnessed not a
few contemptuous remarks about what is truly beyond the ma-
terial world have, not illogically, also witnessed not a few cases
of a rudely high-handed attitude toward material reality. Com-
pared with that high-handedness the old materialistic insist-
ence on the eternity of matter should seem an almost reveren-
tial attitude steeped in humility.

Thomists will be able to cope with this situation only if they
emulate Thomas in his reverence for reality. Above all they

55 Quoted in J. 8. Trefil, The Moment of Creation (New York: Macmillan,
1983), pp. 205-6. The physicist in question is Frank Wileczek of the Univer-
sity of California at Santa Barbara.
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should have very clear notions of the sinistrous threats posing
as so many supports. The chief of these threats is the Copen-
hagen interpretation of quantum mechanics that has grown
into a cosmic philosophy tantamount to an all-pervasive cli-
mate of thought. Within its milieu either the nothing is
turned into something, or there will be as many worlds as
there are observers, or all things fade into the grey gamut of
irrational randomness.

This last remark owes something to Chesterton, who saw
deeper than anyone else into the true repulsiveness of Dar-
winism insofar as it is distinet from mere biological evolution.
The really repulsive thing on visiting a zoo after reading Dar-
win was, so Chesterton argued, not the possibility that one
might encounter one’s paternal or maternal ancestors, but the
realization that all things could vanish into the grey gradations
of a universal twilight.’®* That there are things or substances
has always been the standing or falling proposition of Thom-
ism, the only philosophy truly germane to that touchstone of
Catholic faith which is the dogma of transubstantiation.

Almost at the same time when the marvelous science of
quantum mechanics was expropriated and straitjacketed by
its Copenhagen philosophy, Chesterton wrote his St. Thomas
Aquinas, still the finest portrayal of Thomism. There he offered
not only a plethora of penetrating insights about Thomism
but also a cosmic diagnosis and a cosmic prophecy. He did not,
of course, know about quantum mechanics but he certainly
knew that if one diagnosed basic symptoms, one could sharpen
one’s vision for diseases not yet catalogued. The true nature
of complementarity, the guise in which the antiontologism of
the Copenhagen philosophy of quantum mechanics is often
presented, was in fact described in that book which made a
Gilson think that there was nothing more for him to write on

56 (. K. Chesterton, The Everlasting Maen (New York: Dodd, Mead, 1925),
p. xvii,
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Thomas and Thomism,”” a book that contains the prophetic
passage:

I have pointed out that mere modern freethought has left every-
thing in a fog, including itself. The assertion that thought is free
[of truth] led first to the denial that will is free; but even about
that there was no real determination among the Determinists. In
practice, they told men that their will was free though it was not
free. In other words, Man must live a double life; which is exactly
the old heresey of Siger Brabant about the Double Mind. In other
words, the nineteenth century left everything in chaos; and the
importance of Thomism to the twentieth century is that it may
give us back a cosmos.?

But if Thomism is to live up to that challenge, Thomists
must not imitate the best 20th-century interpreters of Thomas
in treating modern scientific cosmology as if it did not exist.
They should try to be experts in it, or at least appreciate the
crucial contributions it can make on behalf of that Thomism
whose sole purpose is to serve the Catholic faith.”® By achiev-
ing a contradiction-free account of the totality of gravitation-
ally interacting things, modern scientific cosmology implicitly
discredits the very heart of Kantian agnosticism, the calling
into doubt of the intellectual respectability of the notion of
the universe. In addition, by showing over the mind-boggling
span of 70 orders of magnitude a most specific universe,
modern scientific cosmology provides a powerful illustration
of the contingency of the universe. Like any specific thing,
the specific universe, too, has to be the result of a choice
among a great many possibilities. But since the universe is
the totality of things, the choice for its specificity can only
be looked for “outside  that totality where only God can be
found. Finally, within that cosmology there emerged the an-

57 For quotations of Gilsen’s statements from 1929, 1933, and 1966 see
my Chesterton: A Seer of Science (Urbana, Ill.: University of Illinois Press,

1986), pp. 19 and 126-7,

58 G, K. Chesterton, §t. Thomas Aquinas (New York: Sheed & Ward, 1933),
p. 204.

59 See my God and the Cosmologists (Edinhurgh: Scottish Academic Press;
Washington: Regnery-Gateway, 1989).
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thropic principle, a most reluctant recognition of man’s central-
ity in the universe. Therefore even some Thomists, overly ap-
prehensive about sounding unpopular, should no longer hesi-
tate to echo their fearless master’s dictum ® that the universe
was created for the purpose that many may praise the Creator.

Once Thomists have familiarized themselves with these
great contributions of modern scientific cosmology, they will
be able to do what is intellectually far easier but morally far
more difficult. It is to resist academic and cultural pressures,
the lure of pleasing their secularist peers. They must guard
against becoming opportunists if they are to seize their great
historic opportunity which is to save the cosmos from many
scientists, led alone from countless trendy theologians capable
of talking only of their steadily shrinking anthropocentric
world. They can confidently appeal to many a statement of
Thomas as they proclaim the unique reality of the universe,
that supreme witness of the One God.

60 Analyzed by Gilson with customary finesse in The Spirit of Thomism,
pp. 40-41.
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N SOME QUARTERS arguments as to the existence or
non-existence of God are still regarded as intellectually re-
B spectable. Indeed, interest in such arguments is not re-
stricted to those with a strictly philosophical or theological
training. Every so often one may observe some specialist from
the physical sciences taking an interest in the philosophical
discussion of cosmological issues. Such has been the case with
the recent contributions of the physicist Paul Davies.* How-
ever, such contributions are likely to invite from the philos-
opher the response that the generalized notions which the sci-
entist attempts to transpose from the particular field of his
scientific interest are the very notions which feature in the
current debates on the philosophy and methodology of the sci-
ences. Such debates bring into question the status of these
scientific notions and therefore render any putative generalized
or even metaphysical application of them problematic.
Discussions of natural theology, then, often appear to be
conducted in a manner which tends to take too much for
granted with regard to the terms employed. The notion of
causality, central to such argumentation, is a case in point.
Often enough a simple “billiard ball” image of causal inter-
action seems to be all that one is required to keep before the
mind in order to follow the lines of argument involved, be they
for or against the postulation of a First Cause. Thus, in the
often referred to radio debate on the existence of God between

1 Paul Davies, God and the New Physics (New York: Touchstone Books,
1984).
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Bertrand Russell and Frederick Copleston, Russell simply
averred that he did not feel compelled to accept that a causal
chaln extended beyond the world to some First Cause. For,
indeed, if one imagines a line of billiard balls transmitting mo-
mentum one to the other, there is nothing unintelligible about
picturing a first billiard ball initiating the process apparently
unaided. Hume has surely taught us that much.

If one is to heed the present debates raging in that arena
known as the philosophy of science (by which term one can
understand epistemology, metaphysics and virtually any other
topic traditionally designated philosophical), then one can be
forgiven for asking how the question as to the existence of God
could be raised in an intelligible manner. For if one is to agree
with Richard J. Bernstein’s assertion that contemporary phi-
losophy manifests, in the main, a rebellious attitude to the
“ father figure ” of the methodical Descartes,? then one can be
equally well impressed by the fact that this “ rebellious spirit
is no less informed by a respect for the Kantian attempt to
descry the parameters of valid human knowing. And was it
not the Kantian achievement to have dispelled the obfuscation
of metaphysics, thereby eliminating the grounds which were
believed to have substantiated a rational affirmation of the
existence of God?

The term °Pre-Critical’ in the title of this essay is, there-
fore, intended as an evocation of the Kantian demand for a
critical validation of the terms employed in philosophical argu-
mentation. However, I shall attempt to advance the thesis
that the Kantian enterprise does not, in fact, result in a happy
resolution of the problems which it sets for itself. This is, of
course, a thesis which could be proposed from a number of
divergent philosophical standpoints. It is my intention to
argue here, however, that the work of the philosopher Bernard
Lonergan provides a more satisfactory method for the carry-
ing through of the critical endeavour to validate epistemologi-

2 Richard J. Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1983), p. 18.
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cally the philosophical statements we propose. I believe it is
the merit of Lonergan’s work to have developed positions on
the basis of an explication of the exigences operative in criti-
cism itself, such that any criticism of this explication will be
but an example of an incoherent criticism attempting to invali-
date its own procedures.®

In what follows I shall attempt to develop the above-men-
tioned argument to the effect that Kant, for all his effort to
carry through the critical programme, must, for the most part,
be regarded as ““ Pre-Critical ” in terms of the position adopted
here. In the course of this argument I will outline a notion of
causality which, I suggest, does succeed in validating a ra-
tional affitmation of God’s existence.

Aware of Kant’s propensity for the use of geographical
metaphors in the description of his philosophical aims, we may
say that the critical validation of philosophical terms which he
envisaged was to be made on the basis of the terrain most di-
rectly accessible to us; the terrain of our own cognitional pro-
cedures. By the careful mapping out of this native territory
Kant hoped to curtail forays into the distant and fantastic
domains of metaphysics which could not be shown to be criti-
cally verifiable on the basis of any experience accessible to us.

Kant’s Transcendental Idealism has come in for criticism
from philosophers as diverse as Hegel, Bolzano, Strawson and
Lonergan. However, these philosophers have not denied the
validity, in principle, of what Kant attempted to do, as might,
say, a devotee of the later Wittgenstein. Their criticism has
been directed, rather, at indicating points at which Kant has
not succeeded in his attempt to ground critically philosophical
assertions on the basis of cognitional data immediately access-
sible to us.

One example of this is Kant’s position on our ability to
affirm the existence of a transcendental ego that is distinct

38 The most compendious exposition of Bernard Lonergan’s philosophy is to

be found in his book, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (London:
Darton, Longman and Todd, 1957).
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from the other objects of our experience which, Kant informs
us, we can affirm as existing but not know the nature of. The
problem here is that if we cannot know anything about the
nature of the transcendental “I”’, then how are we to affirm
rationally that the noumenon which is the source of our experi-
ences of the phenomenal ego is itself to be designated “ego ”,
and thereby be differentiated from the unknowable things-in-
themselves of the outer world?

Richard Rorty has recently made a great deal of the fact
that most of Western philosophy’s attempts to set forth an
account of human knowing have been dominated by the idea
that knowing is a kind of ‘looking’ or mirroring. This, of
course, is also an observation made by Heidegger. Less well
known, perhaps, is the stress placed on the danger of under-
standing knowing on the analogy of looking by such philos-
ophers as J. Maréchal, E. Coreth and Lonergan. These writers
would argue that the “knowing as looking” notion became
particularly well established through the work of Duns Scotus
and others in the Middle Ages and that it has remained the
dominant epistemological model since that time. And Kant,
according to this line of argument, was in no way exempt from
the influence of these mediaeval developments. The result of
this type of critique would, however, not be an account of
knowing purely in terms of its cultural and social foundations,
as 1s the case with Rorty’s critique, but would aim at provid-
ing a validated critical realism (which would, on Lonergan’s
account at any rate, still give due weight to the historical and
social factors involved) .

While I cannot hope to reproduce here in any detail such
arguments regarding the effect the “looking ” analogy has had
on Kant’s epistemology, I will attempt to indicate some in-
coherences which arise in his position which, I believe, are on
further analysis traceable to the operation of that analogy in
his thinking.

It may be questioned whether Kant differentiates clearly
enough between °objectivity’, in our knowing, as rational as-
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sent and ‘objectivity ’ as the sensible experience of objects.
For some cruder forms of empiricism, of course, there is not
much of a distinction to be made. But whatever Kant was he
was certainly not a crude empiricist. For Kant, that some-
thing is the case, that it exists, is known by the understanding
when there is some filling of the empty forms of space and
time. The understanding may then make the type of judge-
ment which is not the merely logical, analytical judgement,
which refers to the union of subject and predicate in the con-
cept of the object, but a synthetic judgement which relates
the concept to the object given in the, previously, empty form
of space and time.

According to Lonergan, however, Kant’s account does not
explicate clearly enough the factors involved in a rational act
of affirming something to be the case. There is insufficient at-
tention given to the criteria which we spontaneously employ in
order to answer such questions as “is it so? ”, “am I sure? 7,
“1is it probably, or certainly the case? ” In contemporary sci-
ence we still require the data presented to our senses in order
to perform any investigation and to verify any hypothesis.
However, the entities, the existence of which is claimed to be
probably verified by the modern scientist, are entities which
could not be the objects of human sensible experience. There
is an inferential process at work, often long and complicated,
which begins from the evidence of the data, or objects of sense,
and moves towards a, normally, probable verification of the
existence of certain entities, systems and the like.

The Kantian would, no doubt, argue at some length that
such factors may, in some modified fashion, be included within
Kant’s scheme of things. But to provide a test case, as it were,
to show the inadequacy of Kant’s notion of objectivity we may
briefly point to an incoherence within the Kantian account it-
self. Kant avers that, in a very limited way, we can know what
is the case. For we can know that things-in-themselves exist.
But it is obvious that for Kant it is no less the case that we
cannot know what these things-in-themselves are. For Kant
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it is a fact that our knowing is thus restricted. But if this is
the case, is a fact, how does this fact itself become known in
the way in which a fact has to become known for Kant: by a
filling of the empty categories of time and space? How could
this fact of the limitation of human knowing “show up” as
some kind of sensible datum in these categories?

This brings me to the topic of a seli-destructive incoherence
which Lonergan, among others, believes can be identified at
the heart of the Kantian enterprise. For Kant, as I have just
stated, we can know the existence of things-in-themselves but
not what these things are. We are incapable of knowing the
nature of anything. But this position lands itself in incoher-
ence. For in making the judgement that we can know that
there are things but not what they are, we are affirming some-
thing to be the case with regard to our knowing. We are as-
serting something about the nature of human cognition. How-
ever, the solution here is not to turn to the Hegelian critique
of Kant since that position merely compounds Kant’s incoher-
ence. The Hegelian affirmation that we only know appearance,
not what is so, is itself a claim to know what is the case; it is
a claim to have avoided the errors of others who have mis-
taken, or will mistake, this appearance for what is the case,
for reality. Such a position entails the self-destructive affirma-
tion “it is so that I cannot know what is so.”

It may be asked where the acknowledgement of the inco-
herence of these positions leads us. What does our criticism of
them imply? Let us briefly attempt to sketch out some of the
procedures which have been operative in our criticism of them.

To begin with, we must have had some sensible experience
in the process of coming to question the validity of these
theses of Kant and Hegel. We will have had to have had ocular
or auditory or even, if we were so unfortunate as to have had to
resort to reading Braille, tactile experience in the course of be-
coming acquainted with their texts. But in the process of try-
ing to understand those texts a second level of operations
would come into play. Such operations involve the raising
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and answering of questions as to the meaning of what one has
read. On this level of operations one would be involved in at-
tempting to be as intelligent as one could, hoping to enjoy the
insights which enable the arguments of the texts to become
intelligible to one. However, beyond these two levels, of sen-
sible experiencing and atbtempting to understand, one may
identify a third level which is characterized by the raising of
such questions as “are they right? ”, “is what they say the
case? ”, and one’s attempt to give some answer to these ques-
tions, be it probable or certain.

Looking a little more closely at this third level of opera-
tions, we may be able to tease out further the implications of
our judgement as to the incoherence of the positions which we
claimed were those of Kant and Hegel. The hypothesis, idea,
that “ I cannot know what is the case” proves to be incoherent
once I claim that this is no “ mere ” hypothesis, but is the case.
It may be observed that the understanding of the meaning of
this idea, or hypothesis, is something which takes place on the
second level, the “understanding ” level, of the cognitional
operations I have identified. However, the incoherence of the
position only emerges when we raise the “is it so? ” type of
question and answer this question in the affirmative. In the
raising of that question evidence or reasons are demanded
which are required to be sufficient for an affirmative or nega-
tive answer; or for a judgment to the effect that the hypothesis
probably is, or probably is not, the case. In fact, the evidence
sufficient for a negative judgement in this case is supplied by
the experience of affirming it to be the case that “I cannot
know what is the case.” Of course, as in any investigation,
one needs to advert to the evidence: people do affirm it to be
the case that they don’t know what the case is. Attentiveness
and some ingenuity are required to advert to the fact that im-
plicit in all such judgements is the intention of claiming to
know what is the case. But the experience in which such an
intention is manifest is simply given In one’s own conscious-
ness whenever one raises the question “1is it so? ” and answers
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this in some judgement. One either does or does not ask and
answer such questions, and the evidence that one does so is
provided by questioning whether one does so and by giving
some answer to that question.

It has been argued that the attempt to affirm that “ it is the
case that I do not know what is the case ” is incoherent. But
to say that this position is incoherent is to know that it is not
the case because there is evidence which shows that it is not
the case. That evidence is provided by taking the hypothesis
”1 cannot know what is the case ” and affirming it to be the
case. By so doing I provide in that very claim an instance of
what the proposition states there are no instances of: know-
ing what is so. That instance provides reason sufficient for me
to judge that the Kant and Hegel positions are not correct, do
not assert that which is the case. By the same token, then,
that I judge these hypotheses not to be the case, i.e. there is
sufficient reason to know that they are not the case, I can
affirm that my knowing that they are not the case is a genuine
instance of knowing what is the case, since for my judgement
there is sufficient reason. Moreover, it is impossible to gainsay
this latter judgement. For if any attempt to challenge it were
not a statement about what is so, then it would be no objection
at all; and if it were a claim to know what is the case, then it
would simply fall into the category of judgements which our
judgement ruled to be incoherent (all judgements of the type
“it is so that I cannot know what is so”). By parity of rea-
soning, then, I can know that any other hypothesis or idea is
not merely an hypothesis or idea if, in the course of raising
and answering the question “is it so? ”, there is found to be
sufficient reason to affirm that it, the hypothesis in question,
is the case.

I would suggest that the various elements which were iden-
tified above as constituting factors within the three stages of
coming to know pass this test. For one may raise the question
as to whether what has been stated here is a “mere” hypo-
thesis or is, in fact, the case. And I would further suggest that
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the very raising and answering of that question provide the
evidence for an affirmative answer. For any attempt to dis-
agree with what has been maintained here will involve some
sensible experience of what I have written. It will involve
questions as to the meaning of what I have written and in-
sights into that meaning. Finally it will involve questions as
to whether what I have written is so, or probably so. These
questions, in turn, will receive answers on the basis of the
sufficiency of evidence, reasons, which may be discovered, and
that evidence is provided by the data which all disputants
have access to and without which there would be no debate:
their conscious experiences of seeing and hearing, questioning
and understanding, affirming and denying.

What, then, is the relevance of all this to the understanding
of causality? A first answer to this question is that if one is
not able to establish that our knowing is a knowing of what is
the case, of reality, then any attempt to demonstrate the exist-
ence of causes, and indeed of some First Cause, will be easily
dismissed by those who are convinced of the position that one
cannot really establish the existence of anything. My second
answer, however, is to draw attention to what has emerged as
a recurrent theme in the last few paragraphs: the requirement
of sufficient reason.

The notion of sufficient reason, or causality, which I believe
may be critically validated can be simply stated as follows:
There must be suflicient reason for the existence of any x or,
negatively, if there is not sufficient reason for something to be
the case then it is not the case, i.e. it is a mere hypothesis or
idea. The easiest way to verify this notion of causality is to
attempt to doubt it. Thus, in any attempt to argue against
what I have here claimed to be the case, one will attempt to
show that there is insufficient reason to affirm that it is the
case; or there is sufficient reason to affirm that what I have
said is not the case. One may, perhaps, bring forward argu-
ments against what I have argued before with regard to the
attempts made by Kant and Hegel to say that we cannot
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know what is so. But again, all such arguments will be to the
effect that there is insufficient reason for what I have claimed
is the case to be the case; and if the challenge to my position
is not such a claim then it is, obviously, no objection at all.

This demand for sufficient reason has been at work through-
out all that was said above about the inadequacy of the posi-
tions of Kant and Hegel. For it was argued that their various
versions of the thesis “ I cannot know what is so ” are not, in
fact, the case, because in asking and answering the question as
to whether they were so, we found sufficient reason to say that
they were not so. Such an affirmation necessarily affects a
great number of other theses which we find throughout their
work. When assessed on the basis of what we have argued
here, such theses will be modified as to the degree of probabil-
ity which may be assigned to their being so, or not so. For
the degree of probability that something is or is not the case
is a measure of the sufficiency of reasons which we can give
for affirming the existence or non-existence of anything (we
may, of course, express this by saying that there must be rea-
son sufficient for a probable judgement) .

The objection may be made that it is no doubt correct to
say that there must be sufficient reason for our judgements as
to what is so or not so, but this does not entail that there must
be sufficient reason for what exists. However, if one suspected
that this objection was simply the Kantian position once more
rearing its head, one would be right. The objection, once again,
contains the seeds of its own destruction. For, the objection is
to the effect that there is not sufficient reason for the notion
of causality outlined above to be the case; on the contrary, it
is asserted, there is sufficient reason to affirm that it is the
case, or probably is the case, that . . . etc. Indeed, the key
element to grasp in all affirmations which differentiate between
“my cognitional powers ” and * the world ” is that they have
the same objective and employ the same criteria in arriving
at that objective. The objective is “knowing what is so ” and
the criteria operative include the requirement that there be
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sufficient reason for one’s affirmation of what is so. In this
way one may note that all differentiations between an “in-
here ” mind and an “ out-there ” world, all the usual parapher-
nalia of the notorious “bridge,” if they are not to be un-
grounded assumptions, must pass a common test which itself
shows them to be, as it were, of secondary importance: the
affirmation of their being the case is seen to be an aspect of a
criterion of objectivity which renders meaningless the problem
of trying to get from a “subjective” mind “in here” to an
“ objective ” world “ out there.”

If it is undeniable, then, that there must be sufficient rea-
son for that which is the case, it is not very difficult to grasp
the necessity of there existing that which provides sufficient
reason for the existence, not only of everything else, but also
of itself. And to paraphrase St. Thomas Aquinas, that is what
men and women are apt to name “ God.” For I have argued
above that we can know the existence of such things as visual
and auditory experiences; the intelligent operations of asking
questions, having insights, formulating hypotheses; and the
rational operations of asking “is it so?”, weighing the evi-
dence, and making a judgement. Further, there are innumer-
able other objects in our experience which we may affirm to
exist on the basis of the sufficiency of evidence available. How-
ever, none of these existents or occurrences, which we can
know, provide sufficient reason for their being so. It is the
case, as a matter of fact, that I ask and answer questions, and
that T am at present experiencing the use of what is known
as a keyboard. But if these facts are not to remain facts with-
out there being sufficient reason for their being facts, there
must be beings which provide that sufficient reason. And since
the postulation of some kind of infinite regression would still
not provide sufficient reason for what is the case, would, in
other words, be an irrelevancy, there must exist that which
provides reason sufficient for its own existence.

To examine a little further some of the implications of the
notion of causality and of the cosmological argument I have
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argued for, let us turn to a well known vignette from the his-
tory of philosophy. John Stuart Mill relates that his father
disabused him of the idea that the existence of God might be
susceptible to rational proof by pointing out that if one were
to argue that every being must have a cause, then one could
pose the question “Who caused God?” However, from the
viewpoint of the argument I have outlined here it would ap-
pear strange that, far from soothing young Mill’s doubts,
James Mill’s argument did not excite further questions on the
part of his keen-witted son. For to argue that there must be
a suflicient reason for everything, including God, is to admit
the force of the argument that completely sufficient reason
must exist, and to admit that premise is to acknowledge that
there must exist that which provides sufficient reason, not only
for other beings, but for itself.

The basic difficulty would appear to be, then, that we do
not enjoy direct insight into the nature of something which
provides sufficient reason for its own existence. However, the
limitations of human knowing are surely not in question. And
if they were, the very fact that one asks the question demon-
strates that one does not know everything about everything.
If, then, one makes a rational judgement to the effect that one
does not know everything, on the basis of the evidence that
there are still further questions that one can ask, then in the
same moment that one confirms the limitations of one’s knowl-
edge, one also confirms that, despite that limitation, one is
aware that there is the requirement that whatever turns out
to be the case requires sufficient reason for its being so. For one
only affirmed that it was the case that one did not know
everything already because one knew the sufficiency of evi-
dence for this being so, provided by the activity of asking fur-
ther questions.

But if one admits that we do not enjoy direct insight into
the nature of something which provides sufficient reason for
its own existence, might it not be the case that such a thing is
an absurdity, an impossibility? This question, however, re-
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quires, in its turn, an elucidation of what one might mean by
“ impossibility ” and “ absurdity.” While the question is too
large to be gone into in detail here, at least it should be evi-
dent from what has been argued above that part, at least, of
what one means by the term “impossible” is that it is im-
possible for something to be the case without there being suf-
ficient reason for it to be the case; a notion which, as I have
argued, we cannot coherently deny. If that is so, then the im-
possibility is rather of the non-existence of something which
provides sufficient reason both for its own existence and for
the existence of other beings. For if God were an impossibility
He would not exist; but if God did not exist there would not
be sufficient reason for anything to exist; and if there were not
sufficient reason for anything to exist then there would be
nothing. However, since we have sufficient reason to affirm
that the conclusion does not obtain, we are also required to
affirm that God must exist and is, therefore, not an impossi-
bility.

I believe, then, that the notion of causality which has been
outlined in this essay does provide grounds sufficient for the
afirmation of the existence of what is normally termed God.
That notion of causality, or sufficient reason, may be critical-
ly validated through advertence to the fact that it is operative
in one’s knowledge of reality, in all one’s attempts to state
what is or is not the case. Such a vindication of causality does,
I believe, provide the kind of generalized notion of causality
which Professor Hepburn, in a reply to a paper by Professor
Meynell,* averred was demanded by the cosmological argu-
ment, but which he could see no way of justifying.

If the argument here has been that one can arrive at what
might be termed an « prior: validation of a generalized notion
of causality, still the term ‘a priori,” with its many historical
associations, should be used advisedly. By an ‘a priori’ vali-
dation of causality what is not meant is some °inner look’ at

4 Ronald Hepburn, ‘Remarks’ in Reason and Religion, S.C. Brown (ed.)
(Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1977), pp. 72-77.
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a supposed nate idea, nor some ascent into a noetic heaven.
What is meant is what is understood by adverting to the op-
eration of the demand for sufficient reason in our coming to
know what is the case. And since any attempt to disagree with
what I have written here will be an attempt to argue that there
is not sufficient reason for that which I have stated is the case
to be in fact the case, the notion of causality I have outlined
should not be too difficult for any rational person to verify.
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N HRISTIAN FAITH proclaims that its God is one.
It also denies that the Father is the same as the Son,
A or that the Holy Spirit is the same as either the
Father or the Son; for this reason Augustine and traditional
Christian faith proclaim that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit
are three.* Here faith ends and theological explanation begins.
For it will be asked, perhaps by heretics, but also perhaps
by sincere Christians such as Augustine himself:®* “ Three
what? ” or “ Three who? ” To answer this, we must say “ three
somethings ” (¢ria quaedam) or fall into heresy.* The Latin
answer is to say that the three somethings are persons, the one
something a substance or essence.’® It is this answer that

1 Augustine typlcally cites Deut 6.4 to establish this, e.g. 7.4.7, PL 42, p.
941, All references are to De Trinitate unless otherwise indiecated; and un-
less otherwise indicated all English translations are from Stephan McKenna,
C.88.R., De Trinitate: The Trinity, The Fathers of the Church, vol. 45 (Wash-
ington: Catholic University of America Press, 1963).

2% The true faith proclaims that they are three, when it teaches (dicit)
that the Father is not the Son, and that the Holy Spirit . . . is neither the
Father nor the Son,” 7.4.7, PL 42, p. 939.

8 Heresy is certainly ome of the sources of the doctrine of three persons,
one essence: “ there was need of a thorough explanation of the Trinity against
the snares and errors of the heretics,” 7.4.9, PL 42, p. 941. But there is no
reason to believe that it must be a heretic who asks the question Three
what?”’ at, say, 7.4.7, PL 42, p. 939 or 7.6.11, PL 42, p. 943.

4 “[Human feebleness] could not say that they were not three somethings,
since by denying this Sabellius fell into heresy,” 7.4.9, PL 42, p. 941.

5 Augustine tends to use the term °subsfance’, perhaps in deferemce to
convention, but he in fact prefers essence’ on the grounds that ‘substance’,
strietly speaking, is improper, 7.5.10.
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Augustine wished to defend and make as intelligible as pos-
sible.
I

The Aristotelian model of predication. In the first four
chapters of the Categories, Aristotle outlines the theory of
predication within which Augustine worked. The theory is
built upon the notion of a ° this here’ (tode #), that is, some
individual to which we can point and say, * This here!”*®
Awngustine’s examples are Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.

Imagine yourself, then, pointing to some individual. Aris-
totle’s categories are determined by the questions we might
ask about this individual. If we ask, “ What is it? ” we want
to know its ‘ whatness ” or substance. The answer may be “a
man > or “ an animal.” If we ask, “ How big is it? ” we want
to know its ‘how-much-ness’ or quantity. The answer may
be “six feet tall ” or “ two hundred pounds.” In the same way,
we have categories telling what sort it is (quality), when it
is (time), where it is (location), to what it is (relation), and
the rest, described in the fourth chapter of the Categories.

If we move up and down within the downward-branching
tree of any category, we find genera and species. For example,
in the category of substance, man is a species of the genus
animal; In the category quality, white is a species of the genus
color. Looking up from Abraham, Isaac, and the rest of
the individuals who live at the very bottom of the substance
tree, we find that we can make a number of ‘ vertical > predica-
tions. E.g. “ Abraham is a man,” “ Abraham is an animal,”
and, most generally, “ Abraham is a substance.” Likewise, we
can say “ Man is an animal ” and “ Man is a substance.” In
Aristotle’s terminology, the predicates man, animal, and sub-
stance are ‘said of’ the species and individuals below them
(Catg. 1220-22) . 1 shall call this sort of predication ‘ vertical’
or ‘ said of > predication.

If we move sideways across from one category tree to the

6 Qui etiam digito praesens demonstrari possit, 7.6.11, PL 42, p. 944.



PREDICATION AND THE TRINITY 589

next, we move from the substance tree to the various other
categories, where we find, for example, the quality white, the
relation brother, and the action cutting. With these other
categories we can make °horizontal’ predications, such as
“ Abraham is white,” “ Abraham is a brother,” or “ Abraham
is cutting.” °Horizontal’, or, to use Aristotle,’s expression,
‘present in’ predication, must be distinguished from Augus-
tine’s ‘ accidental ’ predication, as we shall see.

II

The statement that God is three persons is not a case of
‘present in’ predication. Augustine was trying to make in-
telligible the doctrine that God is one substance but three per-
sons. He was working with an Aristotelian model,” according
to which predication is of two kinds, vertical or horizontal.
The statement “ God is a substance ” appears to be a case of
vertical predication; it is certainly not horizontal. Tt would
be tempting for Augustine to argue that when we speak of
God as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, we are making horizontal
predications, for these are all relations. This is plausible in
the case of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ (5.5.6), while for Augustine
‘Holy Spirit” is a relational term because the Holy Spirit is
a “ gift ” proceeding from the Father and the Son (5.11.12).
In that way we would have the following easy explanation of
the doctrine of the Trinity. Abraham is one man, yet his roles
as father, son, and husband are three distinct relations. Be-
cause calling Abraham a man is a vertical predication, while
calling him father, son, and husband are horizontal, there is
no difficulty in understanding how he is substantially one and
yet, relationwise, three.®

70n Augustine’s familiarity with Aristotle’s Categories, ef. Roland J.
Teske, S. J., “ Augustine’s Use of ‘Substantia’ in Speaking about God,”
The Modern Schoolman 62, March 1985 (147-163), p. 148 n. 1, p. 150 n. 15.

8 For the notion of a type distinction underlying this claim, see Joan
Kung, “ Aristotle on Thises, Suches and the Third Man Argument,” Phronesis
26.3, (1981) 207-247.
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Augustine rules out this easy explanation in 7.6.11. Al-
though ‘ Father’, ‘Son’, and ‘Holy Spirit’ are said of God
relationally, not substantially (thus horizontally not vertical-
ly), nonetheless ‘person’ is not said of him relationally.
Augustine’s reason appears to be that relations involve two-
place (or more) predicates, yet ‘person’ is a one-place predi-
cate:

What then? Shall we call the Father the person of the Son and the
Holy Spirit, or the Son the person of the Father and the Holy
Spirit, or the Holy Spirit the person of the Father and the Son?
But nowhere do we find the word “person” commonly used in
this sense, and in this Trinity when we say the person of the
Father, we mean nothing else than the substance of the Father
(7.6.11, PL 42, p. 943).

In any case, Augustine believes that the question “ Three
what? ” (as opposed to “ Three where? ” or “ Three when? ”
or “To what three? ”—which ask for place, time, and rela-
tion, respectively) requires vertical predication in its answer:
“Since it is asked ‘Three what?’ or ‘ Three who?’ we are
driven to try to find a specific or generic name” (7.4.7, PL
42, p. 939 [trans. mine]) . This rules out the easy explanation.’

Thus, for Augustine, to call God a person is not to make a
horizontal predication. And so, if our talk of God involves
standard predication, it would seem to follow that both predi-
cations, “ God is one substance ” and “ God is three persons,”
must be vertical. But there are problems with saying the
predications are vertical.

1T

The statement that God is three persons is not a case of
vertical predication. Augustine reduces the vertical-predication

9 For contrasting inferpretations of the predicate ¢ person’, see A.C. Lloyd,
“On Augustine’s Concept of the Person,” in Augustine: A Collection of Oriti-
cal Essays, R. A. Markus, ed. (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, Anchor,
1972), pp. 203-204; and William Riordan O’Connor, “The Concept of the
Person in St. Augustine’s De Trinitate,” Augustinion Studies 13 (1982), pp.
136-137.
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hypothesis to absurdity in 7.4.8 by considering parallel argu-
ments.
The following, he says, is a good argument:

(1) a. Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are three animals.
b. Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are of the same nature (i.e.
human) .
¢. Therefore, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are three men.

Here the conclusion follows by a principle which Augustine
states as follows: “Where there is no difference of nature,
there things that are more in number are so expressed gen-
erically, that they can also be expressed [as more in number]
specifically.”” *°

Since (1) is a good argument, so should the following be,
says Augustine:

(2) a. The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three persons.
b. The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are of the same nature
(ie. divine) .
¢. Therefore, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three Gods.

But (2) ¢ is heresy.

Again, he gives a dilemma. ‘Essence’ is either a specific
name or a generic name. If a specific name, then argument
(2) again applies (replace ‘God’ with ‘essence’) and again
leads to heresy. But if ‘essence’ is a generic name, consider
the following good argument:

(8) a. Man and constellation and angel are called essences.
b. Man is not the same as constellation, and angel is neither
man nor constellation.

c. Therefore, man and constellation and angel are called
three essences.

Here the conclusion follows by the principle of the plurality

10 Sed ubi est naturee nulla diversitas, ite generaliter enuntiontur aliquae
plure, ut etiam specialiter enuntiori possint [sc. aliqua plural, 7.4.7, PL 42,
D. 940 (Dods trans., in The Works of Aurelius Augustinus, ed. Marcus Dods,
vol. 7 [Edinburgh: T. & T. Olark Co., 1871-18761).
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of the non-identical, which Augustine accepts for individuals or
species under a genus.*
Just as (8) is a good argument, so should the following be,
says Augustine:
(4) a. The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are called essences.
b. The Father is not the same as the Son, and the Holy Spirit
is neither the Father nor the Son.

c. Therefore, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are called three
essences.

But (4) ¢ leads to heresy.

The heretical conclusions follow only if we assume that the
predications there made of God are vertical. Augustine con-
cludes that vertical predications of God cannot be made. He
draws this conclusion by saying that when the mind looks for
a generic or specific name to predicate of God, no such name
occurs to it.*?

The incompleteness result. Since Augustine’s argument
rules out either vertical or horizontal predications of the term
‘person’, he is left with no standard way of predicating this
term of God. But Augustine continues to accept as true the
doctrine that God is three persons yet one substance. Thus
Augustine concludes that standard Aristotelian predication is
incomplete, in the sense that it cannot express all theological
truths: “ God is more truly thought of than spoken of, and he
more truly is than is thought of.” **

This incompleteness result is one source of Augustine’s re-
peated theme of the poverty of human language,* with as a

11 % For when we say that Jacob is not the same as Abraham, and that
Isaac is not the same as Abraham or Jacob, then we certainly acknowledge
that they are three, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,” ete., 7.4.7, PL 42, p. 939.

12 Neque occurrit animo, 7.4.7, PL 42, p. 939. Augustine seems to draw
this same conclusion again at 7.6.11, PL 42, p. 943, line 44-1 p. 944, line 25,
though the passage is obscured by the uncertainty of what Augustine means
to “omit,” cf. 943, line 45; 944, line 10.

13 Verius enim cogitatur Deus quam dicitur, et verius est quam cogitatur,
7.4.7, PL 42, p. 939 (trans. mine).

14 See e.g. 5.9.10, PL 42, p. 918: “ When it is asked three what, then the
great poverty from which our language suffers becomes apparent.”
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result an meffability of the divine (see e.g. 7.4.7, PL 42, p. 939,
lines 23-24) . Thus Augustine gives up the task of finding some
conventional meaning to the claim “ God is three persons.” In-
stead he tries to give an explanation in terms of the conditions
under which that claim is uttered.”® His explanation states
that, in discussing the Trinity, language is not being used in a
standard way; we must instead speak enigmatically (in aenig-
mate) , “ so that we can in some way get across (fari) what we
can in no way get out (effars)” (7.4.7, PL 42, p. 939 [trans.
mine]) .

God and the categories. If the predications involved in stat-
ing the truths of the Trinity are not standard, what are they?
Standard predication applies to things falling under any of the
various categories, but Augustine sometimes seems to suggest
that God is above the categories. He says, for example, that
“the overtowering height of the divinity exceeds the capacity
of conventional [categories of] expression.” ** He describes God
as “good without quality, great without quantity, creator
without need, presiding without posture, containing all things
without possession, whole everywhere without place, eternal
without time, making mutable things without any change of
himself, and undergoing nothing ” (5.1.2). In this list of nine
kinds of attributes, Augustine explicitly mentions eight of the
nine non-substantial categories: quantitatis, qualitatis, locus,
temporis, situs, habitus, facere, and pati. (There is one cate-
gory he does not mention, relativum, giving instead a species
of that category, indigentia.) **

But Augustine cannot locate God entirely above the cate-

15 Dictum est tamen, Tres personce, non ut illud diceretur, sed ne taceretur
(sc. oum quoeritur quid tres), 5.9.10, PL 42, p. 918; placuit ita dict, ut
diceretur aliquid cum quaereretur quid trie sint, 7.4.7, PL 42, p. 939.

16 Bucedit supereminentio divinitatis usiteti eloquii facultatem, 7.4.7, PL
42, p. 939 (trans. mine}.

17In “ Augustine’s Use of ° Substantia’,” p. 151, Teske claims that these
“are clearly the last nine predicaments [ie. categories].” But in that case
Augustine’s substitution of the specific relation indigentio for the genus
relativum needs explanation. Augustine elsewhere is careful to use the
broader term relativum, e.g. at 5.7.8, PL 42, p. 916, lines 11-13.
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gories of speech. First of all, God most truly is a substance
(6.2.3) ; thus he cannot be above that category.’® To be sure,
Augustine states that God is different from all other sub-
stances, which are “susceptible of accidents, by which a
change, great or small, is brought about in them.” ** For God
alone is an immutable substance (incommutabilis substantia,
5.2.8) . It is for this reason that God is incapable of taking any
sort of accident.” Indeed God is even incapable of taking “in-
separable accidents ” (5.4.5), for that class of things is limited
to presence in what comes and ceases to be.

At this point, it may be tempting to say that for Augustine
God is in the category of substance, but above all other cate-
gories; thus that no horizontal predications are possible of
God. But this modified position also must be ruled out. For
Augustine, the term ° accident’ does not include all which is
present in (horizontally predicated), but only what is change-
ably present in a substance. He does allow horizontal predica-
tion of God, but only of what is unchangeably present in him.
For Augustine claims that, although nothing can be predicated
accidentally of God, nonetheless not everything that is predi-
cated of him is done so according to substance (secundum
substantiam, which appears to mean vertical predication in the
category of substance) ” For we can predicate of God “ ac-
cording to relation” (dicitur enim ad aliquid: Aristotle’s ex-
pression is pros ) . Now a predication of God according to re-
lation would seem to be a horizontal predication. Augustine
states that such a horizontal predication is not ‘ accidental’
on the grounds that the relation is eternal®® It follows that

18 Cf. Teske, “ Augustine’s Use of ‘ Substantia *,” p. 155.

19 Capiunt accidentia, quibus in eis fiot vel magne vel quantacumque mu-
tatio, 5.2.3, PL 42, p. 912.

20 Deo autem aliquid ejusmodi accidere non potest, 5.2.3, PL 42, p. 912; cf.
5.5.6, PL 42, p. 913, line 59 p. 914, line 1.

21 Nihil in eo secundum accidens dicitur . . .; nec tamen omne quod dicitur,
secundum substantiam dicitur, 5.5.6, PL 42, pp. 913-914; cf. 913. lines 10-12.

22 Non est accidens: quic et ille semper Pater, et ille semper Filius, 5.5.6,
PL 42, p. 914,
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being changeably present in a substance is a necessary condi-
tion, in Augustine’s terms, for being an accident. And it is also
sufficient: “everything is an accident which can be lost or
lessened ” (5.5.6, PL 42, p. 914) .

Thus, concerning horizontal predication, Augustine in effect
draws a distinction between what is changeably present in and
what is unchangeably present in. Only the former is impos-
sible of God, the latter is possible. As we have seen, Augus-
tine’s first example of such a predication is in the category of
relation: “something can be said of him in regard to relation
(dicttur enim ad aliquid)” (5.5.6, PL 42, p. 914) . Again, after
pointing out that the categories of position, habit, place, and
time cannot be present in God (presumably because of God’s
ncorporeality) , Augustine states that the category of action is
properly predicated of God, “ that perhaps may be said of God
in the truest sense of the term (verissime dicatur)” (5.8.9,
PL 42, p. 917) .

Since God truly is a substance, and truly acts and relates,
it seems that we can conclude that these at least are cases of
vertical and horizontal predication.*

v

An Aristotelian, non-standard form of predication. There
are other non-standard predications that are available, which

23 Before we do so, there iz a further problem for the inferpreter. Just as
Augustine denies that there are any accidents of God on account of God’s
immutability (5.8.9), Augustine also wants to deny that God is ever a sub-
strate on account of God’s simplicity (7.5.10). Augustine seems -clearly
enough to state that a substrate is that in which non-substantial eategories
are present, i.e. anything capable of being the subject of a horizomtal pre-
dication. For he gives this definition: “ Subsistere: de his enim rebus recte
wmtelligitur, in quibus subjectis sunt ea quae in aliquo subjecto esse dicuntur,”
7.5.10, PL 42, p. 942 (cf. Aristotle’s description of being present in, Catg. 2).
In the same place he says that “if God is a substrate (si subsistit), . . .
then there is something present in him (inest in eo aliguid) as in a sub-
jeet” For Augustine, there is an unacceptable consequence:

He is no longer simple; his being, accordingly, would not be one and the
same with the other qualities that are predicated of him in respect to
himself, as for example, to be great, omnipotent, good, and any other
attributes of this kind that are not unfittingly said of God (7.5.10).
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do not require placing God totally above the categories of
speech. Standard predication is either horizontal or vertical.
In neither case may primary substances, i.e. those individuals
at the bottom of the substance tree, be predicated of anything
else. But in Metaphysics 7.3 Aristotle allows for a different
kind of predication: “ The predicates other than substance are
predicated of substance, while [primary] substance is predi-
cated of matter ” (1029°23-24, Ross/Barnes trans.) .

For example, “ This earth, air, fire, and water is flesh and
bone,” and “ This flesh and bone is Socrates.” These are not
cases of vertical predication, for although Socrates’ species is
man, the species of flesh and bone is not man.

Augustine seems to accept this sort of predication as a model
for predications about the Trinity.

We do not use these terms [‘ essence’ or ‘ substance’] according to
genus and species, but as it were according to matter that is com-
mon and the same. Just as, if three statues were made of the same
gold, we should say three statues one gold; yet we should not be
calling gold the genus and the statues the species, nor gold the
species but statues the individuals (7.6.11).

The unity of God’s essence, on this model, will be what Aris-
totle called unity of substratum.**

But this model, too, has problems. “ We can say three stat-
ues from (ex) the same gold, for to be gold is one thing and
to be statues is another thing.” * “ But we do not say three
persons from (ex) the same essence, just as though essence
were one thing and person another.” The disanalogy between
the talk of God and the physical model is that in the model to
be the matter is not the same as to be the form, yet with God
no such distinction can be drawn. In addition, in the physical
model one matter can take innumerable forms but God’s es-

24 Cf. Met. 5.6 1016al7-24. This accords with the interpretation of Harry
A, Wolfson in The Philosophy of the Church Fathers: Faith, Trinity, Incar-
nation, 3d ed. (Harvard U. P., 1976) pp. 314, 350-352.

25 This is McKenna's translation, except that I bave translated ex eodem
auro as “from the same gold,” in order to maintain Augustine’s parallel with
ex eadem essentia, “ from the same essence ” (7.6.11, PL 42, p. 945).
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sence can take only three persons: “in the essence of the
Trinity no other person whatsoever can exist in any way from
the same essence.” Finally, in the model, “in statues of equal
size, there is more gold in three together than in one, less gold
in one than in two. But in God it is not so; for the Father, the
Son, and the Holy Spirit together is not a greater essence than
the Father alone, the Son alone, or the Holy Spirit alone.” But
Augustine seems to want to keep this model and ascribe these
discrepancies to the physicality of the model, not to a failure
of the predication to be of this non-standard matter-form kind:
“ The sensual man does not perceive [how these discrepancies
are possible]. For he cannot think except in terms of bulk or
space, whether large or small, for phantasms or, as it were,
images of bodies flit about in his mind * (7.6.11).
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RITERS COVERING the work of Julian Hartt or
Austin Farrer—the few that there are—generally
find that the best introduction is a straightforward
acknowledgement that what is to come is unique. Basil Mit-
chell, for instance, has said that no matter how one catalogues
contemporary theologians, a footnote will be needed, reading
“ and then of course there is Austin Farrer.” * Likewise, David
Kelsey has said that Hartt’s work “is not identifiable as a
variant on any of the options on the present scene.”? Those
already acquainted with Hartt and Farrer will no doubt agree
with the sense of these assessments; but if they have been
careful students they will demand, nevertheless, a slight quali-
fication: Hartt and Farrer are unique as a party of two. Farrer
is a “variant” on Hartt; Hartt belongs down in the footnote
about Farrer.

But from the claim that these two are unique it does not
follow that their work is something akin to those bold “ new
theologies ” fashioned from the innocent’s quest for a faith un-
touched by either the hands of tradition or the perplexities of
our time, Farrer’s anchorage in tradition is obvious through-
out his writing and clearly stated in the preface to his first

1¢ Austin Marsden Farrer,” A Celebration of Faith, ed. Leslie Houlden
{(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1970), pp. 13-14.

2 “ Christian Sense Making: Hartt’s ¢ Theological Method and Imagina-
tion,” ” The Journal of Religion Vol. 58 (4), October 1978, p. 428.
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work. There he said that he was “possessed by the Thomistic
vision ” and was incapable of “ thinking it wrong.”® As to
novelty, he had this to say:

.. . It is indeed absurd to propose new grounds for belief in the
existence of God. The belief has stood for more than 2,000 years if
we are to speak of the essentials of transcendental theism. If be-
lief has been reasonable it has had a reason, and our only busi-
ness must be to draw this out and restate it.*

It is fair to say, to be sure, that Farrer “ drew out > and “ re-
stated ” that reason in a way unlike that of any other con-
temporary Thomist. There are some who would deny him even
the label” And it is in this sense that Mitchell’s statement
about him must remain: If “transcendental,” * Neo—,” and
“traditional ” Thomist are three current categories, Farrer i
a footnote to them.

Hartt, unlike Farrer, has never labeled himself, but none of
his readers can miss his hostility to any pretense to novelty,
even to those which have become our standard fare.

The good ship theology (has taken) on a radioactive cargo, its
company attracted by the dynamic and dazzle of it all. Relevance,
Historicism, several varieties of analysis, Secularism—what a
promising manifest! ¢

The “spirit of the age” is not to illuminate the gospel, ac-
cording to Hartt, rather it is the gospel which illuminates the
spirit of the age.”

8 Finite and Infinite: A Philosophical Hssay, Second Edition (London:
Dacre Press, 1958), p. X1,

4 Ibid., p. 8.

5 See, for instance, the review of Finite and Infinite by Gervase Matthew,
O.P., in Blackfriars, January 1944, p. 33. For a careful assessment of the
nature of Farrer’s Thomism see E. L. Mascall’s Ewxistence and Analogy (Ham-
den, Conn: Anchor Books, 1967), Chap. 7, pp. 158-181. I do not intend in
this essay to assess Farrer as a Thomist. Rather, as will soon be clear, I
intend to show that, when seen in light of Hartt’s thought, Farrer’s work in
general is a unique theological option and one which perhaps dissolves the
disputes among the others.

6 The Restloss Quest {Philadelphia: The Pilgrims Press, 1975), p. 9.

7 Ibid., p. 10.



JULIAN HARTT AND AUSTIN FARRER 601

However, in having so qualified Mitchell’s and Kelsey’s as-
sessments, it could be further argued that we have uncovered
the sole—and trivial—point of agreement: viz., both have a
keen regard for tradition and will settle for no easy com-
promises in handing it on to an unfriendly culture. There is
truth in this rejoinder. Indeed, Hartt and Farrer would be the
first to contend that there are deeply rooted differences be-
tween them—differences which are readily apparent on the
mere surface of the page. Stylistically, Farrer, an Anglo-Cath-
olic, works between the elegant and the iconic, while Hartt
has a straight-forward line, voiced in the high homiletical re-
frains of the American prairie parson. In matters of substance,
Hartt shows an unmistakable sympathy for perhaps the most
noticed theologian of their day—Barth, whereas Harnack
spoke for Farrer when he said that he simply had no “ an-
tenna ” for the man. They greatly disagree also on Barth’s
favorite—Anselm. Hartt wrote a brilliant doctoral disserta-
tion on the ““ontological” argument,® and traits of Anselm’s
thought can be found throughout his later published writing.
Farrer’s sole (and gratuitous) word on the matter, however,
is “ heresy.” ®

But these differences reflect but an unarguable point: The
two were not in league, nor was there ever any attempt on
their part (except for two articles of Hartt’s) to trade on the
work of the other. In fact, the link between the two may be
detected in their greatest difference: Hartt is a polemicist.
Nobody is his “variant” (to cite Kelsey’s remark again) be-
cause the course he set for himself not only sails against the
tide of all current opinion, and every “spirit of the age,” but
also pauses for a brief moment of refutation at every beacon.
He counsels the hermeneut here, throws grains of salt at the
form critic there, draws a sword on the historicist and sends
down judgment on the enemy of metaphysics. Throughout

8 “The Ontological Argument for the Existence of God” (unpublished
Ph.D. Dissertation, Yale University, 1940).
8 Finite and Infinite, p. 12.
























































































































































































































































































































































































































