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PREFACE

This textboo k in N atural Theo lo gy ,— o ne o f the 

m o st no table and  the m o re neglected  p arts o f p hilo so 

p hy,·— is m eant to sup p ly to the m o d ern co llege stu 

d ent so m e read ily  intellig ible acco unt o f fund am ental 

truths. It is no t m eant, and  d o es no t p resum e, to  p re

sent a co m p lete stud y o f d eeply invo lved p o ints o f 

d o ctrine. Like the o ther m anuals o f the p resent 

series, this bo o k tries to  rear a sturd y fram ew o rk o r 

scaffo ld ing up on w hich the yo ung stud ent m ay take 

co nfid ent stand fo r the lo ng and d ifficult task o f 

build ing up his ed ifice o f p hilo so p hical kno w led ge. 

It d o es no t seek reco gnitio n as the finished build ing , 

no r even as a finished p o rtio n o f the build ing . But 

the build ing canno t be raised  at all unless the build er 

have a p rop er p lace and  a sure p o sitio n fo r the w o rk 

he has to d o . Thus, it m ay, w itho ut bo astfulness, be 

claim ed that the serv ice o f such a bo o k as this is an 

ind isp ensable o ne.

Som e read ers m ay be d isap p o inted to  find in these

Î p ages little o f the interesting (and  so m etim es p ro fit-

Î able) d iscussio n w hich is ard ently aro used by the
J m entio n o f such term s as, T how iism , M olin ism ,

Scien tia M edia, P rem otion , Su percotn prehen sion ,

v
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Fu tu re C on tin g en cies, Fu tu ribilia. It has seem ed  best 

to d eal briefly and calm ly w ith these m atters instead  

o f recognizing in them  the call to  glo rio us enco unter. 

If o ur Ro land s and o ur O livers seem  to o frequently  

to leave the field arm -in-arm after a short exchange 

o f com p lim ents, it is o nly because w e have generally  

held them to the m ere statem ent o f their term s o f 

m eeting , so that the yo uthful stud ent m ay have a 

clear no tio n o f w hat their d ifferences are all abo ut. 

W e stress the p o int that this bo o k is no t fo r the 

sp ecialist.

The first p ortion o f this m anual,— in w hich w e 

p ro ve the existence o f Go d ,— is shap ed up on the 

trad itio nal m o d el o f St. Tho m as. N o  better p lan has 

been d ev ised  than this, and  it w o uld  be sheer fo lly  to  

attem p t ano ther in the nam e o f m o d ernity . These 

argum ents w ill be fo und m o d ern enough, in the 

sense o f new , by any ad versary up o n w ho m  the stu

d ent m ay em p lo y them . Fo r o ur age has m any  

no table gap s in its culture, and  no ne greater no r m ore 

lam entable than the great o p en sp ace w hich sho uld  be 

o ccup ied  by the reco gnitio n o f Go d  and  H is p lace o f 

sup rem acy and co ntro l. A rnold Lunn w rites that, 

w hen he exp o und ed these ancient p ro o fs before a 

gro up o f m o dern university students, his aud ience 

w as asto und ed to learn that such fresh and co gent 

argum ents exist.

It is hop ed that this m anual w ill rend er go o d  

serv ice to  co llege classes, to stud io us ind iv id uals o ut
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o f co llege, and  even to  tho se w ho  have never been in. 

Certainly , the m atter w ith w hich it d eals is its m o st 

elo quent recom m endatio n to the attention o f serio us 

m inds. If that m atter has no t been treated w ith  

seem ly skill and tho ro ughness, the bo ok has still its 

value. Fo r go ld , tho ugh im p erfectly refined , is alw ays 

p recio us, alw ays a treasure w o rthy o f quest and  

p o ssessio n.

P. J. G.

Co llege o f St. Charles Borrom eo , 

Co lum bus, O hio .
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IN  T  RO D  U  CT  ΓΟ  N

I. Name 2 . Definition 3. Object 4. Importance 5. Division

I . N A M E

The term theodicy (fro m  the Greek theos “ Go d ”  

and dike “ right; custom ; usage; m anner” ) w as 

co ined by the fam ous p hilo so p her and m athem atician 

Go ttfried W ilhelm Leibnitz (1646-1716) w ho used  

it in his Essay s on T heodicy to exp ress the justice 

o r the righteo us m anner o f Go d ’s d ealings w ith m an

kind , w hich he d efended  against tho se w ho felt that 

the ev ils o f life are an argum ent fo r atheism . The 

term theodicy  thus literally  m eans ‘ ‘Go d 's justice”  o r 

“ Go d ’ s righteo us w ay.” But this o riginal m eaning  

w as quickly exp and ed to includ e no t o nly the bene

ficent p ro v idence o f Go d , but the w ho le o f Go d ,—  

nature, attributes, and  o p erations. In a w o rd , theodicy  

becam e a syno nym  fo r n atu ral theolog y . Theo lo gy had  

lo ng been d istinguished as (a) n atu ral theolog y  

w hich is a p art o f p hilo sop hy, and  w hich is the science 

o f Go d as kno w able by unaid ed hum an reason; and  

(b)  su pern atu ral theolog y  o r div in e theolog y  w hich is 

the science o f Go d as m anifested by D iv ine Revela

tio n. The term theodicy  cam e in hand ily to rep lace 

the m o re cum bro us n atu ral theolog y (although it is

I
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no t an accurate nam e fo r that science) and to allo w  

the sim p le nam e theolog y  to be used fo r the sup er

natural science. Co nvenience and lo ng usage have 

established the term theodicy  in its p resent m eaning . 

T heodicy  m eans n atu ral theolog y . A nd  n atu ral theol

og y  m eans the p hilo sop hical science w hich sets fo rth 

all that hum an reason can d iscover by its unaid ed  

effo rts about Go d , H is existence, H is nature, H is 

attributes, and H is o p eratio ns. The term  theolog y , by  

the w ay, co m es from the Greek theos “ Go d ,” and  

log os “ science,” and literally m eans the sc ien ce of 

G od.

2. D E F I N I T I O N

Theod icy is the philosophical sc ien ce of G od.

a) Theod icy is a sc ien ce. The term  sc ien ce (from  

Latin sc ire “ to kno w ” ) m eans no t o nly kno w ledge, 

but a sp ecial kind  o f kno w led ge. It m eans know ledge 

that is ev iden ced and therefore certain . A nd  the ev i

d ence o r p roo f o f any p o int o f kno w led ge lies in the 

fact that w e reco gnize its reason s o r its cau ses o r 

bo th. Therefo re sc ien ce has o ften been d efined as 

“ kno w ledge through causes o r reaso ns.”  Such is the 

fundam ental m eaning  o f the term  sc ien ce w ithout the 

-article. N o w , a science is any  d efined  branch o f kno w l

ed ge w hich sets fo rth the truths that belong to its 

d o m ain in a clear and o rd erly fashio n and w ith all 

’ p o ssible co m p leteness, and  w hich ad d s to  these truths 

the reason s (o r cau ses) w hich m ake the truths kn ow -
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able w ith cert itu de to the thinking m ind . Theod icy  

m eets the requirem ents here m entioned ; it sets fo rth  

the truths that the unaid ed hum an m ind can d isco ver 

abo ut Go d  ; it p resents these truths in a m anner that is 

clear, o rd erly , lo g ical, and  co m p lete; it o ffers, at every  

step o f its d evelo pm ent, the ev id ence, the p roo fs, 

w hich the m ind requires to m ake it give its full and  

unw avering assent to the d octrines p rop o sed . There

fo re, theo d icy is justly  called  a sc ien ce.

b) Theo d icy is a philosophical science. A p hilo 

so p hical science is o ne o f the branches o f p hilo so p hy. 

Such a science has tw O d istinctive features. First o f 

all, it is a hu m an  science, that is, it is built up  by  reaso n 

unenlightened  by Revelatio n. Thus it is d istinguished  

fro m the div in e science o f theo lo gy. A m o ng hum an 

sciences, a p hilo so p hical science is d istinguished as 

o ne that seeks the very last d isco verable causes and  

reaso ns fo r its d ata; its quest is an u ltim ate investiga

tio n; it is no t co ntent w ith prox im ate causes and  rea

so ns such as the o ther hum an sciences find ad equate 

fo r their resp ective p urpo ses. Every science asks and  

answ ers the questio ns “ W hy?” and “ H ow  d o w e 

kno w  that?”  ; a p hilo so p hical science keep s o n asking  

“ W hy?” and “ H o w ?” until it has p ushed back the 

inquiry as far as it is hum anly p o ssible to  go  w ith it. 

A  p hilo sop hical science d eals w ith kno w ledge that is 

ro o t-d eep , and it d igs o ut the d eep est ro o ts. These, 

then, are the tw o  m arks o f a p hilo so p hical science: it 

i s  a  hu m an  science, and  it is an u ltim ate science. The-



4 TH EO D ICY

o d icy has these tw o m arks, and is, in co nsequence, a 

p hiloso p hical science.

c) Theo d icy  is the science of G od. The p hrase “ o f 

God ”  m eans, as is ev ident, “ abo ut Go d .”  The p rep o si

tio n “ o f”  is no t p o ssessive, but o bjective, it d o cs no t 

ind icate the kno w ledge that belo ngs to Go d , but the 

kno w led ge w hich m an can gain abo ut Go d  in 1 lim self 

and  in all the p hases und er w hich H e is v iew ed  by the 

lim ited  hum an m ind .

3. O BJECT

The objec t  o f a science is its sco p e, its field  o f inves

tigatio n, its subject-m atter. Further, it is the spec ial 

w ay  in w hich it d o es its w o rk in its field , o r it is the  

spec ial pu rpose w hich guides it in its w ork. Thus the 

o bject o f any science is tw o fo ld . The subject-m atter, 

the field o f inquiry, is the m aterial objec t o f the 

science. The sp ecial w ay, o r p urp o se, o r end -in-v iew , 

w hich a science has in d ealing w ith its subject-m atter 

o r m aterial o bject is the form al objec t  o f that science. 

M any sciences m ay  have the sam e m aterial o bject, fo r 

m any  m o re o r less indep endent inquiries m ay be p ros

ecuted in the sam e general field . But each science has 

its o w n d istinct and d istinctive form al o bject w hich  

it shares co m p letely  w ith no  o ther science. That is w hy  

this o bject is called form al ; it gives fo rm al character 

to the science; it m akes the science just w hat it is 

form ally  o r as su ch.

To illustrate all this. M any sciences d eal w ith the
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earth und er o ne asp ect o r ano ther. Such, fo r exam p le, 

are geo lo gy , geod isy , geo grap hy, geo nom y, gcogo ny, 

and  even geo m etry . A ll these sciences stud y  the earth ; 

they have therefo re the sam e m aterial o bject. But no  

tw o o f these sciences stud y the earth in the sam e 

sp ecial w ay o r w ith the sam e sp ecial p urp ose. Geolo gy  

stud ies the earth in its rock fo rm atio ns: geo d isy  

stud ies the earth in its co nto urs ; geo grap hy  stud ies the 

earth in its natural o r artificial p artitio ns; geono m y  

stud ies the earth as subject to certain p hysical law s; 

geogeny stud ies the earth to d isco ver its o rig ins ; 

geom etry in its first fo rm  w as a stud y o f the earth in 

its m ensurable bulk and its m ensurable m o vem ents. 

Thus, w hile all these sciences have the sam e m aterial 

o bject, each o f them has its o w n fo rm al o bject. If 

tw o  sciences w ere to  have the o ne id entical fo rm al o b

ject, they w o uld no t really be tw o  sciences at all, but 

o ne science. It is m anifest that a science is fo rm ally  

co nstituted in its sp ecial character by its fo rm al o b

ject; it is equally m anifest that a science is d istin

guished  fro m  all o ther sciences by  its fo rm al o bject.

Theo d icy stud ies Go d . Go d is, therefore, the m a

terial o bject o f this science. But theo logy (the d iv ine 

science) also stud ies Go d as its m aterial o bject. The 

d istinction betw een theod icy and theo lo gy lies in 

their resp ective fo rm al o bjects. Fo r theod icy stud ies 

Go d by the unaid ed light o f reaso n, and theo lo gy  

stud ies Go d by the light o f reason aid ed by Revela

tio n.
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The m aterial o bject o f theo d icy is G od. The fo rm al 

o bject o f theo d icy is G od as kn oz v able by u n aided 

hu m an  reason .

4 . I M P O R T A N C E

Regard ed  abso lutely , o r in itself and ind ep end ently  

o f its relatio nship s w ith o ther sciences, theod icy is far 

and aw ay the m ost im p o rtant o f all hum an sciences. 

Fo r it d eals w ith the m ost sublim e subject that can 

engage the m ind  o f m an. A nd  w hen theo d icy  is v iew ed  

in its relations to o ther sciences, it still m aintains its 

p lace o f p reem inence. Fo r every o ther science rests 

ultim ately up o n certain assum p tions w hich theod icy  

d oes no t assum e, but p roves ; every o ther science is 

based  up o n no tio ns o f p rim al causality , o f an o rd ered  

universe (and  hence an O rd erer), o f an arrangem ent 

and  balance, o f a co nsistency and  co nstancy in nature. 

Let scientists ignore this fact as they m ay, it rem ains 

a fact beyo nd  d isp ute. St. A ugustine w as vo icing no  

p io us sentim ent but exp ressing the clearest o f rea

so ned co nclusio ns w hen he said  that those w ho  try to  

p hiloso p hize, o r to  p lay  the scientist, w hile ignoring o r 

d enying  Go d, o nly  succeed  in entangling  them selves in 

a net o f co ntrad ictio ns. It is m anifest, therefo re, that 

theod icy , in v iew  o f its sup rem e o bject and o f its 

fund am ental relatio ns to  o ther sciences, is a m o st im 

p o rtant study .

N o t o nly is theod icy the m o st im p o rtant o f p hilo -
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so p hical sciences in its o bject and  in its relatio nship s 

w ith o ther sciences; it is im p o rtant because it m eets 

the highest and stro ngest tend encies o f the hum an 

m ind ;because its certain co nclusio ns are a satisfactio n 

to the no blest em otio nal yearnings ; because it gives 

m eaning to the bew ild ering universe o f sentient ex

p erience; because it m akes intellig ible the resistless 

hum an bent and  bias fo r m o ral co nd uct. Theod icy is 

the best that the hum an m ind  can d o  fo r m an, fo r that 

strange being w ho se life is a blend ing o f the m o st 

curious and even o p p o site elem ents; fo r m an, the 

creature o f p enetrating reaso n and  unseeing p assio n ; 

fo r m an, w ho  m o ves am o ng  the hard  and  gro ss things 

o f sense w ith the d eep est sp iritual lo ngings in his 

soul; fo r m an, w hose tend ency to  be w ilful and  p er

verse is inextricably bo und  up w ith an insatiable ap 

p etite fo r w hat is m o ral and go o d . So great is the 

essential service o f theo d icy  that tho se w ho sco rn its 

m inistry and ignore Go d w ho is its o bject are co m 

p elled by their hum an co nstitutio n to m ake up a 

theo d icy o f their o w n, a theo d icy w hich suffers o nly  

from  the fact that it is w ho lly false. It is o f first im 

p o rtance, then, that w e bring reaso n to  a calm , clear, 

p enetrating v iew o f facts, and fo llo w its co urse  

thro ugh all co m p lexities to inev itable co nclusio ns 

abo ut the First Reality . It is im p o rtant that w e build  

up  the true theo d icy  o f w hich o ur m ind  and  o ur w ho le 

being have need . M an is, o f co urse, a p hilo sop her by
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i nature. The m o st uncultured and untrained has so m e

' i so rt o f natural theo lo gy at the back o f his v iew  o f all

i . things. But fo r p erso ns o f ed ucatio n such a vague the-

i ■ o d icy w ill no t suffice, even if it hap p ens to be a true

i ' ; theo d icy as far as it goes. W e need the d iscip line o i

p . p hilo sop hical theo d icy fo r o ur m ind s, and w e need its

■ i co nclusio ns fo r o ur lives. N o t that it is all-sufficing. It

L ' is the best that natural p o w ers can d o fo r us, but m an

j need s m o re than nature; m an need s supernature. N o r,

i! I fo r us w ho have the d ivine gift o f faith, is theod icy

I m eant to  sup p lant faith o r to  ratio nalize it into  a co ld

j i ! and m athem atical fo rm ula. Theo d icy sup plem ents

i; faith, rend ering service by show ing ho w  reasonable

j  and  even inescap able are the first truths o f faith; and

it equip s us fo r the task o f show ing  o thers, w ho  have 

no t the faith, the first inv iting reaches o f the straight 

i p ath that lead s through reaso n to certainty and se-

i j curity o f life in the o ne Institution o n earth w here

h m en can really be at ho m e.

ji 5. D I V I S I O N

|ί Three questions d efine the p lan w e are to fo llow  in

1 this p resent study . They  are the fo llo w ing  : j. Is there

j a G od?  2 . W hat  is G od?  3 . W hat does G od do?  The

i first questio n inquires abo ut the ex isten ce  o f Go d ; the

' seco nd , abo ut H is n atu re; the third , abo ut Elis opera-

! t ion s. These three to p ics,— the existence, the nature,

„j k  F i r s t

existence o i Go d

Chap. 1. God's Existence

D em o nstrable Truth

Chap. II. D etno iislration of 

the Existence o r (n>d

Bor

The Ex t

Chap. 1. Gt

Ch;

Cha

a

"" ()f Co d

The N atuK

Chap. 1. lbt _ οί

r,.< . A te
Chap . Π. I bc

Go d

Bo o k .1. i i 1KJJ

The Operations of God

ιρ. I. The Immanent OP' 

erations of God

p. II. The Transient OP' 

erations of God

T  HIRD

and  the o p eratio ns o f Go d ,— w ill be d iscussed  in three 

Bo o ks w ith Chap ters as fo llow s:

I





B O O K  F I R S T

TH E EXISTEN CE O F GO D

This Book discusses, first of all, the demonstrability of 

the Existence of God : it asks whether there is any need for 

proving a truth which some have called self-evident ; then  

it inquires whether— granted a proof is required— it is pos

sible to establish such a proof. To both queries an affirmative  

answer is given: we need proof for God ’s existence, and  

such proof is actually available. The Book goes on to set 

forth the traditional proofs for the existence of God, and  

answers the objections that are brought against their valid

ity. These points are discussed in two Chapters :

Chapter I. God’s Existence a Demonstrable Truth  

Chapter II. Demonstration of the Existence of God



C H A P T E R  I

GO D ’S EXISTEN CE A D EM O N STRA BLE

TRUTH

This Chapter discusses the n e e d  and the p o s s i b i l i t y  of 

proving that God exists. It answers the question-, : i> there 

any need of going to the trouble of dimming out rational 

proofs for the existence of God; is not 1 lis existence a self- 

evident fact? Or, if it be not self-evident to the mind, is it 

not a manifest requirement of the liner feelings or emotions; 

does not a man experience the “value” called God as some

thing intuitively certain and requiring no process of proof? 

On the other hand, the Chapter answers the mistaken charge 

of the Kantian, the agnostic, and the skeptic, that any ra

tional proof for the existence of God is based upon a causal 

relation among p h e n o m e n a  (that is, the merely apparent or 

sensible qualities of things) and has no power to evidence 

the nature of that supposed Being from which causal ac

tion proceeds. Thus the Chapter deals with two schools of 

thought, the one declaring that no proof for God ’s existence 

is n e e d e d , the other maintaining that no valid proof is p o s 

sible. These mistaken assertions are investigated in two  

Articles, as follows :

Article i. The Question of God ’s Existence

Article 2 . The Need and Possibility of Demonstrating  

God’s Existence

A r t ic l e  i . Th e  Qu e s t io n  o f  Go d ’s  

Ex is t e n c e

a) Meaning of Terms b) Urgency of the Question  

c) Theories on the Point

a )  M E A N I N G  O F  T E R M S

W e take the term  ex isten ce in its first and  o bv io us

13
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m eaning . W hen w e ask w hether a thing  exists, w e ask 

w hether it is actu al, w hether it is p resent am o ng those 

realities w hich are no t m erely p o ssible (o r poten tial, 

as p hiloso p hers say) but w hich are here.

In o nto logy ,— the science o f fund am ental m eta

p hysics, w hich is the very core o f p hiloso p hy,— w e 

learn that a bein g  is a reality , and  that a reality  is any 

thing  that exists o r can be tho ught o f as actually  exist

ing . A  reality is therefo re an ex istible thing. A nd  

realities are classed  as poten tial and  actu al realities. A  

p o tential reality is o ne that can  exist because (a) the 

tho ught o f it as existing invo lves no co ntrad ictio n ; 

thus, fo r exam p le, a glass m o untain is a p o tential 

reality w hile a square circle is no t, since the latter is 

self-co ntrad icto ry and seif-canceling  ; and (b) there 

is alread y in existence a being , a p o w er, w hich is able 

to d raw  the p o tential thing o ut o f its state o f p o s

sibility  and  co nfer actuality up on it ; in short, there is 

a being w hich can cau se it to  exist. A n actual reality , 

o n the o ther hand , is o ne that is really here. It is here 

either (a) because it has been p rod uced  by its causes, 

and is no lo nger a m ere p o ssibility but an actualized  

being  ; it is a cau sed being  ; it is an effec t ; it is a 

con tin g en t being , that is, a being contingent up o n o r 

d ep end ent up on its causes; o r (b) because it is so  

co m p letely p erfect and  self-sufficing  that it invo lves in 

itself the p erfection called  existence, and  it therefore 

m u st exist and cannot be no n-existent; it is an u n 

cau sed being ; it is n ot an effect; it is a n ecessary
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being; it is pu re actu ality  since is has abo ut it no p o 

tentiality w hich has been  o r is to be actualized  by the 

action o f causes.

N o w , w hen w c co m e to d iscuss the existence o f 

Go d , w e sp eak no t o f poten tial o r p o ssible existence 

but o f actu al existence. Further, w e sp eak no t o f 

cau sed existence but o f u n cau sed existence; no t o f 

con tin g en t existence but o f n ecessary  existence; no t 

o f effec ted existence but o f ptire actu ality .

So  m uch fo r the term  ex isten ce. N o w  w hat o f the 

term  G od?  W e m ust give at least a general exp lanation  

o f the m eaning  o f this latter term  before w e can begin 

to d iscuss the questio n o f Go d ’s existence. Fo r the 

lim ited  hum an m ind cannot even start to investigate 

the existence (p o tential o r actual) o f a reality until 

it has so m eho w  co nceived , at least in a general w ay, 

just w hat the reality in question is. There have been 

p hilo sop hers, and no t the least in ability o r the least 

esteem ed o r the least influential, w ho m ad e the p er

fectly inane statem ent, “ Even if yo u can kno w  that  

Go d  is, yo u canno t know  w hat tie is.”  H o w  can any 

o ne kno w  that a thing exists unless he kno w s w hat 

thing  ? It is as though a p erso n should say , “ There ’s 

som ethin g  ”  and then sto p short. A nd w hen the ex

cusably curio us aud itor o f that so m ew hat incon

clusive and airy statem ent asked (as infallibly he 

w o uld  ask), “ W hat?”  the answ er w ould be, “ I d o n’ t 

kno w .” Surely , the exp lanatio n o f such a rem ark 

w o uld necessarily be either aberration o r alco ho l. It 
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is no t the statem ent o ne w o uld  exp ect, d elivered  w ith  

sm ug co m p lacency as the co nclusio n o f a p ro fo und  

p rocess o f reaso ning , by revered  m en o f m ind . A nd if 

the p hiloso p her hastened to exp lain by ad d ing , “ O h, 

I m ean there ’s so m ething that started all this m ess,”  

o r, “ There ’s so m ething back o f this o bv io us universe, 

w e d on ’ t know  w hat,”  then it is bare charity to poin t  

o ut to  him  that he d oes kno w  w hat, o r he p retend s to  

know  w hat, fo r he states that there is an O rig inato r 

o r a H id d en Sup p orting Fo rce that acco unts fo r the 

w o rld  w e live in and  loo k up o n. The m o m ent yo u as

sign to yo ur “ so m ething ”  an intellig ible ro le in the 

o rig in o r m anagem ent o f things, yo u so far d efine 

yo ur “ so m ething ” and m ake it this special kin d of 

thin g . If yo u kno w  w hat a thing d o es, yo u have at 

least a p artial grasp  o f w hat that thing is. Even M at

thew  A rno ld p ro fessed so m e kno w led ge (granted a 

very sketchy know led ge) o f w hat Go d is w hen he 

d escribed H im as “ The end uring p o w er, no t o ur

selves, w hich m akes fo r righteousness.” H o w the 

som ber M atthew  m ust have ro lled  that so und ing  state

m ent fro m his to ngue. H o w  p leased he m ust have 

felt, and  w ith w hat satisfactio n he m ust have stro ked  

his m utton-cho p w hiskers ; across the lengthening  

d ecades o ne can alm o st hear him  p urr.

There is no p o sition so into lerable as the agnostic  

p o sitio n, the p o sitio n w hich d eclares Go d to be the 

Great Unknow able, the Being that exists, w e d o n ’t
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kno w  w hat. The atheistic p o sitio n is far m o re hum an 

and reaso nable, absurd as it p ro ves to be und er in

vestigatio n. Fo r the atheist kno w s w hat the term  G od 

m ean s, an d he den ies the actuality o r the existence o f 

w hat it m eans. 1 le d enies no t signification, but signifi

cance. But the agno stic m akes the w o rd m eaningless, 

and then d enies its m eaning . The agnostic is a m an 

w ho hears a p hrase in an unfam iliar to ngue, and  

p ro m p tly  d eclares it m ere gibberish w hich can have no  

m eaning fo r anybo dy . The p o int w e have here so  

labo red is a m o st im p ortant o ne and it m ust no t be 

o verlo o ked o r fo rgo tten fo r a m o m ent in all that 

fo llo w s. Yo u canno t know  that a thing  exists w ithout 

kno w ing, in so m e d im  m easure, w hat it is that exists. 

N o r can yo u d eny existence to  a thing w ithout being  

able, w ith so m e d egree o f exactness, to d escribe the 

co nceivable thing  at -w hich yo ur d enial is d irected .

W hat, then, is m eant by  the term  G od?  M o st p eop le 

o f any  p erio d  in the w orld ’s history w o uld  answ er the 

questio n p ro m p tly by saying that Go d (w hether Fie 

really  exists o r no t) is co nceived  o f as an actual Being  

w ho  is the sup rem e O rig inato r and  Ruler o f the w o rld  

and all things in it. A  few r p eo p le in any age, and a 

great m any p eo ple in som e ages, w ould say that the 

term G od is a so rt o f blanket-nam e fo r a num ber o f 

super-hum an beings, o r even inv isible “ fo rces”  

v iew ed  co llectively  as “ N ature,”  w hich to gether m an

age the universe ; such p eo ple w o uld be poly theists,
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(from  the Greek poly  “ m any ”  and theos “ G od” ) o r 

believers in a p lurality o f go d s. The first group , to  

w ho m Go d is o ne actuality , w o uld be m on otheists  

(fro m  m on os “ single”  and  theos) . Yet back o f all the 

go d s o f the p o lytheists w ould be the single id ea o f 

deity , o f G odhead, o f div in ity , so  that, as Λ 1 r. Chester

to n d eclares, the id ea o f o ne sup rem e Pow er and o ne 

sup rem e Being  is behind  all the go d s o f all the m ytho l

o gies “ like the sky  behind  the cloud s.”  Fo r Go d head  is 

necessarily co nceived as first and as su prem e in bo th 

Po w er and  Being . A nd  to  say that a Being  is first and  

sup rem e is to  say  that It is w itho ut p eer, that It stand s 

alo ne in its aw ful p lace, that It is a single Being , no t a 

p lurality o f Beings. Even p o lytheism in its crud est 

fo rm lo oks back to m o notheism fro m w hich it is a 

lap se and a retrogression.

The p o ints w e have m ad e give us a fair d escrip tio n 

o f w hat the term  G od m eans to  the generality o f m en. 

It m eans a Being (w hatever be true o f H is existence  

o r no n-existence) that is tho ught o f as actual, o ne, 

first, suprem e, the o rig inato r and the ruler o f the 

universe. It is o f such a Being  that w e sp eak w hen w e 

take up the m o m ento us questio n o f the existence o f 

Go d . It is o f such a Being ,— co nceived by the m an- 

in-the-street as the A lm ighty Ruler, and  by  the p hilo s

o p her as the N ecessary  Being  and  the Pure A ctuality , 

— that w e ask, “ D o es H e exist? H ave w e need to  

p ro ve H is existence? If w e have this need , can the 

need be m et by valid d em o nstratio n? ”
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b) URGEN CY O F  T H E  Q U E S T I O N

A nyo ne w ho entertains ethereal academ ic, d o ubts 

abo ut the existence o f o rig inal sin w ill have them  

blo w n to shreds like a fog in a gale if he can be in

d uced to  take o ne really attentive glance at the w orld  

abo ut him , p articularly at the funny  tw o -legged  crea

tures kno w n as hum an beings that o ne sees every 

w here. Let him  loo k at m en, and listen to w hat they  

are saying , and  fo llo w  their tho ughts and  fancies, and  

w eigh the m eaning  o f their co nd uct. H e w ill find  that 

his inevitable theo ry o f m echanical evo lutio n and  

p ro gress w ith its go spel o f “ o nw ard , up w ard , ho ld ing  

stead y  to  the go al”  turns to  the silliest so rt o f d etached  

d o ctrinizing w hen it is brought into the light o f 

hum an facts ; it w ill never exp lain the w id e d iversity  

and  the tum ultuo us clashes o f hum an aim s, am bitions, 

ho p es, em p lo ym ents. If the evo lutionist w ith his ten

d er d o ubts abo ut the tragedy o f Ed en w ere to  co m e 

up o n a flo ck o f chickens o r a herd o f ho rses rushing  

abo ut in w ild d iso rd er, he w o uld instantly co nclud e 

that so m ething had d isturbed them . If he w ere to  

see a lake o r p o nd fro thed by churning w aves, he 

w o uld  understand  at o nce that w ind o r so m e erup tive 

inner fo rce m ust account fo r the co m m o tio n. Yet the 

evo lutio nist w alks d aily through cro w d s o f his fellow 

m en w hose aim s, id eals, and co nd uct are m o re furi

o usly in co nflict than w arring  w aves o r m illing  cattle, 

and  he d o es no t no tice that so m ething m ust have d is

turbed  them . H e d o es no t no tice that they  are in any
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state o f co nfusion and  co m m otio n. O r if he d o cs, he 

calls the co m m o tion d ifference o f o p inio n, and thinks 

it a go o d thing ; w hereas, o f co urse, it is no thing o f 

the so rt. If he fo und  three m en staring  at a brick and  

exp laining it v io lently in to tally d ifferent w ays; if 

he fo und o ne m an calling it d elicious cheese, and a 

seco nd m an d eclaring it a trick o f the cap italists, and  

the third m an p raising it as an attractive bunch o f 

v io lets, he w o uld kno w that so m ething had go ne 

w rong  w ith the m ind s o f these m en. H e w o uld  no t say  

that they  w ere p ro gressive fellow s show ing  the w o rld  

the w o rth o f a healthy  d ifference o f o p inio n ; fo r o nce, 

even an evo lutio nist w ith d o ubts abo ut the Fall w o uld  

und erstand  that the questio n in the case is no t o ne o f 

o p inio n at all, but o f a fund am ental fact w hich has 

first to be reco gnized before o p inio ns about it are 

valuable o r even sane. But the evo lutio nist find s every  

d ay, and  every  ho ur if he choo ses, m en w ho  d iffer o n 

really im p ortant things, such as the m eaning o f life, 

in a fashion quite as w ild  as that o f the three m ad m en 

w ith their brick, and  he d o es no t no tice anything o d d  

in the fact. H e finds m en w ith fantastic no tions 

abo ut a brick, and  he kno w s that so m ething is w rong  

w ith their m ind s ; he finds m en w ith equally fantastic  

no tio ns abo ut life, and he d o es no t acknow led ge that 

so m ething m ust be w ro ng w ith their so uls. H e find s 

o ne m an to  w ho m  life is a p lo d d ing  business o f getting  

bread and cheese; he find s ano ther to w hom life is 

a m ere w ar against p lo ts, against the w hip s and  scorns
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o f tim e, the o p p resso r’ s w rong, the p roud m an ’ s co n

tum ely  ; he find s a third  m an to  w ho m  life is as tîiflm g  

as a bo uto nniere. A nd , w ith glazed evo lutio nal y eye 

in fixed im becility staring , he takes in the situatio n 

and calls it D ifference o f O p inion and Progress; o r, 

w ith eyes tightly closed , lie calls it Enlightenm ent ; o r, 

in a frenzy o f d elight, he flo urishes a calend ar and  

calls it the M o d ern M ind . A t all events, the evo lution

ist fails to  see that the situation calls fo r an exp lana

tio n. A nd  there is an exp lanation. It is an exp lanatio n 

m ad e to  us by  w o rd from  H eaven, but, had that m es

sage never co m e, the exp lanatio n m ight have been 

.m ad e by any p lain m an w ith sight eno ugh to tell a 

haw k fro m  handsaw  and  m ind enough to kno w  that 

tw o and tw o m ake fo ur. The exp lanatio n lies in 

the fact that so m ething has up set m an, has go t him  

o ff balance, has tw isted  his v iew p o int and set askew  

his scale o f values. W e call that som ething o riginal 

sin. It has no t m ad e m en m ad , but it has d iso rientated  

m en, and  it is the o ne really  urgent need  o f m en to  get 

o rientated aright. A nd to be o rientated aright m en 

m ust fairly face and  co m e to  grip s w ith the first and  

fund am ental questio n o f the existence o f God . Fo r o n 

the right settlem ent o f that question, everything else 

d ep end s.

A nd  yet, to  the o rd inary  average m an o f the w o rld , 

and  m o re p articularly to the o rd inary  average p hilos

o p her and teacher and m o uld er o f the p ublic m ind , 

no thing seem s m o re rem o te fro m the need s o f life, 

I
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no thing seem s less p ractically im p o rtant, than the 

settlem ent o f the questio n o f the existence o f Go d . 

D iscussion o f it is brushed  asid e as o f no  co nsequence 

w hen there are p ressing m atters at hand , like a raise 

in rents, o r a flutter in the sto ck-m arket, o r rum o rs o f 

w ar-clo ud s o ver the O rient, o r D o cto r D ew ey ’s v iew s 

o n the substantive m ind , o r the d etails o f a m atch at 

tennis o r go lf. Go d ’s existence is regard ed  as a thing  

o f acad em ic interest m erely , a subject fo r id le d iscus

sio n in tho se few  d rab ho urs o f life that d raw  no  

illum ination fro m p o litics, business, o r sp o rt. A nd  

even such d iscussion is frankly regard ed as a so rt o f 

tim e-killer, fo r it is tacitly assum ed fro m the start 

that no  conclusion can ever be d raw n from  it. Chester

to n rem arks, “ W e are m o re and m o re to  d iscuss d e

tails in art, p o litics, literature. A  m an ’ s o p inio n o n 

tram cars m atters; his o p inio n o n Bo tticelli m atters; 

his o p inio n o n all things d o es no t m atter. H e m ay  turn 

o ver and exp lore a m illio n o bjects, but he m ust not 

find that strange o bject, the universe ; fo r if he d o es 

he w ill have a relig ion, and  be lo st. Everything m at

ters— excep t everything .”

N o w , if the average m an o f the w o rld  o r the aver

age lead er o f tho ught and o f talk w ould p ause lo ng  

eno ugh in his w o rld ly career, and in his talk, to face 

p lain facts, he w o uld no t o nly be am azed , but his 

knees w o uld knock to gether in terro r, at the sm ash- 

ing ly  p ractical character o f this questio n w hich he had  

regard ed  as d etached  and acad em ic. Up o n the exist-
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ence o r no n-existence o f God d ep end s the w ho le 

nature o f the business o f life, and the business o f life 

in surely p ractical. If there is a Go d , and I am H is 

creature, m ad e to serve H is p urp oses; and if I am  

d o ing no thing  o f the sort, and am no t even try ing to  

kno w  H is p urp o ses, then assured ly i am in a bad  w ay  

and there is o ccasio n fo r terro r and quaking knees. 

Fo r, quite ap art fro m  threatening p unishm ent, I face 

the terrify ing fact that m y w ho le existence,— -m y  

v iew s, m y  aim s, m y  thoughts and  id eals, m y  w o rk and  

m y am usem ent, m y attitudes, m y d ream s, m y d eal

ings w ith m y fellow s,— co m es to  a sum -to tal o f futil

ity and failure, o f d isaster and d efeat. I w ho have 

p rated o f p ractical things, have been running a race 

to w ard s a w ro ng go al. I w ho  have talked o f the need s 

o f life, have m issed  them all. I w ho have d em anded  

p lain facts, have failed  to  see the p lainest fact. I w ho  

have glo ried  to  lead o thers, have led them all astray . 

Surely , there is no im becility so m o nstro us, no in

sanity so v ile and inexcusable, as the bland assum p 

tio n that the questio n o f Go d ’s existence is o f no  

p ractical urgency . Fo r fundam entally it is the on ly  

urgent questio n, and  the on ly  p ractical questio n, that a 

m an need s to face. O nce that questio n is rightly an

sw ered , the w ho le p attern o f life and  o f co nduct takes 

fo rm  and lies w ith m eaning before the eyes, and the 

o ne p ath that it is essential to d isco ver o p ens clear 

befo re the feet.
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c ) T H E O R I E S  O N  T H E  P O I N T

H ere w e shall m erely  list so m e o f the d o ctrines that 

have been p ro po und ed in answ er to the question, 

“ D o es Go d exist; and , if so , can 1 le be kno w n ; and , 

if H e can be know n, ho w is this kno w led ge o b

tained?”  W e shall no t p ause to  exp lain these d o ctrines 

in d etail, no r shall w e here answ er tho se that are 

false and to be refuted . Exp lanatio n and refutatio n  

w ill bo th com e in their p laces in a later p art o f o ur 

study . But it is necessary fo r us to  have at the o utset a 

know led ge o f these nam es and  a no tion o f w hat they  

m ean.

z. T heism  is a general nam e fo r any belief in Go d . 

It is no t to be co nfused w ith deism , w hich has a 

sp ecial m eaning , although bo th term s co m e fro m  

w o rds that m ean G od, the o ne Greek (T heos)  and  the 

o ther Latin (D eu s) .

2 . A theism  is the o p p o site o f theism . The letter a 

p refixed  to  a Greek d erivative is usually equivalent to  

a n on  p refixed to  an English w o rd . A theism  d eclares 

that Go d d o es no t exist. O f co urse, there is no such 

thing as atheism  in a p ure fo rm  ; it is never a sim p le 

d enial, but is alw ays a rep lacem ent. Yo ur atheist find s 

him self co m p elled to substitute fo r God so m e such 

sterile no tio n as force, o r en erg y , o r n atu re, o r even 

that latest p et o f the fad d ists, “ v alu e.”

3 . A g n ostic ism ,— a term d erived fro m the Greek 

ag n ostikos “ no t know ing ; igno rant,” — is the theory  

that Go d cannot be know n, that m en m ust be co ntent
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to  rem ain in igno rance abo ut I lis Being and Essence. 

It is no t the d enial o f Go d 's existence, it is d enial o f 

H is kno w ability . Ft is the theory that Go d is, but no  

m an can kno w  tv ha! H e is. It is no t the Christian 

d o ctrine that m an cannot know  God exhaustively  ; it 

is the anti-Christian d octrine that m an cannot kno w  

Go d  at all, beyo nd  the w ho lly illo g ical recognitio n o f 

H is existence. W e have sp o ken in som e d etail o f the 

silliness o f the agno stic p o sitio n, and w e shall have 

o ccasio n to  sp eak o f it again.

4 . P an theism ,-— fro m the Greek pan “ everything ; 

all” and lheos “ G od,” — id entifies, in o ne w ay o r 

ano ther, Go d and the universe. The crud er so rt o f 

p antheism  m akes the bod ily w o rld  p art and  p arcel o f 

the substance o f Go d ; it teaches that Go d has p o ured  

H im self o ut, like a lake into little inlets about the 

sho re, o r like a fire in leap ing  flam es and  fly ing  sp arks, 

and thus it m akes all things o utp o urings o r em ana

tio ns o f Go d . This typ e o f p antheism  is called  em an a-  

t ion ism . A no ther fo rm  o f p antheism  m akes the w o rld  

and  all things in it the m anifestatio ns o f Go d , no t H is 

p hysical p arts. A nd  since a m anifestatio n is no t itself 

a substantial thing (think, fo r instance, o f the m ani

festatio n o f hap p iness w hich is a sm ile, o r the m ani

festatio n o f anger w hich is a frow n), this typ e o f 

p antheism tends to becom e idealist ic , that is, to d e

clare the v isible universe o nly a p ro jection o f id eas 

o r fancies, to  d eny its so lid  actuality , and  to  fall back 

o n o ne inv isible d ivine substance as the o nly  thing  that
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η  , I truly exists. Such an id ealistic p antheism is latent in

! H  the d o ctrines o f Im m anuel Kant (1724-1804), the

j m o st influential o f p hilosop hers in the m o dern p erio d

i i o f histo ry, and  it w as o p enly  d evelop ed fro m  his p rin-

I * cip les by  his im m ediate fo llo w ers, Fichte, Schelling ,

; ! and  H egel.

: 5. M on otheism , as w e have seen, m eans the d o c-

! I trine that there is o nly  o ne Go d .

I 6 . P oly theism  is the d o ctrine that there exists a

1 p lurality o f god s o r at least o f w o rld -contro lling

I fo rces.

I 7. D eism ,— fro m Latin D eu s “ Go d ,” — is the

i theo ry w hich ad m its the existence o f Go d , and even

H is kno w ability , but w hich d enies H is p ro vid ence 

and H is go vernance o f creatures. D eism ho ld s that 

Go d  has m ad e the w o rld , but has since ceased  to  care 
(fo r it, and has to ssed it asid e to fend  fo r itself.

8 . O n tolog ism ,— fro m Greek on ( on to- ) “ being ”  

and  log os “ science; kno w led ge,” — is the d o ctrine that 

, the o rd er o f science o r kno w ledge reflects the o rd er o f

/  reality o r being, and that, in co nsequence, the First

i A ctu ality  is the first thin g  kn ow n  by  the m ind . There

fo re, says o nto log ism , the very  first act o f the m ind  is 

a vague but fundam ental co nceptio n o f d eity .

' p . T radition alism  is the d octrine w hich ho ld s that

i the hum an m ind is no t able to d em onstrate Go d ’ s

I existence, but that it gets its kno w led ge o f Go d by

w ay o f faith in a p rim itive revelatio n m ad e to the
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first m en by A lm ighty Go d H im self, and hand ed  j

d o w n thro ugh all the generations o f m en by o ral j

tradit ion .  |

10 . To  the fo rego ing typ es o f theo ry w e m ay ad d  j

a few  o thers that arc no t sp ecifically co ncerned w ith j

the existence o f Go d  o r m an ’s kno w ledge o f Go d , but 1

w hich bear m o re o r less d irectly up on these p o ints. I

Skeptic ism  is a theo ry  o f d oubt o r d enial abo ut m an ’ s 

ability to kno w  anything fo r certain, and thus it in

clud es d o ubt o r d enial o f his ability to kno w  Go d . 

R ation alism  is the d octrine that hum an reaso n can  

fully  co p e w ith all the truths that exist o r are existible, 

and that anything invo lv ing a reach into m ystery o r 

an ackno w led gm ent o f infinity is,— since reaso n can

no t co p e w ith it fully ,— to be rejected as so m ething  

untrue, fictio nal. P rag m atism ho lds that the w o rk- I

ableness o f any tho ught, schem e, actio n, o r its suit- |

ableness in its circum stances, d eterm ines its character |

as tru e or as g ood; thus p ragm atism  d enies o r at least |

igno res the eternal standard o f m o rality and the I

eternal so urce o f truth w hich,— co nsidered  o bjectively  J

and fundam entally ,— is Go d , the D iv ine Essence. ||

R elativ ism (o f w hich p ragm atism is o ne fo rm o r 

variety ) is the general theory  that every  truth d ep end s 1

fo r its being up o n the asp ect in w hich it is seen o r the 

circum stances to  w hich it is referred  ; and  thus relativ 

ism  invo lves a d enial o f the abso lute, the no n-relative, ! 1

truth o f the existence o f Go d . 1
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S U M M A R Y  O F  T H E  A R T I C L E

In this A rticle w e have d efined the term s o f the 

questio n o f Go d 's existence. W e have seen that the 

existence here in question is an actu al, u n cau sed, 

n ecessary  existence. W e have d eclared w hat is gen

erally m eant to any m ind by the term G od, and , in 

p assing , w e have show n the inanity o f the agno stic 

statem ent that m an can kno w  that God  exists but d o cs 

no t know  w hat Go d is. W e have stressed the im 

p o rtance o f the inquiry into God ’s existence as the 

m o st p ressing and  p ractical o f questio ns. Finally , w e 

have listed  m any  theories w hich have to  d eal, m o re o r 

less d irectly , w ith this im p o rtant questio n.

A r t ic l e  2 . Th e  N e e d  a n d  Po s s ib i l i t y  o f  

De m o n s t r a t in g  Go d ’s Ex is t e n c e

a) Need of the Demonstration b) Possibility of the 

Demonstration

a )  N E E D  o f  t h e  d e m o n s t r a t io n

A dem on stration is no t a sim p le syno nym fo r 

proof. Fo r a p ro o f m ay  be com p elling , o r co nv incing , 

o r m erely p ersuad ing. But a d em onstration is alw ays 

a co m pelling p roo f. It is a p roo f “ to the eyes”  as an 

elo quent Latin exp ressio n has it,— no t, o f course, that 

it is lim ited  to  the universe o f things v isible to  bo d ily  

eyes. W hen the teacher o f history inform s the schoo l

bo y that Colum bus d isco vered A m erica in 1492, 

there is, if the lad  be skep tical, a w ealth o f p roo f avail-
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able, but there is no dem on stratin g the truth in 

questio n. O f its nature, it is som ething that d ep end s 

o n statem ents and d o cum ents and the w o rd o f m an. 

It is no t so m ething lhat, given o bjective d ata to  

exam ine, the m ind sees to be inev itable, as, fo r ex

am p le, the m ind  sees that the sum o f tw o and tw o is 

inev itable. But the teacher o f geom etry has no need  

to call w itnesses and to ad duce the testim o ny o f re

liable d o cum ents fo r the p urp ose o f conv incing the 

d o ubting p up il that the angles o f a triangle co m e to  

1800. This is a truth that can be reaso ned o ut so  

tho ro ughly  and  co m p letely  that the p erso n w ho  und er

stand s every  step  o f the p ro cess is com pelled to reco g 

nize it. A nd o nly such a co m p elling p ro o f is entitled  

in strict justice to  the nam e dem on stration .

N o w , d o w e require a d em o nstratio n fo r the truth 

o f Go d ’s existence? W e d o unless that truth is self-  

ev iden t . Fo r there are tw o  so rts o f truths that d o  not 

require d em onstratio n. O ne is the so rt o f truth 

alread y  co nsid ered in reference to  the history lesso n, 

in w hich d em o nstratio n is no t required because it 

d o es no t ap p ly and ind eed  is no t available. The o ther 

so rt o f truth that d oes no t need d em onstratio n is the 

truth that is inevitably reco gnized  at first glance (o r 

in tu itiv ely , by im m ed iate o r d irect grasp , as p hilos

o p hers say). Yo u canno t, fo r exam p le, d em o nstrate 

yo ur o w n existence and so co m p el yo urself to reco g 

nize the fact that yo u are here. Fo r d em onstratio n is 

alw ays a p ro cess o f analyzing  the subject to  be p ro ved ,
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o f getting it d o w n to term s o f its sim p le elem ents, 

and o f seeing ho w  these inevitably fit to gether. But 

yo ur o w n existence is itself a sim p le and  an elem ental 

thing , no t subject to further analysis. Yo u have a 

d irect and an intuitive grasp o f it; it o btrud es itself 

up o n yo ur accep tance so inescap ably that even if yo u  

d eny it yo u affirm it. Try  to  d eny  yo ur o w n existence, 

and to exp ress the d enial in intellig ible term s. Yo u  

m ay say , “ I d o no t exist.”  But w hy then d o yo u say  

“ I” ? W hat yo u have said  am o unts to  this, “ I’m  here 

to say I’m no t here.”  If yo u really d o ubt yo ur o w n 

existence (o r any self-evid ent truth) yo u m ust lap se 

into co m plete and end less silence, and , in the d ark 

d esp air o f yo ur no n-existent m ind , yo u m ust fo rever 

ad m it that even yo ur d o ubts are no n-existent. Thus 

there are truths so sim p le and inescap able that the 

m o m ent w e understand  the term s in w hich they are 

exp ressed (w hether these be m ental term s o r sp eech

term s) w e und erstand  the necessary co nnectio n o f the 

term s and are fo rced to ackno w led ge, and to u n der

stan d, that w hat they  exp ress is necessarily  true. Such  

truths are called self- ev iden t . N o w , m anifestly , the 

existence o f Go d  is no t a thing to  be p roved  to  us by  

histo rical d o cum ents. Ind irectly , o f co urse, all hum an 

histo ry is a p roo f o f an existing and  p rov id ent Go d . 

But d irectly , and  consid ered  abso lutely  o r in itself, the 

existence o f Go d canno t be a m ere historical truth 

like the d iscovery o f A m erica in 1492. Is it, then, a 

self-ev id ent truth ? If so , it needs no  d em onstratio n.
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If w e co nsult o ur o w n exp erience, each o f us w ill 

d o ubtless say at o nce, “ I learned the truth o f Go d ’ s 

existence, first fro m m y m o ther’s teaching , and later 

by no ticing that the w orld and all things in it re

quire an acco unting H irst ( ausc.” W e m ay all truly  

say (o m itting co nsid eratio n o f the d iv ine gift o f 

faith) that o ur natural o r hum an kno w led ge o f Go d  

has its o rig in in hum an reaso n d ealing w ith the o b

jective w o rld abo ut us. Reason ap p ro ved the accep t

ance o f early instructio n fro m  those w ho se constant 

care and lo ve m ad e us certain that they w o uld no t 

m islead o r d eceive us in a m atter o f the utm ost im 

p o rtance. Reaso n later reco gnized the m o re d irect 

ev id ence fo r Go d ’s existence, p resented  by the exist

ence o f creatures and  an o rdered  universe. H ence, so  

exp erience testifies, the truth o f Go d ’s existence is no t 

so m ething o btrud ed up o n senses o r m ind as self- 

ev id ent. It is so m ething  that has to  be learn ed. It is a 

truth to  be reason ed ou t, d irectly  o r ind irectly . There

fo re, w e say , the truth o f Go d ’s existence is no t self- 

ev id ent, but requires d em o nstration.

Yet there is a subtle co nsid eration to be m ad e be

fo re w e d eclare w ith finality that the truth o f Go d ’s 

existence is no t a self-ev ident truth. It is this: Go d  

exists necessarily , fo r H e is all-p erfect, and invo lves 

in H im self the p erfectio n called existence. Existence 

is o f Elis very essence and nature. Therefo re, to a 

m ind  that tho ro ughly  understand s the w ho le m eaning  

o f the id ea G od, the no te o f existence is ev idently  co n-
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tained in it; the p rop o sition “ God  is an Existent Be

ing ”  is o ne in w hich the subject dem an ds the p red icate, 

fo r it co ntains it; and a m ind cap able o f instantly  

analyzing the subject w o uld kno w  the p red icate to o ; 

thus the p rop o sitio n, to su ch a tn in d, w o uld be seit- 

ev ident. But the hum an m ind is no t su ch a m in d. A s 

w e shall p resently  see, w e build  up  o ur id ea o f Go d  by  

the labo rious p rocess o f m ental abstractio n, and  w hile 

the build ing is w holly justified by fact, and is in no  

sense the figm ent o r fictional creatio n o f the m ind , it 

is, no ne the less, a p ro cess that invo lves atten tion ,  

' abstraction , an aly sis, sy n thesis, reason in g . It is an 

.. id ea that is w orked ou t by  the m ind  fro m  the d ata o f 

^exp erience, and is no t in tu itiv ely  g rasped. A nd even 

w hen the id ea has been form ed, it is no t necessarily  

p resent to the m ind w ith that d egree o f d istinctness 

and  d etail w hich w o uld  m ake every  tho ught o f God  a 

keen realizatio n o f Elis necessary existence. A  m an  

m ay have the clear id ea o f God , and m ay fully ac

know led ge Go d as actual, and  m ay m ake Go d , as in

d eed  he should , the w ho le go al o f his activ ity  and  his 

life, and yet no t ad vert d irectly to  the fact that Go d , 

w ho  exists, has g ot to ex ist . The no te o f Go d ’s n eces

sity  m ay be entirely  o verloo ked  even by  the m ind  that 

has a clear and  fully usable id ea o f Go d . Therefore w e 

say that w hile the p rop o sition, “ Go d is an Existent 

Being ”  is self-ev iden t in  itself, and w o uld be kno w n 

w ith abso lute certitud e, no t need ing o r ad m itting  

d em o nstration, by a m ind  ad equate to und erstand  its
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subject in the fullest and co m p letes! and m o st instan

taneo us m anner, yet this p rop o sition is no t self- 

evid ent to  the lim ited hum an m ind , and , fo r that m ind , 

it is a p ro p o sitio n w hich, bo th ad m its and requires 

d em o nstratio n. In o ther w o rd s, w e say that the p ro p o 

sitio n in question is self- ev iden t in itself, hut n ot self-  

ev iden t to the hu m an m in d. To use the o ld Latin  

fo rm ula, the p ro p o sitio n is for sc n ota qu oad sc but 

no t per se n ota qu oad n os, “ self-evid ent in itself, but 

no t self-ev id ent to  us.”

O ut o f the fact that the truth o f Go d ’s existence is 

self-evid ent in itself a certain co nfusio n can arise in 

the m ind  that is no t acutely  attentive, and  a m istaken  

co nv ictio n m ay be evo ked that Go d ’s existence can 

actually be p ro ved by the fact that w e have the id ea 

o f Go d . St. A nselm (1033-1 109), a p hiloso p her and  

theo lo g ian o f w o nd ro us m entality , w as no t p revented  

by his great natural gifts fro m m aking this m istake. 

H e elabo rated the so -called  on tolog ical arg u m en t fo r 

Go d ’s existence, and he w as fo llow ed in it by D es

cartes (1596-1650), Leibnitz (1646-1716), and  

Sp ino za (1632— 1677), c'ach o f w ho m  gave the argu 

m ent a sp ecial p hrasing and shad ing o f his o w n. St. 

A nselm , ho w ever, m ay be regard ed as the o rig inato r 

o f the fam o us argum ent, and it has intrigued m any  

since his tim e. H e w as fully ‘aw are o f the com p elling  

nature o f the usual d em onstratio n o f Go d ’s existence, 

a d em o nstratio n w hich p roceeds from  the created  and  

co ntingent universe to the increate and necessary
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First Cause. But he believed that ano ther true argu 

m ent co uld be d evelop ed , w hich w o uld  p ro ceed from  

the co ncep t o r id ea o f Go d  in the hum an m ind to the 

actual existence o f Go d. 11 is argum ent m ay be staled  

thus: Everyone understands by G od the m o st p erfect 

Being that the hum an m ind can think o f ; but, if God  

d oes no t really  exist, then H e is n ot the m o st p erfect 

Being thinkable, fo r H e lacks the p erfectio n called  

existence : therefo re, God m ust exist. The argum ent 

is not valid . Its conclusio n is not justified  by  its p rem 

isses. Let us restate it, d raw ing the o nly allo w able 

co nclusio n, and  w e shall see the fallacy  o f the o rig inal 

fo rm  :

God is the most perfect Being we can think of ;

But the most perfect Being we can think of must be 

thought of as existing ;

Therefore, God must be thought of as existing.

M anifestly , w e can grant this co nclusion and still 

have no  valid  p ro o f that Go d , w ho  m ust be thou g ht of 

as existing is, in fact, actu ally existing o utsid e 

tho ught. The argum ent as p rop o sed  by St. A nselm  

invo lves a “ jum p ”  from  the o rd er o f thin kin g  to the 

o rd er o f actu al bein g , and Lo gic co nd em ns as fal

lacio us any argum ent w ith such a gap  o r jum p  in its 

structure. Still, w e m ust no t think that St. A nselm  o r 

any o f the no table d efend ers o f this intriguing  

on tolog ical arg u m en t w ere so child ish as to sup p o se 

that the m ere tho ught o f an y thin g  is valid p roo f fo r 

its existence. O ne o f St. A nselm ’ s early  critics had  this
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silly no tio n, and he so ught to up set the o nto lo g ical 

argum ent by red ucing it to  an absurd ity , Id e p ro p osed  

the fo llo w ing  argum ent as p aralleling the o nto log ical 

argum ent, w hich, o f co urse, it d ocs no t d o at all :

I have an idea of a most beautiful and perfect island;

But it is not the idea of a most beautiful and perfect

island unless the island actually exists;

Therefore, the island of which I have an idea actually 

exists.

St. A nselm  treated  this argum ent w ith the co ntem p t it 

d eserves. Fo r he w as sp eaking  o f the in fin ite Being , o f 

that o ne and  o nly  Being  w hich has ex isten ce as o ne o f 

the p hases o r no tes o r co m po nent elem ents o f its id ea 

in the m ind . O f no  fin ite being , such as an island , can 

necessary existence be p red icated , since the p erfection  

o f such a being  is alw ays lim ited and  relative (d esp ite 

the fact that o ne calls it “ m o st beautiful”  and “ m o st 

p erfect” ), and ex isten ce d o es no t enter into its ad e

quate id ea o r co ncep t. But, as w e have seen, the hum an 

m ind  is no t cap able o f an intuitive and  ad equate co n

cep t o f Go d as the necessary Being (but deriv es its 

id ea o f Go d  fro m  the intuitively fo rm ed  id eas o f finite 

things in the sense-w orld  around us) and  so , even in 

the case o f the infinite Being, the o nto lo g ical argu

m ent, based o n hum an kno w ledge, is no t valid . O ur 

id ea o f Go d  as the necessary Being , that is, the Being  

w hich necessarily exists, is reason ed kno w led ge, and  

the idea itself is no t ev id ence o f the existence o f its 

o bject; this ev idence is fo und  in the o bjective reaso n-
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ing that justified us in fo rm ing the id ea. lienee it 

ap p ears that reaso ning , the w orking o ut o f d em on

stration, is still required fo r the truth o f Go d ’s exist

ence to w hich the hum an m ind assents ; no r is the 

on tolog ical arg u m en t a valid d em o nstratio n.

Tho m as Reid (1710— 1796) and his fo llo w ers in 

the so -called “ Sco ttish Scho o l o f Co m m on Sense”  

d eclared that no  d em onstratio n o f God ’s existence is 

need ed because w e have a certain equip m ent o f in

tellectual judgm ents that are in stin ctiv ely  fo rm ed , and  

these neither require no r ad m it d em onstration ; and  

am o ng such necessitated jud gm ents is the jud gm ent, 

“ Go d exists.” So m ething o f the sam e so rt is the 

d octrine o f Im m anuel Kant (1724-1804) w ho  taught 

that practical reason m akes us ackno w led ge the exist

ence o f Go d  as an inev itable fact, altho ugh the think

ing m ind (o r theoriz in g reaso n) canno t w o rk o ut a 

true p ro o f fo r it. Then there is the sentim entalist 

d octrine o f Fried rich Jaco bi (1743-1819) w hich  

ho lds that m an has a natural lo nging fo r God  and  a 

natural affection fo r v irtuo us liv ing , and  by fo rce o f 

this feelin g he is inescap ably aw are o f relig ious and  

m o ral truths and needs no rational d em onstratio n to  

sup po rt the certainty w ith w hich he ho ld s them . To  

Reid and Kant w e m ay say that a blin d in stin ct can

no t be o ne and the sam e as the intellect o r reaso n 

w hich struggles ever fo r light and fo r ev id ence; the 

in stin ct theo ry (o r the practical reason  theory , w hich 

is the sam e thing  ) cuts straight against o ur w hole con-
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cep t o f reaso ning  and  o f intellectual kno w ledge. Reid  

and . Kant m erely co ntrad ict them selves w hen they  

try  to  exp lain intellectual o r rational conv ictio n o n the 

basis o f that w hich is w holly d ifferent fro m intel

lect o r reaso n. A s fo r the d octrine o f Jacobi, it is 

sufficient to rem ark that w e can have no lo ngings, 

yearning ’s, o r affectio ns w itho ut p rev ious kno w led ge; 

w e m ust kno w  a thing , at least in so m e m easure, be

fo re w e can intellectually realize it as d esirable. Back 

o f the sentim ent o f Jaco bi m ust be kno w led ge, and  

m anifestly it m ust be kno w ledge o f m ind , o f intel

lect, o f reaso n, fo r Go d  is in no  w ise the o bject o f any  

o f the senses. But the o bject o f intellectual kno w ledge, 

unless it be self-ev id ent, is cap able o f rational d iscus

sio n, o r reaso ned argum ent, and o f d em o nstration. 

A nd in as far as an im p o rtant intellectual o bject 

ad m its d em o nstratio n it also  requires it.

The m o st no table o f all the theories w hich d eclare 

that the existence o f Go d need s no d em o nstratio n to  

o ur m ind s is the theo ry  called on tolog ism . The theo ry  

itself is very o ld , but the o nly fam ous p ro p onent o f it 

belo ngs to the m o d ern era o f history . H e is N ico le 

M alebranche (1638-1715), a learned , a p io us, but a 

m uch m istaken m an. The theory o f o nto log ism lays 

d o w n, w itho ut o ffering p ro o f fo r it, the fo llow ing  

p rincip le as fund am ental : the o rd er o f thought (called  

the log ical order) m ust p arallel the o rd er o f existence 

(called the on tolog ical order) . Therefo re, since Go d  

is the first Being  in the o rder o f existence, H e m ust be
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the first also  in the o rder o f tho ught. In o ther w o rd s, 

Go d is no t o nly the first Being , but H e is the first Be

ing w e know . O ur very first id ea, fo rm ed w hen w e 

com e to use o ur infant m ind s, is the id ea o f Go d . 

O nto lo g ism  go es o n to  say  that, since Go d  co ntains in 

H im self, as id entical w ith H is essence, the archetyp al 

id eas o r “ exem plars”  o f all things creatable, the m o re 

w e kno w Go d , the m o re w e know H is creatio n. 

Ind eed , says o nto lo g ism , o ur kno w led ge o f creatures 

is exp licable o nly by  the fact that it is acquired  in and  

through o ur kno w led ge o f Go d . The theory  d o es no t 

m aintain that w e are aw are  o f the first-fo rm ed  id ea o f 

Go d , no r that w e ad vert to this id ea early in life as 

w e gather know ledge o f creatures thro ugh its m inis

tratio n. O nto lo g ism  sets fo rth its d o ctrine as a so m e

w hat d efiant fact, and no t as so m ething that a m an 

can check by  his o w n m em ory  o r his ο λν η exp erience ; 

ind eed , as w e have seen, exp erience is all against it. 

But it is no t exp erience alo ne that m akes o nto log ism  

an inad m issible d octrine  ; there are o ther very  d efinite 

and  d estructive o bjections to  it. Fo r exam p le, o nto lo 

gism w o uld m ake the finite hum an m ind naturally  

'ad equate fo r the grasp  o f an infinite o bject. In o ther 

w o rd s, it w o uld  m ake the hum an m ind  naturally  finite 

and naturally infinite at the sam e tim e, w hich is a 

m anifest contrad iction in tho ught and  in term s. O nly  

w hen the finite m ind is raised and enlarged , so to  

sp eak, and furnished sup ernaturally w ith a m ed ium  

called  the Light o f Glo ry , is it enabled  to  see Go d  as
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H e is, and , even then, its grasp , w hile intuitive, is no t 

exhaustive, but w ill be eternally enriched in the co n

tem p latio n o f the Ever A ncient lever N ew . But never 

can the Infinite be the im m ediate natural and p ro p or

tio nate o bject o f the linite m ind . H ence, o nto lo g ism  is 

w ho lly inadm issible as invo lv ing a self-evid ent co n

trad ictio n. Further, o nto lo g ism renders inexp licable 

the fact that im aginatio n (a sentient and m aterial 

faculty ) co nstantly co -op erates w ith the hum an intel

lect in the fo rm ing and using o f id eas; im aginatio n 

go es alo ng , so to  sp eak, w ith intellect, and keep s p ace 

w ith it in its o w n w ay  and  in the m easure o f its lim ita

tio ns, even w hen intellect is engaged in the m o st 

abstruse reaso ning . N o w , if w e beho ld the essences 

o f things d irectly in o ur intuitive id ea o f Go d , this 

kno w n service o f im aginatio n is no t o nly useless but 

it is a thing  im p o ssble to  exp lain; it flies straight in the 

face o f the axio m atic truth that nature d o es no thing  

in vain. A gain, o nto log ism o verloo ks the fact that 

w hen a m an has a d irect and intuitive kno w led ge o f 

Go d  he is instantly constituted  thereby  in the state o f 

heavenly hap p iness, w hich is o bvio usly no t the case 

A vith hum an beings here o n earth. Fo r all these rea

so ns, any o ne o f w hich w o uld suffice, w e reject 

o nto lo g ism  as a w ho lly fallacious d o ctrine. A nd  w ith  

o nto lo g ism , w e reject its thesis that Go d ’s existence 

need s no d em o nstratio n to the hum an m ind .

Reaso n and exp erience, then, assure us that o ur 

kno w led ge o f Go d ’s existence is no t self-evid ent
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kno w ledge for ou r m in ds. It is a truth that ad m its 

d em onstratio n and , in that sam e m easure, requires it. 

W e have need fo r the d em o nstration o f the truth o f 

Go d ’s existence. W e m ust no w  inquire w hether ibis 

need can he m et. W e arc to  investigate the possibility  

o f d em onstrating the existence o f Go d .

b ) P O S S I B I L I T Y  O F  T H E  D E M O N S T R A T I O N

A gainst the p o ssibility o f d em o nstrating the exist

ence o f Go d stand the theories o f (a) atheism  w hich 

d enies that there is a Go d to p ro ve existent; (b)  

ag n ostic ism w hich d eclares God existent (o r ad m its 

that H e m ay  exist) but d eclares H im unkno w able; 

( c ) tradit ion alism  w hich teaches that the hum an m ind  

is p o w erless to  fo rm ulate a true d em onstration in this 

case, but has its certitud e o f Go d ’s existence from a 

p rim itive revelation m ad e to  the first m en and  hand ed  

\ d ow n to  us by  trad ition.

N o w , w e need no t here m ake any d irect attack o n 

the atheistic p o sition, fo r o ur w hole study co nfutes 

it, and  w e shall have the p leasure o f p o inting o ut the 

fact in brief d etail o n a later p age. H ere w e are to  d eal 

w ith the agno stic and  the trad itio nalist p o sitio ns. But 

befo re w e take up the rather sim p le m atter o f their 

refutation, w e m ust m ention certain typ es o f d em on

stratio n listed by lo g icians, and  d ecid e w hich o f these 

m ay  be used fo r o ur p resent p urp o se.

A d em o nstratio n is, first o f all, either d irect o r 

ind irect. A  direct d em o nstratio n d eals w ith reasons o r
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causes w hich affect the thin g  dem on strated. A n in 

direct d em o nstratio n show s that so m ething is true 

because its o p p o site is false, groundless, seif-contra

d icto ry , o r that it lead s, it accepted , to  absurd ities. Tn 

o ther w o rd s, a d irect d em o nstratio n p ro ves a p o int 

itself; an ind irect d em onstratio n p ro ves the co ntra

d icto ry p o int unaccep table. W hen yo u m eet the skep 

tic ’ s claim that the hitm an m ind is incap able o f 

achieving true certitud e, yo u m ay d em o nstrate the 

existence o f certitud e by show ing the character o f 

o bjective ev id ence and its inev itable effect up o n the 

m ind  ; then yo ur d em o nstratio n is d irect. But yo u m ay  

also  co nfute the skep tic by taking his o w n w ord that 

no  certainty  is achievable, and  asking  him  ho w  he be

cam e certain o f that . Tn a w o rd , a d irect d em o nstra

tio n establishes a p o sition as right in itself ; an ind irect 

d em o nstration establishes a p o sition as right by  sho w 

ing that its co ntrad icto ry is w rong. A n ind irect 

d em o nstration is valid because, as w e learned in 

Lo gic, tw o co ntrad icto ries cannot be sim ultaneo usly  

true no r sim ultaneo usly false; o ne m ust be true, o ne 

false ; fo r co ntrad icto ries exhaust the p o ssibilities 

and  co ver the w ho le ground  : the p roo f that o ne is true 

is p ro o f p o sitive and com p lete that the o ther is false; 

the p roo f that o ne is false is com p lete p roo f that the 

o ther is true. O ur p resent co ncern is the p o ssibility  o f . 

direc t d em onstratio n o f the truth o f God ’s exist

ence.

N o w , a d irect d em o nstratio n d eals w ith causes
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and  reaso ns, and  the p lan o f its fo rm ulation is alw ays 

either “ cause to effect’ ’ o r “ effect to cause.” The 

“ cause to effect” typ e o f d em onstratio n is called  

priori d em onstratio n. A  priori m eans “ fro m before

hand” ; it ind icates the fo rehand ed v iew , so to say , 

w hich o ne takes from the co nsid eratio n o f a cause 

lo oking to w ard s the effect that m ust co m e from  that 

cause. If, fo r exam p le, yo u argue thus: “ Sp herical 

bo d ies thro w  sp herical shad ow s. The earth is a sp her

ical bo dy . Therefore, the earth w ill thro w  a sp herical 

shado w ,”  yo u are arguing a priori. Yo u d o no t take 

the shad ow  as a kno w n effect to  begin w ith ; yo u take 

the cause o f the shado w , and fro m  the co nsid eratio n 

o f the cause yo u lo o k fo rw ard , so to sp eak (o r a 

priori) to the inevitable effect.— If d em onstratio n 

(argues from  “ effect to  cause,”  it is called  a posteriori 

d em onstration. A  posteriori m eans “ from after

w ards”  ; it ind icates the backw ard  v iew  from  an effect 

to  its acco unting  cause. The a priori v iew  know s the 

effect before it is there by stud ying the cause and  

learning  w hat the effect, w hen it com es, m ust be. The 

a posteriori v iew  know s the effect after it is there, 

and learns fro m stud ying it w hat so rt o f cause is re

quired  to  exp lain it. If, fo r instance, yo u argue thus : 

“ A ll bod ies w hich throw  sp herical shad o w s are them 

selves sp herical. The earth throw s a sp herical shad o w . 

Therefore, the earth itself is sp herical,”  yo u are argu

ing a posteriori. Yo u are taking an effect (i. e., the 

shad ow ) and  arguing from  it to  its acco unting  cause.
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W e need no t p ati>e here io exp lain o r illustrate 

further than w e have d one the typ e o f d em o nstratio n  

called im lirecL h'or. w hile w e shah no t hesitate to  

em plo y it w hen it o ffers its service, o ur p resent co n

cern is flic possibili ! i> f direc t dem on stration o f the 

existence o f Go d . W e ask: Is direct A  m o nstratio n in 

this case p o ssible; and , if so , are bo th the a priori and  

the a posteriori ty pes o f it available to us; o r, if but 

o ne typ e can serve us, w hich o f the tw o  is it :

W e answ er: D irect d em o nstratio n o f the existence 

o f Go d is p o ssible, fo r any naturally kno w able truth  

that is no t self-ev ident is cap able o f d irect o r ind irect 

d em o nstratio n ; and w hen the truth to be d em on

strated stand s in a causal relation to kno w n effects, 

then d irect d em o nstratio n is p o ssible. N o w  the exist

ence o f Go d  is a naturally  kno w able truth as the w ho le 

histo ry o f m ankind  attests, and God is, by very co n

cep t and  d efinitio n, a Being  that stands in causal rela

tio n to  kno w n effects, that is, to the v isible universe. 

Therefo re, d irect d em o nstratio n o f the existence o f 

Go d  is p o ssible.

But it is m anifest that the typ e o f d irect d em o nstra

tio n called a priori o r cau se-to~ effec t d em o nstratio n 

w ill not serve us here. Fo r Go d canno t be ap p ro ached  

a priori. W e canno t, so  to  sp eak, get back o f G od, for  

the very co ncep t o f Go d is a co ncep t o f the abso lutely  

first Being . W e canno t study God in H is causes, fo r 

H e has no causes ; the first and necessary Being is 

inevitably cau seless. N o r can w e stud y the essence o f
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God  in an a priori fashion, seeking to  kno w  from  this 

essence w hat the attributes o r p erfectio ns o f < m d  m ust 

be, even tho ugh, by a sp ecial v iew  o f o ur m iud s, w e 

m ake a d istinctio n in the abso lutely sim p le ( i. c., un

d iv id ed and ind iv isible) Go d , and regard the I H eine 

Essence in the light o f a cause, and the D ivine Per

fectio ns in the light o f effects. Fo r to d o this w e 

sho uld have to p o ssess an im m ed iate and intuitive 

kno w ledge o f the D iv ine Essence to begin w ith, and  

that, as a fact, w e d o  not p o ssess. The p ro gress o f o ur 

know ledge is all the o ther w ay about. W e ad vance 

fro m the know led ge o f creatures, and o f creatural 

p erfectio ns, to the kno w led ge o f the D iv ine Perfec

tio ns, and thus o ur d etailed know led ge o f the D ivine 

Essence Itself is built up in the effcc t - to- cau se o r a 

posteriori fashio n, and  no t a priori.

W e fo rm  o ur know led ge o f Go d a posteriori, and  

in four step s : w e first reco gnize God as the First 

Cause o f all things ; second ly , w e attribute to God all 

that w e reco gnize in creatures as p erfectio n; third ly , 

w e attribute this p erfection to Go d in a m anner 

em inently sup erio r to that in w hich ind iv id ual p er

fectio ns are fo und  in creatures ; fourthly , w e rem o ve 

fro m  o ur id ea o f d ivine p erfectio n every lim itatio n o r 

im p erfection, attributing to Go d all p o ssible p erfec

tio ns in an abso lutely  infinite o r bo und less d egree and  

in p erfect unity and sim p licity , id entify ing them all 

in the und iv ided  D ivine Essence. Thus o ur know led ge 

o f God is the result o f the convergence o f fo ur
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“ w ays”  : the w ay  o f cau sality ; the w ay  o f attribu tion : 

the w ay o f ex cellen ce or tran scen den ce  ; the w ay o f 

rem ov al o r den ial of lim itation . A nd clear reaso n 

justifies the ap p ro ach to the sure kno w led ge o f Go d  

by these fo ur co nverg ing · p aths. Thus w e p o ssess a 

d istinct id ea o f Go d , the Infinite Being , altho ugh w e 

cannot have a p erfectly  co m p rehensive id ea o f H im  in 

o ur finite m inds. But, fo r the m atter o f that, no ne o f 

o ur id eas is p erfectly com p rehensive; no ne o f them  

exhausts the kno w ability o f its o bject. O ur id ea o f 

Go d  is clear, d istinct, usable, sufficient. It is a genuine 

id ea, no t a figm ent o f the m ind , fo r it is fo rm ed by  

the m ind w o rking o n so lid reality and ad vancing  

alo ng the so lid p aths o f abstractive reaso ning.

The o nto log ical argum ent o f St. A nselm , w hich w e 

have d iscussed in d etail, is an attem p t to p ro ve Go d ’s 

existence in a so m ew hat a priori fashion. It is no t a 

p urely a priori argum ent. Rather, it is an argum ent 

a sim u ltan eo, that is, an argum ent w hich p roceed s 

fro m  the existence o f the idea of G od in o ur m ind s to  

the sim ultaneo us actu al ex isten ce of G od o utside o ur 

m ind s. The argum ent d oes no t p retend to d eal w ith 

the cau se o f Go d , fo r the very  notio n o f such a cause 

is an absurd ity  ; it w o uld  be the no tio n o f “ a cause o f 

the causeless”  w hich is a m anifest co ntrad iction. But, 

as w e have am p ly seen, even the <7 sim u ltan eo typ e o f 

d em o nstratio n fails to affo rd  us a valid p roo f fo r the 

existence o f Go d .

By exclusio n, then, w e kno w  that the o nly typ e
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o f d irect d em o nstratio n available in this case,— and  

w e have seen that d irect d em o nstratio n is p o ssible,—  

is the a posteriori o r off  cc t- to- cau se typ e. By this typ e 

o f thinking w e build up o ur know led ge o f Cod ; by  

this typ e o f p roo f w e establish the actual existence 

o f Go d . A nd it is this typ e o f thinking that serves 

us, fund am entally , in all o ur reasoning . Fo r, granted  

that there can be such a thing as an a priori argu 

m ent, there is ever back o f it a truth that w as learned  

a posteriori. Thus, tho ugh yo u begin yo ur argum ent 

abo ut the shad ow  o f the earth in this fashio n : “ Sp her

ical bo d ies thro w  sp herical shad o w s,”  and go o n to  

co nclude that the earth, being sp herical, w ill throw  a 

sp herical shad ow , yo u have learned  a posteriori yo ur 

o rig inal facts that the shad ow s o f bod ies co nfo rm  

to  the shap es o f bo d ies, and  that the earth is sp herical. 

To d eny value to a posteriori reaso ning is to bank

rup t all hum an know ledge and  to  relap se into  the ev il 

silence o f co m p lete skep ticism .

But, it is o bjected , the a posteriori typ e o f d em on

stration is an effec t- to- cau se d em o nstratio n ; it in- 

vo lves the d read thing called cau sality , and  there are 

p hilo so p hers in the w o rld w ho have no stom ach fo r 

causality , and turn sick at the very m entio n o f it. 

Since Im m anuel Kant (1724— 1804) threw  his clo ud  

o f p rid eful d o ubt acro ss the lightso m e land  o f hum an 

intelligence, the d octrine o f causality has been sus

p ect in m any m ind s. The p o sitiv ists, fo r instance, 

w ho are o ne o f the m any co m panies in the m o tley
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reg im ent o f agno stics, w ill have no ne o f it, fo r they  

canno t p ut p ure causality into a test-tube o r o n a 

scale o r cut it in sectio ns o n a m icro tom e, and so they  

d eny it. They fall back up o n a theory o f su ccession  

o r con stan t sequ en ce, and say that w hat w e call effect 

fo lloz v s w hat w e call cause, but w e canno t sa)· m o re 

abo ut it no r co nnect the tw o essentially . This, o f 

co urse, is exp laining  som ething  by  exp laining  it aw ay  ; 

it is so lv ing a p ro blem by blo tting the p roblem  o ut, a 

strange p ro ced ure fo r a scientific m ind . Further, it is 

a d enial o f fundam ental and  universal hum an exp eri

ence, and , in co nsequence, it is the d enial o f the basis 

o f all kno w ledge and certitud e. Besid es, the thing  

called successio n, and the theo ry w hich p rop o ses it, 

are no t o bjects that can be sensed o r hand led in a 

labo rato ry . The p o sitiv ist neatly co ntrad icts him self 

w hen he essays to attack causality . Fo r the rest, his 

argum ent that o nly  the d ata o f sense can be p o sitively  

o r scientifically kno w n invo lves a quite ev id ent ab 

surd ity . Fo r w hat are the d ata o f sense? They  are no t 

things the senses kno w . The senses d o  no t know  any 

thing . The m an w ho  has the senses know s so m ething  

by their use. The m an w ho has a m ind also kno w s 

so m ething by its use. It is the m an that kno w s in 

either case, no t the senses no r the m ind . Therefore, 

to  say that o nly w hat a m an kno w s by the co nscio us 

use o f his senses is reliably  kno w n, and  w hat he know s 

(as he kno w s causality ) by his m ind is no t reliably  

kno w n, is just as fo o lish as to say that w hat a m an



-? 11 - 1 ù- · *  ί \  ΐ  ίί A  U& f -. C ~

48 TH EO D ICY

learns by the sense o f to uch is reliably know n, but 

w hat he learns by the sense o f sight is no t reliable- 

kno w n.

Eut there arc m any w ho sec the absurd ity o f the 

extrem e p o sitiv istic p o sition and these d o a neat m a

neuver and com e up sm iling o n a new tack. They  

say that causality can ind eed be know n, but that w e 

cannot carry  it “ beyond  the realm  o f the p henom enal.'’ 

In o ther w o rd s, yo u can know  w hat causes sto m ach

ache, and yo u can kno w  w hat causes this to cause 

sto m ach-ache, but yo u canno t ultim ately know  w hat 

causes the sto m ach. Yo u can kno w  cause and effect 

w ithin the bo rd ers o f the bo d ily w o rld , but yo ur rea

so n, w hich carries yo u successfully through causality  

in this w o rld , cannot take w ing  and  bear yo u alo ft into  

the w o rld  o f the ultim ate and  p rim al causality . W hy?  

It seem s that these p eculiar p eo p le w ho  lim it causality  

to  the p henom enal w o rld (that is, the w o rld  o f sense, 

o f bod ily ap p earances) have them selves exp lored the 

o uter and inv isible realm  ; they  have been there ; they  

kno w  all about it ; and they tell o rd inary stupid p eo 

p le like yo u and m e that w e canno t go there. If w e 

are no t very stup id , w e shall resent this into lerable 

im p ertinence. These scientistic p eop le d eclare that 

o nly the realm o f sense-reality can be d ealt w ith sci

entifically ; o nly in this realm  can causality be kno w n. 

D o es that d octrine belo ng to the realm o f sense? By  

w hat sense d oes o ne acquire that kno w led ge? A gain  

w e com e back to the fund am ental fallacy invo lved
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in all this nice assignm ent o f field s and  areas in w hich  

so und  kno w led ge can be garnered . N o t that w e sho uld  

no t m ake clean d istinctio ns betw een the field  o f sensa

tion and (liât o f intellectio n; ind eed , it is the failure 

to  no tice the fence betw een these field s that is charac

teristic o f all the m ud d le o f even the finest m ind s since 

D escartes (1596-1650). A nd it is the very failure 

o f the p o sitiv ists and o f the p o sitiv istic to no tice the 

d istinction, that m ixes them  all up , and enables them  

to  p rop o se w ith serio us faces a w ho lly intellectual and  

reaso ned  co nclusio n (tho ugh their reaso n be tw isted ) 

as the fund am ental p rincip le o f an entirely sensistic 

system  ! O nce m o re w e insist that in the case o f hu 

m an know led ge, w hether it be kno w led ge o f co w s o r 

o f causality , it is the n u m  w ho kno w s, no t his senses 

and no t his m ind . A nd there is certainly no scien

tific o r p hilo so p hical gro und fo r ad m itting value to  

o ne so rt o f aw areness and d enying it to the o ther. 

Yo u m ay ind eed fo llo w  w ith critical care any co m 

p lex line o f intellectual p ro ced ure; but so yo u m ust 

d o in any p enetrating use o f the senses. A nd yo u  

cannot be critical o f either sentient o r intellectual p ro 

ced ure w ithout the use o f the very m ind w ho se re

liability is questio ned  o r d enied w ith the questio n o r 

d enial o f m an ’s kno w led ge o f causality , even o f p ri

m al causality . Fo r the rest, an y  causality belo ngs to  

the sup ra-p heno m enal w o rld . There are p henom ena 

w hich m ark effects, and sho w ' the p resence and the 

actio n o f causes, but causality itself is no p heno m e-
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no n; and w hat it p rod uces by w ay o f p heno m ena is 

regulari}' o nly second ary to an und erly ing and no n- 

p hcno m enal effect up o n the very essences o f things.

To sum up  : the kno w led ge w hich w e p o ssess o f 

causality  is a d irect intuition o f the m ind  w o rking  w ith 

■the find ings o f sense. It is a fundam ental certitud e 

that m akes us co nnect cause and effect, and up o n it 

no t o nly all hum an kno w led ge but all hum an p ractice 

is built up . Even tho se w ho tw ist their m ind s into an 

accep tance o f a bizarre theory w hich d enies causality  

o r lim its it to  the realm  o f p henom ena (w here, strictly  

sp eaking , it d oes no t even ap p ly , excep t in a seco nd ary  

w ay) are fo rced  in their p ractice to reco gnize causal

ity  as true and  as valid ly know n. Even if w e allow  the 

p o sitiv istic and scientistic p eo ple to p lay abo ut w ith 

nam es, and  to  call causality  by  the nam e o f su ccession , 

o r con stan t sequ en ce, w e reco gnize clearly from  their 

w ho le p rocedure, and  even from  their term ino logy  in 

unguard ed m o m ents, that they m ean by these nam es 

(neither m o re no r less than genuine causality . Causal

ity is sim p ly inescap able in the w hole exp erience o f 

; m an, and it afford s to p hilo so p her, theo lo g ian, and  

( scientist, as to the m an in the street, the ground o f 

‘ ..argum ent and o f d em o nstratio n. Therefo re, w ith 

clear m ind s and sp irits unburdened w ith the into ler

able p o sitiv istic erro r, w e take up the p roo fs fo r 

God ’s existence, basing  them  o n causality , p roceed ing  

in a true and  valid  a posteriori m anner to  m ake clear 

the m o st im p ortant truth o f all. A nd  to  the stubbo rn
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p o sitiv istic p erso n w ho refuses to acco m p any us o n 

this interesting and all-im p o rtant jo urney , w e say , 

“ W hile yo u ’re w aiting , yo u m ight try to acco unt fo r 

the successio n and  co nstant sequence o f things in this 

w o rld , and fo r w hat these tilings scream  at yo u abo ut 

the no n-p hcnom cnal w o rld . Fo r even a p o sitiv ist can ’ t 

d eny  that succession and  co nstant sequence are things 

that d em and  a bit o f exp laining .’ ’

The ag n ostic , then, is w ro ng w hen he insists that 

God  cannot be kno w n. Fo r a cause can be kno w n, and  

the effects from  w hich w e p ro ceed  to  the kno w ledge o f 

the cause, are, in the p resent case, all abo ut us. O ur 

w hole p roced ure in setting fo rth the d em o nstratio n o f 

Go d ’s existence w ill be a sufficient refutatio n o f ag 

no sticism , if any further refutatio n be needed than 

that alread y given. The tradit ion alist also is w ro ng. 

H is theory o f a p rim itive revelatio n is so far true ; 

there d o ubtless w as a p rim itive revelatio n. But to  say  

that there had to be such a revelatio n, by p hysical 

necessity , so that m an co uld never have had a kno w l

ed ge o f Go d  w ithout it ; and  to  say  that o ur kno w led ge 

o f Go d is a blind accep tance o f the hum an trad itio n, 

is to  m ake w ild  assertio ns that d o  no t square w ith the 

facts; the fact o f the hum an m ind is against it; the 

fact o f the hum an exp erience is against it; and  no th

ing really is fo r it. W e have seen in the p resent stud y  

that Go d ’s existence can be p ro ved , and  that there is a 

valid  w ay fo r d evelo p ing this p ro o f. To  the trad itio n

alist then w e say , “ W hat! A re yo u answ ered ?”  A nd

H  j jk
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if he is no t answ ered , w e m ay say , lo sing reverence 

m o m entarily fo r his so lem n stup id ity , “ W e can ’ t 

p rove Go d ’s existence? Just w atch us d o  it.”

SUMMARY OF THE ARTICLE

In this A rticle w e have exp lained the m eaning o f 

dem on stration , and have d iscovered  that the truth o f 

Go d ’s existence is n ot self-ev iden t to ou r m in ds, and  

therefore ad m its and requires d em o nstratio n. W e 

have no ticed the d efects o f the d em onstratio n at

tem pted by St. A nselm and o thers (called the on 

to log ical arg u m en t' ) and  have rejected  this as an inep t 

p roo f, and o ne that d o es no t d isp ense us from  the ne

cessity o f find ing o ther and valuable ev id ence fo r 

Go d ’s existence. W e have seen that the true d em o n

stratio n o f Go d ’s existence is not furnished by the 

in stin ct theo ry o f Reid and the Scottish Schoo l, by  

Kant and  his theory o f practical reason , o r by Jacobi 

and his theory o f relig iou s an d m oral sen tim en t. 

View ing all these theories, w e find that the need still 

exists fo r valid d em o nstratio n o f Go d ’ s existence. 

Further, w e have seen that this need  can be m et by a 

p roo f that is d irect and a posteriori, a p roo f neces

sarily invo lv ing causality . A gainst the d o ctrines that 

d eny value to the argum ent from causality , and  

against the w hole agno stic, and trad itionalistic p o si

tio n, w e have established o ur right to use this argu  

m ent in build ing up a true d em onstratio n.



C H A P T E R  I t

D EM O N STRA TIO N O F TH E EXISTEN CE 

O F GO D

This Chapter sets forth the traditional a  p o s t e r i o r i proofs 

for the existence of God. All of these proofs are applications 

of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  c a u s a l i t y , that is, of the fundamental truth  

which may be fully expressed as follows : ‘‘Every effect re

quires, to explain its existence, the existence of an adequate 

cause or sum of causes, and it ultimately requires the exist

ence of an uncaused and necessarily existing First Cause 

which is Subsistent Being Itself.” But, although all the 

proofs here offered are expressions of causality, all do not 

exhibit the same type of causality. Therefore, as a kind of 

preface to our demonstration, we offer a short introductory  

Article on the chief types of causes. In the succeeding 

Articles we present the proofs for God’s existence. The 

Chapter is divided into these Articles :

Article i. The Chief Types of Causes

Article 2. The Proof from Efficient Causality

Article 3. The Proof from Formal and Final Causality

Article 4. Certain Supplementary Proofs

A r t ic l e  i . Th e  Ch ie f  Ty p e s  o f  Ca u s e s

a) Meaning of C a u s e  b) Intrinsic Causes

c) Extrinsic Causes

a ) M E A N I N G  O F  CAUSE

A  cau se is anything that co ntributes, in any w ay  

and m easure w hatever, to the -produ cin g o f a thing .
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The thing  p rod uced by causes is called an effec t. Be

tw een cause and effect there is a co nstant relatio n 

w hich, v iew ed from the stand p o int o f the cause, is 

cau sality , and  v iew ed  from  the stand p o int o f the effect 

is depen den cy  o r con tin g en cy . That w hich is the effect 

o f o ne cause m ay be the cause o f a further effect. In

d eed the w o rld around us is a tissue o f causes and  

effects.

W e d istinguish cau se and prin ciple. A  p rincip le is 

that w hich gives rise to anything , o r is its p o int o f 

o rig in. Thus a cau se is alw ay s a prin ciple, fo r it is 

the p o int o f o rig in o f the effect and  it gives rise to  the 

effect. But so m e p o ints o f o rig in are m erely starting- 

p o ints, and no t effecting o r p ro d ucing so urces. Thus, 

the d aw n is the starting  p o int, o r prin ciple, o f the d ay, 

but d aw n is no t the cause o f d ay. Thus a m an ’s co n

v ictio ns are the true so urce o f his free co nd uct, but 

they  are no t the cause o f his free co nd uct; this cause 

is his w ill; the co nvictions are prin ciples but no t 

causes. Therefore, ev ery  cau se is a prin ciple, bu t n ot  

ev ery  prin ciple  is a cau se.

W e d istinguish cau se and  reason . A  reason is that 

w hich co ntributes in any  w ay  to  the und erstand ing  o f 

a thing ; it ex plain s, w hereas a cause produ ces. Every 

thing that exists has reaso ns w hich exp lain it and  

acco unt fo r it; but no t everything that exists has its 

cause o r causes. Go d has reasons, and w e arc to in

vestigate them in o ur p resent stud y . But Go d has no  

causes, fo r H e is the first Being , and no t a Being
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con sequ en t  u pon  causes. N o w , every  cause is a reaso n ; 

that is, w hen yo u kno w  the cause o f an effect, yo u  

have an exp lanatio n o f the effect. But there are ex

p lanatio ns o ther than causes ; w e exp lain and even 

d em o nstrate the existence o f Go d but w e d o no t as

sign causes to  Go d . Therefo re, ev ery  cau se is a reason  

bu t n ot ev ery  reason  is a cau se. Fire is a reaso n fo r 

heat and is the cause o f heat; heat is a reaso n fo r fire 

(that is, it m anifests o r ex plain s the p resence o f fire) 

but heat is no t the cause o f fire ; it is its effect.

W e d istinguish cau se and occasion . A n o ccasio n is 

so m e extrinsic circum stance o r set o f circum stances 

w hich m ay  ind uce a cause to  act. The sight o f a p riest 

o r o f a ro sary  in the hand s o f a little so d alist m ay  lead  

an anti-clerical to curse and sw ear ; w hat he sees is 

no t the cause o f the ev il language, but its o ccasio n. 

There is never an essential and intrinsic co nnectio n 

betw een the occasion and the cau se w hich acts on  

occasion , but there is frequently a p o w erful, if ex

trinsic, influence exercised  by o ccasio n. Fo r this rea

so n w e have the p ractical truism s: “ Fie that lo ves 

d anger shall p erish in it”  ; “ H e w ho  w ills no t to  avo id  

o ccasio ns o f sin, d o es no t w ill to avo id sin”  ; “ Tell 

m e the com p any  yo u keep , and I’ ll tell yo u w hat yo u  

are,”  and  so  o n.

b) I N T R I N S I C  C A U S E S

A n in trin sic  cause is o ne that is rig ht in  the effect, 

no t external to  it, but p art and  p arcel w ith it.
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There are tw o typ es o f intrinsic cause, m aterial 

cau se and  form al cau se. - »  -

1 . A  m aterial cau se is the bo d ily m atter o ut o f 

w hich an o bject is m ad e. Thus the m aterial cause o f 

a statue is w o od o r p laster o r m arble. It is m anifest 

that sp iritual things have no m aterial cause, fo r they  

are no t co m p o sed o f m atter. The m aterial o ut o f 

w hich a bo d ily  thing is m ad e is a true cause, fo r w ith

o ut it the effect w o uld no t be there. W itho ut w o od , 

p laster, m arble, silver, o r so m e o ther bod ily  substance, 

there could be no statue. A nd the p ro d uctio n o f the 

statue truly d ep end ed up o n so m e suitable substance 

existing that co uld  be carved  o r m o uld ed  into  a statue. 

Indeed , this statue w hich I here lo o k up on w o uld  no t 

be this statue if any  o ther m atter but that p recise m at

ter w hich is in it w ere used  in the m aking . Thus the 

m atter, the m aterial m ake-up , o f any bo d ily substance 

has the nature o f a true cause. Rem em ber the d efini

tio ri o f cause : that w hich co ntributes, in any m anner 

o r m easure w hatever, to the p rod ucing o f a thing . 

N o tice that the m aterial o f w hich a bo d ily o bject is 

m ad e is rig ht in  that o bject; it is in trin sic to  that o b

ject; thus a m aterial cause is an  in trin sic cau se.

2 . A  form al cau se is that w hich co nstitutes an 

effect as the p recise kind o f thing it is, co nstitutes it 

form ally  o r as su ch. N o w , the prec ise kin d o f thing  

w hich the effect is, m ay m ean the prec ise kin d of su b

stan ce o r the prec ise kin d of acciden tal bein g . Thus, 

in a silver statue, I d istinguish that w hich m akes this
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bo d ily substance the p recise kind o f substance it is, 

that is, silv er, and 1 call this the su bstan tial form  o r 

the su bstan tial form al cau se o f the statue. Further, 

I d istinguish in the statue that w hich m akes this 

silver o bject the p recise kind  o f thing it is in its acci

d ental being , that is, in its shap e and size and im age

value, and so o n; and each p o int o f this kind is an 

acciden tal form  o f the statue, and  its acciden tal form al 

cau se. N o tice that the statue w o uld  no t be this p recise 

thing (substantially ) if any o ther substance than 

silver w ere used  to  m ake it ; no r w o uld  it be p recisely  

this id entical thing if any accid ental d eterm inant o r 

fo rm  w ere d ifferent, if, fo r instance, it w ere m ad e o f 

so m e o ther quantity o f silver, o r w ere sm aller o r 

larger o r rep resented so m e o ther p erso n than it no w  

d o es. Thus, every single o ne o f the d eterm inants o r 

fo rm s (the o ne substantial fo rm  and the several acci

d ental fo rm s) m akes its co ntributio n to the effect I 

call this statu e. Each o f these fo rm s is therefore a true 

cause. A nd  no tice that the fo rm s o r fo rm al causes are 

rig ht  in  the effect itself : the statu e is silver ; the statu e  

is m arked and d eterm ined by this w eight, this size, 

this lo catio n, this shap e, and  so  o n. Therefore, a fo r

m al cause, w hether substantial o r accid ental, is an  in 

trin sic  cau se.

To  sum  up . Intrinsic causes are thus d istinguished  :

Material

Cause. -<

Formal Γ substantial 

t accidental
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C ) E X T R I N S I C  C A U S E S

A n ex trin sic cause is o utside the effect, no t p art and  

p arcel w ith it.

There are tw o chief typ es o f extrinsic cause, effi

c ien t cau se and  fin al cau se.

l. A n  effic ien t cau se is a cause w hich by its o w n 

activ ity p rod uces an effect. The sculp to r w ho carved  

the statue is its efficient cause. N o w  the efficient cause 

is frequently subserved by in stru m en tal cau ses, as 

the sculp tor w as served  by  the to o ls he used , and  by  the 

natural instrum ents o f hands, fingers, m uscles, sin

ew s. The efficient cause is o ften also served by an 

ex em plar- cau se , that is, the m o del o r p attern after 

w hich the w o rk o f the efficient cause is fashioned . 

Thus the sculpto r (the efficien t cau se o f the statue) 

w as subserved no t o nly by instrum ents (that is, in 

stru m en tal cau ses' ) but by so m e m o d el, im age, o r p at

tern, w hich he had  p hysically  before him  as he w orked , 

o r at least p ictured in his im agination (that is, an 

ex em plar-cau se) , and w hich served as his p lan and  

his guid e. N o tice that bo th instrum ents and  exem p lar 

have their influence o n the effect and  m ake a d istinct 

co ntribution to it; w itho ut these causes the finished  

statue w o uld no t exist, o r it w o uld no t exist as the 

p recise thing it is in every d etail. Therefore, instru 

m ents and  exem p lar d eserve the nam e o f true cau ses. 

N o tice further that the efficient cause, the instrum en

tal causes, and the exem p lar-cause, are things exter

nal to , o r extrinsic to , the effect ; they are no t rig ht  in  
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the effect itself ; hence the)7 are called  ex trin sic cau ses.

2 . A  fin al cau se is the go al o r end to w ard s w hich 

the w o rk o f the efficient cause is d irected  in the active 

p rod ucing o f the effect. W herever w e find efficient 

causatio n, w e find so m e go al, so m e term , so m ething  

aim ed at, w hether co nscio usly  o r unco nscio usly . The 

lifeless fo rces o f nature, such as w ind and ero sio n, 

tend  to w ard s their effect by  a natural d rive o r energy . 

In liv ing things, in p lants and anim als, w e no tice 

an o bvio us tend ency to w ard s d evelo p m ent, m aturity , 

fruitfulness. But o nly  an intelligent o r und erstand ing  

being (that is, o nly a ration al being) is cap able o f 

setting  a go al, p ro p o sing  an end  to  itself, and  w o rking  

to  attain it. A nd  every  ratio nal creatu re d o es so  set its 

go al in every free act, but alw ays sets it (o f necessity ) 

in the d irectio n o f g ood to be attained ; fo r to w ard s 

the Suprem e Go o d every creature is d irected by the 

inm o st requirem ents o f its being . The u ltim ate go al, 

abso lutely sp eaking , so ught by  m an  in every free act, 

*'is the sup rem e o r highest go o d , and sup rem e hap p i

ness in the attainm ent o f that go o d . But any prox i

m ate o r rem ote go al w hich is no t abso lutely ultim ate 

(and  w hich is co nceived  o f as a m ean s to  carry  o ne in 

the d irection o f the ultim ate go al) is freely cho sen by  

m an (that is, by the o nly bo d ily ration al creature) in 

his d eliberate activ ity . So  w e say , to  illustrate o ur d efi

nitio n o f final cause, that the sculp to r m ust have had  

so m e reaso n fo r m aking the statue, so m ething that 

d rew  him to the w o rk o f m aking it, so m ething that
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m ad e its m aking ap p ear a g ood thing and led him to  

cho ose it freely . Perhap s it w as m oney, p erhap s lo ve 

o f art, p erhap s a m ere p leasant w ay to  sp end  the tim e ; 

but som e p urp o se there m ust have been, else the statue 

never w o uld have been p rod uced . 'This p urpo se is the 

fin al cau se o f the statue. Fo r m an, a final cause is also  

a m otiv e; it m o ves the hum an efficient cause to the 

free w o rk o f p rod ucing the effect. But fo r Go d , the 

final cause is no t a m o tive, since Go d is in no w ise 

influenced o r m o ved , but cho o ses w ith sup rem e and  

w ho lly  unsw ayed  free cho ice. God  has, in all H is tran

sient o p eratio ns, a pu rpose, but no m otiv e  ; fo r m an, 

pu rpose is usually  a p retty accurate synonym  fo r m o 

t iv e. The final cause is m anifestly ex trin sic to the 

effect; it is so m ething o utsid e the effect itself, and  

so m ething at w hich the effect is, so to sp eak, aim ed  

and  d irected .

To  sum  up . Extrinsic causes are d istinguished  thus :

instrumental

Cause. -

Efficient subserved by ~

[ exemplar

Final

S U M M A R Y  O F  T H E  A R T I C L E

This brief A rticle has taught us the m eaning o f 

cau se. W e have d efined cause, and have noticed  ho w  

it is d istinguished from  prin ciple, reason , and occa

sion . W e have classified the chief typ es o f causes as 

in trin sic to the effect {m aterial and form al cause)
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and as ex trin sic to the effect { efficien t and fin al 

cause). Tn the subsequent stud y  w e shall find that Go d  

is the sup rem e Efficient and the last Final Cause o f 

all creatio n.

A r t ic l e  2. Th e  P r o o f  f r o m E f f ic ie n t  

Ca u s a l i t y

a) Proof from Motion b) Proof from the Order of 

Efficient Causes c) Proof from Contingency

a) P R O O F  F R O M  M O T I O N

By  m otion  o r m ov em en t is m eant any transit, any 

change, from  o ne state o f being to ano ther. M o tio n 

is m o st read ily illustrated by local m o vem ent, that is, 

by the m o vem ent o f bo d ily things in sp ace. Such 

m ovem ent is all abo ut us all the tim e ; it go es o n w ithin 

us; it o btrud es itself up o n o ur no tice co nstantly . W e 

find  such m o tion o r m o vem ent in the sunrise and  sun

set, in the rustling leaves, in the d arting fly , in the 

beating  o f o ur hearts, in the tw itching  o f o ur fingers, 

in the step s w e take, in the creep ing clo ud s, in the 

heaving  o cean. But this m o vem ent o f bo d ily  things in 

sp ace is no t the o nly  m o vem ent o r m o tio n in the w o rld . 

There is m o tio n in the transit fro m igno rance to  

kno w led ge, in the m aking up o f o ur m ind s, in the 

change from the state o f sin to the state o f grace. 

A n y  transit, any go ing-o ver, fro m  o ne state o f being  

(substantial o r accid ental) to  ano ther is m o tio n.

N o w , the prin ciple of m otion , that is, the self-
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evid ent truth w hich is the first so urce o f sound  reaso n

ing abo ut m otio n, is this: W hatev er is m ov ed is 

m ov ed by  som ethin g  other  than  itself, o r, in the fam il

iar Latin fo rm ula w hich w e sho uld know , Q u idqu id 

m ov etu r ab alio m ov etu r. Fo r m o tio n requires a m ov er 

as w ell as a thin g  m ov ed. A nd a little attention w ill 

m ake clear the fact that m ov er and  thin g  m ov ed can

no t p o ssibly be o ne and the sam e thing . A s far as 

bo d ily  o r lo cal m o vem ent is co ncerned  the p o int is ex

p ressed in the p hysical law  o f inertia w hich tells us 

that bod ies at rest tend to rem ain at rest ; they never 

o rig inate m o vem ent in them selves and  o f them selves; 

the thought is as self-co ntrad icto ry  as that o f a m an 

lifting him self by his o w n boo t-strap s. To m o ving  

bo d ies, m o tion has been com m u n icated; it has been 

besto w ed and given; it has co m e fro m  so m e external 

so urce. A nd w hat is true o f lo cal m o tio n in bo d ies is 

true o f change o f quality  o r quantity  and  o f any m o 

tio n at all.

Living  bo d ies are said  to  m ov e them selv es, and  life 

is so m etim es d efined  as the p o w er o f self-m o vem ent. 

But liv ing bo d ies d o no t m o ve them selves into ex

istence ; no r d o  they  d ow er them selves w ith the p o w er 

called  life. Life-m ovem ents d ep end  up o n the existence 

o f an inner substantial p rincip le (w hich d id  not m o ve 

itself into existence) called the life-prin ciple o r sou l 

o r psy che o r en telechy ; and in the execution o f life

m o vem ents in bo d ies, p art m o ves p art. A  liv ing bod y  

has been (m arvellously  and  m ysteriously ) assem bled
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o r “ m o ved  to gether’ ’ ; it d id  no t assem ble its o w n p arts 

in the first p lace fo r it w as no t there to  d o so even if 

it co uld . A nd so its subsequent m o vem ents are no t 

self-m o vem ents in the full sense; these d ep end up o n 

the balance o f p arts, the assem bly , the org an ism o r 

v ital u n ity , w hich is no t self-o rig inating. It still re

m ains true that w hatever is m o ved  is m o ved  by so m e

thing  o ther than itself.

To  p ut the m atter in the m o re stately p hilo so p hical 

term ino logy  ; A nything m o vable is in the state o f po 

ten tiality  w ith respect to  the m o vem ent w hich it m ay  

und ergo . W hen the m o vem ent takes p lace, the p o 

tentiality  is actu aliz ed. N o w , it is a p rincip le o f m eta

p hysics that no thing is actualized excep t und er the 

activ ity o f so m ething w hich is alread y actual ; no  

p o tentality is self-actualiz ing . St. Tho m as A quinas 

p uts the p o int thus : “ M o tio n takes p lace inasm uch as 

things are changed fro m the p o tential to the actual, 

and this d em and s so m e actual agent to m o ve them  

from  the p o tential state.”  N o w , it canno t be that any 

thing is both p o tential and  actual und er the sam e as

p ect o r in p recisely the sam e w ay; therefo re the 

m ov er and  the thin g  m ov ed canno t be id entical. W hat

ever is m o ved  is m o ved  by  so m ething  o ther than itself.

That, then, is the first p o int to rem em ber. M o tio n 

is no t self-o rig inating , and w herever m o tio n exists, 

there exists a m o ver w hich is so m ething o ther than 

the thing  m o ved . The seco nd  p o int is this : yo u canno t 

go o n fo rever w ith a sen es of m ov ers and thin g s
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m ov ed. If Z  is m o ved  by Y , and  Y is m o ved  by X, and  

X is m o ved by W , and W  is m o ved by V, ibis so rt 

o f thing  m ay  go  o n through a lo ng  chain o r scries, but 

it d o es no t go  o n end lessly . So m ew here yo u m ust conic 

to  an absolu te A  w hich is not m o ved by anything else, 

w hich, in fact, is no t m o ved  at all. Fo r it is o ne o f the 

chief o f self-ev id ent p rincip les that a “ p rocess unto  

actual infinity ”  is im p o ssible. The agno stic m ay o bject 

that w e go to o far in d em and ing a first m o ver itself 

unm o ved . H e m ay say , “ It’s all very w ell to fo llow  

the chain o f m over-and -m o ved , but w here it slip s o ut 

o f the realm o f bo d ily reality it slip s entirely o ut o f 

sight.” Yes, but w e can know , and that w ith full 

certitud e, that it d oes no t slip  o ut o f existence w hen it 

slip s o ut o f sight. The chain that hangs a few  v isible 

links befo re o ur eyes, o ne d uly sup p o rting the next 

belo w  it accord ing to  ho no red custo m , m ay be lo st in 

cloud y heights, but this fact d o es no t m ake us less 

aw are that the inv isible p o rtio n o f it is there, and  

that som ew here in the higher reaches there is a link' 

ho oked o ver a so lid p eg , and the p eg sup p orts the 

w hole susp ended chain, v isible and invisible. To ac

kno w ledge the links w e see and  then to  d eny  that there 

is anything kno w able abo ut the links w e d o no t see, 

and  esp ecially  the first link, is actually  to  take aw ay  the 

o nly reaso n there is fo r believ ing w hat o ur eyes be

ho ld . If, o ut there “ beyo nd ,” there is no kno w able 

first link so lid ly m o ored o n so m ething that sup p o rts 

the w ho le chain, then the thing w e see is so m ething
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at o nce m o re and less than a m iracle; it is so m ething  

m o nstro us, and all o ur talk and reaso ning abo ut it 

beco m e gibberish. To  refuse to  sec an argum ent, o r a 

chain, to  the end , tho ugh it be a bitter end  o r a bitterly  

d isliked end , is no t to ackno w led ge, w ith hum ility , 

the p o w erlessness o f the hum an m ind to investigate 

inv isible reality  ; it is to  assert the p o w erlessness o f the 

hum an m ind  to  reco gnize v isible reality .

It is m anifest that this arg u m en t from  m otion is 

a p hase o r asp ect o f the requirem ents o f efficient cau 

sality . Fo r the m o ver is the efficient cause o f the 

m o vem ent. H ence, w ith St. Tho m as w ho p uts this 

argum ent first, w e list it, w ith the tw o that fo llo w , 

und er the general head ing o f Pro o f fro m Efficient 

Causality .

W e m ay sum  up  o ur argum ent thus :

If there is motion in the world, there exists a mover, 

and ultimately a First Mover Itself Unmoved.

Now, manifestly, there is motion in the world.

Therefore, there exists a mover, and ultimately a First 

Mover Itself Unmoved. This First Mover we call 

God. Therefore God exists.

b ) P R O O F  F R O M  T H E  O R D E R  O F  E F F I C I E N T  C A U S E S  

A n efficient cause is, as w e have learned , a cause 

that by its o w n actio n p ro d uces an effect. N o w , this 

effect m ay, in turn, be the efficient cause o f ano ther 

effect, and this o f ano ther, and so o n. Tn a m achine, 

o ne p art m o ves ano ther, and this ano ther, the w ho le 

m o vem ent o f all the p arts d ep end ing up o n the steam

h
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o r electricity o r w ater o r o ther fo rce w hich m o ves 

the first o f these p arts. W e so m etim es see a large fac

to ry full o f m oving m achines and travelling belts, 

and all m o vem ent is com m unicated from  o ne m aster 

engine o r o ne enorm ous fly -w heel; efficient causality  

is co m m unicated  from  p o int to  p o int and fro m  p art to  

p art, each m o vem ent being first an effect o f an effi

cient cause, and then an efficient cause o f a further 

effect. In nature abo ut us w e m ay o bserve exam 

p les o f the sam e “ subord ination o r o rd er o f efficient 

causes.” Thus the sun acts as an efficient cause in 

shedd ing its light and w arm th up on the p lant; the 

p lant, availing itself o f the sun ’s co ntribution, grow s 

and  flourishes and  p uts fo rth fruit. A gain, the go lfer, 

surely o ne o f nature ’s no blest sights, m o ves his arm s ; 

the arm s m o ve the club ; the club (p erhap s) m o ves the 

ball; and here is a neat chain o f co nnected efficient 

causes. It is need less to  m ultip ly exam p les, fo r there 

are such chains o f efficient causatio n (o r such “ an 

o rder o f efficient causes” ) to  be o bserved  o n all sid es.

N o w , just as m o tion cannot -arise-o f itself ; just 

as a thing m o ved  canno t be its o w n m over, so  a thing  

efficiently caused cannot be its o w n cause. A s. St. 

Thom as says, “ It canno t be that anything is its o w n 

efficient cause; if it w ere, it w o uld  exist befo re itself, 

w hich is im p o ssible.” Therefore, w here w e find a 

thing efficiently p ro duced o r effected , w e m ust lo ok 

fo r its cause in so m ething o ther than itself.
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To quo te St. Tho m as o nce m o re, “ In every co n

nected series o f efficient causes, the first is the cause 

o f the interm ed iate (o ne o r m any), and the interm e

d iate is the cause o f the last. Rem o ve the cause and  

the effect is go ne; rem o ve the first cause and there 

rem ains neither interm ed iate no r last.” Therefo re, 

he co nclud es, o ne canno t say a chain o f efficient cau 

sality reaches back unto infinity , fo r to say that is 

to d eny actuality to the first cause, and so to d eny it 

to  all the rest o f the chain. O ne m ust co m e to  the first 

cause in any  series o r chain o f efficient causes, and  o ne 

m ust co m e to the First Cause to acco unt fo r all the 

chains, and  this First Cause m ust be itself uncaused . 

Fo r it is first, no  cause is p rio r to  it, no thing  p ro d uces 

it; it is causeless, unpro d uced . Reaso n d em and s that 

such a Being m ust exist to acco unt fo r the efficient 

causatio n w e beho ld all abo ut us in the w o rld , and  

fo r the universe itself w hich is d em o nstrably an ef

fec t, that is, the p ro d uct o f efficient causality . W e call 

this Uncaused First Cause, G od. Therefo re, Go d  ex

ists.

W e m ay  sum  up  the argum ent in this w ay  :

If there exists a true order or connection of efficient 

causes, there must exist a First Cause, Itself Un

caused.

Now, there does exist, as is manifest all about us, a true 

order or connection of efficient causes.

Therefore, there must exist a First Cause, Itself Un

caused. This we call God. Therefore, God exists.
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C.) P R O O F  F R O M  C O N T I N G E N C Y

Contingence o r contingency m eans d ep end ency  ; it 

is the co nverse o f causality · If causality is “ head s,”  

co ntingency is “ tails.” A  thing caused is said to be 

con tin g en t up o n, o r d ep endent up o n, the action <>i the 

efficient cause (o r causes) that p rod uced it. A  thing  

uncaused (and  such a Being  is o nly  o ne, nam ely , Go d  ) 

is said  to  be n ecessary ; it is not d ep end ent up o n causes ; 

it is no t co ntingent ; fo r it is causeless and unp ro 

d uced  and  exists o f necessity , that is, it cannot be no n

existent. Thus there is a. fund am ental classificatio n o f 

reality into  n ecessary  and  con tin g en t reality . A ll crea- 

tural reality , all w orld ly , reality , is finite and hence 

con tin g en t .

N o w , a contingent thing m ay exist, but, if it d o es 

exist, it exists by grace o f the causes that gave it 

existence. In itself it invo lves no necessity fo r ex

istence ; it d id n ’t hav e to  exist, and  it d o es no t co ntain 

in  itself the exp lanation o f its existence. In itself, it is 

possible, and that is the m o st that can be said fo r it. 

That finite o r co ntingent things exist is p ro o f p o si

tive that they can  exist, but it is equally  p ro o f p o sitive 

that they m ig ht n ot have existed . W ell, if ev ery thin g  

is o f this character; if ev ery thin g is co ntingent; if 

ev ery thin g  is so m ething that m ig ht n ot exist, there 

m ust have been a tim e w hen abso lutely no thing ex

isted . A nd , by that to ken, it m ust still be true that 

abso lutely  no thing  exists. Fo r in the blank o f abso lute 

no thingness there is no  actuality that co uld  d raw  p o s

sible things into existence; abso lute no thingness is 

sim p ly no thing , and no thing it m ust rem ain. ] fence, 

the very  existence o f co ntingent things (and  all crea

tures are co ntingent) is ind isp utable p ro o f that there 

exists a Being that is n ot co ntingent, but n ecessary . 

A nd , as necessary , it m ust be p rio r to all the co ntin

gent things that ultim ately d ep end up o n it fo r their 

existence; it m ust be first . Therefo re, there exists a 

First and a N ecessary Being , and this w e call Go d . 

Therefore, Go d  exists.

W hen w e say that a thing is con tin g en t o r depen d

en t w e label it as a thing subject to change, to m o 

tio n, to efficient causality . It has been chan g ed fro m  

its state o f p o ssibility o r p o tentiality to actuality ; it 

has been m ov ed fro m no n-being into being ; it has 

been effic ien tly  cau sed. Po nd er these w o rd s o f the 

great G. K. C., ap p ly ing them  to  the three argum ents 

w e have thus far co nsid ered  : “ M r. W ells m ust surely  

realize the first and sim p lest o f the p arad o xes that 

sit by  the sp rings o f truth. H e m ust surely  see that the 

fact o f tw o things being d ifferent im p lies that they  

are sim ilar. The hare and the to rto ise m ay d iffer in 

the quality o f sw iftness, but they m ust agree in the 

quality o f m o tion. The sw iftest hare canno t be sw ifter 

than an iso sceles triangle o r the id ea o f p inkness. 

W hen w e say the hare m o ves faster, w e say the to r

to ise m o ves. A nd w hen w e say o f a thing that it 

m o ves, w e say , w itho ut need o f o ther w o rd s, that 

there are things that d o no t m o ve. A nd even in the
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act o f saying that things change, w e say that there 

is so m ething unchangeable.”

W e m ay  p ut o ur argum ent from  co ntingency in this 

brief fo rm  :

If contingent things exist, they demand as their ulti

mate explanation (that is, as their sufficient rca.-on  

for existing) the existence of a Being  w hich is neces

sary and non-contingent, a First Being w hich d o es 

not depend on causes.

Now, it is undeniable that contingent things exist.

Therefore, there exists a Being which is necessary and  

non-contingent, a First Being which d oes no t d e

pend on causes. This Being we call God. Therefo re, 

God exists.

SUMMARY OF THE ARTICLE

In this A rticle w e have p resented the first three 

argum ents fo r the existence o f God in the o rd er in 

w hich they  are set fo rth by St. Tho m as A quinas. It is 

m anifest that these three argum ents, o r proofs, as w e 

are fully justified  in calling them , are all ap p licatio ns 

o f the p rincip le o f efficient causality . This p rincip le 

m ay be succinctly stated  in these w o rd s : N o effect is 

effic ien tly  produ ced  w ithou t an  adequ ate produ cin g  or  

effic ien t cau se. W e have co nsid ered efficient causality  

as it is m anifested  in m o tion, in the subord inatio n o r 

order  of cau ses, and  in con tin g en cy . A ny  o ne o f these 

p roo fs is co nclusive. Their cum ulative fo rce is abso 

lutely co m p elling to so und reaso n. Reason therefo re 

d em and s the existence o f a Prim e M o ver, a First Ef-
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ficient Cause Itself Uncaused , a First and N ecessary  

Being . This Being w e call Go d .

A r t ic l e  3. Th e  P r o o f  f r o m  Fo r m a l  a n d  

F in a l  Ca u s a l i t y

a) Proof from Grades of Perfection b) Pro o f fro m  

Government of the W orld c) Proof fro m A lan ’s 

Ultimate Goal

Things bear the im p ress o f their efficient cause in 

tw o  no table w ays. They m anifest its p o w er and skill 

and , in a sense, its character, in their fo rm al struc

ture, their being  co nsid ered  fo rm ally  o r as such. A nd  

they m anifest its p urp o se in the w ay they w o rk. In  

the first o f the three argum ents here to be p resented  

w e v iew  creatures in the light o f w hat m ay, at least 

analo gously , be called their fo rm al cause. .M any au 

tho rs p refer to  see in this argum ent a further ap p lica

tion o f efficient causality (and ind eed this is no t to  

be d enied ) w ith a tinge o f exem p lar-causality . In the 

seco nd  and third  argum ents w e v iew  creatures in the 

light o f the end o r go al fo r w hich they are m ad e 

and  to  w hich they  tend  ; in a w o rd  w e see them  in the 

light o f their final causality .

a) p r o o f  f r o m  g r a d e s  o f  p e r f e c t io n

By  the perfec tion  o f a thing w e m ean its thorou g h  

m akin g . The w o rd perfect ion co m es fro m  the Latin 

per and  fac tu m  w hich, freely rend ered , m eans “ m ad e
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through and through.’ ’ A  thing is perfect o r lo ' S per

fect ion w hen it is all that it o ught to he, w hen no  

item  o r elem ent that sho uld  be p resent in it is lacking . 

O f course, there is a p ed antic quibble about the p ro 

p riety  o f sp eaking  o f grades o r d egrees o f p erfectio n ; 

it is so m etim es asserted that a thing is p erfect o r it is 

no t p erfect, and  that no thing m o re m ay be said o f it. 

In o ther w o rd s, it is said that perfec t is an abso lute 

term , not ad m itting co m p ariso n; it is a p o sitive w ith

o ut co m parative o r superlative. N o w , this is true 

enough w hen o ne co nsid ers a single thing , o r a single 

essence in the abstract. A  reality either m easures up  

to  the full stature o f w hat it sho uld  be, o r it falls sho rt. 

But w hen w e co ntrast things essentially d ifferent, it 

is m anifest that o ne fulness m ay  be less than ano ther 

fulness ; as the stone, fo r instance, is less in the o rd er 

o f fulness o f being  and  activ ity than the p lant, and in 

that sense is less p erfect than the p lant. The sam e is 

true o f contrasted  qualities like w isd om  and  go o d ness 

and  v irtue and  beauty . O utsid e all the ind iv id uals and  

the classes o f w hich such qualities m ay be p red icated  

there is so m e abso lute standard , w hich the m ind  p er

fo rce co nceives, and  w ith w hich it com p ares the ind i

v id uals and  classes and  rates them  as lesser  and  g reater  

in p erfection as they share less fully o r m o re fully  

the im p ress o f the abso lute stand ard . Thus the argu 

m ent abo ut the term s perfect and perfec t ion ap p ears 

to be o ne fo r gram m arians and p urists rather than 

fo r p hilo sop hers; fo r, w hatever the requirem ents o f

ιΜ
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d ictio n and p ure style, the tho ught or id ea that is ex

p ressed by the p hrase deg rees of perfec t ion is quite 

clear and quite valuable. Perhap s, how ever, it w o uld  

be w iser (and  certainly it w o uld silence the grum bling  

o f the p ed ants and p undits) if w e w ere to have the 

w o rd s perfect and  perfec t ion  and  use so m e such w ord s 

as g ood and g oodn ess; there can surely be no quibble 

abo ut the m eaning o f g ood, and better. A nd ind eed  

St. Tho m as A quinas uses tins very  set of term s (w ith 

o thers) in his p resentatio n o f the argum ent under 

d iscussio n.

“ W e find  in things,”  he says, “ d egrees o f m ore and  

less, and they are called m ore o r less goo d , m o re o r 

less true, m o re o r less no ble, and  so o n. But m ore o r 

less is p red icated o f things inasm uch as the) - bear 

reference to a m ost.' "  In o ther w o rd s, there m ust be 

a sup rem e stand ard , w hich is no t itself subject to  

m easurem ent by co m p ariso n w ith a further standard  

(fo r it is su prem e} . Things are m ore o r less (go o d , 

no ble, true, etc. ) by  a kind  o f m easurem ent ; a m easure 

is ap p lied to them in a m anner analogo us to that in 

w hich a yard stick is ap p lied to a p iece o f clo th and  

w hich is fo und to he m o re o r less than a yard . But 

the first so urce and standard  o f m easurem ent cannot 

co nceivably be m easurable itself. The things that have 

m ore o r less m ay'be said  to share o r p articip ate in a 

lim ited  m easure w hat the ultim ate stand ard  p o ssesses 

sim p ly and unshared in a m easureless and abso lute 

w ay. Things, therefo re, w hich have d egrees o f g ood
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and better; m ore no ble, less no ble, etc., require the 

existence o f that w hich is m easurelessly m ost, best, 

tru est ; n oblest , as the ultim ate so urce and  stand ard  o f 

their shared go o dness, truth, no bility.

W e m ay set the argum ent in this fo rm  :

If there are real degrees of m o r e and l e s s in things 

about us in this world, there must exist a most, a 

maximum, a greatest, not only in a relative sense as 

the greatest in a certain order, but in an absolute 

sense as boundlessly greatest.

Now, as is manifest, there are real degrees of m o r e  and  

l e s s in things about us in this world.

Therefore, there exists a most, a maximum, a greatest, 

not only in a relative sense, but in an absolute sense. 

This Greatest we call God. Therefore, God exists.

b ) P R O O F  F R O M  G O V E R N M E N T  O F  T H E  W O R L D

This p roo f is so m etim es called the teleolog ical ar

g u m en t, the term  d eriv ing fro m  the Greek telos w hich 

m eans “ end ,”  that is, in the p resent use, “ go al, aim , 

p urp o se.” So m etim es the p roo f is called the arg u 

m en t  from  desig n , since things in the w o rld  are m ani

festly m ad e and d esigned , p lanned and  built, to d o a 

certain thing , that is, to achieve a certain end . N o w , 

w hen w e sp eak o f the teleo lo g ical tend ency  o f things, 

o r o f their d esign in structure and functio n, w e are 

necessarily sp eaking o f ho w  things are g ov ern ed in 

their being and their o p eratio ns, and o f ho w  they  

are g u ided to their end o r go al. Fo r this reaso n w e 

keep  the o ld er nam e fo r this argum ent and  call it the  

proof from  the g ov ern m en t  of the w orld. The p roo f
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is an ap p eal to  fin al cau sality ; it calls attentio n to  the 

fact that things are m ad e for  an  en d; it p o ints to  their 

fin al cau se.

The w o rld as a w ho le, and all things in the w o rld  

taken in gro ups o r classes, and all m em bers o f all 

classes, m anifest the m o st am azing arrangem ent and  

d esign, harm ony and balance. Be they lifeless o r liv 

ing , great o r sm all, bo d ily creatures are structurally  

and functionally fitted fo r certain d efinite activ ities, 

and  these they tend , by a resistless bent o f nature, to  

exercise and fulfill. They are subjected to d efinite 

law s o f being and activ ity , law s w hich they co uld  

no t have im p osed up o n them selves. Their m anifest 

arrangem ent,, balance, harm o ny o f p artsÿ d irectio n o f 

effort^ m ark them as su ited fo r an end (that is, fo r 

the d o ing o f a d efinite thing), as m ade fo r an end , 

desig n ed· fo r an end  ; and their activ ities o r o p era

tio ns sho w  them  stead ily ten din g  to  the end  fo r w hich 

they are fitted and d esigned , and so sho w them as 

g ov ern ed to  their end .

Co nsid er the structure and the o p eratio ns o f the 

sim p lest p lant. N o tice that it is m ad e o f vario us p arts, 

yet its life is o ne fo rce w hich ho ld s the d ifferent p arts 

in a co m p act anti active unity  ; it feed s them  all, d raw 

ing  sustenance fro m  alien substances and  turning  this 

into the very substance o f the p lant itself; it d irects 

and unifies, it build s up and m aintains the interrela

tion and interd ep end ence and the sy m pathy  o f all 

the p arts. Surely here is o rd er, balance, go vernm ent.
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Surely here is an o bject built and  arranged fo r a p ur

p o se. A nd  the p lant m anifests and  achieves its p urp ose 

by gro w ing to full stature and m aturity and beco m 

ing fruitful. O r co nsid er the p ebble by the ro ad sid e; 

its activ ities are no t v ital, but they arc no ne the less 

real; it ho lds its elem ents (even its accid ental elem ents 

o f cp iantity ) in unity by the law  o f co hesio n; it o beys 

the law s o f inertia and grav itatio n. O r lo ok o ui into  

the vast reaches o f the firm am ent w here the co untless 

heavenly  bo d ies m ove in their o rd ered  p rocession w ith 

alm o st unim aginable sp eed  and w ith sp lit-seco nd p re

cision. A sk the sciences o f chem istry , bo tany , bio lo gy , 

p hysics, m echanics, to reveal to  yo u their secrets, and  

they w ill sho w  yo u a litany o f “ law s,”  all o f w hich 

are m an ’s reco rd ing o f o rd er, harm ony, d irection, 

p urp o se, go vernm ent, o bserved  in the universe. Read  

these w ord s w ith the m arvello us hum an eye, and as 

you read , co nsid er the d elicate balance and structure 

o f the o rgan o f sight, and ask yo urself w hether this 

m o st co m plicated and d elicate structure is m ad e and  

d esigned fo r a p articular serv ice o r no t so d esigned . 

There can be no  d oubt abo ut the answ er. N o w , w here 

there is d esign, there is an end to be served by the 

thing d esigned  ; there is a thing fo r it to d o . A nd  

w here there is an end , there is a d irection to the end . 

A nd  w here there is d irection to  an end  there is go vern

m ent. Go vernm ent is m anifest in the w o rld .

D eny the go vernm ent o f the w orld , d eny d esig ii 

and  p urp ose in things, d eny structural and functio nal
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d irectio n and tend ency , and yo u assert a theo ry o f 

chan ce. N o w , chance is. by d efinitio n, an unforeseen  

o r incalculable ciiirim m taiicc o bserved in an effec t ; 

chance is never, even c< m eetvably , a cau se. To  p o sit 

chance as cause is, there!o rc, to be guilty o i an ab 

surd ity . Besid es, the m o re o f co m p lexity and d etail, 

to gether w ith harm o ny and balance, w e find in a 

thing , the m o re w e kno w  that the thing had no t o nly  

a cause (w hich is m anifest o f all creatures) but that 

its ultim ate o r sup rem e cause foresaw  and plan n ed 

this effect, and m eant it to d o the thing w hich its 

invo lved and d elicate structure fits it to d o . A  m an 

m ight throw  scrap s o f m etal fro m  the w ind o w  o f his 

w o rkshop , and , after the lap se o f w eeks, be astonished  

to  find  that the heap o f refuse had  gro w n to  such un

exp ected p ro p ortions. But a m an co uld no t co nceiv 

ably throw  bits o f m etal into a case and p resently be 

asto nished to find that he had a sp lend id tim e-p iece 

ticking m errily aw ay. A nd the d esign o f the finest 

chrono m eter is, in co m p ariso n w ith that o f a cell o r 

o f the universe, like the p encil-d raw ing o f a three- 

year-o ld com p ared  w ith a m o st intricate and d etailed  

p iece o f exp ert d raughtm anship .

Plan, d esign, d irectio n to an end , go vernm ent—  

these are fac ts in the w o rld , and the sane m ind ac

cep ts them . A fo re : the sane m ind  m ust and d o es real

ize that w here there is a p lan, there is o r has been a 

p lanner; w here there is a d esign, there has been a d e

signer ; w here there is d irectio n, there is o ne w ho d i-
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rects; w here there is go vernm ent, there is a go verno r. 

A nd  ultim ately there is, and  m ust be, a First D esigner, 

a First Planner, a First and A lm ighty D irector; a 

First Law giver and  Go vernor.

Let us read the sim p le, d irect, and unansw erable 

language o f the great A quinas, sp eaking  o n this p o int : 

“ So m e things have no kno w led ge yet they w o rk 

to w ard s an end , and usually w ork in a w ay that is 

suited to o btain w hat is best fo r them . H ence is it 

clear that they reach their end , no t by chance, but by  

intention. Since, ho w ever, the things here in question 

are w ithout kno w led ge, it canno t be their o w n co n

scious intentio n w hich d irects them but the co nscio us 

intentio n (that is, the kno w ledge) o f so m e o ther be

ing . They reach their end  because they  are d irected  to  

it by a kno w ing and intelligent Being , even as the 

arrow  is sent to  the m ark by the know ing  activ ity o f 

the archer. There m ust be, therefore, an Intelligent 

Being  w ho  d irects all natural things (that is, creatures 

that lack kno w ledge) to their end . This Being w e 

call God .”

In the face o f the w ond ro us o rd er, the go vernm ent 

to an  en d, w hich w e find in the w o rld , the o bjectio n 

that som e have fo und in ap p arent irregularities, and  

in things w hich ap p ear to  be o ut o f line w ith the gen

eral m anagem ent o f the universe, fad es into utter

insignificance. W ere it here o ur p ro vince, w e m ight 

o ffer abund ant evid ence fo r the o rig inal Fall, that is, 

fo r the fact that m an has m ad e a w reck o ut o f his



- * & ■  - g  7 %  y  ;  T

D EM O N STRA TIO N  O F EXISTEN CE 79 

earthly residence ; and yet, in sp ite o f the ev il m an 

has w ro ught, the ruins are still so no ble and beauti

ful, that the o rig inal d esign is m anifest ; and  even the 

harsh d etails o f the w reckage have their p lace and  

p urp o se in the p resent ad justed  d esign. Father Ko ch  

(translated by D r. Charles Eruehl) rem arks in his 

A  M an u al of A polog etics, “ M uch that seem s to d is

turb the co urse o f nature serves to  w arn m an against 

p rid e and recklessness, to sharp en his intellect, to  

strengthen his w ill, and to give him an o p p o rtunity  

to p ractise p atience, m ercy , and charity .” Thus the 

very irregularities, the so -called “ im p erfectio ns” o f 

the w o rld , are a revelation o f p urp o se and  d esign and  

go vernm ent.

W e m ay p resent o ur argum ent in this essential 

o utline :

If the world exhibits a most wonderful and constant 

order and design, and is directed, in itself and in its 

parts, to an end, it has an intelligent designer and  

governor, and, ultimately, a First Designer and First 

Governor who can be no other than the First Neces

sary Being or God.

Now, the world does exhibit a most wonderful and  

constant order and design, and is directed, in itself 

and in its parts, to an end.

Therefore, the world has an intelligent designer and  

governor, and, ultimately, a First Designer and First 

Governor who can be no other than the First Neces

sary Being or God. Therefore, God exists.

c ) P R O O F  F R O M  M A N ’ S  U L T I M A T E  G O A L

The sciences o f Ethics and Psycho logy set fo rth,
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w ith full p anop ly o f p ro o f, the fact that m an (end s, 

by the w ho le fo rce o f his rational nature, to lay ho ld  

o f and end lessly p o ssess the Sup rem e and Infinite 

Go od , and to find therein his sup rem e hap p iness. W e 

cannot p ause to o ffer p roo fs fo r this truth here, but 

w e m ay justly take it as a p o stulate, (hat is, as a truth 

d efinitely  established  and  certainly know n and  d em o n

strated  in ano ther d epartm ent o f p hiloso phy  than that 

in w hich w e are no w  engaged .

It is o ne o f the m o st striking and  d ep ressing facts 

about this age o f sentim entalism in w hich w e live that 

it believes itself an age o f stern realism and unsenti

m entality . W e hear the crisp d o gm as that business is 

business and has no p lace fo r sentim ent ; w e hear o f 

go -getters go -getting after hard facts; w e hear o i 

m achine-like p recision o f m etho d s in everything from  

m ed icine to educatio n; w e are surro und ed neck-d eep  

w ith d eep -green filing-cabinets w hich, p resum ably , 

co ntain “ the facts.”  N o  tim e is w asted , no  m o m ent is 

allo w ed fo r em o tio n to  exp end  its fo rce. The business 

letter co m es to  a sharp  p o int, even w hen it is a p o int

less p o int. The executive says that tim e is m o ney, 

even w hen he w ants m o ney o nly to m ake m o re 

m o ney, and no t, as m ight be exp ected , to  enable him  

to have a tim e, no t to say a high o ld tim e. A nd yet 

this age and this co untry , in the m o st p o ignantly  

realistic m om ent o f its recent histo ry , so lem nly p o n

d ered the p ro priety o f calling its so ld iers “ Sam 

m ies”  ! Is there any need to go further in p roo f o f
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the incurable and even m aud lin sentm icniahty  o f the 

age? If there is, w e need no t lo o k: into the learned  

w ritings o f w ise m en; w e m ay im d all the ev id ence 

w ’C require in ad vertising co lum ns, o r catch it by an 

from o ur rad io s. W as ever an age so ap t to glo w  

lyrical o ver such triv ial tilings, such as brand s o f 

m ayo nnaise o r o f to ilet so ap s . W as ever an age so  

d eterm ined ly set up o n calling things by sentim ental 

nam es, o ne m ight even say p et nam es t W e no lo nger 

content o urselves w ith saying a sim p le w o rd like 

“ fo od” ; w e m ust say “ breakfast fo o d ”  o r “ luncheo n 

m enu”  o r “ item s fo r the d inner.”  N o r m ay w e even 

sp eak o f breakfast fo o d (that abysm al m ystery in 

a w o rld that w ants the facts) w itho ut caressing it 

w ith som e so rt o f baby-talk like “ M ush-M ushies”  

o r “ Tw eet-Tw ccties.” Yet this is the age, and this 

the land , in w hich it is co nsid ered so ft and senti

m ental to sp eak o f happin ess, and to say that m an 

has a natural d esire to be hap p y. A p o p ular lad y  

autho r w ho has achieved a d egree o f “ p ublicity”  

(sad dest and m ad d est o f sentim ental things) that 

claim s fo r her lightest w o rd ,— and so m e o f these are 

extrem ely light,— — a reverent attentio n, has recently  

inveighed against the co m m o n custom o f w ishing a 

new ly m arried co uple hap p iness. She d o esn ’t like it. 

She says the yo ung m an and his brid e are in fo r 

hard w o rk and p o ssibly hard kno ck’s, and ,— such is 

the sentim ental m ud d le o f her m ind ,— she canno t 

see ho w  these things are co m p atible w ith hap p iness.
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She d o es no t see because she d o es not kno w  w hat 

hap p iness is; she thinks it is the sam e as p leasure, 

w hich is so m etim es som ething like it, and so m etim es 

quite unlike it, and never id entical w ith it. But it 

is the lad y autho r, and no t the kind ly w ish, that is 

so ft and sentim ental. N o w , w e are far from feeling  

o r saying that sentim ent is never a go o d thing . W e 

are m erely elabo rating the fact that, w hen w e use 

a p lain w o rd in its p lain m eaning , w e o ught, in all 

fairness, to be free from the charge o f sentim en

talism brought by an age and by p eop le that are 

sim p ly so dd en and so ggy w ith sentim ent. W e shall 

d are, therefore, to sp eak o f m an ’ s incurable d esire 

to be hap p y. W e shall, all unafraid , p ro ceed to sp eak 

o f hap p iness as the sup rem e subjective end  o f hum an 

activ ity . A nd if o ur critics w ill no t co nced e us the 

right; if they find this so rt o f thing so ft and baby 

ish, w e shall leave them to ho ver tend erly o ver the 

m o rning bo w l o f W o o tsie-Too tsies (They A re A m 

brant W ith Vivacio us Vitam ines) and so fo rtify  

them selves fo r a stern d ay o f unem otio nal d ata and  

unsentim ental facts.

M an, in every d eliberate act, in every free and  

kno w ing tho ught, w o rd , and d eed , tend s by a co n

natural bent o f his ratio nal being to w ard s so m ething  

that is co nceived as g ood. A nd m an ’s d esire o r ap 

p etite fo r g ood kno w s no lim it, he w ants all p o ssible 

go od and w ants it end lessly . A nd , as w e have seen, 

a thing is go od , o r is conceived as go o d , o nly w hen
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it is the best o r has reference to w ard s the best. In a 

w o rd , m an tend s. 

Su  m m  i  t in B  on  it  m , 

m an tend to w ards

in every hum an act, to w ard s a 

a Suprem e Go o d . A nd w hy d o es 

go od , and to w ards the Sup rem e 

it. A nd w hat w ill its p o ssessio n 

m ean to m an? Tt w ill m ean happin ess. It w ill m ean 

the satisfaction o f all rational d esire, the filling  up o f 

all rational ap p etite, the crow ning in end less and  

bo und less m easure o f m an ’s finest cap acities. The 

object iv e end d esired is the Go od  ; the su bjec t iv e  

end , the end inasm uch as it affects the subject attain

ing it, is hap p iness in the p o ssessio n o f the Go o d .

' N o w , d o es the fact that m an is, by nature, a 

seeker o f the Sup rem e and Bound less Go o d , and a 

seeker o f end less and p erfect hap p iness in the p o s

sessio n o f that Go o d ,— d oes this fact p rove that 

such a Go o d actually exists? Yes, it d oes, if w e 

accep t the universe as an ordered universe, as a p ro d 

uct o f a W ise D esigner and Go verno r. Fo r it w o uld  

no t be a w ise d esign that should create a resistless 

tend ency to w ard s a no n-existent o bject. Just so , to  

cite a p arallel instance, it w ould  no t be a w ise d esign 

that should create the w o ndrous p o w er and  the co m 

p licated o rgan o f v ision, and then leave the w o rld  

w rap p ed in im p enetrable d arkness in w hich both the 

p o w er o f sight and the d elicate structure o f the eye 

w o uld be m eaningless. If the w o rld is an o rd ered  

w o rld , a p lanned  and a go verned w o rld , there is co n

clusive fo rce in the p resent argum ent that the hum an
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tend ency to w ards the Sup rem e Go od is p ro o f that 

the Sup rem e Goo d exists. A nd w e have alread y  

show n that the w o rld is o rd ered , p lanned , go verned . 

Therefore, the Sup rem e Go od exists. I hit the Su 

p rem e Go od canno t be a shared o r co m m unicated  

go od ; it m ust be the First and the N ecessary Go od . 

In a w ord , it m ust be Go d .

W e m ay p resent the argum ent in this fo rm  :

If man, by a resistless tendency of his rational nature, 

appetizes a Supreme and Infinite Good as his ulti

mate goal or final cause, such a Good actually exists. 

Now, man, by a resistless tendency of his rational na

ture, does appetize a Supreme and Infinite Good as 

his ultimate goal or final cause.

Therefore, such a Good actually exists. And a Supreme 

and Infinite Good is the one Infinite Being or God. 

Therefore, God exists.

S U M M A R Y  O F  T H E  A R T I C L E

In this A rticle w e have p resented  three p roo fs fo r 

the existence o f Go d , d raw ing them from the p rin

cip le o f fo rm al and final causality . W e have show n 

that the grades o f p erfectio n in the w o rld  p rove the 

existence o f an A bso lutely Perfect Being ; w e have 

seen that the desig n  an d g ov ern m en t of the universe 

d em and s a sup rem ely w ise and intelligent D esigner 

and Go verno r ; w e have p roved that, in an o rd ered  

universe, the existence in m an o f a co nnatural bent 

fo r the Sup rem e Go od , and fo r hap p iness, is co nclu

sive ev id ence o f the existence o f such a Go o d . Fro m

—1^—--------
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the argum ents d evelo p ed in ibis and in the p reced ing  

A rticle, it is clear that Cod is the hirst Ll'ticicnt and  

Last Final cause o f all things in the w o rld , and no t

ably o f m an.

A r t ic l e  4. Ce r t a in  Su p p l e m e n t a r y  P r o o f s  

a) The Moral Proof b) The Historical Proof

c) Indirect Proofs

a) T H E  M O R A L  P R O O F

The w o rd m oral is a d erivative from the Latin 

m os (stem  m or- ) w hich literally m eans “ custom ”  o r 

“ characteristic w ay o f acting .” N o w , the character

istic w ay o f acting w hich d istinguishes m an fro m  

all o ther creatures is fo und in the fact that he acts 

w ith respon sibility  ; in o ther w o rd s, he acts in a 

characteristically hu m an w ay w hen he ex erc ises his 

free-w ill. Free-w ill acts are therefo re m oral acts. 

A nd , since these acts are free, and m an is their 

autho r and their resp o nsible agent, it is o f first im 

p o rtance to kno w  o f them w hether they m easu re u p  

to w hat they  ou g ht to be o r fall short an d fail o f 

w hat they o ught to be. Fo r, w hile m an is free to  

cho o se, he is no t in depen den t in his cho ice; he is 

und er o bligatio n and law ; he has a go al to achieve 

and heTiim sclf has no t set the ultim ate go al; he is 

free in the p hysical cho ice o f this o r that act w hich 

is m eant to  carry him to w ards the go al, and he m ay 

choo se w isely and ad vance, o r p erversely and fall
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aw ay. But the ultim ate go al is there, and the d eep est 

fo rces o f m an ’s ratio nal nature incline him to w ard s 

that go al (the Su m m u m  Bon u m ), no r is he free to  

set ano ther go al; he is free in his cho ice o f m ean s, 

no t o f the ultim ate end . M an n ecessarily tend s 

to w ards the Suprem e Go o d and sup rem e hap p iness 

in the p o ssessio n o f that Go o d , even w hen he p er

versely seeks these end s in the w rong p laces o r by  

the use o f w rong m eans, as he d o es w hen he sins. 

Sin is a p erversity ; it is an abuse, not a use, o f free

w ill. N ecessitated in the tend ency to w ard s the Ul

tim ate Go al, m an is no t necessitated in the cho ice o f 

things he elects to  bear him  to  that Go al. In his char

acteristic actio n, his freely chosen and know ing co n

d uct, m an needs a guid e so that his cho ice w ill be a 

w ise o ne and really  ad vance him  to w ard s his ultim ate 

end . H e need s law , o bjectively existent and subjec

tively realized and ap p lied . A nd the law  is there and  

is reco gnized  by right reason (called , in this serv ice, 

con sc ien ce) , and so a m an ’s characteristic o r m o ral 

activ ity is alw ays to be jud ged in the light o f law  

and  co nscience, and , by that light o r stand ard , it w ill 

be fo und g ood o r bad, rig ht o r w ron g . A nd so the 

w o rd m oral has com e to suggest that quality o f 

hum an co nduct by w hich it is go o d o r bad , right o r 

w rong. A nd m orality  is the relatio n w hich exists be

tw een free hum an co nduct (that is, m o ral cond uct) 

and  the norm  o r stand ard  o f w hat that co nd uct o ught 

to be; this stand ard is law  (ultim ately , the Eternal
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Law  o r Go d H im self) as ap p lied  by con sc ien ce (that 1;

is, by hum an reaso n p ro nouncing o n the right o r , ||

w ro ng, the law fulness o r unlaw fulness, o f so m ething  ! 1 1

here and no w to be d ecid ed up o n as a thing to be y

d o ne, p erm itted , avo id ed ). ! □

The m oral proof fo r the existence o f God is a q

p ro o f d raw n fro m the fact o f m an ’s resp onsibility , ‘ ÿ

o f his subjection to m oral law , o f his realizatio n o f 

the rule o f co nscience. Fo r m an, ho w ever bad and  

p erverse, is aw are o f o bligation, o f d uty, o f m o ral 

requirem ents. These things he m ay ignore, to  a great 

extent, in his p ractical life, but w hile he m ay ignore 

them he canno t be igno rant o f them . The id ea o f 

rig ht and w ron g , o f m o ral g ood and ev il, is acquired  

so  early and so  clearly in life, that it am o unts to o ne 

o f the m o st ev ident facts o f hum an existence and  

exp erience. N o theo ry o f custom , o r o f tyrannous 

ruling classes, o r o f racial o r tribal evo lution in 

things o f the m ind , w ill ever suffice to exp lain it. 

The d aw ning reaso n grip s, and  henceforth ho ld s fast 

fo rever, the fund am ental m o ral truth, “ There is such 

a thing as right, such a thing as w rong; I m ust d o  

the o ne, I m ust avo id the o ther.”  It is vain fo r the 

m echanist, and the anti-m o ralist, and the m aterialist 

o f any d escrip tio n, to try to  exp lain the hum an con

scio usness o f this truth by p o inting o ut the fact that 

d ifferent o bjective things have been called goo d and  

bad , o r right and  w ro ng, in d ifferent ages and  am o ng  

d ifferent p eo p les. O f so m e o bjective facts and p rac-
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tices, this is true; it is no t true o f certain very o b

v io us and im p o rtant m atters, like the autho rity o f 

p arents o ver the yo ung, the resp ect d ue to the life 

and p rop erty o f o ne ’s fello w s, the d uty o f telling  

truth. A nd  even if it w ere, the questio n o f a change

less m o ral law  w ould be unto uched in its essential 

nature; fo r the essence o f the questio n lies in this 

fact that every no rm al hum an being , o nce he has ad 

vanced o ut o f infancy and cro ssed the thresho ld o f 

earliest ad o lescence, is naturally ad jud ged respon 

sible, that is, an sw er  able at the bar o f a require

m ent and a law w hich says irrefutably , “ There is 

such a thing  as right ; there is such a thing  as w ro ng  ; 

I m ust d o right; I m ust avo id w ro ng.” To say that 

m o rality is a changing thing because the ancient 

Kanakas tho ught it a great ev il (w hich they p un

ished  w ith d eath) to  step o n the shad ow  o f the king , 

w hile m o dern m an d oes no t think it ev il to step o n 

the shad ow o f the king ,— o r even, so m etim es, to  

step o n the king ,— is as silly an argum ent as to say  

that the sense o f sm ell is no t a co nstant hum an fac

ulty because som e p eop le, such as the Eskim os, like 

the o d or o f o il and grease, and so m e p eo p le find it 

rep ulsive. The p o int is that all no rm al m en can sm ell ; 

the p o int is that all no rm al m en reco gnize the fac t  

that there is such a thing as right and such a thing  

as w rong. Perversity , custo m , ed ucatio n, and o ther 

influences can, in certain cases, account fo r m istaken  

judgm ent about w hat p articular thing is right o r
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w ro ng; but abo ut the essential hum an recognitio n o f 

right and w ro ng as su ch (here can never be any seri

o us questio n, no r can there be any sense in the cant 

p hrase abo ut “ changing m o rality .’ M orality is as 

eternal as the relatio n o f thirty -si.v inches o f d o th to  

a yard stick. A nd that relation w ill no t change, even 

if the m o re cultured and evo lutio nary  m erchants suc

ceed in co nv incing large num bers o f custom ers that 

thirty -five inches is a m uch m o re sty lish kind o f 

yard . A lan is aw are of right and w rong; he is aw are 

o f o bligatio n o r law * requiring him to d o right and  

to avo id w ro ng; this aw areness is an aw areness o f 

natural reaso n; it is therefore so m ething as natural 

to no rm al m an as his eyesight, and is m anifestly  

given to m an fo r as p ractical a p urp ose as eyesight. 

But if it is given to  m an (and  certainly m an d id no t 

m ake it o r give it to him self, fo r in m any instances 

m an w o uld find it a great co nvenience to change the 

law  if he co uld ) it is given by m an ’s D esigner and  

A utho r ; it is given as a rule and d irection by O ne 

w ho w o uld guide m an ’s fife to  its goal. In a w ord , it 

is a law  incum bent up o n m an, and w here there is an 

unm istakable law , there is unm istakably a law giver. 

A nd w here there is a law giver, there is ultim ately a 

First and Sup rem e Law giver. A nd the First Law 

giver m ust be id entical w ith the First Being and the 

First N ecessary Cause. In a w ord , the First and  

Sup rem e Law giver is Go d .

W e m ay  p ut the argum ent briefly in this fo rm  :
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If all normal men are inevitably aware of an abso lute 

law which requires free-will (but docs not f o r c e  it) 

to do good and avoid evil, then there exists a law 

giver who is ultimately identified with the First and 

Necessary Being called God.

Now, all normal men are inevitably aware o f an abso lute 

law which requires free-will to do good and avoid 

evil.

Therefore, there exists a lawgiver who is ultimately  

identified with the First Necessary Being called God. 

Therefore, God exists.

T Î Ï E  H I S T O R I C A L  P R O O F

The argum ent from  history is o ften called the 

argum ent from u n iv ersal hu m an con sen t, that is, 

universal hum an agreem ent o r co nsensus. Briefly , it 

am o unts to  this : that history assures us that all m en 

o f all p ast tim es, and ind eed o f p resent tim es, have 

been tho ro ughly  co nvinced  o f the existence o f D eity , 

ho w ever o d d ly so m e o f them  m ay have given exp res

sio n to  the co nviction in their im aginative and p rac

tical relig io us life; and that, in co nsequence, the 

thing m ust be fund am entally true. In o ther w o rds, it 

is the w itness o f history  that all m en believe in Go d  ; 

therefore, Go d exists. The p o int o f the argum ent 

m ay be p ut, so m ew hat flip p antly , in the w ell kno w n 

p hrase, “ Yo u can ’t fo o l all o f the p eo p le all the 

tim e.”  N o w , w hat is the value o f this argum ent?

First, it m ay be o bjected  that n ot all o f the p eo p le 

have a belief in God . Fo r there are a few  em p hatic 

p ersons in every age w ho m ake a very excitable 

business o f rushing abo ut d enying Go d , o r, to take
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them at their o w n w o rd , m aking m uch ad o about 

N o thing . In o ur o w n cultured p erio d o f histo ry the 

energetic atheist seem s to have m ad e a sp ecialty o f 

ap p earing o n p ublic p latform s, w atch in hand , and  

allo tting  the no n-existent A lm ighty  tw o  o r three m in

utes in w hich to hurl a d estructive thund erbo lt o r 

fo rever ho ld H is p eace. In so m e d istricts this p rac

tice has been co nsid ered very d aring , and its lo g ical 

fo rce has been ad m itted as co nclusive. O f co urse, it 

is o bv io us that, if the atheist is sincere, there is no  

d aring in his actio n o f inviting N o thing to  d o so m e

thing ; and the lo g ical fo rce o f the little p rank is, in 

any case, m anifestly  nil. There can be question as to  

w hether the atheist has really any relig ion; there can 

be no ne as to w hether such an atheist has any lo g ic 

o r even co m m o n sense. But o f the vagaries and co n

trad ictions o f atheism w e shall sp eak in another 

p lace. H ere w e w ish m erely  to  p o int o ut the fact that 

the co m p aratively few  ind iv id uals w ho , in any age, 

p ro fess Belief in N o -Go d rather than belief in Go d , 

d o es no t co m e in co nflict w ith o ur p resent argum ent. 

Fo r the argum ent fro m  histo ry  is an argum ent fro m  

the general, the no rm al, and the usual, co nv ictio n o f 

m ankind  abo ut the existence o f God . In this case, it 

is literally true that excep tio ns p ro ve the rule ; and  

it is o f the rule alo ne that w e m ake use in o ur argu

m ent.

A no ther o bjectio n m ay at o nce arise in the m ind , 

and it m ay be p ut in so m ething o f this fo rm , “ Yo u
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can fo o l all o f the p eop le. The w hole hum an race, 

barring excep tio nal ind iv iduals here and there, be

lieved fo r centuries that the earth is a relatively H at 

exp anse o f land , and that the sun actually travels 

around the earth every tw enty-four ho urs.” It m ight 

be quickly retorted that this o bjectio n falls before 

the fact that the hum an race d id n ’t stay fo o led , and  

that m en no w kno w better. But such an answ er 

w o uld be short-sighted . The true answ er, like so  

m any true answ ers, is to be d isco vered by m aking a 

very  p lain and  necessary d istinction. W e m ust d istin

guish the d ifferent kind s o f thing that m en m ay  

kno w . They m ay reco gnize p hysical facts by their 

senses, and  recognize them  truly , and  they m ay m ake 

snap -jud gm ents o n m ere ap pearances about these 

facts and be w rong. Their senses d o no t d eceive 

them ; fo r w hat their senses rep o rt is there; o nly  

w hen, w itho ut sufficient ev idence, they jud ge about 

the n atu re, the hid d en and no n-sensible character, o f 

w hat is there, m ay they go  w rong. Thus m en jud ged  

w ro ngly about the n atu re o f the m o vem ent called  

the d aily travel o f the sun ; they w ere truly aw are o f 

m o vem ent, but in judging the sun, instead o f the 

earth, as the m o ving bo dy , they m ad e a m istake. 

Therefo re, in judgm ents based up on m ere ap p ear

ances o f p hysical.ffacts, .m en m ay go w rong, and  

even m o st m en m ay go w ro ng fo r a long tim e. But 

there is the o ther sid e o f o ur d istinction to co nsid er. 

M en m ay d raw  reason ed con clu sion s by leg itim ate
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d ed uctio n fro m certainly kno w n d ata, and in this 

they canno t be w ro ng. A H m en cat; Lie w rong in 

jud ging tlie m o i io n o f tlie. sun o r the shap e o f the 

unexp lo red earth ; they canno t be w ro ng in their co n

clusio n that every m o vem ent requires a m o ver and  

ultim ately a hirst M over. A ll m en m ay be w ro ng in 

jud ging that a certain figure is p erfectly circular, 

basing their jud gm ent o n its ap p earance. They can

no t be w ro ng in their reaso ned jud gm ent about the 

ratio o f rad ius to circum ference in any true circle. 

That m en m ay be w ro ng in snap -jud gm ents o n p hys

ical ap p earances is d ue to a certain carelessness and  

inattentio n. But w hen reaso n is brought to bear ac

curately up o n kno w n d ata w hich invo lve so m e latent 

truth, then care and attentio n w ill insure a certainly  

kno w n result, at least in d irect and sim p ly reasoned  

co nclusio ns. If all m en co uld be w rong in their 

reaso ned co nclusio ns fro m certainly kno w n d ata, 

then all hum an kno w ledge is bankrup t and there is 

no use talking o f certitude abo ut anything . O f 

co urse, o ur w ho le d iscussio n is about the things m en 

m ay kno w by m ediate ev idence. There are self- 

evid ent truths, like the truth o f o ne’ s existence, o r 

that o f o ther p eo ple, that require no m ed ium to rec

o gnize, but arc lum ino us w ith inev itable truth in 

them selves. But, if tlie p o w er and trustw o rthiness o f 

hum an reaso n is called in question, even these in

escap able self-ev id ent truths w o uld lo se fo rce. H o w 

ever, that is no t o ur p resent co ncern. Fo r the truth
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o f Go d ’s existence is a m ediately know n truth ; it is 

a truth that is sim ply and quickly reaso ned o ut ; it is 

reco gnized by so und hum an reaso n w o rking from  

the d ata o f im m ed iate exp erience, arguing from  

m anifest effect to  ad equate first cause, fro m o bvio us 

m o tion to a first m o ver, fro m co ntingent being to  

necessary being , and so o n. In such a truth, so reas

o ned o ut, it is im p o ssible that all m en o f all tim es 

sho uld go w ro ng, o r that the generality o f m en 

sho uld be in erro r. A bout such a truth, yo u can ' t  

fo o l all o f the p eop le all the tim e. O n this p o int the 

w itness o f histo ry  is o f inco ntestable value.

There used to be an o p inion,— and certain ex

p lo rers w ent to a great d eal o f trouble to find ev i

d ence fo r it,— that here and there w hole tribes o r 

races o f m en w ere w itho ut any no tio n o f a supra- 

m und ane Being m o re o r less in charge o f the uni

verse. It w as tho ught that certain p eo p les had no  

no tion o f Go d . But the o p inion has ceased  to  be even 

entertaining , and no evid ence fo r it w as ever estab

lished . Som e notion,— ho w ever d im , and ind eed  

ho w ever m o nstrous,— o f d iv inity and o f Go d o r 

go ds, exists and  m anifestly has existed everyw here; 

som e id ea o f relig io us d uty ap p ears to be abso lutely  

co nnatural to no rm al m an. The reaso ned co nclusio n 

w hich m en m ake about the existence o f D eity is a 

very d irect and sim ple inference, suggested by the 

co m m o nest exp erience. W hen anything hap p ens in 

casual d aily life,— such as a sud d en p ain, o r the ar-
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rival o f a letter, o r the d isap p earance o f the tea

sp oo ns,— it d o es no t take the brightest o f m ind s to  

d isco ver the fact that “ so m ething caused it,”  “ so m e

bo d y w rote it,” “ so m eo ne to o k· : the sp o o ns.” A nd  

w hen the sim p lest o f m en co m es face to face w ith the 

universe abo ut him , it d o cs no t require a great effo rt 

o f his m ind to reco gnize the truth that “ So m ething  

o r so m ebo dy m acle it.”  To  carry the tho ught further, 

to  reaso n clearly in the m o re co m p lex d o m ain o f the 

character and  attributes o f that “ So m ebo d y o r so m e

thing ”  m ay  be a tricky  business fo r an untuto red  m ind  

and  m ay lead to strange and even gro tesque co nclu 

sio ns. But abo ut the first, d irect, and cleanly rea

so ned  truth, there can be no  d o ubt o r questio n. H ere 

the vo ice o f hum an reaso n sp eaks in sim p lest and  

p lainest language, and if this language be d eceiv ing, 

then no  truth is kno w able to  m an.

W e m ay  p resent the histo rical argum ent fo r Go d ’s 

existence in the fo llo w ing w ay  :

If all men of all times agree, by a judgment of reason  

working simply and directly from the manifest facts

I of commonest experience, that Deity exists, then the 

I real existence of Deity must be admitted or one must 

I lapse into the utterly self-contradictory and impos- 

i sible condition of absolute skepticism.

j Now, history attests the fact that all men of all times 

; do agree, by a judgment of reason working simply

I and directly from the manifest facts of commonest

I experience, that Deity exists.

'. Therefore, the real existence of Deity must be admitted  

\ or one must lapse into the utterly self-contradictory  

V. .........
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and impossible condition of absolute skepticism. The 

alternative is unacceptable. Therefore, God exists.

C ) I N D I R E C T  P R O O F S

A s w e have seen, an in direc t p roo f is o ne that 

establishes the truth o f a p o sitio n by show ing the 

im p o ssible character o f its co ntrad icto ry . N o w , the 

co ntrad icto ry o f the theistic p o sitio n (expressed in 

the term s, “ Go d exists” ) is the atheistic p o sitio n 

(exp ressed in the term s, “ Go d d o es no t exist” ). It 

is o ur p resent p urp o se, therefo re, to show the im 

p o ssible character o f the atheistic p o sitio n, thus in 

directly p rov ing the truth o f the theistic p o sitio n. 

W e shall establish tw o p o ints: first, that atheism in 

a p ure fo rm cannot be fo rm ulated as a d o ctrine o r 

held  as a p hilo so p hy  ; second ly , that atheism , in w hat

ever qualified fo rm  it is p ro fessed , is a theo ry in flat 

conflict w ith reaso n, it takes the m eaning from  

m an ’s finest tend encies, and it leads to absurd and  

im p o ssible co nsequences.

I. A theism in p ure fo rm  canno t be fo rm ulated  as 

a d o ctrine o r held as a p hilo so p hy. Fo r, as Karl 

A d am rightly o bserves, “ M an canno t live by m ere

negatio n.” W hen a m an has d enied Go d , he has 

no thing further to say ; his rem arks o n ultim ate 

things and  his d eep exp lanatio ns have all been m ad e ; 

they are all in that o ne little statem ent o f d enial, and  

he has co m e to  a full sto p . O f co urse, as a fact, the 

atheist d oes no t co m e to a sto p ; he go es o n alm o st
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end lessly m aking go d s to take the p lace o f the Go d  

he has d enied . Fo r the d enial o f Go d lead s inev itably  

to the answ ering o f a lo t o f questions; take aw ay  

Go d and yo u kno ck- all so rts o f gap s into any co n

sistent theo ry w hich seeks to interp ret the uni verse, 

o r to  assign p lace and character and functio n to m an. 

A nd so the statem ent o f the atheist is never a sim p le 

d enial; it is alw ays a substitutio n, it is so w ith the 

d enial o f any fundam ental truth in theo lo gy , p hilo s

o p hy, o r science. Tho se, fo r instance, w ho d eny the 

existence o f real substances in the w o rld , alw ays end  

by substantiz ing accid entals. A nd tho se w ho d eny  

the existence o f a life-p rincip le in a liv ing thing , end  

by assigning  a sep arate life-p rincip le to every cell o f 

every liv ing thing . A nd tho se w ho d eny Go d end by  

m ultip ly ing go d s. The universe, after all, is here be

fo re o ur eyes, and even if it be regard ed as an un

real universe, a d ream -universe o r a ghost-universe, 

it still calls im p eratively fo r so m e exp lanation, and  

fo r ultim ate exp lanatio n. Even to d eny the favo rite 

exp lanatio n o f the ghost is to assert that there is 

so m e o ther exp lanatio n fo r the ghost; the need o f 

exp laining the gho st is no t in the least ghostly but a 

so lid and real necessity . A nd w hether o r no the 

atheist p ro fesses to have the answ er w hen he d enies 

w hat the generality o f m ankind have alw ays reason

ably co nsid ered the right (and ind eed the inescap 

able) answ er, he p ro fesses at least to kno w that 

there is a right answ er, and  in so far he is no t a p ure
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atheist but a qualified atheist, that is, an atheist w ho  

is also a vague theist.

So m etim es the atheist d enies Go d  and m akes m an

kind d iv ine, and then he is called a hum anitarian, a 

terrible fate fo r any son o f A d am . So m etim es the 

atheist w ip es the im age o f Go d o ut o f the co sm o s, 

and  then finds it at o nce in the m irro r. So m etim es he 

d enies Go d , and m um bles so m ething half-w itted  

abo ut a sup erm an and the universe tend ing to build  

up its go d in the m an o f the future. So m etim es he 

w o rship s the clo ck and the calend ar and sp end s his 

tim e go ing about cry ing , “ But this is the tw entieth 

century .”  O ften he m akes go ds o f vague nam es and  

labels, and sp eaks p io usly o f fo rces, and energies, 

and im p ulses, and elans, and o f N ature w ith the 

cap ital initial. It is abso lutely im p ossible to fram e a 

theory o r d o ctrine in term s o f sim p le d enial, that is, 

o f sim p le negatio n. Such is the structure o f the hu 

m an m ind  that it requires affirm atio n, thesis, p o sitive 

statem ent o f fact o r theory . It is im p o ssible to  go  o n 

fo rever saying w hat a thing is n ot, and  the m ind  has 

no use fo r such a p rocess, even fo r a lim ited tim e, 

excep t in so far as it is a p ro cess o f grad ually w eed 

ing o ut erro r fo r the p urp o se o f clarify ing som e 

central and o bscured p o sitive truth. A nd fo r this 

reason it is m anifest that atheism  in p ure fo rm  is no t 

to be fo rm ulated as a theo ry and canno t exist as a 

p hilo so phy.
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2 . A theism co nflicts w ith reason; it balks m an ’ s 

finest tendencies; it leads to im p o ssible co nsequences.

First, atheism co nflicts w ith reaso n. Reaso n d e

m and s an exp lanatio n o f things, and it w ants an ex

p lanatio n that really go es back to beginnings. In 

o utlining  o ur d irect d em o nstratio n fo r the existence o f 

Go d , w e have p resented the careful and incontro 

vertible find ings o f reason, and w ith these atheism  

is in o p en co nflict. N o  no rm al m an w ho has the use 

o f reaso n can be in igno rance o f the fact that the 

v isible w o rld aro und him , and he him self as p art o f 

that w o rld , are co ntingent things, things that d o no t 

hav e to be here; but, as a fact, they are here, and  

their p resence requires an accounting . A nd the m o 

m ent an acco unting is m ade, a go d is set up . A nd  

w hen the careful and strictly reaso ned acco unting is 

m ad e, the o ne True Go d is reco gnized . This is the 

status o f reason o n the p o int, w hether o ne regards 

reaso n in its o w n nature o r takes the reco rd  o f w hat 

it d o es fro m  histo ry . A nd w ith this status o f reaso n 

atheism is in co nflict. Therefore, atheism co nflicts 

w ith reaso n.

Seco nd ly , atheism balks m an ’s finest tendencies. 

The tend ency o f m an to w ards hap p iness, w hich, as 

w e have seen, is an elem ental and essential and nec

essary hum an tend ency , is m ad e illuso ry and  cruel if 

the atheistic d enial have any value. M an tends, by  

heart and  w ill, to w ards go od ness and hap p iness, and
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o ut o f this tend ency rightly and reaso nably co n

tro lled , co m e all the acts o f d evo tio n and  o f hero ism , 

all the lives o f no bility , all that ap p ro aches to w hat 

no rm al and d ecent m en acknow ledge as id eal. But 

the tend ency is m eaningless if its ultim ate O bject is 

taken aw ay, as it is taken aw ay by atheism . A theism  

in its chill d enial, and in its d ead substitutions, has 

no thing o f lasting value to  o ffer to  hum an hearts and  

w ills. Therefo re, atheism balks m an ’s finest tend en

cies.

Third ly , atheism  leads to  im p o ssible co nsequences. 

Fo r atheism takes aw ay the o nly fo und atio n fo r d e

cency and  go od  m o ral co nduct. If m an is no t resp o n

sible to a Suprem e Judge, his m o rality am o unts to  

little m o re than a set o f rules o f etiquette and to  

w hat Bill N ye calls “ a rugged fear o f the p o lice.”  

A theism m akes p ure tyranny o f all hum an go vern

m ents, since “ all authority is from  Go d ,”  and a hu

m an governm ent is alw ays based up o n the concep t 

o f so m e higher and invisible authority w hich w ill 

back it up ; this is true even o f bad  go vernm ents and  

o f such caricature-governm ents as w e find to d ay in 

Russia and Red Sp ain. N o w , if the m o ral law  and  

hum an law are o nly co nveniences that bind exter

nally , their fo rce canno t lo ng end ure, and  the hum an 

race is d o om ed to early d estructio n. To w ard s this 

unthinkable end atheism clearly p o ints. Fo r this 

reaso n w e assert that atheism lead s to im p ossible 

co nsequences.
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S U M M A R Y  O F  T H E  A R T I C L E

In this A rticle w e have exp lained and set fo rth 

the m oral proof fo r the existence o f Go d , show ing  

ho w  m an ’s aw areness o f a m o ral law bind ing up on 

him p o ints unm istakably to a First Law giver. W e 

have co nsidered the historical proof, and  have fo und  

that the reaso ned co nvictio n o f all m en o f all ages 

canno t be fallacio us in its ind icatio n o f the exist

ence o f Go d . W e have p resented an ind irect p ro o f 

fo r o ur p o sitio n by show ing that the co ntrad icto ry  

p o sitio n (that is, atheism } is im possible in theory , 

fo r it canno t even be fo rm ulated in p ure fo rm and  

it is in co nflict w ith m an ’ s reason and finest tenden

cies ; and  that it is im possible  in  practice, fo r it w ould  

turn the w o rld into chao s and d estro y the hum an 

race if its p ractical co nsequences w ere allo w ed to  

d evelo p .





B O O K  S E C O N D

THE NATURE OF GOD

In the First Book we established the truth of God’s exist

ence; here, in the Second Book, we are to discuss God ’s 

nature and attributes. W e have learned and demonstrated  

the truth t h a t God is ; we turn now to the study of w h a t God 

is, in a far more detailed way than was requisite for the 

establishing of His existence. The present Book is divided  

into two Chapters :

Chapter I. The Essence of God

Chapter II. The Attributes of God
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C H A P T E R  I

1 i ■ -

e s s e n c e  o f  g o d

This Chapter presents a study of w h a t  G o d  i s  in His in

most Being, His actual and infinite Self. It also studies what 

special note in the concept of God is the root in which are 

contained all the perfections predicable of the Divine Being. 

In a word, the Chapter studies t h e  p h y s i c a l e s s e n c e  and t h e  

m e t a p h y s i c a l e s s e n c e of God. The Chapter is accordingly 

divided into two Articles :

Article i. The Physical Essence of God

Article 2. The Metaphysical Essence of God

A r t ic l e  i . Th e  Ph y s ic a l  E s s e n c e  o f  Go d

a) Meaning of Terms b) The Perfections of God 

c) The Physical Essence of God

a) M E A N I N G  O F  T E R M S

By the essen ce o f a thing w e m ean that w hich the 

thing is in its fundam ental being or co nstitution. 

Essen ce is a term  d erived from  the Latin esse w hich 

m eans “ to be/ ’ The term and the id ea w hich it ex

p resses are sim p le things; they are elem ental; they  

d efy analysis into sim p ler fo rm s o r elem ents, and  

hence they d efy d efinitio n. Fo r a d efinitio n is alw ays 

the exp lanatio n o f a thing, m ad e by analyzing the 

thing and p resenting its elem ents in their clear and

105
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m anifest relationship s. H ence, if a thing is itself 

elem ental and no t co m po sed o f co nstifutents. there 

is no  analyzing it and no d efining it. O f co urse, such 

a thing m ay be m o re o r less satisfacto rily described. 

If w e cannot exp lain it by analyzing it and stating  

the results o f analysis (that is, by  defin it ion ) , w e 

can at least m ake a clo se scrutiny and stud y o f it ; 

w e can “ w alk aro und it/ ’ so to sp eak, and see it in 

vario us lights and  p hases, and  end  by telling  w hat w c 

have so  d iscovered about it (that is, by  description ) . 

Som etim es d escrip tio n d oes no t ap p ear to give m uch 

info rm ation o r to be very m eaningful ; but it is best 

to w eigh d escrip tio n carefully , and not to ss it asid e 

as a m ere m um bling o f w o rd s. Thus w e m ust show  

no  p uerile im p atience w hen w e hear essen ce d escribed  

by very learned and so lem n p hilo sop hers as “ that 

w hereby  a thing is w hat it is,”  id qu o res est id qu od 

est . Turn the d escription o ver carefully in m ind , and  

p resently it w ill be fo und to be at least d im ly illu

m inating . Perhap s an illustratio n w ill help to bring  

o ut its value. W e m ay ask : w hat is the essence o f a 

m an? The answ er m ust tell us w hat m an is in his 

necessary constitutio n as m an; it m ust nam e the 

item s o r elem ents that co nstitute m an and  o nly m an ; 

it m ust nam e all and on ly  the elem ents required by  

m an to  be m an at all. W e learned the answ er to  this 

p articular question long ago w hen, as little child ren, 

w e recited o ur first lessons from the catechism , and  

said , “ M an is a creature com posed of body an d
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v<W . . . .” There is the d efinition o f m an, and a 

strict d efinitio n exp resses the essence o f the thing  

d efined ; and there, in co nsequence, yo u hate the 

essen ce o f m an. Bod y and so ul, nut m erely sid e by  

sid e, but in co m po sitio n  ; (hat is the essence o f m an. 

That it is by w hich “ m an is w hat l\c is.”

O ur illustratio n has ind icated ,— clearly , it is 

ho p ed ,— the m eaning o f w hat is called the phy sical 

essence o f m an. The term phy sical is really Greek 

fo r n atu ral, fo r the Greek no un phy sis m eans 

“ nature.”  A nd the term  n atu re itself co m es to Eng 

lish fro m the Latin n atu s “ bo rn,” and literally  

m eans that w hich a thin g is born ,— or com es in to  

bein g s— be an d do. Fo r this reaso n, w e o ften 

hear n atu re d efined  as essen ce con sidered as the root 

sou rce or prin ciple of operation , o r, so m ew hat p rig - 

gishly , as essen ce in  its dy n am ic aspects. But this is 

by the w ay. The p hysical o r natural essence o f a 

thing is the essence o f the thing in itself as it exists 

(o r is existible) am o ng  o ther things. N o w , the m eta

phy sical essen ce o f a thing ,— and the term m eta

phy sical m eans after o r bey on d- the phy sical, and  

suggests in  an other realm than  the phy sical,— is the 

essence o f the thing inasm uch as it is conceivable in 

the m ind . Carefully notice that the m etap hysical es

sence is the essence o f a thing ; it is no m ere v iew 

p o int o f the m ind , no r is it a lo g ical entity , like an 

id ea co nsidered nw su ch w itho ut reference to w hat 

it rep resents. The m etap hysical essence is the essence
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.. ,ρ £ aĴ KÎÆ,jD A Sm u.d l.a_s, this thing has, o r can have, 
co gnitio nal existence in the m in d that rightly kno w s 

it. The p hysical essence o f a reality is cap able o f 
exp ression in term s that p o int to actual elem ents o r 

ingred ients o r parts (if it be a bo d ily being) ; and  
thus the elem ents body and sou l w hich d o line the 

p hysical essence o f m an are actual p arts o f a m an. 
These elem ents o f a m an co nstitute him in his 
ro und ed being as a thing “ in nature,” that is, as a 
thing am o ng things. But co nsid er the reality called  
m an, no t in his natural existence o r existibility as 

a thing  am o ng  things, but as a thing  know n o r kno w 

able to the m ind . By analyzing the id ea m an ( fo r 
in this id ea is m an kn ow n  to the m ind ; by this id ea 
m an has co gnitio nal existence in the m ind ) w e find  
w hat the id ea m ean s; w e find that the id ea in ques
tio n rep resents in the m ind a reality that is at o nce 
an im al and ration al. It rep resents a reality that is 
an im al, fo r m an m eans all that an im al m eans ; m an  
m eans a bod ily substantial being that is alive and  
has sentiency . The id ea rep resents a reality that is 
ration al, fo r m an, in ad d ition to having all that 
m akes an anim al an anim al, has that w hich m akes 
a rational being rational, nam ely , understand ing and  
w ill. Therefo re, the id ea m an rep resents in the m ind  
a reality that is (and no tice that it is no t m erely  
so reg arded, o r v iew ed) bo th anim al and ratio nal. 
Therefo re, the m ind  sum s up the intellig ible essence 
o f m an as an im ality  plu s ration ality . But yo u canno t
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d istinguish anim ality and ratio nality as p arts o r ele

m ents o f Jo hn Jo nes, as yo n can d istinguish bod y  

and so ul as p arts o f that interesting ind iv idual. Jo hn 

Jo nes has anim ality and ratio nality as truly as he 

has bo d y and soul. But he has n ot these abstractly  

nam ed item s as phy sical parts, as he has bod y and  

so ul as p hysical p arts. Thus w e see that,— at least 

in bo d ily creatures w hich m o st read ily serve us fo r 

illustration,— the p hysical elem ents o f a thing , the 

item s o r p arts o r actual co nstituents o r ingred ients 

o f its being , are things that exist as su ch, and d is

tinctly , in the thing itself, ind ep end ently o f the m ind  

that kno w s the thing . But the m etap hysical elem ents 

o f a thing , the item s o f its m etap hysical essence, 

are d istinct elem ents o r analog ical “ p arts” o f the 

thing as it has co gnitio nal existence in the m ind  

that co rrectly know s it. W hen yo u d efine m an as, 

“ A  creature co m p o sed o f bo dy and so ul,”  yo u d efine 

m an ’s phy sical essen ce, and yo ur d efinitio n is a 

phy sical defin it ion . W hen yo u d efine m an as, “ A  

ratio nal anim al,” yo u d efine m an ’ s m etaphy sical es

sen ce, and yo ur d efinitio n is a m etaphy sical defin i

t ion . In giv ing the p hysical d efinitio n o f a thing , 

yo u d efine it by listing its necessary elem ents o r 

p arts; yo u tell ho w it is m ade u p. Tn giv ing the 

m etap hysical d efinitio n o f a thing , yo u d efine it by  

listing the essential no tes o f the id ea in w hich it 

is kno w n; yo u tell w hat it m ean s.

W e m ay clo se this investigation by tw o heavy
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d efinitions: (a) A  p hysical essence is an essence as 

is exists o r is existible in the o rd er o f things o ut

sid e the m ind (o r, as p hilosop hers say , in rcru .n i 

n atu ra, that is, ‘ fin o rd er o f nature” ) ; such an es

sence is the sum -to tal o f co nstituent p arts o r p er

fectio ns w hich m ake the thing the reality that it is. 

(à) A  m etap hysical essence is the essence o f a thing  

rightly conceived o r kno w n, and co nsists in the 

kno w able p o ints o f reality abo ut the thing w hich 

m ark it o ff in his o w n character, and m ark it as 

basically d istinct from  everything else; and , further, 

these kno w able p o ints co nstitute the roo t-reaso n  

fo r all· o ther p o ints that belong to the id ea o f the 

thing .

O ur im m ed iate p urp ose here is to d eterm ine the 

p hysical essence o f Go d . N o w , it is clear at the 

o utset that God is no t like the sun in the sky o r like 

a m an in the street; it is clear that God  is no t bodily . 

Therefo re, let us erad icate sternly from o ur m ind s 

the to o co m m on erro r w hich id entifies in m eaning  

the term s phy sical and bodily , o r the term s phy sical 

and m aterial. It is true that w e o ften use the p hrase 

“ the p hysical o rder”  to ind icate the realm o f bo d ily  

things. But the term phy sical strictly m eans “ natu 

ral”  o r “ p ertaining to nature,”  and a sp iritual being  

has its nature as truly as a bo d ily being . The custo m  

o f sp eaking o f “ the p hysical o rd er”  w hen w e m ean 

the bo d ily universe and all that p ertains to it, is 

easily exp lained . Fo r the m o st o bvio us n atu res are
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tho se that H e all aro und us d em anding o ur attentio n 

and o btrud ing them selves o n o ur no tice. H ence, the 

p hrase, “ the p hysical o rd er,’ '’ is really an ellip tical 

p hrase, a hand y substitute fo r the m o re cum bro us 

, exp ressio n, “ the o rder o f bo d ily phy ses o r natures.’ ’ 

W e m ay use this p hrase as w e like, but let us keep  

clear m ind s the w hile and refuse to take phy sical as 

a sy n on y m fo r bodily o r m aterial. A s a co nvenient 

check and rem ind er, w e m ay frequently recall the 

fact that the phy sical p arts o f a m an (that is, his 

essen tial p hysical p arts) are his bo dy and his so ul, 

and  the so ul is sp iritual, no t m aterial o r bo d ily . A nd  

so , w hen w e co m e to d iscuss the p hysical essence o f 

Go d , w e are no t to be no np lussed by the term  phy si

cal used in this co nnectio n, and to feel that there 

m ust be so m e m istake abo ut the w ho le business.

b) T H E  P E R F E C T I O N S  O F  G O D

The term perfec t ion (as w ell as its ad jective per

fec t } is sublim ated to its p resent use. Literally , it 

m eans so m ething thorou g hly  an d com pletely  m ade. 

O f co urse, Go d is no t m ade. Go d is, as w e have 

p ro ved , the First Cause and the N ecessary Being , 

and anything that is m ad e can be neither first no r 

necessary . Fo r it is co nsequent up o n and therefo re  

“ second to ” its m aker ; and it is contingent up on 

and “ seco nd to ” its p rod ucing cause. So w e lift the 

w o rd s perfec t and per  lec t ion abo ve their literal 

m eaning , and und erstand them to m ean the full and
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co m p lete being w hich is ham p ered by no lim itai a >ns, 

bo und aries, d raw backs, hind rances; w hich is abm - 

lutely free fro m  d ep end encies and influences: w hich  

is bo und less and infinite. A nd by a p erl eel m n o f 

Go d , w e m ean o ne o f the sp ecial p hases in w hich llie 

ind ivisible D ivine Essence is v iew ed by the hum an  

m ind .

In the next Chap ter w e shall d iscuss certain per 

fec tion s oi God , w hich, fo r lack o f a better term , 

w e call H is properties o r attribu tes. But here w e 

m ust co nsid er w hat m ay be called the fu n dam en tal 

p erfectio ns o f God , and in these w e d iscern H is 

p hysical essence. W e m ay lim it these fund am ental 

p erfectio ns to fo ur. These ind icate that God is o ne 

in H im self and o ne in H is kind , that is, that Go d is 

on e and that God is the on ly  Go d ; that Go d is w ith

o ut p arts o r d iv isio ns o r d iv isibility  ; that God is 

lim itlessly o r bo und lessly p erfect ; that Go d is a 

’ ^sp irit. In a w o rd , The.„ fund am ental p erfections o f 

' God . ..are .u y aity ., . sim plic ity t^ it lfin ity , spiritu ality . W e 

m ust sp eak briefly o f each o f these p erfectio ns :

I. T he U n ity  of G od. By the u n ity o f Go d w e 

ind icate the o ne single Essence o f Go d . By faith w e 

know  that Go d , w ho „  is. Q ne-ixiJEssence,...is. ...Three. in. 

Perso n, but this fact d oes no t to uch o ur p resent 

inquiry in any w ay. The m ystery o f the Blessed  

^Trinity canno t be hand led by p hiloso phy; hum an 

reaso n unaided by revelatio n canno t p rove o r d is-
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p ro ve it; all that can be certainly kno w n by reaso n 

is that the m ystery d o cs no t co m e into co ntrad ictio n 

and co nflict w ith ratio nally kno w n truths, there

fo re, the question o f the d rinity is strictly theo 

lo g ical, and has no p lace in (lie d iscussio ns o f 

theod icy . But faith and reaso n are at o ne in their 

unqualified assertio n that Go d is o ne Essence, o ne 

N ature, o ne Substance. 'This is w hat w e m ean by  

the u n ity  o f Go d . A nd the term u n ity  also invo lves 

in itself (in the p resent instance) the p erfectio n 

called u n ic ity o r u n iqu en ess, that is, the p erfectio n  

w hereby the on e Go d is the on ly God . It is a basic 

truth o f m etap hysics that every being is on e; inas

m uch as a thing is a thing , it is that o ne thing . But 

lim ited things can have o thers o f their kin d. N o  

being can be a p lurality o f itself; but it can ad m it 

an equality o f o ther things w ith itself. Thus So crates 

is o ne m an; there cannot be a p lurality o f So crates, 

even if a m illio n m en are called by the sam e nam e. 

This o ne m an is this o ne m an; he has unity . But he 

has no t unicity , fo r there are m any o ther m en, m any  

o ther beings o f the sam e essen tial kin d as him self. 

W ith the I'irst and N ecessary Being this is no t so . 

N o t o nly is this Being on e in itself w ith p erfect 

unity , but it is the on ly  thin g  of its kin d. It has unity  

and unicity . It is no t o nly on e; it is also u n iqu e. 

These p o ints w e are no w  to  p ro ve.

There have been p eo p le in the w o rld 's histo ry  

(and there are still so m e to d ay) w ho tho ught that

s

8
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m any go d s exist; these p eop le arc poly theists, and  

their d octrine is p o lytheism . Po lytheism is so m e

tim es a belief in, and w o rship o f, a ho st o f inv isible 

beings, go od o r bad ; this variety o f p o lytheism is 

dem on ohttry  o r dem on w orship, using the term de 

m on in its Greek sense as a kind o f angel o r a kind  

o f d ev il; thus the term  dem on olatry  d o cs no t neces

sarily m ean d ev il-w orship . So m etim es p o lytheism  

finds exp ression in the w o rship o f ancestors (this 

is relig iou s an im ism , also  an thropolatry ) . Som etim es 

it is the w o rship  o f anim als (this is sodlatry ) ; so m e

tim es, the w o rship o f the sun, m o o n, and stars 

(Sabeism ) ; so m etim es, the w o rship o f natural o r 

artificial o bjects in the bod ily w orld ( fetichism ) . 

A  sp ecial fo rm o f p o lytheism lim its the d eities to  

tw o , a sup rem e Go o d Being and an equally o r al

m o st ecjually suprem e Evil Being  ; this d o ctrine 

(called  relig iou s du alism ' ) w as p ro fessed by the an

cient M anichaeans and , so m ew hat later, by the 

Gno stics, A gainst all these, stand s o ur d o ctrine that 

Go d is on e and the on ly Go d . A gainst poly theism  

w e assert the truth o f m on otheism .

That God is o ne and the o nly God is, first o f all, 

ς  m anifest in the u n ity  and order o f the w o rld  aro und  

( us; in the harm on y  of the u n iv erse. W e find such 

I unity and harm o ny in the sm allest creature as w ell 

/  as in the w hole co m plexity o f the co sm o s. N o w , 

/  w here there is a great and  m o st co m p lex d esign, and  

\ w here this d esign exhibits, in the large and in its
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m o st m inute d etails, an am azing harm ony, balance, 

unity , it is m anifest that the d esign is no t the 

p ro d uct o f a p lurality o f beings but o f o ne. Even in 

the little w o rks o f art and o f p ractical utility (o f 

art and o f artisansbip ) that are d esigned and exe

cuted by m en, w e find o ne co ntro lling p lan; o ne ar

chitect d esigns a build ing , and tho ugh m any m ay  

co nfer abo ut the p lans, the finished p rod uct is a uni

fied decision w hich co m es fro m , o r is ad o pted by , 

o ne co ntro lling o r m aster m ind . The m o st clever 

artist canno t finish a p icture left incom p lete, in such 

a m anner as to d eceive exp erts abo ut the p o ints o r 

p arts w here the o ne artist left o ff and the o ther be

gan. A  lo ver o f D ickens w o uld instantly d etect thé 

fact that a co m pleted Edw in D roo d w as no t all the 

w o rk o f his belo ved no velist, even if he had never 

read the p art that D ickens w ro te, before taking ' up  

the co m p leted sto ry . N o w , the unity o f the w o rld , in 

its sm allest and largest asp ects, is such a unity as no  

hum an w o rk o f art o r craftsm anship co uld ever re

m o tely ap p ro ach. It is surely m anifest to the fair 

m ind  that the universe has a single A uthor. This is 

no t a co m p elling argum ent; but it is a fully leg iti

m ate argum ent, and an extrem ely strong o ne. Even 

Jo hn Stuart M ill ad m its its fo rce and value. H e is 

quo ted by Father Bo ed d er, S.J. (in N atu ral T he 

olog y  o f the fam ed Stonyhurst Series; p p . 69-70), 

and fro m  the quo tatio n w e select a sentence o r tw o  : 

“ W hen o nce the d ouble co nv ictio n has fo und entry
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into the m ind— that every event d ep end s o n ante

cedents ; and at the sam e tim e that to bring it about 

m any anteced ents m ust co ncur, p erhap s all the ante

cedents in N ature, insom uch that a slight d ifference 

in any o ne o f them m ight have p revented the p he

no m enon, o r m aterially altered its character— the 

co nv iction fo llo w s that no o ne event, certainly no  

o ne kind o f events, can be abso lutely p re-o rd ained  

o r go verned by any Being but o ne w ho ho ld s in his 

hand the reins o f all N ature and  no t o f so m e d ep art

m ent o nly . . . . The reaso n, then, w hy m o notheism  

m ay be accep ted as the rep resentative o f theism in 

the abstract, is no t so m uch because it is the theism  

o f all the m o re im p ro ved p o rtio ns o f the hum an 

race, as because it is the o nly theism  w hich can claim  

fo r itself any fo o ting o n scientific ground ” (M ill, 

T hree Essay s on  R elig ion , p p . 132ft'.).

W e have p roved , by co m pelling argum ent, that 

God is the First and the N ecessary Being . N o w , 

there cannot co nceivably be a p lurality o f such 

Beings. H o w  can a p lurality o f beings all be first?  

A nd , if they co uld , ho w  co uld they be d istinguished  

o ne from ano ther, no t in o ur m ind s but am on g  

them selv es?  Fo r a being w hich exists o f necessity  

is Self-existent Being . If tw o o r m ore such Beings 

co uld exist, ho w  co uld they be d istinct Beings, that 

is, really a p lurality and no t o ne single Essence ? 

Co uld they be d istinguished by self-existence itself? 

N o ; fo r in this they are at o ne. Co uld they be d is-
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tinguished by so m ething necessarily co nnected w ith 

self-éxistence? N o ; fo r w hat is necessarily co nnected  

w ith self-existence belongs to all self-existent things 

and is no t co nceivably a m ark o f d istinctio n am o ng  

them . Co uld they be d istinguished by so m e charac

teristic w hich d o es no t necessarily belo ng to self

existence? N o ; fo r such a characteristic w o uld be 

an accid ental thing (o r an acciden t , as p hilo so p hers 

say), and there cannot be anything accidental in a 

being w hich is no t subject to causes ; and no self- 

existent being is co nceivably subject to causes; it 

canno t be affected by accidents at all. W e are d riven 

to co nclud e that the ap p arent p lurality o f self- 

existent Beings is o nly ap p arent ; that in reality  

there can be but o ne Self-existent Being . This m ust 

be the First and  the N ecessary Being , o r God . There

fo re, Go d is on e. Therefo re, God is u n iqu e.

St. Tho m as A quinas p uts the argum ent in this 

w ay, “ If So crates w ere this m an by the sam e thing  

" that m akes him  a m an, there co uld no t be a p lurality  

o f m en any m o re than there can be a p lurality o f 

So crates. But Go d  is H is nature. That w hereby Go d  

is G od, is that w hereby Go d is this God . A nd  hence 

it is im p o ssible that there should be m o re than o ne 

Go d .”

The unity o f Go d is quite sim p ly and d irectly  

p ro ved by the fact that H e is in fin ite and by the 

fact that H e is abso lutely sim ple. W e d o no t o ffer 

these p ro o fs here fo r w e have no t yet established
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the infinity and sim p licity o f Go d . But w e shall 

p resently set fo rth these truths, and then w e shall 

hark back to  the p resent co nsid eratio n, no ticing how  

the unity o f Go d is inescap ably p roved in the p erfec

tio ns m entio ned .

\ fl· , ' . T he Sim plic ity of G od. By the term sim ple  

w e m ean in div isible. A  sim p le thing has no p arts, 

and  hence it canno t be d iv id ed into  p arts. Contrasted  

w ith a sim p le thing is a com posite o r com pou n d 

thing ; such a thing has p arts, and can be d istin

guished , and o ften p hysically d iv id ed , into its p arts. 

So m e creatures are phy sically  sim p le ; such, fo r in

stance, is the hum an so ul; such also is any substan

tial fo rm o f any substance. But creatures all ad m it 

a m etaphy sical co m p o sitio n, inasm uch as they are 

essences w hich have received  existence, they are sub

sistent things in certain resp ective o rd ers o f nature, 

and so w e say they are co m p ound ed o f essen ce an d 

ex isten ce and o f su bsisten ce an d n atu re. M o reo ver, 

all creatures are co m p o und s o f poten tiality  an d ac 

tu ality , fo r they are actualizatio ns o f w hat cou ld be, 

and they are subject to (substantial o r accid ental) 

change, and thus they are (actually ) w hat they are, 

and they are (p o tentially ) w hat they can beco m e. 

Further, there is in creatures a lo g ical co m p osition 

inasm uch as they can be classified by the m ind in 

gro up s, classes, kind s, m arked  by generic and  sp ecific 

d ifferences ; in this sense the essence m an is seen by  
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the m ind to be "co m po sed ” o r "co m p o und ed ” o f 

the genus an im al and the sp ecific d ifference ration al. 

N o w , w hen w e say that Go d is sim ple w e m ean that 

there is in Go d no com posit ion , no co m po unding , no  

p utting to gether o f elem ents o r p arts ; and w e assert 

that from Go d all co m po sitio n is excluded , p hysical, 

m etaphysical, lo g ical. A lthough, as w e shall see, the 

m ind d o es m ake d istinctio ns in Go d , and w e sp eak 

o f d ifferent and d istinct attributes and p erfectio ns 

o f Go d ; and , altho ugh the m ind has so m e ground  

and justification fo r such d istinctio n, the m ind , 

nevertheless, d o es no t co nsider Go d in any sense as 

a com posite o f all these p erfectio ns, but alw ays re

m ind s itself o f the fact that in Go d all p erfectio ns 

are id entified in the abso lutely sim p le unity o f the 

o ne and ind iv isible D iv ine Essence.

Go d is the First and the N ecessary Being. N o w , 

such a Being canno t co nceivably be com p o unded o r 

co m p o sed . The First Being canno t be a co m p osite 

being , fo r any co m p o und ing requires a cau se that  

is prior to the bein g com pou n ded, that is, a cause 

w hich brings the elem ents into  union. A nd  the N eces

sary Being canno t be a co m p o site being , fo r a co m 

p o site being is con tin g en t up o n the union o f its p arts 

o r elem ents ; and  co ntingency  is the flat co ntrad ictory  

o f necessity . So m uch fo r a general p roo f. W e m ay  

p ro fitably say a brief w o rd to show  that the various 

typ es o f co m p o sitio n are necessarily exclud ed from  

Go d .
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In Go d there is no p hysical co m po sitio n. Fo r 

p hysical com p o sitio n m eans the p utting to gether o f 

literal p arts, that is to say , o f p arts o f w hich so m e 

at least are bo d ily p arts, and the w hole co m po site 

resulting is a bo dy . But Go d is no t bo d ily . Fo r a 

bo dy is alw ays a thing that is subject to m o vem ent 

by som ething no t itself, w hereas, as w e have d is

tinctly p roved , God is the First M over H im self Un

m o ved .

,χ ζ&) In God  there is no  m etap hysical com p osition. 

Go d is the First and N ecessary Being , and is there

fo re self-existent, that is, H e exists by H is essence ; 

existence and essence in such a Being m ust be ab

so lutely id entified . Further, Go d is Pure A ctuality, 

fo r the First Being o w es no thing to causes and can

no t be affected by causes, that is, canno t becom e o r 

be actu aliz ed  ; in a w o rd , such a Being has no  p o ten

tiality in Itself, but is p urely A ctuality . H ence, Go d  

is no t a co m p o und o f essence and existence, o f ac

tuality and p o tentiality . In a w ord God is no t m eta

p hysically co m p ounded .

In God there is no lo g ical co m p o sitio n. Fo r 

w e have seen that Go d is o ne Go d and  the on ly  Go d , 

and  this by a requirem ent o f H is Being and  Essence. 

H e is no t, therefo re, classified by the m ind as a 

certain kin d o r a certain g en u s o f reality , m arked  o ff 

by sp ecial d ifference from  o ther realities o f the sam e 

general kind . Fo r the D iv ine Essence is the on ly  

thin g of its kin d; it is abso lutely u n iqu e, and so is
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no t subject to a literal classification by the m ind . In 

Go d , therefo re, there is no lo g ical co m po sitio n.

Go d is thus seen by reaso n as a Being that is 

necessarily sim p le w ith co m plete and abso lute (i. e., 

unqualified , unco nd itio nal) sim p licity . But ho w  d o es 

it hap p en, then, that w e sp eak o f Go d ’s p erfectio ns 

as d istinct realities? W e sp eak o f God ’s unity , Ilis 

sim p licity , Elis infinity , Ilis sp irituality . Presently  

w e shall sp eak o f H is p o w er, Ilis im m ensity, H is 

ubiquity , H is kno w ledge, H is w ill. In a w o rd , w e 

" m a^ ëP ’distin ction s in Go d, and w e ask ho w  w e m ay  

d o so if Go d is w holly o ne and sim p le in H im self. 

The answ er lies in the fact that the lim ited hum an 

m ind  canno t d eal w ith the unlim ited D iv ine Essence 

excep t by taking asp ects and v iew s suited to its o w n 

lim ited nature. The m ind can o btain kno w led ge o f 

Go d , granted  that this kno w led ge is never ad equate ; 

and it m ust d o this in its o w n w ay accord ing to the 

o ld axio m , qu idqu id accipitu r ad m odu m  accipien tis 

accipitu r, “ W hatever is taken in, is accep ted acco rd 

ing to  the cap acities o f the receiver.”  W ell, then, are 

the d istinctio ns w e m ake in Go d pu rely  ration al o r 

pu rely  log ical d istinctio ns? That is, are they d istinc

tio ns w hich have no fo und atio n o utsid e the m ind , 

but are invented , so to sp eak, by the m ind itself to  

enable it to d eal in so m e fashio n w ith the o bject 

co nsid ered ? N o ; the d istinctions w e m ake in Go d  

are ind eed  ration al o r log ical; they are no t real d is

tinctio ns, that is, they are no t d istinctions o n the
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p art o f the d iv ine R eality  co nsid ered ; w e have just 

seen that there are no real d istinctions in Go d (ex

cep t, o f co urse, that o ne real d istinction of R ersoas, 

w ith w hich theod icy has no concern). But the m ind  

has so m e basis in reality fo r its d istinctions in Go d . 

Fo r, granted that all the p erfections o f God are o ne 

w ith H is und ivid ed Essence in the m o st p erfect 

id entity, the hum an m ind w hich ap p rehend s these 

p erfectio ns and  this Essence has its d irect and  p ro p er 

exp erience w ith lim ited things w hich, in p o int o f 

p o w er, know led ge, w ill, and so o n, p resent really  

d istinct asp ects to its v iew . In a creature, p o w er is 

really d istinct from  kno w led ge, m ercy is really d is

tinct from  justice; unity is really d istinct from w ill. 

A nd , w hile the p erfectio ns o f creatures are referred  

to Go d, p artly in a figurative o r analog ical w ay, and  

p artly in a fo rm al but transcendent w ay, it is these 

p erfections o f creatures that give the m ind its basis 

fo r m aking d istinctio ns in Go d . Therefo re, the m ind  

has no t a literal and p erfect fo und ation fo r such 

d istinctio ns, no r is it w ithout found ation alto gether ; 

it is said to have an im perfec t fou n dation in reality  

fo r the d istinctio ns it d raw s in the o ne ind iv isible 

God .

From  .the ; sim p licity o f Go d [ it fo llo w s, that. Go d is 

p er fectly’ co m p letein  .H im selL. ,H  e

is no t conceivably the part of som ethin g else. Fo r 

Go d , the First Cause o f all things canno t be id en-

1
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lifted w ith the effec ts w hich H e p ro duces; the effi

cient cause is alw ays essentially d istinct from its 

effect, and Go d is the Efficient Cause o f all p o sitive 

reality . Further, if God w ere to enter into com p o si

tio n w ith any creature as its part , H e w o uld have to  

d o this as its m atter o r its form . But God is no t 

m atter, fo r m atter is p o tential and Go d is Pure 

A ctuality /  N o r can Go d be the fo rm o f anything , 

fo r such a fo rm is shared o r p articipated unto the 

in-fo rm ed and co m p leted reality o f w hich it is a 

p art, and as such, that is, as a part, it is subsequent 

to w hat it is in its o w n d istinct essence. But Go d is 

no t subsequent to anything  ; H e is abso lutely and  

p erfectly the First Being . Further, the fo rm o f any 

thing , co m ing into union w ith m atter to co nstitute 

the thing , actualizes its o w n p o tentiality ; but Go d is 

in no sense p o tential, but is Pure A ctuality . H ence 

Go d canno t be p art o f anything else. H e canno t be 

the “ so ul o f the w o rld ” as the Sto ics tho ught; H e 

canno t be sp read o ut o r m anifested  “ in p arts”  as the 

p antheists think ; H e canno t be id entified w ith the 

creatural w o rld as a w hole (fo r the w o rld is no t 

sim ple) no r as its part.

The sim p licity o f Go d is a cogent p roo f o f H is 

unity .. Fo r that w hich is sim p le is m anifestly o ne in 

itself. A nd if the sim p le being is also the First and  

the N ecessary . Being, it fo llo w s that it canno t be. a 

p lurality , but is on e and t in iqu e.
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j. T he In fin ity  of G od. The term  in fin ity , w ith its 

ad jective in fin ite, co m es fro m the Latin in , a nega

tive p article, and fin is “ end ,” “ bo und ary ,” “ lim it.”  

Thus the literal m eaning o f in fin ity is “ bound lcss- 

nessT” ’ fruhlim itcdncss.” W hen w e say that Co d is 

infinite, w e m ean that there is, and can be, no lim it 

o r bo und ary to H is being o r H is p erfections. A nd , 

since Go d is sim p le, H is infinite p erfections are no t 

p arts o r elem ents o f Elis D iv ine Essence, o r qualities 

w hich that Essence enjoys, but they are id entified , 

in m easureless d egree, w ith the D iv ine Essence Itself.

The First and N ecessary Being m u st be infinite. 

Fo r lim itatio n alw ays invo lves a cause o f lim itatio n, 

and there is no cause that can exercise causal lim it

ing action up o n that w hich is abso lutely first and  

therefore p rior to every cause o f every kind . O ne 

m ight be tem p ted to say , “ A  lim itation m eans a lack, 

and a lack d oes no t require a truly efficient cause, 

but is a d eficiency.”  But such a lim itatio n as w e here 

consid er is no t a m ere lack, but a p o sitive im p ositio n 

o f bo und aries. A nd such a lim itatio n certainly d o es 

require a true efficient cause.

ConsidêFYhF p o ifif from this angle : W hen any 

thing is g iv en , it is given in a certain m easure, fo r 

that w hich is cap able o f transference by gift is no t 

infinite o r, at least, canno t be infinitely im p arted . If 

a m an gives his boy ten d o llars he gives so m u ch; 

but he also , quite as d efinitely , gives n o m ore. W hat 

is given is necessarily finite. But the truth goes
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farther than this. W hat is n ot given,— and  w e m ean, 

o f co urse, actu ality  w inch is no t given,— is necessarily  

infinite. Fo r p erfectio n (i. e., actuality  ) w hich is un- 

r_eceivgd , ungiven, has abo ut it no thing that co uld  

lim it it. A n unm ixed p erfection co ntains in itself no  

requirem ent fo r lim itatio n, and ind eed no  p o ssibility  

o f being , lim ited excep t und er the actio n o f lim iting  

external causes. N o w , the p erfectio n o f Go d is un

given and  unreceived ; it is p erfectio n in the highest, 

p urest, unm ixed sense; it is p erfectio n no t subject 

to causal actio n since it is id entified in the sim ple 

and first A ctuality w ith the D ivine Essence o f that 

A ctuality . N o thing co nceivable, then, co uld lim it it; 

it"ïffffêt, o f necessity , be infinite.

There is ever a tendency o n the p art o f p ro ud and  

im p atient m inds to d ism iss as im p ossible w hat is 

fo und to be unim aginable. The im aginatio n cannot 

ad equately p icture infinity , and hence there is a 

tem p tation in certain m ind s to say that infinity is 

either im p o ssible o r unknow able. But, it m ay justly  

be reto rted , the m ind can und erstand infinity , can 

kno w  w hat it m ean s, even tho ugh the im agination is 

p o w erless to p icture it ad equately . The im agination 

canno t p icture the o bject o f an y id ea ad equately , 

even the o bject o f the m o st finite o r least universal 

o f id eas. But this d oes no t hind er the m ind from  

kno w ing that o bject. The im aginatio n is ever a great 

help to the m ind , o ffering its im ages in illustratio n 

and analo gy w ’hen they are no t available as m o re

1
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d irect exp ressio ns o f the m eaning o f the m ind ’s id eas 

and thoughts ; and ind eed the m ind arises to its 

co ncep ts from the im ages o f the im aginatio n w hich 

reflect the find ings o f the o ther senses. The im agina

tio n is tireless in its p resentation o f im ages; it fur

nishes end less illustratio ns. A nd , as a m an, stud ying  

the co p ious p rinted p ictures w hich accom p any a sci

entific treatise, m ay learn fro m them som ething o f 

the nature and trend  o f the treatise itself, though he 

be unable to understand its term s, so m ay the m ind  

(even m o re surely and p ow erfully ) co m e to the 

kno w led ge o f the realities w hich im agination m o st 

im p erfectly suggests. Fo r the rest, if im aginatio n 

canno t ad equately p icture infinity , neither can it ad e

quately p icture an actuality w hich is first and  yet n ot  

infinite. The m ind inev itably reaches o ut and infers 

infinity ; it affirm s infinity ; and this is true o f the 

m ind  o f the d oubter and the atheist as surely as it is 

true o f the m ind that stands. Jq  Tact-and to . 

faith. To  the o ne, infinity is d o ubtful, but the reg ion 

o f the d ubious stretches aw ay end lessly unto  the very  

infinity that is d oubted ; to the seco nd , infinity is 

d enied , but an infinite no thingness rem ains. Those 

that com p lain o f the lim itations o f the im agination, 

and  base their d oubts o r d enials o f infinity up o n that 

lim itatio n, are m o st unreasonably try ing to m ake 

the im aginatio n so m ething o ther than it is; they are 

try ing to m ake it in all resp ects the equal o f the 

m ind o r intellect itself, w hereas it is, by its nature,
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o n a lo w er p lane, and is m eant as a m eans by w hich 

a m an m o unts up w ard to the reg ion o f intellectual 

kno w led ge. N o m an co m p lains that his eyes canno t 

take in all the w o rld at o ne glance, no r d ocs he d e

clare w o rld -travel im p ossible because he d o es no t 

clearly see at the o utset all p o ssible p aths that his 

eager feet m ay fo llo w . In his o w n w ay, m an cer

tainly can kno w , and indeed m ust kno w , w hat in

finity m eans; m an can kno w , and inevitably d o es 

kno w , that the abso lutely first actuality m ust be in

finite. H um an know led ge o f infinity , like hum an 

kno w led ge o f anything , is necessarily finite and no t 

fully co m p rehensive; but it m ay be true know led ge 

as far as it go es. Therefo re, it is a fo o lish and futile 

objec t ion  to in fin ity  that finds it inad m issible o n the 

gro und s o f lim itatio ns in a necessarily lim ited hu

m an faculty .

The infinity o f the First and N ecessary Being is 

a co m p elling p ro o f o f the unity o f that Being . Per

hap s the m o st fo rceful w ay o f setting o ut that p ro o f 

is that called the dem on stratio per absu rdu m w hich 

is the ind irect but inescap able ev id ence o f the truth  

by reaso n o f the im p o ssible character o f its co ntra

d icto ry . Let us sup p o se then that there can be a 

p lurality o f infinite beings, at least tw o . W e shall 

call these A and B. Both are infinite. H o w , then, 

w ill yo u d istinguish o ne fro m  the o ther? The m inute 

yo u d raw  a line o f d istinctio n o r o f d em arcation 1 be

tw een them , yo u p ut a lim it o n bo th, and neither is
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infinite. H ere yo u have the absurd ity (w hich yo u  

canno t escap e if infinity is p luralized ) o f tw o beings 

w hich are infinite and no t infinite at o ne and the 

sam e tim e! Loo k at the sam e thing in a slightly d il- 

ferent w ay  : The infinity called A  has its o w n p erfec

tions in m easureless d egree, id entified w ith its es

sence. It is infinite, rem em ber, and therefore no  

co nceivable p erfection is absent from it. N o w , the 

infinity  called  B also  has its o w n p erfections in m eas

ureless d egree, identified w ith its essence. B is in

finite, and no co nceivable p erfectio n is absent fro m  

it. But if A ’ s p erfectio n is its very o w n, it is absent 

from  B, and  B is n ot infinite. So  to o , B’ s p erfectio n 

belongs to B (no t to A ) and therefore A is no t 

infinite. A gain w e com e to  the absurd  and  im p o ssible 

conclusio n that A  and B are both infinite and no t 

infinite. M anifestly, this cannot be. W e can o nly  

co nclud e that a p lurality o f infinities is im p o ssible. 

The infinite Being is necessarily on e and  on ly ; It has 

unity and  unicity .

Further, the infinity o f God is abso lute p roo f o f 

the sim p licity o f Go d . Fo r no sep arate and d istinct 

p erfection can be infinite in its o w n sp here, since a 

p lurality o f infinite p erfectio ns is a p lurality o f in

finities, w hich w e have just sho w n to be im p o ssible. 

God ’s p erfections are therefore id entified ; they are 

o ne. But God cannot be o ne in Being w ith o ne in

finite p erfectio n d istinct. fro m . H is Being , fo r here 

again w o uld be a p lurality o f infinities. Therefo re,

ί ί
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Go d , in  Bein g (essence, existence, nature, substance) 

and in perfec tion s m ust be abso lutely o ne and in

d iv isible, and all p erfectio ns m ust be o ne id entical 

thing w ith the D iv ine Essence Itself. In a w o rd , Go d  

m ust be abso lutely sim p le.

Thus w e see ho w  the fundam ental p erfectio ns o f 

Go d (called d istinct p erfections to suit o ur m o de o f 

und erstand ing and o f study , and d istinct, in conse

quence, by a ratio nal o r lo g ical d istinctio n, granted  

such d istinctio n has a basis in reality ) are p roo f o ne 

o f the o ther. H ere again, w e see suggested the truth 

that any serio us co nsideratio n o f the hum an m ind  

leads to and ind icates Go d , if carried far eno ugh. 

Take up w hat subject yo u w ill in the w ide circle o f 

hum an exp erience and yo u take up a p o int o n a 

d efinite rad ius that inev itably lead s d irect to the In

finite Centre o f all.

4 . T he Spiritu ality  of G od. That God is a Sp irit 

is alread y p ro ved in the fo rego ing argum ents. Fo r 

Go d  is sim p le, and  no  bo d ily actuality is sim ple. Go d  

is o ne and unique, and  no bo d ily being is necessarily  

so . Go d is infinite, and a bo d ily being is, by d efini

tio n, m ensurable (at least in tern ally , as p hilo so p hers 

p ut it) and is so lim ited . Therefore, God is no t 

bo d ily . But, yo u m ay say , granted that 1 le is no t 

bo d ily , it need no t fo llo w  that H e is a Sp irit. There 

are creatures (like any m inor substantial fo rm ; say , 

fo r exam p le, a p lant-so ul) that are sim p le but no t
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sp iritual. True, but such sim p le creatures are no t 

χ also unique and infinite ; they are ever d ep end ent fo r 
^existence and o p eratio n up o n o ther and , ind eed .

bod ily things. But Go d is Pure A ctuality , co m p letely  
p elf-sufficing , co m p letely self-existent, entirely neces- 

ysary . Such a Being has no d ep end encies, but m ust 
/  exist in a sup ersubstantial w ay in Its o w n right. 

/  A nd a being that exists in its o w n right is either a 
( bo dy o r a sp irit. But, as w e have seen, Go d is no t

Xa bod y . Go d , therefore, is a Sp irit.

c ) T H E  P H Y S I C A L  E S S E N C E  O F  G O D

The p hysical essence o f any actuality is, as w e 
have seen, the sum -to tal o f the p erfections that co n
stitute it. N o w , the sum -to tal o f the p erfectio ns that, 
so to  sp eak, co nstitute Go d in H is o w n p ro p er Being  
ind ep endently o f the v iew  o f the m ind , are the p er

fectio ns w e have just co nsid ered : u n ity , u n iqu en ess, 
sim plic ity , in fin ity , spiritu ality . These p erfectio ns, in 

bound less and  essential id entity , constitute the p hysi
cal essence o f Go d | W e m ay p ut them all briefly in 
the little fo rm ula w e o nce learned fTom To ur cate
chism , and d eclare that, <fGo d is a Sp irit infinitely  
p erfect” frhis is a p hysical d efinition o f God  ; it ex

p resses Go d Js-p hÿsicârêsTenœ 7TH àt God is a Sp irit, 
w e have am p ly p fo W ctd A nd the “  p hrase''” 'rrinfim tely  
p erfect” necessarily includ es bo und less sim p licity  
and unity ; fo r the p hrase 'm eans in fin ite and all

perfec t.
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S U M M A R Y  O F  T H E  A R T I C L E

In this A rticle w e have learned  the m eaning o f the 

term s essen ce; phy sical essen ce; m etaphy sical es

sen ce. W e have fo und that the p hysical essence o f a 

thing is the sum  o f elem ents o r p erfectio ns that con

stitute it in its p ro p er being, ind ep end ently o f the 

v iew o f the m ind that know s it. W e have d efined  

m etaphysical essence as that item o r elem ent in the 

reality under exam inatio n (rad ically p resent to the 

reality  but no t necessarily  a fo rm al p art in the reality ) 

w hich evo kes in the m ind w hich kno w s the reality a 

^true and p enetrating know led ge o f it, and w hich 

serves the m ind as the basis o f all that is es

sentially referable to the kno w n reality . W e have 

^d iscussed the fund am ental o bjective p erfectio ns o f 

the First and N ecessary Being , that is, o f Go d , and  

w e have fo und these to be u n ity (w ith u n iqu en ess  

o r u n ic ity ) , sim plic ity , in fin ity , spiritu ality . W e have 

sum m ed up these p erfections in a p hysical d efinition 

o f Go d , that is, in a d efinitio n w hich exp resses the 

p hysical essence o f Go d . Such a d efinition m ay be 

fo rm ulated as, “ Go d is the o ne, sim p le, infinite, 

Sp irit,”  o r, “ Go d is a Sp irit, infinitely p erfect.”

A r t ic l e  2. Th e  M e t a p h y s ic a l  

Es s e n c e  o f  g o d

a) Theories on the Point b) The True Metaphysical 

Essence of God

V  - ■ · \
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P ' a ) T H E O R I E S  O N  T H E  P O I N T

L j W e have m entio ned  m o re than o nce that the m cta-

f i p hysical essence o f any reality is the fundam ental

i! j  and o bjective m ean in g w hich the thing has to

Ir i the m ind  w hich kno w s it. Such an essence is no t

J, ï a m en tal v iew p o int; o n the co ntrary it is objec t iv e

I , and real. It is that, reality in an essence w hich is the

m  J first and  fo rem o st p o int by w hich, the m ind recog-

S i nizes the essence; and w hich is the roo t o f all that

S m ust be p red icted o f that essence. W e keep this d e-

! scrip tion o f m etap hysical essence clearly in m ind in

S I the study w e are no w  to undertake. W e ask, “ W hat

I I p o int o r no te in the id ea o f God  rep resents H im (as

I A ctu ality , no t m erely as id ea o r co ncept) m o st fun

d am entally?” W e know  that God is o ne, is sim p le, 

j is infinite, is sp iritual ; w e kno w  that H e exists neces

sarily and o f H im self; w e kno w  that all these p er- 

1 fectio ns are actually o ne w ith the D iv ine Essence,

i j But w e kno w  to o that o ne o f these p erfections m ust

be, in o ur m ind , regard ed as the rad ical p rincip le o f 

all the o thers ; so m e p erfectio n that really belongs to  

i ’ I Go d and is id entified w ith H is Being is first in its

· ) I ap p eal to the m ind w hich seeks the m o st thorough

ί  and p enetrating kno w led ge o f Go d , and this p erfec

tio n is, so to sp eak, the p o int fro m w hich all the 

li| o ther p erfections (conceived as d istinct) rad iate o ut

iji| and fo rm the rounded rep resentation o f w hat God

jj I actually is. W hich o f the p erfections is it? In w hich

i) i p erfection consists the m etaphy sical essen ce of G od?
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Rem em ber ano ther p o int. God is sim p le. W e d o  

no t m ake d ivisio ns in Go d , d esp ite the fact that w e 

d iscuss an o bjective and real D iv ine Perfectio n w hich 

is basic to an understand ing o f Go d , and is the roo t 

o f all the o ther und erstand able p erfectio ns w hich 

m ust be attributed to Go d . ll' c do m ake distin ction  

betw een and am o ng the D iv ine Perfectio ns; w e do  

n ot m ake div ision , fo r Go d is ind iv isible. O ur d is

tinctio n, to rep eat, is a lo g ical d istinction, a m ental 

d istinctio n, a ratio nal d istinctio n; it is a d istinction 

o f id eas and no t o f the ind ivisible Thing w hich the 

id eas co m e to gether to rep resent. But it is no t a 

pu rely  m ental d istinctio n, since the m ind  has grounds 

fo r it in reality o utsid e the m ind . A ll this w e have 

learned  ; w e m ust rem em ber alw ays, and esp ecially  

in the p resent stud y , that w e have learned it.

The m o st no table theo ries w hich have been p ro 

p o sed as the exp ressio n o f the m etap hysical essence 

o f Go d  are the fo llo w ing  :

T he N  om in alists (w ho  d eny o bjective o r trans

subjective value to all id eas and red uce them to  

m ental n am es hand ily invented by m an to ind icate 

unkno w able essences) say that God ’s m etap hysical 

essence is neither m o re no r less than the co llectio n 

o f all the p erfectio ns (so called , so nam ed) w hich 

w e attribute to Go d . O f co urse, the N o m inalists d o  

no t m ean w hat w e m ean w hen w e say that such a
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sum -to tal o f p erfectio ns co nstitutes the p hysical es

sence o f Go d , no t the m etap hysical essence. '1 hey . 

by their p rincip les, can allo w  no real value to id ea:? 

beyo nd nam es, and hence they are lo g ical enough in 

saying that the co llectio n o f nam es (i. e., m enial 

nam es) w hich are ap p lied to  Go d is all that is kno w 

able abo ut Go d , and that it is futile to p ick and  

choo se am o ng nam es,— no ne o f w hich has any true 

trans-subjective value,— to find o ne that is a rad ical 

so urce o f all the o thers.

T he Scotists (fo llo w ers o f the great D uns 

Sco tus— d ied 1308— o ne o f the m o st brilliant o f 

Scho lastic p hilo sop hers, and the p rid e o f the Fran

ciscan O rder as St. Tho m as A quinas is o f the D o 

m inican O rder) ho ld that the m etap hysical essence 

o f Go d is w hat m ay be called root- in fin ity  o r radical 

in fin ity ; irp o ther w o rd s, thejjietap hysical essence o f 

Go d (w hich the m ind ^grasp s^as the basic no te in 

“ the id ea"* o f Go d) is Go d ’ s

Being requ ires all p erfections in infinite d egree.

3. Som e T hom ists (fo llow ers o f St. Thom as 

A quinas— 1225-1274) m ake the fact o f God ’ s u n 

derstan din g H is m etap hysical essence ; in o ther 

w o rd s, they say that the ro o t-grasp o f Go d is a 

grasp o f the all-beholdin g , o f the all- com prehen din g  

Go d . Som e o f these Thom ists assert that this d o es 

no t m ean Go d ’ s actu al understand ing o f all things
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kno w able, but Elis radical o r fund am ental under

stand ing . |[n a w o rd , they say that the rnind need  

no t ad vert reïïëxly to the actual infinite extent o f 

Go d ’s;exisfing lkno w led gc, but find s its id ea o f Go d  

first and fo rem o st in I lis infinite und erstand ing con

sid ered  as such and  no t necessarily in exercise. ( fihcr>  

d eclare that the actu al understand ing o f Go d is H is 

xqetap hysical essence, ί

4 . O ther T hom ists d eclare that Go d ’ s m etap hysi

cal essence is d iscerned in the fact that lie exists 

necessarily of H im self. The p hrase “ o f H im self”  

is, in Latin, a se, and the d o ctrine here m entio ned  is 

expressed in the co ined term aseity , w hich m ight be 

literally , if aw kw ard ly , translated into “ o f H im - 

selfness.” In a w o rd , the fact that Go d exists o f 

H im self, w itho ut cause, necessarily , ind ep end ently , 

self-sufficiently , is the fact that the m ind lays H o ld  

o f in getting a ro o t-grasp o f w hat the term  "God  

m eans.

5. M ost T hom ists (and these insist that their 

d o ctrine is that o f St. Tho m as him self) d eclare that 

the m etaphysical essence o f God consists in the fact 

that H e is Su bsisten t Bein g  Itself. A  being is sub

sistent w hen it is co m p lete and substantial and ex

isting and auto no m o us. A ll finite substances w hich 

subsist d o  so in v irtue o f their co nstituting and sup 

p o rting  causes. But Go d has no  such causes. H e sub-
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sists H im self, causelessly , necessarily  ; and since H e 

d o es no t hav e subsistence, but H is subsistence (like 

every p erfection p red icable o f H im ) is o ne w ith H is 

essence, H e is Subsistent Being Itself, Ipsu m Esse  

Su bsisten s. In this, it is claim ed , co nsists the roo t

p o int o f realiz ing w hat Go d really is.

O m itting the N o m inalist theory (fo r it is inad 

m issible o n ep istem olo g ical grounds) w e m ay sum  

up the o ther d octrines thus : Go d ’s m etap hysical es

sence is fo und  in o ne o f these fo ur p erfectio ns : rad i

cal infinity , rad ical o r actual co m p rehension o f all 

kno w ables, aseity , self-subsistence.

b ) T H E  T R U E  M E T A P H Y S I C A L  E S S E N C E  O F  G O D

I. It seem s that radical in fin ity  is inep tly  p ro p osed  

as the m etaphysical essence o f Go d . Fo r to o ur 

m ind s in fin ity first suggests the w ay  in w hich Go d  

exists rather than Go d H im self. O f course, w e 

realize up on reflectio n that God ’s infinity is abso 

lutely identified w ith H im self. But the p resent quest 

is fo r that no te in the id ea o f Go d w hich, first and  

fo rem ost, p uts the D ivine Essence befo re the v iew  

o f o ur understand ing in so far as this m ay be d o ne 

at all. A nd , w e rep eat, to say that a thing is in fin ite 

seem s to  be saying so m ething abo ut a thing alread y  

there, alread y g rasped. Such a no te o r p red ication o f 

the m ind is m ad e in the seco nd  p lace after the grasp  

o f the essence is m ad e in the first p lace. Fo r w e 

co nceive o f a thing as ex ist in g (o r, m o re accurately
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in the p resent case, as su bsist in g , that is, existing as 

a co m p lete, auto no m o us, substance) before w e co n

ceive it as ex istin g in in fin ity ; w e co nceive it to be 

befo re w e co nceive it to be in fin ite. Fo r tin’ s reaso n 

w e d o no t favo r the v iew  o f tho se w ho d eclare that 

Go d ’s m etap hysical essence is d iscerned in 11 is rad i

cal infinity .

2 . Fo r the sam e reaso n w e find unaccep table the 

d o ctrine that Go d ’s m etap hysical essence is fo und in 

H is infinite understand ing o r bo und less co m p rehen

sio n o f all kno w ables. If this m eans the actu al com 

p rehensio n o f all things by  A lm ighty  Go d , it suggests 

an operation o f the D iv ine Essence ; and , o f co urse, 

an o p eratio n p resup p o ses an o p erator; the id ea o f 

an o p eratio n is no t the first o r fund am ental no te, 

but the seco ndary no te, in o ur kno w ledge o f an 

existing and o p erating being . A nd if the d octrine 

m eans the radical co m p rehensio n o r understand ing  

o f Go d (that is, the understand ing co nsid ered , no t 

as an  operation ex erc ised, but in itself, so to sp eak, 

as a capacity ' ) then it suggests a pow er o r a facu lty , 

w hich, to o ur w ay o f und erstand ing , p resup po ses 

the existence o f o ne that has the p o w er o r faculty . 

A gain, the id ea o f Go d as the all-co m p rehend ing  

(w hether as actu ally  o r radically  co m p rehend ing) is 

no t the first and fundam ental no te in o ur kno w led ge 

o f Go d , but is seco ndary to , and co nsequent up o n, 

o ur kno w led ge o f Go d as subsisting .
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3. Is Go d ’ s m etap hysical essence d iscerned in the 

fact that H e is En s a se, that is, a Being w ho is of 

H im self  ?  In o ther w o rd s, is Go d ’ s m etaphysical es

sence fo und in H is aseity ?  W ell, to give an un

qualified “ Yes”  as the answ er, m ight be m islead ing . 

Fo r the im p licatio n o f the p hrase “ o f H im self ’ is 

“ n ot o f ano ther.”  That is, to d eclare that Go d exists 

o r subsists o f H im self stresses the truth that H e is 

no t d ep endent up on any cause, but is self-sufficient 

and self-exp lanato ry because H e is N ecessary Being. 

But the im p lication that Go d is no t en s ab alio (that 

is, a being d ep endent o n its causes) is no t p ertinent 

to  the first and basic grasp o f the D iv ine Essence by  

o ur m ind s. That Go d is is grasped first, and then 

com es the realization that H e is ind ep end ently o f 

causes. To  p ut the p o int in ano ther w ay: if yo u say  

the fact that Go d exists o f H im self is the first and  

basic fact o ur m ind s grasp in kno w ing Go d , it m ay  

be asked , “ W hy d o es the m ind so grasp H im ?” In 

o ther w o rd s, a question is p o ssible w hich d elves be

lo w , o r back o f, w hat yo u p ro p ose as the first and  

deepest no te in the kno w led ge w e have o f Go d . The 

answ er to the question seem s to d isclo se bed -ro ck. 

Fo r the answ er is, “ W e kno w  Go d is En s a se, w e 

kno w H e exists o f H im self, becau se H e is Self

su bsisten t Bein g  Itself.
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the d o ctrine w hich rep o ses this essence in the fact 

that G od is Self- su bsisten t Bein g Itself. If it be 

said by the d efenders o f the aseity -do ctrine, ‘ 'W ell, 

that's w hat o ur d o ctrine m eans ; w e assert radical 

aseity ,”  w e can o nly rep ly w ith m uch hap p iness thcit 

then w e are in p erfect agreem ent w ith them . The 

fact o f Go d ’s self- su bsisten ce, therefore, o r, if yo u  

p refer, the fact o f Go d ’s radical aseity . is the First 

and  the fund am ental no te in o ur m ind ’s grasp  o f the 

D iv ine Essence. It is the m etap hysical essence o f 

Go d . A nd Go d H im self gave to M o ses H is true 

and m ost p enetratingly exp ressive nam e w hen H e 

said , “ I am  W ho am . . . thus shalt tho u say to the 

child ren o f Israel: H e W ho is hath sent m e to yo u ”  

{Ex odu s H i, 14 ) .

By w ay o f p o sitive argum ent fo r the d octrine 

here p rop o sed as true, w e m ay co nsid er the fo llo w 

ing p o ints :

The m etap hysical essence o f anything is that real

ity in the thing w hich, first and fo rem ost, m akes 

it und erstand able to the m ind , and exp lains to the 

m ind the p ro p erties that m ust be attributed to it. 

N o w , the fact that Go d is Subsistent Being Itself 

{ Ipsu m Esse Su bsisten s) is that reality in Go d  

w hich m akes Go d und erstand able and explains the 

p ro p erties o r p erfectio ns that m ust be attributed to  

Go d . Fo r the actu ality o f Go d , the fact that Go d is 

H im self there, is o ur answ er to the m o st p enetrat-
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ing questio ns abo ut H im , such as w hy H e is the 

First Cause, w hy H e is the N ecessary Being , w hy  

H e is infinitely p erfect, w hy H e is sim p le o r un- 

co m p o und ed , w hy hie is necessarily o ne. A nd the 

im p lications o f that bo und less and ind ep end ent actu 

ality  o f Go d are bro ught o ut by the questio ns, and  

thus that actu ality exp lains the D iv ine Perfectio ns. 

But this actuality o f Go d is neither m o re no r less 

than H is su bsisten ce and H is self- su bsisten ce. 

Therefo re, the m etap hysical essence o f God co nsists 

in H is self-subsistence, that is, in the fact that H e 

is Self- su bsisten t  Bein g  Itself.

Go d is Pure A ctuality . The p hrase P u re A ctu al

ity o r A ctu s P u ru s is reco gnized am o ng p hilos

o p hers as the true m etap hysical d efinition o f Go d . 

N o w , a true m etap hysical d efinition exp resses the 

true m etaphysical essence o f the thing d efined . But 

P itre A ctu ality m eans Self- su bsisten ce. A thing is 

actual w hen it ex ists; it is pu rely  actual w hen it has 

no p o tentialities o r d ep end encies abo ut it, but is 

self-ex isten t  ; and its self-existence m ust be m o re 

than the existence o f so m e accid ental thing , it m ust 

be the existence o f that w hich is a substance in the 

co m p letest and m o st p erfect sense ; in o ther w o rd s, 

this self-existence m ust be self- su bsisten ce. H ence, 

Go d ’s m etap hysical essence co nsists in the fact that 

H e is Self- su bsisten t Bein g Itself. The co ncep t o f 

P u re A ctu ality is the co ncep t o f Self- su bsisten t 

A ctu ality , and the latter p hrase is m ore clear to the
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m ind than the fo rm er. H ence, o nce m o re w e assert, 

that the true m etap hysical essence o f Go d is fo und  

in H is Self-subsistence.

That w hich first d istinguishes God from all o ther 

things is the fact that I lis existence is no t an im 

parted existence; it is no t so m ething given and re

ceived , as it alw ays is w ith things o ther than Go d . 

N o w , the m ind m ay no t ad vert, and d oes no t ad 

vert, first and fo rem ost to the d istinguishing fea

tures o f a reality , but first sees the reality and then 

no tes its backgro und o r d istinctio ns m o re carefully . 

But the m etap hysical essence o f a thing m ust serve 

the m ind in bo th these functio ns: it m ust p resent 

the reality in its ro o t being, and it m ust serve to  

exp lain the d istinctio n o f that reality from o ther 

things. M erely to d istinguish it w o uld no t be 

eno ugh; that is w hy w e reject the theo ry o f actu al 

aseity  as the m etap hysical essence o f God . But w e 

accep t, as syno nym o us w ith o ur o w n d octrine, the 

theory o f radical aseity . Fo r this grasp o f Go d in 

radical aseity  o r in the fact that H e is Self- su bsisten t  

Bein g  Itself is at o nce the d irect and p rim al grasp  

o f the D i v ine Essence by the hum an m ind , and the 

fund am ental, ro o t o f . the d istinctio n o f. Go d from  

"all o ther things. A gain w e d eclare that the true 

m etaphysical essence o f Go d co nsists in the fact 

that H e is Ipsu m  ' Esse Su bsisfèlif· .

That Go d ’s Self-subsistence is the ro o t o f all the 

o ther D iv ine Perfectio ns is m anifest. St, Thom as
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A quinas says, “ Bein g taken sim p ly as includ ing  

every existible p erfection, is p reem inent abo ve all 

the ind ivid ual p erfectio ns, such as life, w hich belong  

to and fo llo w fro m it.” A nd o ur d o ctrine ascribes 

to Cod “ Bein g taken sim p ly as includ ing every- cx- 

istiblc p erfectio n,” fo r that is w hat is m eant by  

Subsistent Being Itself.

S U M M A R Y  O F  T H E  A R T I C L E

In this A rticle w e have rev iew ed o ur d efinitio n 

(o r d escrip tion) o f m etaphy sical essen ce. W e have 

set fo rth very brieffy the five m o st no table d o ctrines 

about the m etap hysical essence o f Go d . W e have in

vestigated these d octrines thoroughly , and have 

found that the m o st accep table o f them is the m o re 

com m o n Thom istic d o ctrine that the m etap hysical 

essence o f Go d is fo und in the fact that H e is Su b

sisten t Bein g Itself.
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THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD

This Chapter studies the perfections of God which we 

know must be present in Him, and of Him, by reason of 

His metaphysical essence. These are the perfections that 

belong to God by natural necessity. Now, what belongs to  

a reality by natural necessity is an a t t r i b u t e or a p r o p e r t y  

of that reality. And so we speak here of the proper per

fections or t h e  a t t r ib u t e s  of God. Still, the term a t t r i b u t e  is 

used here in an analogous, and not in a literal, sense. For 

the literal meaning of a t t r ib u t e  is a perfection that belongs 

to an essence, but is not one with that essence ; it is not a 

substantial thing, but an accidental one in its being, how 

ever necessary be its connection with the essence or the 

substance to which it is ascribed. In God, however, the 

perfections called a t t r i b u t e s  are really one wdth the Divine 

Essence Itself and wholly inseparable from it ; they are the 

identical supersubstance that God Himself is ; they are in 

no wise accidents in God (there can be nothing accidental 

in Pure Actuality) ; they are God Himself. Keeping this in 

mind,— and realizing that, while we have good grounds in  

creatures for making a distinction in God between Himself 

and His perfections, and among the several perfections  

themselves, the distinction is, after all, a mental or logical 

one, and not a real distinction,— we discuss the Divine At

tributes in two Articles, as follows :

Article i. The Divine Attributes in General

Article 2. The Divine Attributes in Special

M3
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A r t ic l e  i . Th e  D iv in e  A t t r ib u t e s  in 

Ge n e r a l

a) Meaning of Divine Attributes b) Classification of 

Divine Attributes

a) MEANING OF DIVINE ATTRIBUTES

By the D iv in e A ttribu tes w e m ean tho se p erfec

tio ns that, in o ur lim ited und erstand ing , m ust be 

p red icated o f Go d as though they w ere d istinct 

qualities w hich, by natural necessity , fo llow from  

and characterize the D ivine Essence Itself.

A n attribu te is som ething that m u st be attribu ted 

to  a nature because that nature d em and s it. Fo r ex

am p le, the attribute o f infallibility fo llo w s fro m  

the nature o f the Church. Fo r the Church is a div in e  

institutio n, a w o rk o f Go d H im self, and , in its 

fo und ing H e d eclared that it w as to sp eak in H is 

nam e and to lead m en to Go d . N o w , such being its 

nature, ho w  can it co nceivably lead m en astray? In 

o ther w o rd s, ho w  can it be d enied that this d iv inely  

found ed and d o w ered institution is infallible ? The 

fact o f infallibility fo llo w s fro m and attend s up o n 

the nature o f the Church. Precisely because the 

Church is the essential thing that it is, it m u st be 

infallible. Therefo re, by a necessity o f its nature 

(i. e., by natural necessity ) the Church m ust be 

infallible. A nd so w e say that infallibility is an at 

tribu te o f the Church. Take ano ther exam p le. W e 

say that the actual exercise o f reason (that is, the
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function o f thinking things o ut. o f d raw ing co n

clusio ns, o f reco gnizing that tw o and tw o m ake 

fo ur) is an attribute o f m an. Fo r, w hen m an's na

ture is ftilly constituted , and w hen no elem ent o f 

it is lacking , and w hen its o p erations are uuthw arted  

by im m aturity , unconsciousness, d isease, m an w ill, 

— because he is of the n atu re that he is,— inevitably  

use his reaso ning p o w er. Such a use fo llo w s by  n at 

u ral n ecessity up on the fully co nstituted and o p era

tive essence (i. e., the n atu re} o f m an. The act o f 

reaso ning , o r the ability to  exercise that act, is there

fo re an attribu te o f m an. The exam p les show us 

p lainly that in creatures an attribu te is so m ething  

that fo llow s fro m , and attends up on, the round ed  

and o p erative essence o f a reality , but is, in itself, 

an accid ental thing , no t to be identified w ith the es

sence to w hich it belon g s. The Church, fo r exam p le, 

is no t its infallibility ; the Church has infallibility . 

N o r is m an his p o w er to  reaso n ; m an has the p o w er 

to reaso n. That m an be ratio nal (i. e., rad ically  

equipp ed  to co m e to  the use o f reaso n) is o f his es

sence, and m an is d efined as a ratio nal anim al ; but 

m an is no t necessarily a reason in g anim al ; he m ay  

no t co m e to the use o f that fo r w hich he is rad i

cally o r fundam entally equip p ed . The actual u se o f 

reaso n is so m ething that a m an has, no t so m ething  

that a m an is. But it is so m ething that he has by  

natural necessity , that is, it is som ething that neces

sarily fo llo w s, attends up on, and characterizes m an ’ s
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nature, w hen this nature is fully d evelop ed and un

thw arted in any w ay. Thus w e see that an attribu te, 

in p rop er sense, is so m ething that is really d istinct 

from the essence, nature, substance, to w hich it is 

ascribed . A nd here w e no tice again that attribu tes  

canno t be p red icated o f Go d in strict sense, but o nly  

in an analo g ical sense, fo r all that Go d has H e A , 

since H e is Pure and Sim ple A ctuality . There is 

in Go d no real d istinctio n except the real d istinc

tio n o f the Three Perso ns o f w hich w e have no  

right to sp eak in p hiloso p hy beyond the m ention o l 

the fact that p hilo so p hy find s in such d istinctio n no  

co ntrad ictio n o f its o w n facts and p rincip les.

N o w , an attribute is no t o nly so m ething that 

belongs to , and  attend s up o n, a ro und ed  and  fully  co n

stituted essence. It is also so m ething that characicr-  

iz esjhat essence?" If  m aries the'essence as this essence 

and  no  o ther. It is proper  Jo  this essence, and  to  this 

essence alo ne. Therefo re, an attribute is o ften called  

a property . The term property y  d erives from the 

Latin propriu s w hich m eans “ o ne’ s o w n.” H ence, 

the attribute o f infallibility belongs to the Church 

alo ne am o ng all institutio ns fo und o n the earth; it 

m arks it ; it p o ints it o ut ; it is its sign and seal and  

“ trad e m ark” and stam p o f id entificatio n. So to o  

the ability to use reaso n is a true p ro p erty o f m an. 

There are o ther ratio nal beings than m an, fo r every  

sp irit is rational, be it angel o r d ev il, and God is
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ratio nality itself. But the term ration al m eans p o s

sessed o f (o r, in case o f Go d , id entified w ith) un

d erstand ing and w ill. It d ocs no t necessarily m ean 

the p o w er, and the lim itation, invo lved in the p rocess 

o f thinking things o ut. Go d kno w s all things p er

fectly and eternally in H is o w n essence; angels (and  

d evils, w ho are fallen angels) know all they can 

kno w  in an instantaneo us grasp o f m ind , and have 

no  need fo r the labo rio us m ental p rocess o f w orking  

o ut an und erstand able truth by successive step s. N o . 

m an alo ne am o ng rational beings has the need and  

the ability to use reason so , and this use is therefo re 

an ind ex o f m an, a characteristic and  m ark o f id en

tification ; it belo ngs to m an and to no o ther ; it is 

a property  o f m an. A ttribu te and property  are syn

o nym o us term s, jet there is this shade o f d istinc

tio n betw een them  : the term  attribu te suggests w hat 

m ust be attributed  to a reality by natural necessity  ; 

the term property ind icates the ground fo r this 

necessity o f attributio n inasm uch as that w hich m ust 

be attributed to a reality belo ngs to this reality as 

its v ery ow n and is ascribable, in the exact and  

strict sense o f the attribution, to this o ne reality and  

to  no o ther. Fro m  all this w e learn that the proper

t ies (o r attribu tes' ) o f an essence are revealing  

things; they are the so urce o f o ur accurate kno w l

ed ge o f essences. Fo r “ H andso m e is as handso m e 

d o es” ; “ A ctio ns sp eak” ; “ as a thing is so it acts,—
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that is, so it show s itself in its o p erative p rop erties” ; 

“ A g ere sequ itu r esse— functio n fo llow s essence” ; 

“ By their fruits yo u shall kno w  them .”

To sum up . A n attribute o r a p ro p erty is a p er

fection w hich necessarily belo ngs to  an essence w hen 

that essence is fully co nstituted and unham p ered ; 

it is a m ark and  an ind icator o f that essence. In finite 

things, attributes o r p rop erties are, in them selves, 

no n-substantial ; they are o f the o rd er o f accid ents 

o r accid entals; they m ark and qualify substances. 

But in the o ne Pure and Sim p le A ctuality attributes 

are p hases o f an und ivid ed Infinite Essence, p hases 

w hich the lim ited hum an m ind m ust take to ap p re

hend the D iv ine Essence at all, and  p hases w hich in

d icate no  real d istinctio n in Go d , but o nly a rational 

o r lo g ical d istinction ground ed up o n the nature o f 

the finite m ind  and  up o n its exp erience w ith creatural 

reality ; a d istinctio n, in sho rt, w hich is lo gical w ith 

a fou n dation (an im perfec t  o ne) in  reality .

W e have alread y stud ied som e o f the D iv ine A t

tributes. In o ur investigation o f the D ivine Essence 

w e had to ap p roach the subject by w ay o f certain 

fund am ental perfec t ion s, and  all p erfections, in p ur

est sense, are attribu tes o f Go d , and properties o f 

God to o , since they are ascribable to H im in fin itely  

and of H is Essen ce and are no t so  ascribable to any  

o ther reality than Go d . So w e learned abo ut Go d ’ s 

unity and unicity , H is sim plicity , H is infinity , H is
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sp irituality . These are attributes o f Go d . These are 

p ro perties o f God . These are D iv ine Perfectio ns. 

To  o ur m inds, these (tho ugh id entified am o ng them 

selves, and id entified w ith all the o ther p erfections 

w e are yet to co nsid er, and id entified w ith the o ne 

D iv ine Essence itself) arc basic o r fund am ental p er

fectio ns; in a figurative sense, they are con stitu tiv e  

■b o f the D iv ine Essence. In o ur p resent study w e are

;v ' to co nsider certain o ther p erfectio ns w hich fo llo w

fro m the co nstitutio n o f the o ne, sim ple, infinite 

Sp irit. . . . ........... .............
..

^ ’ ^ b )  C L A S S I F I C A T I O N  O F  D I V I N E  A T T R I B U T E S

The D ivine A ttributes are classified as absolu te  

and relativ e; the abso lute attributes are further 

classified as positiv e and n eg ativ e.

I. A bsolu te D iv ine A ttributes are tho se w hich w e 

co nsid er in stud ying God in H im self, w itho ut bring 

ing into  o ur co nsid eratio n any reference to  creatures 

that d ep end o n Go d . The term absolu te is fro m the 

Latin absolu tu s w hich m eans “ lo osed from ,”  “ freed  

from ,” “ unco nd itio ned .” So w hen w e co nsid er God  

as “ lo o sed fro m ”  all relatio ns w hich creatures have 

to H im , and study Elim in H im self alo ne, w e are 

investigating the absolu te p erfections o f Go d , that 

is, the abso lute attributes. Such attributes are, fo r 

exam p le, the infinity o f Go d , H is im m utability o r
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changelessness, H is kno w ledge o r w isd om . A bso lute 

D ivine A ttributes are posit iv e o r n eg ativ e.

(a) P osit iv e D iv ine A ttributes are tho se w hich 

a ffirm  a p erfectio n as belonging by necessity to Go d , 

and id entified w ith H is Being and Essence. Such, 

fo r exam p le, are the d iv ine life, the d iv ine w ill, the 

d ivine und erstand ing .

(& ) N eg ativ e D iv ine A ttributes are tho se w hich 

den y im p erfections in Go d . Such, fo r exam p le, are 

the d iv ine infinity w hich d enies lim itatio n, the d i

v ine sim p licity w hich d enies co m p ositio n, the d iv ine 

im m utability w hich d enies in 

change o r shad ow  o f alteratio n.

Go d the slightest

are tho se w hich in

to Go d . Thus the

2 . R elativ e D iv ine A ttributes 

vo lve the relation o f creatures 

p erfection called p rov id ence,— that is, the p erfectio n 

w hereby Go d lo oks o ut fo r H is creatures, and no t

ably H is ratio nal creatures o n earth, seeing that all 

things w ork to gether fo r go od ,— is an attribute o f 

Go d . M anifestly , this attribute im p lies creatures; it 

brings creatures “ into the p icture’ ’ ; it is a relativ e 

attribute. It is to be no ticed that relative attributes 

in Go d are tho se that bring creatures into relation 

w ith H im ; it is inaccurate to say that these at

tributes bring Go d into relation to creatures. There 

is no real relatio n in Go d to creatures, but com p lete 

and p erfect indep endence; but there is a real and  

essen tial relatio n to Go d o n the p art o f creatures.
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SUMMARY OF THE ARTICLE

' This brief A rticle has given us an accurate und er

stand ing o f w hat is m eant by the term s attribu te  

and property in their strict and literal m eaning as 

ap p licable to  creatures, and in their analo g ical m ean- 

= ing as p red icable o f the Pure A ctuality and Infinite

■ Sim p le Essence o f Go d . W e have show n that at

tributes and  p ro p erties are revealing things, and that 

,Jtheir stud y lead s to a kno w ledge o f essences. There

fo re, in o ur p resent study about Go d , w e ap p ro ach 

/ ito H im  by w ay o f Id is p erfectio ns o r attributes. W e 

have classified the D iv ine A ttributes as absolu te 

.and relativ e, and have seen that the abso lute at- 

, ..tributes are either positiv e o r n eg ativ e.

A r t ic l e  2 . Th e  D iv in e  A t t r ib u t e s  in  

Sp e c ia l

a) Goodness b) Immensity c) Immutability d) Eternity

a) g o o d n e s s

It is a truth m anifested in o nto lo gy that every  

being is g ood. Fo r g ood m eans d esirable o r ap p etiz- 

able, and every being , inasm uch as it is a being , can 

be the o bject o f ap p etite o r d esire. H ence the m ea

sure o f being is the m easure o f go od ness, and , v iew 

ing the term s in their m o st abstract m eaning , g ood 

and bein g are strict syno nym s. It fo llow s at o nce 

that the Infinite Being is the Infinite Go od .

i
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In o ur p roo f fo r the existence o f Go d , taken 

from the grades o r d egrees o f p erfectio n o bservable 

in the w o rld , w e d evelo p ed the truth that the ex

istence o f g ood and bettor (that is, o f a lesser o r 

greater fulness o f being) p o ints inevitably to the 

existence o f that w hich is abso lutely best . Fo r there 

is need o f an abso lute standard befo re there can be 

any d egrees resulting from  a clo ser o r m o re rem o te 

ap p roach to that stand ard . A nd w e co nclud ed o ur 

argum ent by establishing the existence o f the su

p rem ely p erfect and abso lutely bo und less G ood, the 

Su m m u m  Bom im  called Go d . Go d , therefo re, is in

finitely go od ; and , since H is attributes are o ne w ith 

H is essence, Go d is In fin ite G oodn ess.

W hen w e sp eak o f creatures, w e m ake a d istinc

tio n betw een g oodn ess and perfec t ion . Every being , 

as such, is go o d ; but every being is no t p erfect. A  

being m ay lack so m e elem ent, so m e essential o r in

tegral item , and in so far it is im p erfect; but even 

an im p erfect being is go o d as far as it go es, that is, 

as far as it has being . So the case stand s w ith finite 

things. To  p rove a finite thing go o d is no t to p ro ve 

it p erfect. Co ntrariw ise, how ever, to p ro ve a thing  

p erfect is to  p ro ve it go o d . H ence, to  p ro ve God A ll 

Perfect is to p rove H im the Infinite Go o d . But, 

ind eed , the term s g ood and perfec t are syno nym o us 

w hen used w ith reference to the Infinite Being , and  

w hether w e take up the p o int o f go od ness to estab

lish the D iv ine Perfection, o r take up the p o int o f
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p erfectio n to p ro ve the D iv ine Go od ness, w e arc ■ ! 1

fo llo w ing a fully justified m o d e o f p rocedure. H ere ' ‘ j

w e cho o se to  establish the D iv ine Go od ness by sho w - j

ing that Go d is the A ll Perfect. J

Go d is Pure A ctuality . This p o int w e have m en

tio ned rep eated ly and have d em o nstrated m o re than 

o nce. Recall here, that the first actuality can have 

no thing w hatever abo ut it that has been receiv ed; 1

fo r no receiver is first ; the giver is p rio r to the re

ceiver. A ll, therefo re, that the first being has be- 

lo ngs to its o w n essence and is no t ascribable to any  l· ,

causes. In o ther w o rd s, the first being stand s self- 

sufficient and self-explaining and self-justify ing to  

reaso n. It is a n ecessary being . N o w , a necessary  

being is no t co nceivably subject to d evelo p m ent o r 

change, fo r such p ro cesses alw rays result from the 

actio n o f causes up o n the being affected by d evelo p 

m ent o r change; and the first being , the necessary  

being , is in no w ise subject to causes. H ence there 

is in the first being no poten tiality , no p o ssibilities ί

to be realized , no cap acities to be filled up o r filled  > !

o ut, no lim itatio ns to be extend ed . But that w hich - i

is no t p o tential is actual. In o ur co ncep t o f the first ’ !

being there can be no no te excep t the actu al. Such :

a being is p urely and entirely and unm ixed ly actual. j

A nd , since such a being is also , and necessarily , j

sim ple, its actuality is identified w ith its essence. fi

Therefo re, Go d , the First and the N ecessary , and  >

the Sim p le Being , is P u re A ctu ality . N o w , the w o rd  J .
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poten tiality is synonym o us w ith im perfec tion . A  

thing is said to have p o tentiality inasm uch as it has 

about it so m e cap acity no t yet filled o ut, so m e p o s

sibility no t yet actualized ; in a w o rd , it lack' s so m e

thing , and is in so far im perfec t. But Co d has abo ut 

H im abso lutely no p o tentiality ; therefore, lie has 

no lack; therefore, H e has no im p erfectio n w hat

ever; H e is the Pure A ctuality and  by that to ken 1 le 

is Pure Perfectio n. Go d therefo re is p urely o r 

bo und lessly p erfect; H e is A ll P erfec t . A nd this is 

saying that Pie is In fin ite G oodn ess.

In casual sp eech the term g ood o ften suggests 

kind ness, co nsid eration, d evo tio n, tho ughtfulness 

fo r o thers. Thus w e say that a d evoted m o ther is a 

“ go o d m o ther,”  o r that a kind  p erso n is “ very go o d  

to  everybod y .”  N o w , w hen w e sp eak o f the abso lute 

go o dness o f Go d , all that is fine and p erfect abo ut 

this co m m on co llo quial m eaning o f g ood is includ ed  

in o ur use o f the term , but this is no t the sp ecial 

p o int o f the p resent co nsid eration. This rather be

lo ngs to the stud y w hich w e shall m ake later in its 

p rop er p lace, the stud y o f the p erfection o f the D i

v ine W ill and , in sp ecial, o f that W ill as exp ressed  

in D iv ine Pro v idence. H ere w e take a m o re abstract 

v iew  o f the m atter, co nsid ering g oodn ess rather as 

an abso lute p erfection than a relative p erfection in 

Go d , that is, as a p erfectio n w hich reveals Go d  in H is 

o w n Being  rather than o ne w hich reveals H im  in H is 

d e a l i n g s  w i t h  c r e a t u r e s .
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Let us take just o ne m o re com p elling argum ent to  

sho w  that Go d is the A ll Perfect o r the A ll Go od in 

H im self.

Go d is the first cause o f all things. N o w , w hat

ever o f p erfectio n is fo und in any effec t m ust be 

fo und in the cause that p ro duced that effect, either 

in the sam e w ay (if the cause be u n iv ocal, that is, 

if the cause be o f the sam e nature as the effect, as it 

is, fo r exam p le, in the case o f liv ing creatures re

gard ed as the causes o f their o ffsp ring) o r in a su

p erio r w ay (if the cause be an alog ical, as it is, fo r 

exam p le, in the case o f the sculp to r causing the ‘ 

statue to exist as an im age). H ence, all the p erfec

tio ns o f creatures m ust be fo und in the cause o f all 

creatures, that is, in Go d . A nd , since Go d is no t the 

univo cal but the analo g ical cause o f creatures, these 

p erfectio ns m ust be fo und  in H im  in a w ay sup erio r 

to that in w hich they are fo und in creatures. St. 

Tho m as A quinas p uts the p o int thus, “ It is ev id ent 

that an effect p reëxists in the p o w er o f the cause 

that can p ro d uce it; and such p reexistence is no t 

o f a lo w er but o f a m o re p erfect o rder as a m o d e o f 

existence. Since, then, Go d is the first cause o f all 

things, it fo llo w s that in H im the p erfectio ns o f all 

things (existible) are p resent in an em inent w ay.”  

N o w , “ the p erfectio ns o f all things existible” is a 

p hrase that m ight be fo rm ulated  as “ all p o ssible p er

fections.”  But if all p o ssible p erfectio ns are p resent 

in the First Cause, and in an em inently sup erio r
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m anner, then the First Cause is sim p ly / XII Perfect. 

Therefore, Go d is the A ll Perfect. Therefore, Go d  

is the A ll Goo d . In a w o rd , Go d is Infinite Go o d ness.

b) IMMENSITY —

The term im m en sity is from Latin, and literally  

m eans m casu relessn ess. Λ  thing is im m ense w hen it 

cannot be m easured , co nfined , estim ated , quantified . 

A s a D iv ine A ttribute im m en sity  m ay be d efined as 

“ A  p erfectio n w hereby the D iv ine Substance is en

abled  to  be p resent in all things and  in all p laces w ith

o ut being lim ited o r m easured by them .” Im m ensity  

is no t the attribute w hereby Go d is in all things and  

everyw here. This is H is u biqu ity o r actu al om n i

presen ce. Im m ensity is rather Go d 's radical om n i

presen ce. It is v iew ed by o ur m ind s as Go d ’s poz v er 

. to be everyw here, w hereas u biqu ity is the fac t o f 

.p lo d ’s being everyw here.

W e no tice here the m arked inad equacy o f 

sp eech to d eal w ith the Infinite. W e sp eak 

attribute o f im m en sity  as that by w hich Go d  

abled ”  to be p resent everyw here, and w e are

by reaso n to m ake a m ental ap o lo gy fo r the term  

even as w e use it. W e kno w , o f co urse, w hat is 

m eant, yet w o rds d o no t ad equately serve to ex

p ress w hat is m eant. That is w hy w e say that Go d  

is in effable o r “ inexp ressible in sp eech.” O ur lan

guage o nly approaches accuracy w hen d ealing w ith 

the Infinite Being ; it is w hat p rigg ish p eop le like to

hum an 

o f the 

is “ en

fo rced

B i

1 e
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call “ asym p to tic,” m eaning that it co m es near w hat 

is m eant but never quite reaches p erfect exp ressio n. 

W ell, w e d o w hat w e can, and keep rem ind ing o ur

selves o f the lim itatio ns o f sp eech, and ind eed o f 

tho ught, and ever and ano n w e say to o urselves, 

“ D o  no t fo rget that all that God has H e is; the D i

v ine A ttributes are o ne w ith the D iv ine Essence.”

If a p erso n asks, “ W here is Go d?” w e have o ur 

answ er read y, fo r w e kno w  o ur little catechism , and  

w e say , “ Go d is everyw here.” If the inquirer says, 

“ Is Go d in this roo m ?” w e answ er, “ Yes.” If he 

says, “ Is Go d in m e? ”  o r “ Is Go d in that tree?”  w e 

answ er, “ Yes.”  But Go d  is no t in things in such w ise 

that the things lim it, o r m easure o r co nfine H im , 

A nd this suggests that w e review o ur kno w ledge 

o f ho w  a thing m ay be in a p lace.

A  thing is said to be in a p lace c ircu m scriptiv c ly  

w hen its o w n d im ensions are co -d im ensional w ith 

tho se o f a surro und ing bo d y. A baseball fly ing  

thro ugh the air is, at any given m o m ent, co m p letely  

surro und ed by a p erfectly fitting p o cket o f atm o s

p here, the inner concave surface o f w hich m eets at 

all p o ints the o uter co nvex surface o f the ball, and  

d eterm ines its proper ex tern al place in the air. This 

is c ircu m scriptiv e p resence, lo catio n, o r ubicatio n. 

The term co m es from the Latin c ircu m scriptu m  

“ w ritten aro und ,” fo r the co ntaining bo dy (in o ur 

exam p le, the air) is d raw n aro und the lo cated bo d y  

so m ew hat as a line is d raw n o r w ritten arou n d a
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co in laid flat o n a p iece o f p ap er. Circum scriptive 

p resence o r lo catio n d epends up o n the external m ea

sures o r d im ensio ns o f a bo d y p erfectly m eeting the 

envelop ing surface o f a containing bod y . W ’c say  

ex tern al d im ensio ns, fo r a bo d y has also ils in tern al 

extensio n, and this m ay best be v iew ed as the bo d y 

m ass co ntained w ithin its o w n d im ensions as w ithin 

a film o r skin. W herever the bo d y is, as lo ng as it 

rem ains the sam e bo dy w ith the sam e quantity , its 

internal extensio n is the sam e, and its “ lo catio n”  

in this internal sense is im m ovable. Thus the in

ternal extensio n and lo catio n o f the baseball is ever 

the sam e, tho ugh its o uter o r external lo catio n is 

changing at each successive m o m ent o f its flight. 

N o w , God is no t in things c irc ïim scriptiv ely . Such a 

p resence is m anifestly a bodily  p resence, a p resence 

by o uter m aterial d im ensions, and Go d is, as w e 

have seen, the Infinite Sp irit. Besid es, circum scrip 

tive p resence is a lim iting and d eterm ining thing , 

and Go d is no t lim ited no r d eterm ined by Elis crea

tures. Fo r any d eterm inatio n is an actualization o f 

p o tentiality and God is Pure A ctuality .

N o w , a thing m ay be p laced o r lo cated o r p resent 

in form ativ ely . This m o d e o f p resence is verified  

w hen the lo cated reality is a d eterm ining facto r, a 

d eterm inant, a form . Thus the substantial fo rm o f 

any bo d y is in the bod y . Thus the hum an so ul 

(w hich is the substantial fo rm o f the liv ing hum an 

bo dy) is in a m an. Thus beauty o f feature is in the
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beautiful face. Thus the hardness o f m arble is in  

the m arble. These form s (substantial o r accid ental) 

are said to be in the bo d ies w hich they d eterm ine, 

establish, o r characterize, but it is m anifest that 

they arc no t p resent accord ing to m easurem ents and  

d im ensio ns. A m an ’ s soul, o r his strength, o r his 

ap p earance, is no t in the m an in the sense in w hich 

the ball is in the air, o r a bo at is in the w ater, o r a 

ro o t is in the gro und . This is no t circum scrip tive 

p resence, but in form ativ e p resence, and the reality  

so p resent is said to in-fo rm the thing that it d e

term ines, m arks, qualifies, lim its, characterizes. O ur 

casual use o f the term s “ info rm ”  and “ info rm atio n”  

illustrate the ro o t-m eaning o f the w ord s ; fo r o ur 

kno w led ge o f things in-fo rm s the m ind ; it gives 

“ shap e,” so to sp eak, to o ur und erstand ing ; it is 

presen t in (o r “ lo cated in” ) o ur m inds, no t circum - 

scrip tively , w hich is absurd to say in the p resent 

case, but in form ativ ely . In a w ord , a thing is p res

ent o r is lo cated in form ativ ely w hen it is a d eterm i

nant o r fo rm (substantial o r accid ental) affecting  

that in w hich it is said to be p resent o r lo cated . 

M anifestly , Go d is no t in the w o rld inform atively . 

H e is no t the substantial fo rm o f the universe. The 

o ld Greek Sto ics tho ught Fie w as, and called Go d  

the so ul o f the w o rld . N o r is God the accid ental 

fo rm o r d eterm inant o f the w o rld ,— the shap e o f 

the w o rld o r its tem p erature o r its ap p earance o r 

any o ther item o f its accid ental d eterm inate being .

i:
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Fo r Go d is the sup ersubstance, the A ll Perfect and  

Self-subsistent Being ; H e is no t the acciden t (i. e., 

accid ental fo rm ) o f anything .

Third ly , a thing m ay be p laced o r lo cated o r p res

ent in ano ther thing operativ ely , and it is so p resent 

w hen it exercises activ ity there. This m ay hap p en 

in such w ise that the o p erating o r active p o w er (the 

thing  lo cated ) is lim ited  to  o ne single substance, and  

then it is p resent operativ ely  an d defin it iv ely  ; thus 

the so ul is p resent in a m an; thus the life-p rincip le 

is p resent in a tree. O r the o p erating o r active thing  

m ay be p resent to a p lurality o f things, sp read ing  

its p o w er am o ng them , and then it is p resent opera

t iv ely an d ex ten siv ely  ; thus the sun is said to be 

p resent in all the p laces o n earth that enjo y its light 

and its w arm ing rays. O r a p o w er m ay be p resent 

unlim ited ly to  all things, and  then it is p resent opera

t iv ely an d in c ircu m scriptiv ely . In this last nam ed  

m anner, Go d is p resent in the w o rld and in every  

creature; H e is p resent operativ ely , fo r all things 

d ep end up o n H im  as their p rod ucing and sustaining  

cause (their cause in bein g  as w ell as their cause in  

becom in g ' ) and  they d ischarge their co nnatural func

tio ns o nly in v irtue o f their Go d-g iven equip m ent 

and by reaso n o f Go d ’s p reserving and co ncurring  

actio n. Go d is p resent in all things o p eratively but 

in c ircn m scn ptiv c ly , fo r H e is in no w ise m easured , 

lim ited , o r co ntained , by the universe o r any item  o f 

it, w hile H e sustains it in being and o p eratio n.

'1.
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Thus Go d ’s im m en sity m eans H  is rad ical opera

t iv e an d in c irc ttm scriplv v c p resence everyw here and  

in all things. H is actual o p erative and incircum scrip - 

ive p resence everyw here and in all things is I lis om 

n ipresen ce o r u biqu ity .

The p ro o f o f Go d ’s im m ensity is d raw n from IJ is 

infinity and fro m H is bo und less p o w er.

J. Go d  p o ssesses in an em inent d egree, as an actu

ality w hich is truly id entified w ith H is o w n D ivine 

Essence, every p ure p erfection. N o w , im m ensity is a 

p ure p erfectio n. Fo r the d efinitio n o f a p ure p erfec

tio n is that it invo lves in itself no lim itatio n o r lack 

o r im p erfectio n, and im m ensity is just such a p er

fectio n, co nsisting as it d o es, in the absence o f all 

lim itatio n. Therefo re, Go d p o ssesses this p erfection 

in an em inent d egree, as an actuality w hich is truly  

id entified w ith H is o w n D ivine Essence.

2 . Go d m ust be p resent w herever Fie exercises 

H is p o w er. But Go d exercises H is p o w er every 

w here, giv ing to all things their being , and con

serv ing them in existence. H ence Go d is p resent 

everyw here and in all things. Fo r w herever God ’ s 

p o w er is, there also is the D iv ine Essence, since the 

p o w er o f Go d is id entified w ith H is essence. N o r 

is the p o w er o f Go d  in any w ay lim ited ,— -fo r Go d is 

infinite,— and therefo re Go d is no t bo unded o r m ea

sured by actually existing realities in the w o rld .
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H ence, it cannot be said that God is m erely co exten

sive w ith the universe. Go d is no t o nly om n ipresen t 

in the sense that H e is in every actual p lace and  

in every actual reality ; l ie has true im m cn sity  w hieh 

kno w s no  lim it o r m easure by reason o f the creatural 

realities to w hich and in w hich God is p resent.

There is, o f course, a d eep m ystery in the o m ni

p resence o f Go d . O ur im agination is w ho lly incap 

able o f p icturing it, and fo r this reason it p resents 

so m e d ifficulty to o ur grasp . But the fac t o f God 's 

o m nip resence is inevitable; reaso n no t o nly allo w s 

it, but d em and s it. The lim itatio ns o f im aginatio n 

cannot d im the clarity o f that o utstand ing truth. 

N o r can the im p erfectio ns o f m ind o r the character 

o f o ur hum an exp erience allege anything that avails 

in the least to w eaken the certitud e w ith w hich the 

truth is kno w n. W e kno w  the truth, and w e kno w  

w hy it is truth; to exp lain in last d etail how  the 

truth find s actual exp ression is beyo nd o ur best ef

fo rts. N o r is this to be w o nd ered at, since the finite 

m ind canno t fully and ad equately co m p rehend the 

Infinite. The p o int to  rem em ber is that the m ind can 

and d oes apprehen d the Infinite, that is, kn ow s It 

w ith certitude as a fact, and know s abou t It m uch 

that lies w ithin the cap acity o f the hum an grasp . 

Just as the eye cannot take in the w ho le earth at a 

glance, but sees that it is there, and takes in m uch 

that lies w ithin the im m ediate range o f v ision ; just
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as the cup canno t take up the entire o cean, but is 

d ip p ed into a sea that is unquestionably there, and  

takes up w hat its little cap acity allo w s, so d ocs the 

m ind v iew Infinity , so d ocs it take up o f Infinity , 

alw ays sure o f Infinity Itself as an actual and an in

ev itable Fact. A nd the im m ensity and o m nip resence 

o f Go d  are p hases o f Infinity that the m ind  acknow l

ed ges, and ind eed is fo rced to ackno w ledge, as fac

tual; but to  p icture the im m ensity o f Go d in im agina

tio n, o r even to have a com p lete and ad equate 

co m p rehensio n o f it in intellect, is m anifestly no t 

to  be exp ected o f a creature o f strictly and narro w ly  

lim ited cap acities.

A tho ught has som etim es fo und exp ressio n in 

the fo rm o f an o bjectio n to God ’s im m ensity, an 

o bjectio n w hich ap p eals to the Infinite D ignity as 

its gro unds, and , like m o st sp ecio us o bjections 

w hich have a p io us cast, it is very shallow . It 

am o unts to this. There are things in the universe 

that the hum an m ind and taste find unclean, fo ul, 

nasty . Can Go d be p resent in these things? If H e is 

p resent ev ery w here H e is certainly in ev ery thin g , 

even in things that are rep ulsive to  the sense o f sight 

and o f sm ell. But is there no t so m e in dig n ity  in the 

tho ught o f Go d ’s p resence in such things? N o t in the 

least. St. A ugustine rem arks that the sunlight is no t 

so iled because it sheds its glo ry up o n fetid refuse. 

N o r is the Infinite so iled  o r tainted  by H is p resence in
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such things. Rem em ber Go d is no t co ntained , co n

fined , restricted , lim ited , m easured , by  circum scrip tive 

p resence in any reality . Fo r the rest, rem em ber that 

all being , inasm uch as it is p o sitive being o r reality , 

is g ood, that is, transcend ently o r m etap hysically  

go o d , regard less o f w hat effect it m ay have up on 

hum an p alates and no ses. Because o f o ur o w n lim ita

tio ns, nay, because o f o ur o w n o rig inal d efilem ent, 

w e have certain trials o f sense and o f taste to bear 

in this w o rld  ; but w e m ust no t ascribe o ur lim ita

tio ns to the A lm ighty , no r think that 

bod ily things in their c ircu m scriptiv e  

affect in like m anner that Infinite w ho  

them and  in them  in c ircu m scriptiv ely .

w hat affects 

lo cation can 

is p resent to

Since Go d is p resent in all things and everyw here 

in an incircum scrip tive m anner, w e m ust banish 

from  o ur understand ing o f H is im m ensity and o m 

nip resence all no tio ns o f ex ten ded parts. Go d is no t 

p artly here and p artly there. H e is no t to be co n

ceived in a bo d ily m anner as a being o f im m ense 

siz e. Go d has neither p arts no r size. Such things are 

the m ixed p erfectio ns o f bo d ies, and Go d is Pure 

Perfectio n entirely unm ixed . W herever Go d is, H e 

is w holly  p resent; by Elis essen ce, by H is pow er. St. 

Thom as says, “ Go d is in all things by pow er inas

m uch as all things are subject to H is w ill and co n

tro l ; H e is p resent in all things by a tru e presen ce, 

inasm uch as all things are o p en and naked to H is

i



TH E A TTRIBUTES O F GO D 165 

kno w led ge; H e is p resent in all things by essen ce, 

inasm uch as H e is the cause o f their being .”

c) IMMUTABILITY

The literal m eaning o f the Latin d erivative im -  

m u talibity is chan g clessn css. It is a n eg ativ e term , 

fo r it d enies so m ething ; it d enies change o r m o ve

m ent o r alteratio n in Go d . But the. term ind icates

a posit iv e perfec tion , fo r its d enial is d irected  against |

im p erfectio n o r p o tentiality and hence am o unts to  |

an affirm atio n o f p erfection o r actuality . .. |

H ere w e see illustrated the m anner o f o ur p ro g- j

ress to w ard s a d etailed kno w ledge o f Go d . W e 

learned lo ng since that o ur p roced ure in acquiring  

such kno w led ge go es by three step s (after reco gniz

ing  P rim al C au sality , as a p relim inary  step) called  af-  ' (

firm ation , den ial, and ex cellen ce, o r, to vary the ex

p ressio n, attribu tion , élim in ation , and tran scen den ce. j

W e affirm  o f Go d , o r attribute to  H im , all p erfectio n ;

w e d eny o f Go d , o r elim inate from o ur co ncep t o f

D eity , all im p erfectio n ; w e p red icate p ure p erfec- J

tio n o f Go d in a m anner m o re excellent, m o re tran

scend ent, than that w hich w e em p lo y in p red icating  i ’

p erfectio n o f creatures. In the p resent instance, !

w hen w e d eclare Go d  im m u table, w e d iscern the need

o f attributing to Go d a co m plete id entity o f Being  

and A ctiv ity ; the need o f elim inating fro m  o ur co n

cep t o f Go d  all change o r m o vem ent ; the need  o f p re

d icating  changelessness o f Go d  in a truly  transcendent
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w ay so  that it d o es no t convey  the id ea o f m ere fixity , 

w hich is a lim itatio n, but suggests p erfect freed om  

and bo und less eternal actio n.

Therefo re, w hen w e say that God is iin in iilable, 

that is, w hen w e assert D iv ine Im m utability as id en

tified w ith the D iv ine Essence Itself, w e m ean that 

Go d is in no w ise subject to change; that Ik is in

d eed the Being “ w ith W ho m there is no change o r 

shado w  o f alteratio n”  ; that Go d is no t thereby set 

in a frozen fixedness but is changelessly free and  

eternally active.

N o w , w hen a creatu re is called changeless, the 

p red icatio n ind icates a m ixed p erfection, that is, a 

p erfectio n m ingled w ith im p erfectio n. Fo r, w hile 

there is p erfection in endurance o r d uratio n, there is 

lim itatio n and im p erfection in a m erely unvaried  

d uration o r fixity in being and activ ity . O f co urse, 

no creature is changeless in any abso lute sense; but 

in a lim ited and relative sense so m e creatures are

called  so . Thus, the hum an so ul is a changeless sp irit

ual substance. Thus, the unvaried o p inio n o f a stub

bo rn m an is a changeless accid ent. Thus, the m o re 

lasting bod ily m aterials are m etap horically change

less in the sense that change in them o ccurs very  

gradually , and that they last a lo ng tim e. But, 

w hether w e sp eak o f substances o r accid ents, crea

tures are never changeless in the full and p erfect 

sense o f that term . A nd , w hen w e co m e to co nsid er
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the D iv ine Changelessncss, w e arc ali to o likely to  

bring to o ur stud y the no tion o f the lim itatio ns that 

asso ciate necessarily w ith w hat is called changeless

ness am o ng creatures. By reason o f o ur w ho le hu

m an exp erience, o ur first m ental reactio n to the 

tho ught o f changelessncss in God is very likely to  

be a m istaken o ne ; w e are ap t to think o f H is 

changelessness as a thing that freezes and fixes Go d , 

as a thing that lim its H im . Yet w e kno w , up o n a 

m o m ent's reflectio n, that this canno t be, since God  

is infinite and subject to no lim itatio n at all. But 

first w e shall lo o k at the com p elling p roo fs fo r D i

v ine Im m utability  ; then w e shall no tice certain m is

taken tho ughts abo ut it w hich w e m ust avo id fo r 

o urselves and co rrect in o thers. W e shall see that 

Go d m ust be im m utable because o f H is actu ality , 

H is sim plic ity , Elis in fin ity .
r 
l

I. W here there is change o r m o vem ent (and  

m ov em en t is syno nym o us w ith chan g e} there is 

m anifestly the actualizatio n o f a p o tentiality . The 

thing changed is, to begin w ith, chan g eable. It has 

a cap acity fo r change; and w hen the change o ccurs, 

this cap acity is filled o ut, realized , actualized . N o w , 

Go d  is Pure A ctuality . There is no  co nceivable cap ac

ity in Go d ; no thing in Go d can be regard ed as no t 

yet filled o ut. lienee, there is in Go d no p o ssibility  

o f change. Go d is im m u table.
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2 . W here there is change, there is alw ays som e

thing that u n derg oes the change; so m ething w hich 

rem ains the sam e w hile the change takes p lace in it 

and transfo rm s it in substance o r in accid entals. But 

this m eans that a changeable reality is a co m p ound  

o f elem ents, nam ely , o f the und erly ing thing that 

sup p o rts the change and o f the shifting thing that 

is lo st o r gained in the change. In a w o rd , a change

able thing is no t sim ple, but co m po site. But Go d is 

abso lutely sim p le, as w e have am p ly p roved in an

o ther p lace. Therefo re God is not changeable. Go d  

is im m u table.

5. Every change m eans both a lo ss and a gain. 

It m eans the lo ss o f o ne state o r co nd ition and the 

gain o r acquisition o f a new  state o r cond ition. But 

there can be neither lo ss no r gain in Go d . Fo r God  

is infinite; and an infinite Being has all p erfectio n 

in bound less d egree, and there is no p erfection still 

to be gained  ; and  an infinite Being canno t lo se any 

thing o r it w o uld cease instantly to be infinite, since 

the lo ss w o uld m ark a lack and a lim itatio n. There

fo re, there can be no change in Go d . Go d is im 

m u table.

W hen w e say that Go d is im m utable, w e m ean 

that Fie is entirely so . Ele is im m utable in su bstan ce, 

Fo r H e is the Infinite Sp irit and a sp irit is no t 

substantially changeable but is in corru ptible  ; be-
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sid es, Go d is the N ecessary Being , and canno t co n

ceivably fad e, d im inish, fall aw ay, co rrupt. God is 

im m utable in n atu re, that is, sp ecifically , in under

stand ing and in w ill. Fo r God ’s und erstand ing em 

braces all truth changelessly  and eternally ; and Go d ’ s 

w ill is changeless, since a change o f w ill is alw ays 

co nsequent up on a change o f substance o r o f kno w l

ed ge, and w e have just seen that neither substance 

no r und erstand ing is changeable in God .

N o w , it is here that a d ifficulty m ay arise in o ur 

im p erfect m ind s. W e are ap t to think that if Go d ’s 

w ill d o es no t and cannot change, w e are all the 

help less v ictim s o f an iron d estiny and free-w ill is 

an illusio n. O r, even if w e brush asid e this basic 

d ifficulty , w e are likely to think that o ur p rayers o f 

p etitio n to Go d are valueless, since no thing can lead  

to a change in the D iv ine W ill. O f co urse, these 

d ifficulties are m ere seem ing . They o ccur to us be

cause, unco nscio usly , w e attribute to God o ur o w n 

hum an lim itatio ns, and m isunderstand Elis eternal 

im m utability , m aking o f it a m ere fixity . W e m ust 

rem em ber that Go d is eternal and  infinite. A ll things 

kno w able are p resent to God ’ s kno w led ge, in fullest 

d etail, fro m  eternity . H ence, every circum stance that 

co nies to o ur kno w ledge and bears up o n o ur free- 

cho ice is fully kno w n to Go d from eternity , and  

fro m eternity H e d ecrees to co ncur w ith o ur free

w ill and , ind eed , fro m eternity H e m o ves it to its 

free cho ice. Therefo re free-w ill is not thw arted



TH EO D ICY170

nor m acle illuso ry by God ’s changelcssncss. Further, 

God from  eternity know s every p o ssible p etitio n that 

can ever be o ffered to H im , and , fo r those that are 

actually m ade, H e has, from eternity , p rep ared the 

answ er. H ence o ur p etitions can and d o have their 

effect. A nd the p etitio ns m ust be m ad e, since the 

answ er to them is p rep ared from eternity as co n

tingent up on o ur m aking them . W hen God grants 

o ur requests there is no change in Go d . From eter

nity H e d ecrees the answ er that com es to us in tim e. 

Thus o ur p rayers m ake all the d ifference in the 

w o rld . But they m ake no change in Go d . W e m ust 

avo id the m istake o f attributing to Go d a m anner 

o f d ealing w ith us that resem bles o ur d ealing w ith 

o thers. Fo r w e m ust take things o ne after another; 

w e m ust live and act in a su ccession o f m o m ents, 

ho urs, d ays, years. It is no t so w ith Go d . A ll things, 

p ast, p resent, and to com e, are p erfectly presen t to  

God fro m eternity . H ence, an event that lo oks to  

us like an excep tio nal thing ,— such as the answ er 

to a sp ecial p rayer, o r the intervention o f Go d in a 

m iraculo us hap p ening,— is just as m uch a m atter 

o f eternal and changeless d ecree as that w hich ap 

p ears to us as the fixed course o f nature co ntinu

o usly sustained . The raising o f Lazarus w as as 

m uch a m atter o f eternal W ill as the universal law  

that all m en m ust d ie. The healing o f St. Peter’s 

m o ther-in-law  w as just as m uch a m atter o f eternal 

W ill as the co nstant “ law ”  o f nature w hich requires
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the co o p eratio n o f m uch tim e in the curing o f a 

fever, and p ro duces no instantaneous cures.

It is interesting to no tice that the p erso ns w ho  

find d ifficulty in the thought o f Go d ’s im m utability  

are usually the sam e p erso ns w ho talk p ity ingly o f 

the Christian ’ s “ anthro p om o rp hic co ncep t’ ’ o f Go d . 

The o verw helm ing term an thropom orphic is a sim 

p le co m bination o f tw O Greek w o rd s, an thropos  

“ m an,” and m orphe “ fo rm ,” and m eans, w hen ap 

p lied to o ur kno w led ge o r co ncep t o f God , that w e 

think o f H im as a kind o f sup erm an. That there is 

d anger o f such a co ncep t (o r o f such an im agina

tio n-im age) o f Go d o ccurring to the m ind , is m ani

fest. A ll m ytho lo gy is p ro o f o f it, and there m ay  

be so m e in o ur o w n enlightened age w ho think o f 

Go d as a gigantic hum an figure w ith flo w ing beard  

and  p iercing eye. Perhap s w e m ight d are to say that 

o ne o f the reaso ns,— o r, at all events, o ne o f the 

effects,— o f the Incarnatio n, w as to give w eak m an 

the true Go d in hum an fo rm , so that hencefo rth the 

co ncep t o f Go d as m an shall be a true co ncep t. But 

the p o int w e w ish sp ecially to m ake is this : the p er

so ns w ho  take a superio r attitud e and o ffer criticism  

o f the “ anthro p o m o rp hic co ncep t”  o f Go d , are them 

selves ho p elessly and falsely anthro p o m orp hic in 

their o w n co ncep tio n o f D eity . For they lim it Go d  

as they w o uld lim it a creature; H is im m utability  

is a p uzzle to them ; Elis eternity baffles them ; H is 

infinity  and  im m ensity  suggest o nly  largeness to  them .
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A nd in all this, they m anifest an id ea o f God that is 

o nly an enlarged id ea o f a creature. They are d o ing  

the o ne thing that they p articularly p ro fess to am id  

and  to  censure in o thers : they are ev id encing anthro 

p o m orp hic lim itatio ns in their no tion o f Go d .

c l) ETERNITY

The term etern ity  m eans no t o nly en dlessn ess but 

it m eans also an absence o f beg in n in g and an ab

sence o f su ccessiv e du ration . O nly that Being w hich 

has had no beginning and w ill have no end , and  

w hose existence is no t a m atter o f successive d ays 

and years but is all presen t at on ce, m eets the re

quirem ents o f the term etern al in the strictest sense. 

A nd it is in this sense that the term s etern ity  an d 

etern al are ap p lied to Go d .

Po nd er this d efinitio n o f eternity , m ad e by Bo e

thius abo ut fifteen hund red years ago : “ Eternity is 

the p o ssessio n, at o nce, co m p lete and p erfect, o f 

bo und less life.” N o tice the fo rce o f every w o rd in 

the d efinition. It is the com plete p o ssession o f end less 

life, and o f beginningless life, that is, “ o f bo und less 

life.” There is no thing lacking in this p o ssession ; 

there is no t so m e o f the life yet to com e, no t an y  

o f it that has slip p ed aw ay. A nd it is the perfec t  

p o ssession o f bo und less life; it is no t held vaguely , 

as a m an m ight ho ld great riches w ithout kno w ing  

their exact extent o r ho w  every p enny is sto red o r 

invested  ; no , it is a perfec t p o ssession, a fully real-
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ized p o ssessio n, w ith no thing vague abo ut it, w ith 

no thing running o ff into the regio n o f m isty d e

tails. Further, this co m p lete and p erfect p o ssessio n 

o f bo und less life is sim u ltan eou sly  co m p lete and p er

fect; it is no t a m atter o f a clearly rem em bered p ast 

and a clearly env isio ned future; it is the p erfect 

p o ssessio n o f bo und less life w hich is all there al 

on ce; and that “ o nce” is a changeless eternal n ow . 

Co nsid er, to o , w hy Bo ethius sp eaks o f eternity as 

the p o ssessio n o f bo und less life. H e does so because 

existence o r d uratio n has no p erfect fo rm but that 

called  life, and  the p erfect fo rm  o f existence o r d ura

tio n m ust be attributed to  the infinite Being .

There are three co nceivable so rts o f d uration, and  

these w e call t im e, aev itern ity , and etern ity . Tim e is 

a m easu re,— at least, it is ever co nceived as such, and  

in this p hase o f its concep t it is a lo g ical entity ,—  

o f existence in bo d ily things ; it m easures and m arks 

existence and o p eratio ns, hap p enings and events, in 

a bo d ily universe. Tim e has been p retty w ell d e

scribed as, “ the m easure o f m o vem ents (o r events) 

co nsid ered w ith reference to befo re and after.” O f 

the nature o f tim e, and  o f w hat m o dern p hiloso p hers 

are try ing to d o w ith it, a full acco unt is given in 

bo th O nto lo gy and Co sm o lo gy , but w e have no need  

to  say m o re o f it here. The second typ e o f d uration, 

aev itern ity , is the m easure o f d uration in things that 

are substantially unchangeable, o nce they are created , 

but w hich are changeable in o p eratio n. This term ,
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aev itern ity (and the ad jective acv itern al} , is ap p lied  

to beings that have had a beginning but w ill never 

have an end . H um an so uls, and  angels, arc aeviterna! 

beings. A nd , as w e have seen, etern ity and etern al 

are term s that find just ap p licatio n o nly to that Be

ing w hich is w ho lly changeless,- w hich ad m its no  

variatio n in substance o r nature o r o p eratio n; w hich 

has neither beginning , end , no r su ccession in ex

istence.

N o w , it is m anifest that eternity , like all the D i

v ine A ttributes, is no t a thing that o ur im agination 

can d ep ict. Im aginatio n tries to depic t it ; it d o es its 

best; but it falls far short o f success; ind eed , it 

falls sho rt o f m aking even a p ro p er beginning o f 

w hat w o uld have to be an infinite im age. But o ur 

m ind can kno w  w hat is m ean t by eternity , and o ur 

reaso n can, and m ust, reco gnize the co m pelling need  

fo r attributing it to Go d . A nd thus, though w e be 

finite in all o ur p o w ers, w e can and d o realize the 

eternity o f God as a fact, although w e acknow led ge 

its ap p reciatio n as utterly beyo nd us. W hen fancy  

tries to  p icture eternity , o r even aev iternity , it m erely  

p resents an im age o f trem endo usly lengthened tim e. 

O f co urse, such im aginative effo rts are o ften o f 

great p ractical value. A  m an m ay  d w ell up o n the p ic

ture o f staggering reaches o f tim e, and find in it a 

strong  m o tive fo r w orking  to  gain an end less heaven 

and to avo id an end less hell. But the p icture is ever
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an im age o f greatly p rotracted t im e, and never o f 

end lessness. W e have all heard  the story  o f the negro  

p reacher w ith his grap hic d escrip tio n o f eternity , 

the sto ry w hich d escribes a little bird taking a d ro p  

o f w ater fro m the A tlantic O cean, and carry ing it, 

no t thro ugh the air, but ho p by ho p across o ur co n

tinent, to d ep o sit it in the Pacific; then go ing back, 

ho p  by ho p , fo r ano ther d ro p . The co nclusion o f the 

sto ry is that w hen the little bird has co m pletely  

em p tied the A tlantic into the Pacific by this unbe

lievably slo w p ro cess, then etern ity  shall ju st hav e  

m ade a start . O r w e m ay have heard and p o ndered  

the o ther grap hic d escrip tio n o f eternity , o r rather, 

o f aev iternity , w hich is so m etim es p rop o sed in so m e 

such fo rm as this : “ Sup p ose the earth w ere a ball 

o f the hard est steel. N o w  supp o se that o nce in every  

hund red tho usand s years a tiny insect w ere to craw l 

a few  feet o n the surface o f this enorm ous steel ball. 

W hen the ball is entirely  w o rn aw ay by the craw ling  

insect, then eternity w ill have just begun.” These 

d escrip tio ns are am using ; and they are no t w ithout 

a certain elem ent o f terro r fo r the m ind  ; and they  

m ay  serve, as w e have said , a very  necessary p ractical 

p urp o se. But even such staggering d escrip tions as 

these canno t enable im agination to p icture eternity  

o r aev iternity . A H they can d o is to o verw helm o ne 

w ith eno rm o us reaches o f im aginary t im e. They  

stress the p o int o f su ccessiv e d uration and  o f change.
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Yet all succession is exclud ed fro m the co ncep t o f 

eternity ; and substantial change is exclud ed from  

the co ncep t o f aev iternity .

Ί hat Go d is necessarily etern al, o r (hat etern ity  

is but o ne p hase o f the ind iv isible D iv ine Essence, 

is easily p ro ved . It m ay be p roved by ap p ealing to  

Go d ’s infinity , to H is sim plicity , to H is im m utabil

ity , to H is necessity . W e cho ose to p resent tw o  

short p roo fs, taken from  the fact that God  is N eces

sary Being  and from  the fact that H e is im m utable.

I. Go d is N ecessary Being . H e is Pure A ctuality . 

H e is w ho lly ind ep end ent o f causes. N o w , such a 

Being cannot conceivably have a beginning (else It 

w o uld be caused ; It w ould be actualized ; It w o uld  

be co ntingent). N o r can such a Being have an end 

ing (else It w ould suffer the action o f a cause w hich 

w o uld bring It to an end  ; It w o uld be co ntingent 

up on such cause ; It w o uld  be in p o tentiality to w ard s 

the actio n o f such cause). N o r can such a Being  

have any successio n o f tim es o r m o m ents in d ura

tio n (else It w o uld be continuo usly actualized and  

w o uld no t be Pure A ctuality to begin w ith; It 

w o uld be co ntingent up on the com ing o f m o m ents 

no t yet lived  ; It w ould be affected by the causal 

actio n o f such m o m ents). H ence, the N ecessary Be

ing , the Pure A ctuality , the Causeless Being , cannot
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be subject to beginning , end ing , o r succession in 

existence. Therefo re, Go d is etern al.

2 . W e have p ro ved that Go d is im m utable. But 

w hat is im m utable is . necessarily eternal. A being  

that co m es into existence is no t im m utable, fo r it 

com es. A  being that has an end ing is no t im m utable, 

fo r it g oes. A  being that suffers successio n in its 

existence is no t im m utable, fo r it prog resses fro m  

m o m ent to m o m ent. Therefore Go d d o es no t co m e 

into existence; Fie d o es no t p ass o ut o f existence; 

H e d o es no t und ergo the p assing o f successive p e

rio d s, stages, o r m o m ents. Therefo re, Go d is etern al.

SUMMARY OF THE ARTICLE

In this A rticle w e have consid ered certain D iv ine 

A ttributes, nam ely , Go d ’s Go o dness o r Perfectio n, 

H is Im m ensity , H is Im m utability, H is Eternity . In 

a fo rm er Chap ter w e established the fundam ental 

D iv ine A ttributes o f Unity , Sim p licity , Infinity , 

Sp irituality . W e have based o ur p roo f o f Go d ’ s 

go o d ness o n the fact that H e is Pure A ctuality . W e 

have p ro ved  the im m ensity o f God , and  H is ubiquity  

o r o m nip resence, fro m H is infinity , and fro m the 

fact that H e is the necessary ] first Cause w hich gives 

and sup p o rts the existence o f all things. W e have 

fo und that Go d is p resent everyw here and in all
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things operativ ely  an d in c ircu m scriptiv c ly . W e have 

p roved the im m utability o f Go d from J lis actual

ity , sim p licity , and infinity. W e have sho w n the true 

m eaning o f eternity , and have seen that Go d m ust 

be eternal since H e is the N ecessary Being and is 

im m utable.

BOOK THIRD

THE OPERATIONS OF GOD

This Book discusses the operations of God in so far as 
unaided human reason may apprehend them. It makes no  
study of the divine activity which theologians call the 
eternal g e n e r a t i o n  of the Son of God and the eternal p r o 

c e s s io n  of the Holy Ghost : this is a matter of Revelation, 
' ; not of philosophy. This Book studies the activity of God ’s

intellect and will, wherein God is the Creator, Conserver, 
? and Governor of creatures and the Concurring Principle in
' their activities. In a word, this Book studies the internal or

i m m a n e n t operations of the Divine Intellect and the Divine 
W ill, and the t r a n s i e n t e f f e c t s ( o r , l e s s accurately, the 
transient operations of God) whereby all creatures stand  
in an essential and real relation to their Creator, Conserver, 
Governor, and Concurring Principle. The Book has two

Î Chapters :
Chapter I. The Immanent Operations of God 
Chapter II. The Transient Operations of God
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CHAPTER I

i / TH E IM M A N EN T O PERA TIO N S O F GO D

This Chap ter stud ies the o p eratio ns o f und erstand ing and  

I w illing w hich are id entified w ith the D iv ine Essence, and

w hich, so to sp eak, constitute that Essence as a Perso nal 

N ature. A n i m m a n e n t o p eratio n is o ne that rem ains, in it

self and in its m ain effect, w ithin the p rincip le that gives 

rise to it. It is a v ital o p eration, a life-o p eration. N ow , the 

life o f Go d is no t an o rganic life ; there can be no question  

o f vegetal o r sentient o p erations in Go d  ; but there can and  

m ust be the p erfect, the infinite, o p erations o f intellect and  

w ill. These o p erations are no t accidents in God , as und er

stand ing and w illing are in m an. Fo r in Go d there are no  

accidents; all that Go d has H e is; all p erfectio ns are identi

fied in Go d w ith the sim p le D ivine Essence. The Chap ter is 

d iv ided  into  three A rticles, as fo llow s:

A rticle I. The O p eratio ns o f Go d ’s Intellect 

A rticle 2. The O p erations o f Go d ’s W ill 

A rticle 3. The Perso nal N ature o f Go d

A r t ic l e  i . Th e  Op e r a t io n s  o f  Go d ’s  

In t e l l e c t

a) The D iv ine Kno w ledge b) Classificatio n o f the 

D iv ine Kno w led ge c) The D iv ine Id eas

a) THE DIVINE KNOWLEDGE

W e have seen that Go d is the A ll Perfect. Every  

p ure p erfectio n is found in Go d in infinite d egree.
181
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N ow , know ledge is a p ure p erfection. Therefo re, 

w e see how  right and reasonable is the statem ent o f 

o ur little catechism , “ Go d kno w s all thin g s.”

G od ’ s kn ow ledg e n ot o nly ex ten ds to all things, 

but it ex hau sts the kno w ability o f things. Such 

kno w led ge is called com prehen siv e kn ow ledg e. Truly  

co m p rehensive kno w ledge is beyond the cap acity o f 

any creature; all creatural kno w led ge is apprehen 

siv e m erely . Fo r to co m p rehend a thing is to kno w  

it tho ro ughly in itself and in all its actu al an d pos

sible relation s w ith o ther things. To co m p rehend a 

thing is no t m erely to kno w  w hat the thing is, and  

ho w  it stand s w ith reference to o ther things; it is 

also to kno w  all that the thing cou ld be and ho w  it 

cou ld stan d w ith reference to all o ther things actual 

and p o ssible. M anifestly , such co m p lete kno w led ge 

is no t w ithin the grasp  o f a finite und erstand ing . Yet 

such kno w led ge m ust be p red icated o f the Infinite 

Und erstand ing .

Truly com prehen siv e, and hence in fin ite, kno w l

edge is called  perfec t  sc ien ce. It is o ur p urp ose to  p ro ve 

that this p erfect science exists in Go d  and is o ne w ith 

the D iv ine Essence Itself. The p roo f is d irect and  

co m p elling .

The infinitely p erfect Being m ust p o ssess, in a 

transcend ent o r em inent w ay, all p ure p erfections. 

( N o w , kno w ledge is a p ure p erfection, fo r it invo lves 

j in itself (o m itting consideration o f the m an n er in 

i w hich so m e creatures m ust laboriously acquire it)
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no im p erfectio n. H ence kno w led ge m ust exist in the 

infinitely p erfect Being in a transcend ent o r em inent 

w ay. But kno w ledge canno t exist in the infinitely  

p erfect Being in a transcendent w ay excep t it be 

co m p rehensive kno w led ge, that is, p erfect science. 

Therefo re, p erfect science exists in the infinitely p er- . 

feet Being , that is, in Go d . But, since Go d is abso - ' 

lutely sim p le, H is kno w led ge is no t so m ething ad d ed \ 

to H is essence, o r co m p o und ed w ith H is essence; 

it is so m ething iden tified w ith Elis essence. H ence, 

Go d no t o nly has p erfect science; H e is p erfect sci

ence; H e is infinite und erstand ing .

In Criterio lo gy w e learn that no n-m ateriality is 

the ro o t o f kno w ledge and o f kno w ing . A  thing that 

is w ho lly m aterial, such as a stone, has no am p litud e 

o f functio n, no p o w er o f taking in the “ fo rm s” o f 

o ther things as such (that is, as of other thin g s) , 

but is lim ited to its o w n fo rm  ; and any accid ental 

fo rm w hich it receives it m akes its o w n. But a 

kno w ing-creature (anim al o r m an) can receive o r 

take in o ther things co gnitionally  ; it can know  them  ; 

it can take in their fo rm s w itho ut m aking them its 

o w n; it can p o ssess the fo rm s o f o ther things (that 

is, can kno w o ther things) as other things. In a 

w ord , a kno w ing-creature is less lim ited than a no n

kno w ing creature because it has less o f the lim ita

tio n im p o sed by  sheer m ateriality o r bo d iliness. A nd  

the less o f m ateriality abo ut a kno w ing-creature, the 

w ider and d eep er its range o f kno w ledge, and the
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m o re p ure, universal, and abstract are the item s o r 

elem ents o f its kno w ledge. Thus the intellectual 

know led ge o f m an is o f w id e and d eep range, is 

universal and abstract, w hile the sentient kno w led ge 

o f m an o r beast is lim ited to co ncrete and singular 

things. In a w o rd , the m o re a thing is rem oved  

from m ateriality and the lim itatio ns that co m e w ith 

m ateriality , the m o re p erfect is its o p eratio n o f 

know ing and the m o re em bracing and co m p lete is 

its kno w ledge. N o w , Go d is the Infinite Sp irit. In j

God there is no m ateriality w hatever. Therefo re, in 1

Go d there is no thing to lim it and  qualify kno w  led ge. ,

It fo llow s that God ’ s kno w led ge m ust be the m o st I

p erfect p o ssible. In God there is p erfect science. God  ;

is p erfect science; God  is infinite und erstand ing . ί

N o w , it m ay be asked , “ W hat is the o bject o f i 

Go d ’s kno w led ge?” The sim p le answ er is, “ A ll 

things know able.”  But there is need to m ake a d is

tinctio n here, and to d iscern w hat is the prim ary , 

and w hat the secon dary , o bject o f the D iv ine In

tellect.

The p rim ary o bject o f a kno w ing-p ow er (o r sim 

p ly the p rim ary o bject o f kno w led ge in any kno w er) 

is that w hich is attained by the kno w er d irectly , im - i 

m ediately , and in itself. The second ary o bject o f a 

know ing-p o w er is that w hich it can kno w  throu g h o r 

by  reason  of the p rim ary  o bject.

The p rim ary o bject o f the D ivine Intellect is the 

D iv ine Essence Itself. Fo r, in any kno w ing-being ,
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there is a p ro p o rtio n, an equality , betw een the thing  

it is fram ed to kno w  and its p o w er to kno w  it. But 

betw een the Infinite Und erstand ing and w hat it can 

kno w  there can be a p rop o rtio n o r equality o nly if 

the o bject kno w n be itself infinite. A nd the o nly  

infinite o bject is the Infinite Being , that is, the D i

v ine Essence Itself. There  to re, God kno w s H im 

self, first and fo rem o st (that is, as p rim aiy o bject). 

N o r is there any fo rce in the o bjectio n that if God  

kno w s H im self p erfectly H e is, so to sp eak, d efined  

and lim ited by that know led ge, and , since God is in 

no w ise lim ited , this invo lves a co ntrad ictio n and  

canno t be; therefo re, says the o bjectio n, Go d d o es 

no t p erfectly kno w  H im self. The o bjectio n is short

sighted . Fo r if there is an y thin g that Go d ’s kno w l

ed ge d o es no t include, it is im p erfect kno w led ge, 

and is therefo re a lack and a lim it in the p erfect and  

lim itless Go d . In a w o rd , the o bjectio n seeks to  

avo id  a d ifficulty w hich is m erely ap p arent by d iving  

full fo rce into a d ifficulty w hich is real and unan

sw erable. O f co urse, if Go d 's kno w ledge w ere a 

thing w hich Go d m erely has; if it w ere an acquisi

tio n o f Go d ; if it w ere som ething superad ded to the 

D iv ine Essence, it w ou ld be a lim iting thing , and fo r 

Go d to kno w H im self w ould be fo r Go d to kno w  

the bo und aries o f the Bound less and to reco gnize 

lim its in the Lim itless. But, as w e have seen, God ’s 

kno w led ge is o ne w ith H im self. It is no t so m ething  

acquired  by Go d as creatural kno w led ge is acquired
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by a know ing-creature. W hat w e call Go d ’ s kno w l

edge is o nly o ne p hase o f Go d ’s infinite essence. A nd  

to say that Go d know s H im self p erfectly , and that 

the D iv ine Essence is the p rim ary o bject o f the D i

v ine Und erstand ing , is m erely to say that Go d is 

H im self. H ence the o bjectio n is m anifestly fo und ed  

up o n a seem in g difficu lty m erely , an d no t up o n a 

real o ne.

In kno w ing Flim self p erfectly (that is, co m p re

hensively ) Go d kno w s the full extent o f all H is 

p o w ers. H e therefore kno w s all things creatable, 

all things sustainable, all things w ith w hich Id e can 

co ncur in being and in action. In a w o rd , in and  

thro ugh H is know led ge o f H im self, Go d kno w s all 

o ther things. N o w , w hat is know n in and through 

the p rim ary o bject o f know led ge is the seco nd ary  

o bject o f kno w led ge. Therefo re, all things o ther 

than Go d , all creatures and all their actual and p o s

sible relations, co nstitute the seco nd ary o bject o f 

Go d ’s kno w led ge o r o f the D iv ine Intellect.

St. Thom as A quinas p uts the m atter thus, “ It is 

clear that Go d kno w s H im self p erfectly , else H e 

w ould no t be p erfect in being , fo r H is very being  

is to kn ow . N o w , if anything is kno w n p erfectly , its I 

poz v er is kno w n. A nd if a p ow er is p erfectly kno w n, 

there are know n also  the realities to  w hich the p o w er 

extends and in w hich it p rod uces its effects. There

fo re, since the D iv ine Po w er extend s to all things 

as their First Efficient Cause, it fo llow s that Go d
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in kno w ing H im self kno w s all things o ther than 

H im self.”

Go d ’ s kno w ledge o f all things o ther than H im 

self, that is, H is kno w led ge o f all creatural reality , 

is no t a m ere general kno w led ge, but is p erfect in 

all d etails, ft is truly co m p rehensive kno w ledge, 

since it is kno w ledge in and o f the Infinite Being . 

Therefo re, Go d kno w s every single thing that no w  

exists, has existed , w ill exist, o r co uld exist. A ll 

things, actual and p o ssible, necessary and free, sub

stantial and accidental, are p erfectly co m p rehend ed  

by the D iv ine Intellect.

Go d kno w s H im self p erfectly , and H e kno w s all 

o ther things in H im self. In this the D iv ine Kno w l

ed ge is d ifferent fro m  creatural kno w ledge, say  hum an 

kno w led ge. Fo r a m an kno w s things in them 

selv es by reaso n o f a spec ies o r co gnitio nal im age 

w hich the realities kno w n im p ress up o n his kno w ing 

p o w ers o r faculties. A  m an receives his kno w ledge; 

it is so m ething o ver and above his essence and no t 

p art and  p arcel w ith his essence itself. A  m an gathers 

his kno w led ge, beginning w ith the sense-grasp o f 

bo d ily things w hich he find s abo ut him  in this w o rld . 

Fro m this he rises to intellectual co ncep ts, and to  

the kno w led ge o f things bo d ily and no n-bo d ily in  

their essen ces. Thus w e say that a m an kno w s reali

ties in them selv es and no t in him self. But Go d ’s 

kno w led ge is no t acquired , no t gathered , no t built 

up , no t reaso ned  o ut o r abstracted . Go d ’ s kno w ledge



188 TH EO D ICY

d o es no t result in Go d from the im p ressio n up o n 

the D iv ine M ind o f the im ages o r spec ies o f crea

tures. Go d ’s kno w ledge is necessarily o ne w ith the 

D iv ine Essence, and is therefo re changeless and  

eternal. Go d ’s kno w ledge o f creatures d o es no t d e

p end up on the creatures being here to im p ress them 

selves up on H is no tice; Go d need s no exp erience o f 

creatures to fo rm in H im self the id eas by w hich 

they are know n; H is kno w ledge o f creatures is full 

and p erfect from  etern ity  and w as thus full and p er

fect before any creature existed . N o r is Go d ’s kno w l

ed ge im p roved o r in any w ise altered by the fact 

that certain creatures com e into existence at a m o 

m ent and in a m anner eternally d ecreed by the D i

v ine W ill. From eternity Go d kno w s all p o ssible 

creatures, in all their p o ssible relatio ns, in H im self, 

and no t in them selv es. In the single and sim p le and  

eternal grasp o f Elis unchanging essence, Go d p er

fectly and eternally kno w s all creatural realities.

N
A  sp ecial question w hich has been the subject o f 

a p ro lo nged  and still unsettled  co ntro versy m ust here 

be p resented . It m ay be exp ressed  in these term s, “ In 

w hat m anner d o es Go d kno w future free events 

(called ‘ future co ntingencies’ ), that is, things that 

arc actually go ing to hap p en, but are no t in them 

selves things that n eed to hap pen since they d ep end  

up on the free cho ice o f ratio nal creatures? ’ ’ A fu

ture co ntingency o r future free event d ep end s up o n,

Λ
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o r is co ntingent up o n, the- o p eration o f causes that 

are no t truly p red iciablc, since these causes arc no t 

necessitated but free. That Jo hn, w ho is three, w ill 

m arry Jane, new ly bo rn, tw enty years hence o n a 

certain d ay and at a certain ho ur, m ay be a fact, but, 

at this m o m ent, it is a future contingency . That 

Jam es w ill quarrel w ith his em p lo yer next year and  

thro w  up his jo b, m ay co m e to p ass in actual fact, 

but right no w  it is a future co ntingency o r future 

free event. Go d kno w s that these future co ntingen

cies w ill co m e to  p ass; there is no d o ubt o r questio n 

o n that p o int. But the co ntroversy fo cusses up o n 

the m an n er o r the m ode o f Go d ’ s kno w led ge o f fu

ture co ntingencies. Iloiu  d o es Go d kno w  these future 

free events? The fo llo w ing o p inions are o ffered in 

answ er to this questio n :

I. T he D octrin e of M olin a. M olina, a fam o us 

Sp anish Jesuit o f the sixteenth century , no table bo th 

as a theo log ian and a p hilo sop her, held that Go d  

kno w s future free events in his “ sup crcom p rehen- 

sio n o f causes,”  ind ep endently o f any d ecree o f the 

D iv ine W ill. This o p inio n seem s inad equate. Fo r to  

kno w  a con tin g en t o r free event in its causes, is to  

have o nly a m o re o r less p erfect con jec tu ral kno w l

ed ge o f the event ; it is to be in p o sitio n to m ake a 

m o re o r Jess p erfectly accurate g u ess abo ut the event. 

But Go d ’s kno w led ge is in all w ays m o st p erfect and  

m o st certain, w ith no  guessw o rk abo ut it.
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2 . T he D octrin e of Ban es. Banez, fam ous D o m 

inican co ntem p o rary and co untrym an o f M olina, 

held that Go d kno w s future free events in the eter

nal d ecrees o f I fis w ill. This d o ctrine, bald ly stated , 

seem s m islead ing · . Bor the d iv ine d ecrees arc no t 

blind ly issued law s, no r arc they d ecrees w hich d e

stro y the real freed om o f free causes. Yet, in itself, 

the blunt d o ctrine o f Banez seem s to suggest bo th 

o f these im p o ssibilities.

5. T he D octrin e of C ajetan . Cajetan, sixteenth 

century Italian theo lo g ian and p hilo so p her, ho ld s the 

o p inio n com m o nly accep ted as the T hom istic d o c

trine (that is, as the true interp retatio n o f the d o c

trine o f St. Thom as A quinas). lie teaches that God  

know s all future events, includ ing future free events, 

in H is o w n essence, as presen t , and in the light o f 

H is eternal d eterm ining d ecrees. This d o ctrine ap 

p ears to be the m o st accep table o f all. W e p ause 

up on its several p o ints fo r a brief w o rd o f exp lana

tio n and p roo f.

« ) Go d kno w s future co ntingencies as p resent. 

Fo r the p ro cess o f tim e has no lim iting effec t u pon  

the In fin ite M in d; to G od there is no future and no  

p ast; all things are presen t to H is kno w led ge. A nd , 

granted that future free events are fu tu re to finite 

m inds, and hence are but a m atter o f co njecture o r 

uncertain kno w led ge, they are p resent to the Infinite 

M ind and are thus the o bject o f certain kno w led ge.
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A gain, the future free events that are actually go ing; 

to hap p en, have, w hen they hap p en, the necessity o f 

fact. In them selves, considered abstractly , they d o  

not n eed to happen ; they  depend up un free cho ice; 

but w hen the cho ice is o nce m ad e and the events actu

ally co m e to p ass, then they have to he w hat they  

are. N o w , the Infinite M ind actually beho lds these 

events, as p resent, and hence as hav ing the necessity  

o f fact, w hich d o es no t in the least affect their es

sentially free character, but w hich rend ers them o b

jects o f certain kno w led ge in the Infinite M ind .

&) Go d kno w s future co ntingencies in H is o w n 

essence. Fo r the D iv ine Essence, v iew ed as the D i

v ine Kno w led ge, em braces co m p letely all p o ssibili

ties, and so em braces all future realities. Thus the 

D ivine Essence Itself is sufficient reaso n to account 

fo r Go d ’ s kno w led ge o f future free events.

c ) Go d kno w s future co ntingencies in the light 

.o f H is eternal d eterm ining d ecrees. For all things 

■' have their being in the w ill and p ow er o f God to  

besto w  it, and in the w ill and p o w er o f Go d to co n

cur in creatural activ ities and o p eratio ns. H ence, 

w hile the free w ills o f rational creatures are truly  

free, and they truly cho ose their p ro xim ate o bjects, 

such freed o m and such cho ice is d epend ent up o n 

God ’s eternal d ecrees to  create the free w ills, to sus

tain them  in freed om , and  to  m o ve them  and  to  concur 

in their free cho ice. O nto lo gy  teaches us that the ro o t

p rincip le o f sheer p o ssibility is the D iv ine Intellect;
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tilings p o ssible have their p o ssibility , in last analysis, 

because they are kno w n as p o ssible in the D iv ine 

M ind . A nd their extrinsic p o ssibility (that is, their 

p o ssibility as things c.xistible, no t m erely as things 

thinkable) d ep end s up o n the D iv ine \\ ill, and hence 

o n the eternal d ecrees o f Go d . N o w , future free events 

arc m o re than m erely  p o ssible, since they  are, as a fact, 

go ing to take p lace. But if the D ivine W ill and its 

d ecrees are requisite fo r extrinsic p o ssibilité· · , it is 

still m o re ev ident that the D iv ine W ill and its d e

crees are required fo r future actuality ; fo r if even 

the lesser m o d e o f being requires the D iv ine W ill, 

certainly the greater o r m o re p erfect m o d e o f being  

requires It.

/' b) CLASSIFICATION OF THE DIVINE KNOWLEDGE

/ W e m ay d istinguish in Go d (by a d istinction o f 

reaso n based o n reality ) kno w led ge that is : I. Sp ec

's illative o r Practical; 2 . N ecessary o r Free; 5. A p - 

\ p rov ing o r N o n-ap p ro v ing ; 4 . Kno w led ge o f Sim p le

i Intelligence o r Kno w ledge o f Visio n. The last clas

sificatio n is, far and aw ay, the m o st im p o rtant w e 

have here to  co nsid er. But w e shall say a w o rd  o f the 

o ther typ es to o .

I. Sp eculative kno w led ge m eans kno w led ge that 

co ntem p lates truth but has no d irect co ncern w ith 

actio n. W hen a m an stud ies ancient histo ry fo r the 

sake o f info rm atio n, he d o es no t p ro p ose to do any-
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tiling w ith the kno w led ge acquired . fl is aim is sp ecu

lative. H e w ants kno w led ge fo r the enlightenm ent and  

enrichm ent o f m ind it gives him  ; he w ants truth to  

kn ow  it, to co ntem p late it. Such, in general, is spec 

u lativ e kno w led ge. The term spcc i/laiiv c co nics from  

the Latin verb specu lari “ to lo ok at.” But w hen a 

m an stud ies carp entry , o r engineering , he intends to  

use his kno w led ge in d o ing things. H is aim is prac 

t ical. H e w an ts to know  that he m ay d o so m ething  

in co nsequence. Such is practical kno w led ge. The 

w o rd  practical has its roo ts in the Greek prattc in “ to  

m ake, to d o .” N o w , Go d ’s kno w led ge o f H im self 

is m anifestly specu lativ e kn ow ledg e. H is kno w ledge 

o f things o ther than H im self is at o nce specu lativ e 

an d practical. O f things sheerly p o ssible, no t co n

sid ered  as to be m ad e o r no t m ad e but seen m erely  

in them selves as w hat cou ld be m ad e, Go d has sp ecu

lative kno w led ge, and , inasm uch as p o ssibility in

vo lves so m ething p ractical (nam ely , w hat co uld  

actually be m ad e o r d o ne) H is kno w led ge is also  

p ractical. O f things that are no t but are go ing to be, 

it is m anifest that the D iv ine Kno w led ge is bo th 

sp eculative and p ractical ; sp eculative inasm uch as 

it kno w s them as things, p ractical inasm uch as it 

kno w s them  as things to  be m ad e. O f existing  things, 

Go d ’s kno w led ge is sp eculative inasm uch as these 

things are kno w able o bjects and , ind eed , are p er

fectly kno w n in the D ivine Essence ; and p ractical 

inasm uch as Go d kno w s ho w  to sustain these things
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in being and o p eratio n. Go d 's kno w led ge o f ev il is 

m ainly sp eculative, yet it is also p ractical inasm uch 

as it is know ledge o f w hat Go d p erm its, im p ed es, o r 

d raw s into p lace in Ilis p ro vid ence.

2 . God ’s know led ge o f H im self is n ecessary  

know ledge, that is, H e know s H im self p erfectly and  

cannot be igno rant o f H im self; as H e is N ecessary  

Being , and as H is kno w led ge is o ne w ith H is Es

sence, so H e is N ecessary Kno w led ge. Go d ’s kno w l

edge o f things that d epend fo r being up on H is 

p erfectly free and infinite W ill is called free know l

ed ge. Go d cannot be igno rant o f these things, but 

they are no t o ne w ith H im self as N ecessary Kno w l

edge, even tho ugh they be kno w n in H is eternal 

Essence.

5. Go d ’s kno w led ge o f creatures in their p o sitive 

being , that is, in their essential and transcend ental 

go od ness, is kno w led ge w hich invo lves approv al. So  

the Creator, lo oking up on and kno w ing the w o rks 

o f H is hand s, “ saw that they w ere very go o d .”  

Go d ’s kno w ledge o f things in their p o sitive being o r 

go od ness is no t so m ething alo o f and d etached  ; it is 

no t kno w led ge m erely , but it is cau sal know led ge, 

since God , w ho se essence and kno w led ge are really  

id entified , is the cause o f these things ; hence, neces

sarily , H e ap p roves them . God ’s kno w led ge o f ev ils, 

o f d eficiencies, is n on -approv in g , sin ce G od is o nly
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the accidental cause o f p hysical ev il, and is in no  

sense the cause o f sin o r m o ral ev il.

4 . The m o st im p o rtant d istinctio n o f the D iv ine 

Kno w led ge is that w hich classifies it as (<z) The 

Kno w led ge o f Sim p le Intelligence o r Sim p le Und er

stand ing, and (έ>) The Kno w led ge o f Vision.

(u) The Kno w ledge o f Sim p le Intelligence is 

that D iv ine Kno w ledge w hich has as its o bject (that 

is, as the thing kno w n) all thin g s possible but no t 

things that arc ever to be. A ll that cou ld be, but 

have no t been, are no t, no r w all be,— these things 

are the o bject o f the D iv ine Kno w led ge o f Sim p le 

Intelligence.

(ά ) The Kno w led ge o f Visio n is that D iv ine 

Kno w led ge w hich has as its o bject all that has been, 

is, o r w ill be actu al. Things that have existed in the 

p ast, o r exist no w , o r w ill exist in tim e to co m e,—  

these are the o bject o f the Kno w led ge o f Visio n; 

these things lie w ithin the d irect v iew , so to sp eak, 

o f Go d , w hich beho ld s them as presen t, no m atter 

w hat be their p o sitio n in the tim e-lim ited v iew  o f 

finite m inds.

N o w , M o lina and m any o ther p hiloso p hers have 

taught that a third classification is to be m ad e in 

the D iv ine Kno w led ge, and that ibis ho ld s a m idd le 

p lace betw een the tw o typ es just m entioned , and is 

to  be called , in co nsequence, sc ien tia m edia, o r “ M id 

d le Kno w led ge.” The Latin term , sc ien tia m edia,
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is universally used w hen this classification o f D iv ine 

Know led ge is in questio n; o ne never hears o r read s 

the English translation o f it. The M o lm ist d o ctrine 

am o unts to this: God know s thim /s m erely  possible 

by H is Kno w led ge o f Sim p le Intelligence ; lie 

know s all actual things, includ ing tho se tru ly  fu tu re, 

by  H is Kno w led ge o f Visio n. .Bui there is a sp ecial 

class o f things no t included am o ng the o bjects o f 

these tw o typ es o f kno w led ge. There arc the things 

w hich a m an w ou ld do if certain co nd itio ns w ere to  

be fulfilled , but w hich, as a fact, he w ill n ot d o be

cause those co nd itions w ill no t be fulfilled . These 

things are called “ co nd itio nally future events” o r, 

in the co m m o nly used Latin term , fu tu ribilia. The 

fu tu ribilia (things that are no t truly future, since 

they w ill never co m e to p ass, but things co nd itio n

ally future because under certain co nd itio ns, that 

w ill no t be realized , they w ou ld com e to p ass by the 

free cho ice o f m an) are the o bjects o f the sc ien tia 

m edia.

W e d o no t find accep table the d o ctrine o f M olina, 

no r are w e p rep ared to reco gnize the sc ien tia m edia 

as a necessary classificatio n o f the D iv ine Kno w l

ed ge. W e d o no t agree that the fu tu ribilia co nsti

tute a sp ecial class o f kno w ables, d istinct from the 

resp ective o bjects o f the Kno w led ge o f Sim ple In

telligence and the Kno w ledge o f Vision. A nd w here 

w e find no truly and defin itely distin ct objec t o f
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kno w led ge, w e m ust no t assert the existence o f a 

defin itely  distin ct ty pe o i kno w ing .

Certainly , w e ad m it, and em p hatically assert, that 

Go d  kno w s all things kno w able, includ ing the fu tu ri

bilia. O ur Lo rd gave exp ression to H is kno w ledge 

o f such co nd itio nally future events w hen I le said  

(Lu ke x , / 5) : “ W o e to thee, Co ro zain, w o e to thee. 

Bethsaid a. Fo r if in Tyre and Sid on had been 

w ro ught the m ight) - w orks that have been w rought 

in yo u, they w o uld have d one p enance long ago , 

sitting in sackclo th and ashes.” Go d know s the 

fu tu ribilia. But w e assert that this kno w ledge is 

Kno w led ge o f Sim ple Intelligence. W e find no need  

fo r d eclaring  the existence o f a sc ien tia m edia. W e d o  

no t find accep table the M olinist argum ent that the 

fu tu ribilia are an o bject d istinct fro m the resp ective 

o bjects o f the o ther tw o typ es o f D iv ine Kno w led ge, 

and that fu tu ribilia are so m ething m o re than things 

sheerly p o ssible (w hich fall under Sim p le Intelli

gence) and  so m ething less than things to  be actual in 

future (w hich fall under Vision).

Go d 's kno w led ge o f things to co m e is K n ow ledg e  

of Visio n, fo r the tim e elem ent d oes no t affect the 

Infinite M ind , and things to co m e are seen as p res

ent. Go d ’ s kno w led ge o f things that w ou ld co m e 

und er certain co nd itio ns is cither kno w led ge o f 

w hat w ill be w hen co nd itio ns are fulfilled (and this 

is Kno w led ge o f Visio n) ; o r it is kno w ledge o f
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w hat w o uld be, but actually w ill no t be. since the 

co nd itio ns arc no t to be fulfilled , and this am o unts 

to kn ow ledg e of thin g s possible, an d com es und er 

the Kno w led ge o f Sim p le Intelligence.

Father Bo ed der, S.J., in his N atu ral 7 hcolog y  

(p .2< Sg ) , says, “ W e o urselves ho ld strongly to w hat 

is m eant by the term sc ien tia m edia, w itho ut insist

ing up on the necessity o f retaining this term as 

such/ ' W ell, certainly w e all ho ld stro ngly to the 

m anifest truth that Go d kno w s all kno w ables, in

clud ing the fu tu ribilia, and that ap p ears to be the 

essence o f “ w hat is m eant by the term sc ien tia 

m edia.”  If w e reject the term itself, and the spec ial 

an d distin ct ty pe o f D ivine Kno w led ge w hich the 

term  suggests, w e have so lid ly scientific ground s fo r 

o ur action. Fo r the axio m , “ Things are no t to be 

m ultip lied w ithout necessity ’ ’ fo rbid s the fo rm ing  

o f d istinctio ns in the D iv ine Kno w led ge w ithout 

d efinitely d istinct o bjects o f know led ge w hich d e

m and them .

W e m ay co nclude o ur brief d iscussion o f this 

questio n by d efining , the sc ien tia m edia in term s ac

ceptable to the M olinists : “ The sc ien tia m edia is 

that D ivine Know led ge w hereby Go d , anteced ently  

to H is d ecrees o f fulfilling o r no t fulfilling co nd i

tio ns fo r actio n, know s for certain w hat a m an 

(i. e., a free creature) w o uld d o if such co nd itions 

w ere actually fulfilled .”
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The d iscussio n o f sc ien tia m edia is rather aca

d em ic than p ractical. But there is ano ther, and a 

m o st p ractical, questio n w hich w e m ust m ention 

here. It is the question o f God 's fo rekno w ledge and  

m an ’s free-w ill.

Go d kno w s all things, future as w ell as p ast and  

p resent, and even things co nd itio nally future. But 

things are necessarily as Go d know s them to be. 

Therefo re, it ap p ears that hum an freedo m  is illuso ry . 

Fo r if Go d kno w s w hat I am go ing to d o at every  

m o m ent o f m y future, that is w hat I am surely  

go ing  to d o . H o w , then, am I free?  W e answ er that 

kno w led ge d o es no t necessarily create o r cause its 

o bject. Go d kno w s w hat I w ill cho ose and that I 

w ill freely cho o se it. H is kno w led ge d o es no t im 

p o se necessity up o n m y cho ice. A  m an kno w s that 

excessive d rinking w ill p rod uce into xicatio n, but his 

kno w led ge d o es no t m ake him d runk. A  sp o rtsm an 

kno w s that the race w ill start at a given signal, but 

his kno w ledge d o es no t cause the ho rses to run. The 

co llege chef kno w s that w hen he rings the d inner

go ng, there w ill be a p rom p t assem bling o f stud ents 

in the d ining-hall, but his kno w led ge d oes no t take 

aw ay the freedo m of the students. There is no real 

d ifficulty in this m atter o f D ivine Fo reknow ledge 

and hum an free-w ill. The d ifficulty is m ere seem ing . 

There is a m o re intriguing , yet no t a m o re real, 

d ifficulty in the questio n o f Go d ’s requisite sup p o rt
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and m o vem ent in m an's actual free cho ice. Tins d if

ficulty w e shall co nsid er in the next c hap ter.

c) TH E D IVIN E IDEA S

W hen w e sp eak o f ideas o r con cepts w e m ean, 

first and fo rem o st, those m ental re-p resentatio ns o f 

essences w hich arc fo rm ed by the hum an m ind act

ing up on the find ings o f the senses. H ere, w hen w e 

sp eak o f the ideas in the D iv ine M ind , o ur language 

is analo g ical. Fo r Go d know s the essences o f all 

things w ithout hav ing to fo rm the representations 

o f them w ithin H im self; H e d o es no t require that 

things exist to be kno w n, nor d o es H e need to be 

im p ressed by the spec ies o r im ag es o f things to  have 

them cognitionally p resent in H is essence. Since 

Go d is the First Being , H e exists befo re all crea

tures, and H is p erfect kno w led ge o f creatures is 

no t gained o r acquired from them , but is p resent 

in and o f Elis essence fro m eternity befo re any crea

tures exist. Further, the co gnitional p resence (that 

is, the id ea o r co ncep t) o f any reality is no t in Go d , 

as it is in m an, an acciden tal thing ; it is really id enti

fied w ith the D ivine Essence Itself, as w e kno w  

from the p erfect and p ure sim p licity o f the Infinite 

Being . W e m ust keep all this in m ind as w e d iscuss, 

in hum an and therefore in m etap horical term s, the 

ideas in the D ivine Intellect.

It is m anifest from the o rd er and beauty o f the 

universe that its Efficient Cause is a m o st intelligent
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cause. The D esigner and Go vernor o f the w o rld  

kno w s w hat H e is abo ut. N o w . w here there is d esign 

and go vernance, there is anteced ent kn ow ledg e , and  

in acco rd ance w ith this kno w ledge the p lan is fo rm ed  

and executed . Go d , therefore, anteced ently to the 

existence o f any creature, know s the univcise in 

general anti in every sm allest d etail. W e say that 

the “ elem ents” o f this kno w led ge are the D iv ine 

Id eas.

Go d is an in tellig en t ag en t, that is, o ne w ho acts 

w ith understand ing o f w hat is being d one and w ith 

the w ill to d o it. W e find aro und us here in the 

w o rld , and ind eed w e find w ithin o urselves,— in the 

bo d y-p ro cesses o f d igestio n and nervo us reactio n, 

fo r instance,— fo rces o r agencies at w o rk w hich are 

no t them selves intelligent. The sto ne m anifests the 

actio n o f co hesio n and gravitation  ; the p lant grow s 

and m atures and rep rod uces its kind ; the anim al 

sees, hears, exp eriences ap p etite o r tendency; and  

in all these ag en ts (that is, actors o r d o ers o r p er

fo rm ers) w e find no understand ing and no con

scio us free d irectio n o f the activ ities m entioned . 

Such agents are called n atu ral ag en ts {ag en tia per 

n atu ram ) to  d istinguish them fro m  in tellig en t ag en ts 

{ag en tia per in tellec tu m ) . A lan, d o w ered as he is 

w ith understand ing and free-w ill, is, in his hum an 

o r free acts, an ag en s per in tellec tu m ; he is an in

telligent agent. A nd , since intelligent activ ity is o f 

its nature a finer and p urer p erfectio n than natural
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activ ity ; since, ind eed , intelligent activ ity is. in it

self, a p ure p erfectio n, it m ust be attributed in a 

transcend ent o r em inent m anner to the 1· irst Being . 

Go d m ust be the ag en s per in tellec tu m p ar excel

lence. A nd this m eans (hat the id eas o t all creatable 

things, o f all tilings p o ssible, m ust be p erfecti)· p res

ent in and o f the D ivine Essence from  eternity .

N o w , the id eas acco rd ing to w hich, and in the 

light o f w hich, free intelligent activ ity is c.xercised , 

are the ex em plar-cau ses o f the effects w hich such 

activ ity p rod uces. The stately build ing w hich w ins 

the ad m iratio n o f the beho ld er, w as envisioned in 

the m ind and im aginatio n o f the architect before a 

sto ne o f it w as actually laid . It w as kno w n by the 

architect before it w as given actuality o r existence, 

and the know ledge w as the light and guid e o f the 

w o rk that p rod uced the build ing . The kno w led ge o f 

the architect, w hich w as first exp ressed in p lans and  

blue-p rints and afterw ard s in steel and sto ne, w as 

the exem p lar-cause o f the activ ity o f build ing and  

o f the finished ed ifice itself. In a sim ilar m anner, 

God ’s p erfect kno w led ge (o r the D iv ine Id eas) o f 

all things created is the exem p lar-cause o f all crea

tures. W e say that in God there are archety pal ideas  

o f all that .H e has m ad e, and ind eed there are in 

God archetyp al id eas o f all things that arc p o ssible, 

o f all that can be m ad e. The w o rd  archety pe liicrallj' 

m eans the “ first m o del,’ ’ o r the “ first o r earliest 

p attern,” o r the “ first exem plar-cause.” The D iv ine
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Id eas, therefore, are exem p lary id eas; they are 

exem p lar-causes ; they arc archetyp al id eas o f all 

crcatablc reality .

A seem ing d ifficulty here arises. Go d is o ne, but 

the w o rld is m anifo ld , that is, creatures are m any  

and vario us. H o w  can the id eas o f all these vario us 

creatures exist in the D iv ine M ind w ithout inducing  

plu rality  there, and thus creating a co nflict and co n

trad ictio n in the D iv ine Sim p licity? W 'e answ er that 

it is no t the kno w led ge o f a p lurality o f things that 

ind uces p lurality in the understand ing m ind , but the 

fact that the m ind requires, fo r each item o f the 

several things kno w n, a d istinct species o r co gni- 

tio nal im age. But it is o nly the finite m ind that re

quires a p lurality o f spec ies fo r the und erstand ing  

o f a p lurality o f o bjects. The kno w led ge o f Go d is 

o ne w ith Go d ’ s very essence, and if w e use the ter

m ino lo gy o f hum an know ing w hen w e sp eak o f 

Go d , w e m ust say that the o nly species in Go d ’s 

kno w led ge is the D iv ine Essence Itself. In m an, the 

species is the m ediu m o f kno w led ge ; it is that 

w hereby  the o bject is kno w n. But Go d , the Infinite 

Being , d o es no t require a m edium fo r know ing  ; H e 

d o es no t require any m ean s by  w hich kno w led ge 

m ay  be acquired , fo r H e d oes no t acqu ire any  kno w l

ed ge ; H e has p erfect know led ge in and o f H is 

essence fro m eternity . H ence, the D iv ine Essence, as 

the species o f all kno w ables, is no t that w hereby  Go d  

kno w s; it is that w hich Go d kno w s. Go d , kno w ing
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Himself , knows necessarily all 11 is powers and all that 

His powers can produce. Therefore, in the sim ple un

derstanding of Himself, God uudcrsiand.s (he whole 

manifold universe of possibilities. It is. therefore, not 

true to say that the plurality of Divine ldea> (called so  

analogically) means a plurality in what G essentially  

non-plural or simple. No plurality is induced in God by  

His perfect comprehension of all things in the one 

indivisible and infinitely simple species which is His 

o w n essence.

SUMMARY OF THE ARTICLE

I n  t h i s  A rticle w e have learned , by strict reaso n

ing , that in Go d there is the m o st p erfect know led ge, 

perfec t sc ien ce, infinite und erstand ing , and that this 

know led ge is really o ne w ith the D iv ine Essence It

self. W e have seen that Go d ’s o w n essence is the 

prim ary objec t o f the D iv ine M ind , and that the 

realities o ther than Go d (that is, all creatural p o ssi

bilities) co nstitute the secon dary  objec t o f Go d ’s 

kno w ledge. W e have learned that Go d , in kno w ing  

H im self, kno w s all o ther things p erfectly and eter

nally , and thus H e kn ow s creatu res in H im self, 

and  no t in  them selv es. W e have stud ied the question 

o f Go d ’s kn oz v ledg e of fu tu re con tin g en cies o r 

future free events, and have found the d o ctrines 

o f M o lina and Banez less accep table than that o f 

Cajetan, w ho , fo llow ing St. Tho m as A quinas, ho ld s 

t h a t G o d  k n o w s  a l l  f u t u r e  e v e n t s , i n c l u d i n g  f u t u r e
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co ntingencies, in H is ow n essen ce, as présen t , an d 

con sequ en t u pon H is etern al determ in in g decrees. 

W e have classified the D iv ine Kno w led ge as specu 

lativ e and practical, as n ecessary and free, as ap 

prov in g and n on -approz ' in g , as K n ow ledg e of Sim ple 

In tellig en cc and K n ow ledg e of K ision . W e have re

jected d ie sc ien tia m edia theo ry as unnecessary to  

exp lain Go d ’ s kno w led ge o f fu tu ribilia, that is, o f 

events that d ep end up on hum an cho ice, and w hich 

w ill no t take p lace actually , hut w ou ld take p lace 

w ere certain co nd itio ns to be fulfilled . W e have seen 

that there is no real co nflict betw een Go d ’ s fo re

kno w led ge and m an ’s free-w ill. W e have stud ied the 

D iv ine Id eas o r ex em plars o r archety pes of all creat 

able thin g s, w hich exist in the m ind o f Go d; w e 

have fo und  that these id eas are no t form ed severally  

by any kno w ing-p roccss o r kno w ing-effo rt o f the 

D iv ine Intellect, but exist p erfectly in and o f the 

D iv ine Essence fro m  eternity . W e have learned that 

Go d ’ s essence is the single and sim p le and infinite 

spec ies in w hich H e eternally kno w s all things.

A r t ic l e  2. Th e  Op e r a t io n s  o f  Go d ’s W i l l

a) The D ivine W ill b) Classification o f W ill-acts in Go d  

c) O bject o f the D iv ine W ill d ) The D iv ine W ill and  Evil

a) THE DIVINE WILL

The w ill is the tend ency to fo llow intellectual 

kno w led ge by ap p ro p riate action. It is the intellectual
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ap p etency . Tt is the p o w er o r faculty to cho o se a 

co urse o f actio n w hich is intellectually m anifested  as 

go od to fo llo w . A ll these d escrip tio ns o f w ill are. 

o f co urse, literally ap p licable to the facalhy o f w ill

ing in a ratio  n u l créai arc, that is, in a creature en

d ow ed w ith understand ing and the ability to act 

w ith co nscio us p urpo se in co nsequence o f its find 

ings. W hen w e sp eak o f Go d , w e m ust rem ove fro m  

o ur co ncep t o f w ill all that m akes it a lim ited and  

im p erfect thing , all that m akes it a faculty o r ac

cid ental p o w er, all that m akes it so m ething really  

d istinct fro m und erstand ing and from the essence 

o f the being w hich understands. Fo r in Go d there 

is n o real distin ction save that o f the d istinctio n o f 

Perso ns in the Trinity , a d istinctio n w hich w e have 

no right to d iscuss in a p urely hum an o r rational 

science. Go d ’s w ill m ust exist, fo r w ill is a p erfec

tion and Go d is id entified w ith the infinity o f all 

p erfectio ns subsisting in sim ple and eternal unity . 

But Go d ’ s w ill is no t, as o ur w ills are, a p o w er w hich 

Go d has; no , Go d ’s w ill is a p erfectio n w hich Go d  

is; it is o ne w ith the essence o f Go d . Therefo re, just 

as it is co rrect to say that Go d is infinite m ind o r 

infinite und erstand ing o r infinite kno w led ge, so it is 

correct to say that God is infinite w ill. Still, w e are 

lim ited by the inad equacies o f creatural und erstand 

ing and o f hum an sp eech, and , if w e are to d iscuss 

the D iv ine W ill at all, w e m ust p erfo rce d iscuss 

It in term s that exp ress It as so m ething akin to the
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creatural faculty o f w ill that w e kno w  and exp eri

ence w ithin o ur lim ited selves. O ur language is neces

sarily analo g ical in this d iscussio n, as it is in the 

d iscussio n o f all the D ivine Perfections.

N o w , can Go d be truly and factually regarded as 

W ill? Is Go d infinite w ill? In m o re und erstand able, 

but less accurate sp eech, is there a w ill in Go dr

I. In Go d there is, fo rm ally o r as su ch, and in 

an em inent o r transcend ent w ay, all that o ur know l- 

ed ge o f creatures d isclo ses to us as p ure and un- 

srjym ixed  p erfectio n. N o w , w ill in itself (and  no t in its 

halting and  lim ited  creatural exercise) is unquestion

ably a p ure and unm ixed p erfection. Fo r there is 

no thing o f im p erfectio n in the tend ency to fo llo w  

kno w led ge w ith ap p ro p riate actio n ; o n the co ntrary , 

kno w led ge w itho ut tend ency o r ability to act up o n 

it w o uld be itself im p erfect, since kno w led ge find s 

its fulfillm ent and  ro und ed  m eaning in being carried  

o ut ; and hence this cap acity o r faculty fo r carrying  

o ut kno w led ge is itself a p erfectio n. In creatures, 

the w ill is subject to influences that ham p er and  

thw art it; it is cap able o f an abuse that turns it 

against the very p urp o se o f its existence; it is p o s

sible to em p lo y it in a fashio n that is m o rally ev il 

and  to  m ake it the d irective fo rce behind m o vem ents 

that are bo th p hysically and m o rally bad . W e say  

that every hum an w ill is w eak; w e say that m any  

a hum an w ill is a bad w ill (no t in itself indeed but
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in its use) ; and these declarations point to defi

ciencies, limits, evils. But none of these limitations, 

deficiencies, and defections is an evil in the willing- 

power itself. Tn will, considered purely in itself, 

there is nothing that the mind can discover but pure 

perfection. Therefore, this perfection is a pure and  

unmixed perfection, and it must be attributed for

mally to the Infinite Being. Hence we must attribute 

w ill to Go d . Go d is Infinite W ill.

2 . W herever there is und erstand ing there m ust 

be w ill. Fo r w herever there is kno w led ge there is 

tendency to fo llow  kno w ledge. This truth is ev id ent, 

alm o st self-evid ent, and it receives full co nfirm ation 

in the check-up o f o ur o w n exp erience. Fo r kno w l

ed ge is seld o m p urely and entirely sp eculative ; very  

frequently ,— and  in so m e m easure alw ay s,— it p o ints 

o n to som ething-to -be-d one. Kno w led ge is a light 

that frequently reveals a p ath that m ay be fo llo w ed ; 

it d iscovers no t o nly facts, but w ay s and m ean s  ; it 

illum ines no m eaningless universe w ith a m erely  

entertaining light, but sho w s en ds to be attained . 

A nd this truth w hich is p red icable, in d ue m easure, 

o f all kno w ledge, even sentient kno w led ge, is m ani

festly m o st truly and inev itably p red icable o f in

tellectual kno w ledge. Rightly d o w e d eclare that 

w here there is und erstand ing there is a d rive and  

tendency to use understand ing p ractically , to act o n 

it, to carry o ut its p lans fo r go od , to achieve the
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objects it shows to be desirable or necessary. In a 

word, rightly do we say that where there is an un

derstanding there is a will. Now, as we have seen, 

God is Infinite l/nderstanding ; therefore (since Go d  

is simple and all perfections are identified with His 

essence) God is also Infinite W ill.

b) CLASSIFICATION OF WILL-ACTS IN GOD

W e d istinguish in Go d w ill-acts that are an te

ceden t and tho se that are con sequ en t, and so w e 

sp eak o f Go d ’ s an teceden t w ill and H is con sequ en t  

w ill.

Go d ’ s an teceden t w ill is the D ivine W ill inasm uch 

as it w ills go o d and rejects ev il sim ply , w itho ut tak

ing into account (hence an teceden tly  to ) any co nd i

tio ns o r circum stances that m ight m ake w hat is 

sim p ly o r generally go o d a n on -g ood o r ev il in cer

tain cases. Thus, by H is anteced ent w ill, Go d w ills 

all m en to be saved . Fo r salvatio n is the highest 

go o d  o f m an, and  Go d  w ills it sim p ly o r anteced ently  

fo r all, w itho ut co nsid eratio n o f the circum stances 

w hich, in ind iv id ual cases, m ight m ake it unjust.

God ’ s con sequ en t w ill is the D iv ine W ill inasm uch 

as it w ills w hat is go o d and rejects ev il, no t abso 

lutely , sim p ly , unco nd itio nally , and  in a general w ay, 

but in the sp ecial circum stances and co nd itio ns o f 

each com p lex situatio n. Taking into acco unt (and  

hence con sequ en t  u pon  but no t depen den tly  on ) these
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sp ecial circum stances and cond itio ns, Go d 's co nse

quent w ill d ecrees the p unishm ent, and no t the salva

tio n, o f the unrep entant sinner, even tho ugh, by H is 

anteced ent w ill, Go d  w ills the salvation o f all m en. O f 

course, the co nsequent w ill d ecrees w hat is go od , and  

this in a m o re sp ecial w ay than the anteced ent w  ill. It 

is go od , in general, that all m en be saved , and the 

salvatio n o f all is w illed o r w ished by the anteced ent 

w ill o f Go d . It is go o d , in each sp ecial case, that full 

justice sho uld  be d o ne, and it is ev il fo r justice to be 

traversed o r o ffend ed ; the co nsequent w ill o f Go d  

w ills that the unrep entant sinner should  have justice. 

In the case o f the unrep entant sinner, p unishm ent is 

g ood, as being required by justice.

c) OBJECT OF THE DIVINE WILL

The objec t o f any faculty is w hat that faculty o b

tains o r achieves in its no rm al function, and that 

w hich it is co nnaturally fitted to attain and to w ard s 

the attainm ent o f w hich it ten ds. N o w , w hile the 

D iv ine W ill is no t a faculty, but is id entified w ith 

the D iv ine Essence, w e sp eak o f It in hum an term s 

as tho ugh It w ere a faculty .

The o bject o f any faculty is tw o fo ld , nam ely , 

prim ary and secon dary . The p rim ary o bject, as w e 

have seen in d iscussing the D iv ine Intellect, is that 

w hich the faculty tend s to attain by its d irect and  

im m ed iate and first-and -fo rem o st actio n; it is that 

w hich the faculty tends per se prim o (o f itself and



IM M A N EN T O PERA TIO N S O F GO D 21 r 

p rim arily ) to attain. The second ary o bject is that 

w hich the faculty tends to attain in , throu g h, o r 

by  reason of its p rim ary o bject. Thus, fo r instance, 

the faculty o f sight in m an tends to attain, that is, 

to perceiv e, co lo red surface. This is the p rim ary  

o bject o f sight. But because sight p erceives co lo red  

surface, it p erceives also w here such surface term i

nates, and thus p erceives the shap e o r figure o f v isi

ble o bjects. This is a second ary o bject o f sight. W e 

have already learned that the p rim ary o bject o f the 

D iv ine M ind o r Intellect is the D iv ine Essence It

self. A nd w e have also seen that, in co m p rehend ing  

the D ivine Essence, the m ind o f God co m p rehends 

all the D ivine Po w ers and all that these can acco m 

p lish, and hence com p rehend s all creatures. In and  

thro ugh and by reaso n o f the p erfectly co m p re

hend ed D iv ine Essence (p rim ary o bject), the m ind  

o f Go d  co m p rehend s all creatable things (seco ndary  

o bject). N o w , as it is w ith the D iv ine M ind , so is 

it also w ith the D iv ine W ill. The p rim ary o bject o f ) 

the D ivine W ill is the D iv ine Essence Itself, and  the J 

second ary o bject is all that is in line w ith the p ri

m ary, and m ay be v iew ed as related to it as m eans 

to  end . But, befo re d iscussing  and  p ro ving this p o int, 

w e m ust say a w o rd abo ut the nature o f w ill-acts in 

general.

The intellect tends to em brace and und erstand all 

truth. The w ill tend s to attain and p o ssess and en

jo y all go o d . N o w , the tendency to w ards goo d is at
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the sam e tim e a tend ency aw ay from ev il. A nd this 

tend ency m ay, in all cases, be truly regard ed as 

lov e. The acts p rop er to the w ill itself are o ften 

listed as these six: w ish ; in ten tion ; con sen t to the 

requisite m eans o f carrying o ut intention: choice 

o f suitable m eans; u se o f such m eans, en joy m en t  

o f the go od  attained . Every o ne o f these six w ill-acts 

is an asp ect o r exp ressio n o f lov e. To have a w ish 

is to entertain a sim p le lo ve o f the thing w ished  

fo r; to in ten d a thing is to like o r lo ve it enough 

to have the p urp ose o f attaining it ; to con sen t to  

the m eans required to achieve an end is to like o r 

lo ve that end eno ugh to und ertake o r und ergo w hat 

is necessary to attain it; to choose m eans is to like 

the end  eno ugh to take p ains in the electio n o f w ays 

to co m e by it; to u se the m eans chosen is a further 

exp ressio n o f this lo ve ; and to en joy the beloved  

o bject w hen attained , is to rest in'it co m p lacently o r 

lo v ingly . A nd w here there is lo ve there is hatred , 

w here there is cho ice there is rejection; just as a 

step to w ards the no rth is inevitably a step aw ay  

from the so uth. H ence, to w ish an end o r o bject is 

to reject w hat is o p p osed to that o bject and its at

tainm ent ; to intend an end is to turn aw ay from  

its o pp osite ; and  so  w ith all the w ill-acts. Thus rejec

tio n o r hatred is, so  to  sp eak, the und er-sid e o f lo ve; 

it is p art and p arcel w ith lo ve itself. Therefore, w e 

rep eat, all w ill-acts m ay be co nsid ered in term s o f 

lov e. A nd w hen w e co m e to the stud y o f the o bject
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o f the D iv ine W ill, p rim ary and second ary , w e seek 

to learn w hat the D ivine W ill lov es.

W e have tw o p o ints to establish. First, Go d lo ves 

H im self necessarily , as the p rim ary o bject o f the 

D iv ine w ill. Seco nd ly , Go d lo ves things o ther than 

H im self freely , as the seco ndary o bject o f the D iv ine 

W ill.

I. G od lov es H im self n ecessarily  as the prim ary  

object of the D iv in e W ill. This truth has tw o d is

tinct p arts; Go d lo ves H im self as the p rim ary o b

ject o f the D iv ine W ill ; and this lo ve is no t free but 

necessary . (« ) The p rim ary o bject o f any w ill is 

that w hich is the u ltim ate and fu ll answ er to the 

w ill-tendency . N o w , the D iv ine W ill is an infinite 

tend ency o r ap p etite fo r go o d , and Its ultim ate and  

full answ er m ust be Infinite Goo d Itself, that is to  

say , the ultim ate and full answ er to the tendency  

called the w ill o f God m ust be the D iv ine Essence 

Itself. Fo r o nly the D iv ine Essence is an Infinite 

Go o d . A gain, as w e have alread y seen, w ill is co n

sequent up on intellect. W ill is a tendency to fo llo w  

und erstand ing , and to lay ho ld o f and p ossess (that 

is, to lo ve) w hat the und erstand ing kno w s as go od  

and d esirable (that is, as lo vable). N o w , the D iv ine 

Intellect o r Understand ing know s the D iv ine Essence 

as sup rem ely  p erfect and  lo vable, and  hence the D iv ine 

W ill tend s p rim arily to w ards the D iv ine Essence as 

Its end . Go d , therefore, lo ves H im self; the D iv ine
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Essence is the p rim ary  o bject o f the D ivine W ill. (&) 

The tendency o f any faculty to w ard s its p rim ary  

o bject is a necessary tend ency ; it is w hat llic faculty  

is for; it is that w hich d efines the faculty and gives 

it m eaning . But, as w e have seen, the p rim ary o bject 

o f the D ivine W ill is the D iv ine Essence. I lence, 

the D iv ine W ill tends to w ard s (that is, lov es) the 

D ivine Essence necessarily . This d o es no t invo lve 

any lim itation in Go d  ; it d o es no t m ean that Go d is 

necessitated by anything extrinsic to H im self. Tn 

creatures, it is true, the p erfect o bject o f a faculty  

necessitates that faculty and , by the sam e to ken, 

lim its the faculty and ind icates its finite character. 

This is because the d eterm ining o r necessitating  

factor in the case is extrinsic to the creatural faculty  

itself. Bu t in G od, the n ecessary  o bject is H im self; 

it is no t so m ething extrinsic to the D iv ine Essence 

w hich fo rces, d irects, o r lim its It ; it is the D iv ine 

Essence Itself. Therefo re, to say that Go d neces

sarily lo ves the D iv ine Essence is m erely to say that 

Go d is Go d  ; it is no t to say that Go d is necessitated  

by anything that bears up on H im , so to sp eak, fro m  

w ithout, fo r this (as is m anifest, since Go d is the 

First Being  and  the o nly N ecessary  Being) is w ho lly  

im p ossible.

G ocl freely  lov es thin g s other than H im self, as 

the secon dary objec t of the D iv in e W ill. Three 

sp ecial p o ints are to be d istinguished in the d eclara-



IM M A N EN T O PERA TIO N S O F GO D 215 

tio n. (a)Go d lo ves o r w ills things o ther than H im 

self. The fact that creatures exist is am p le p roo f 

that Go d w ills them to exist; o therw ise their exist

ence is inexp licable. A nd , even abstracting from the 

actual existence o f creatures, w e m ay p rove that 

Go d lo ves o r w ills things o ther than H im self, fo r 

Go d is Infinite Go o dness and goo dness is, o f its 

nature, a thing that tend s to co m m unicate itself and  

to sp read itself abro ad (bon u m  est diffu siv u m  su i) . 

N o w , the o nly w ay in w hich Infinite Go od ness can 

co m m unicate Itself is by the sharing o ut, so to  

sp eak, o f Itself in finite beings. “ A ll creatures,”  says 

St. Tho m as A quinas, “ are but the p articip atio ns o f 

the D iv ine Go o d ness.”  This d o es no t m ean that Go d  

■m u st create, o r that H is goo dness forces Elim to  

bring creatures into  being ; w e shall see in a m o m ent 

that Go d ’s lo ve o r w ill to w ard s creatures is p erfectly  

free and no t necessitated . It m eans o nly that the 

tend ency o f the p erfect lo ve, that is, the D iv ine A 'V ill, 

is to g iv e o f its go o dness ; it m eans that Go d w ills 

o r lo ves things o ther than H im self, yet in Elim self, 

and no t as tho ugh creatures co uld be (w hich they  

canno t) ind ep endent o f Elim self o r end ow ed w ith 

any excellence o f their very o w n. (b) _Go d w ills 

things o ther than H im self as the second ary o bject 

o f the D iv ine W ill. Fo r God , in H is p erfect co m p re

hensio n o f the D iv ine Essence, w hich is the p rim ary  

o bject o f the D iv ine W ill, p erfectly co m p rehends all 

that is w ithin H is p o w er to create, and  .w ills the...
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precise items of this infinite knowledge which shall 

have actual existence as creatures. Now, the knowl

edge of creatables in the Divine Essence is the 

secondary object of the Divine Aliud, and, since will 

follows understanding, in mode as in fact, the actual 

choice of what creatables arc to be creatures is the 

second ary o bject o f the D iv ine W ill. Tn a word, God  

wills or loves the creatures Tie is to create as the 

seco ndary o bject o f the D iv ine W ill. Take up the 

p o int in ano ther w ay: A ll creatures are m ean s to  

m anifest the p erfectio ns o f Go d . But m ean s arc 

never the p rim ary o bject o f the w ill; they are 

secondary  to  the en d to w ard s w hich they are directed  

by the w ill. H ence, creatures (that is, things other 

than Go d) are lo ved o r w illed as the second ary o b

ject o f the D iv ine W ill, (c) Go d loves things other 

than H im self in a m anner that is no t necessary but 

free. Fo r the w ill, even o f a creature (m an o r angel) 

is no t necessitated to any m eans w ithout w hich its 

end can be achieved . But Go d is H im self the end o f 

the D iv ine W ill, and this end is p erfectly p o ssessed , 

p erfectly achieved , w itho ut creatures. AVhilc crea

tures serve to  m anifest the D iv ine Perfectio ns, no th

ing is ad d ed to Go d H im self by such manifestation; 

it d oes no t sup p ly any lack in Go d  ; it is so m ething  

extrinsic to IIim  w ithout w hich H e is infinitely per

fect. The m anifestatio n o f the D iv ine Perfectio ns 

effected by the creatio n, co nservatio n, and go vern

ance o f creatures, is no m ore an ad d itio n to God
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H im self than a p icture o f a m an is an ad d ition to  

the m an him self. Jt is an ex tern al m anifestatio n. 

The end  or prim ary  objec t of the D iv in e W ill (w hich 

is Go d H im self, o r, in o ther w o rd s, the D ivine Es

sence) is p erfectly and eternally and necessarily at

tained , w itho ut reference to creatures, and w o uld be 

so attained if no creature ever existed . H ence, if 

creatures are lo ved o r w illed (as w e have seen that 

they are) this m ust hap p en in a w ay that is no t 

requ isite, no t n eeded, no t n ecessary , to fill up o r fill 

o ut any p erfectio n in Go d H im self. But that w hich 

is no t requisite, no r needed , no r necessary , is free. 

Therefo re, Go d w ills (o r lo ves) things o ther than 

H im self freely . It is w holly w rong, therefore, to  

assert, as so m e learned but m istaken m en have d o ne 

in tim es p ast, that Go d is fo rced by H is go o dness to  

create. Go d freely cho o ses to create. A nd H is cho ice 

is an exp ressio n o f the D iv ine W ill (o r the .D iv ine 

Lo ve) freely  attaining a secon dary  objec t . It is p lain 

that Go d is no t fo rced by any o f H is p erfections to  

any activ ity affecting things o ther than Elim self, fo r 

every o ne o f H is p erfectio ns is infinitely id entified  

w ith every o thei' and w ith the D iv ine Essence Itself, 

and the D iv ine Essence, w hich is the o nly N ecessary  

Being , is w ho lly self-sufficing and requires no thing  

bey on d Itself fo r Its infinite being and existence. 

The p o int is m anifest, but it m ay be effectively  

p ro ved to the m o st stubbo rn o r stup id o f m inds by  

a  b r i e f  redu ctio ad absu rdu m , t h a t i s , b y  a n  a r g u -
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m ent w hich sho w s the im p o ssible and silly and self

co ntrad icting co nsequences o f the assertio n that Go d  

is fo rced to create. Fo r, w ere Go d co m p elled by H is 

go o d ness, o r by any o ther o f I lis p erfectio ns, to  

create, H e w o uld be fo rced to create all crcatable 

things, since Infinite Perfectio n is no t to be satisfied  

by any lim ited exp ressio n. Further, all creatable 

things w ould necessarily be created from eternity , 

fo r the inner fo rce (o r p erfectio n) co m p elling Go d  

to create w o uld exist as lo ng as Go d is Go d . H ence, 

all creatable things w o uld o f necessity exist fro m  

eternity ; no ne w o uld co m e into existence in tim e; 

no ne w ould suffer change o r d isso lutio n. H ere w e 

have a tw o fo ld absurd ity , nam ely , the eternal exist

ence o f an infinity o f finite things, and the eternal 

necessity o f w hat is itself a contingent w orld . The 

co nclusion is inev itable : Go d ’ s w ill is no t fo rced  

w ith reference to its seco nd ary o bject, but cho oses 

this o bject freely .

A  seem ing d ifficulty m ay here be consid ered . Go d  

is abso lutely sim ple, uncom p ound ed , uncom p osed . 

But w e have just seen that the o ne id entical and  

sim p le D iv ine W ill em braces Its p rim ary end by a 

necessary action, and Its second ary end by a free 

actio n. Is there no t a conflict here ? H o w can o ne 

sim p le activ ity o f o ne sim p le Infinite W ill be at o nce 

necessary  and free? A nd , w ith reference to  creatures, 

ho w  can the o ne D iv ine W ill, w hich is sim p le and
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changeless, cho o se freely to create certain finite 

beings; d o es no t Its changelessness invo lve the neces

sity o f creating just tho se things w hich are created  

o r to be created , and so d estroy the D iv ine free- 

cho ice? The d ifficulty here arises from  the im p erfec

tio n o f o ur hum an co ncep ts, and from  o ur to o -great 

read iness to attribute (unconsciously ) hum an lim i

tatio ns to the unlim ited Go d . To so lve the d iffi

culty , rem em ber that Go d ’s necessary w ill (o r lo ve) 

to w ards H im self is m erely a p hase o r exp ression 

o f the truth that Go d is Go d . A nd freedo m (w hich 

m arks Go d ’s cho ice o f the second ary o bject o f the 

D iv ine W ill) d o es no t fo rm ally co nsist in a p lu

rality o f vario us acts, o r in an ability to “ change 

o ne ’s m ind” ; ind eed such p lurality and such change

ableness o r hesitatio n ind icate lim itatio n and im 

p erfectio n. Freedo m co nsists fund am entally in an 

ind ep end ence fro m o utside influences. N o w , Go d is 

w ho lly ind ep end ent o f creatures, and therefore H is 

relatio n to w ard s them is w ho lly and p erfectly free.

But ho w  shall w e co m p o se the ap p arent d ifficulty  

w hich arises fro m the fact o f God ’s changelessness 

w hen seen in co njunctio n w ith God ’s free cho ice o f 

creatures ? Is no t a cho ice a kind o f change ? A nd  

creatures are essentially changeable things, co ntin

gent and no n-necessary  ; it w o uld seem that they  

m ust be the fruit o f a w ill that has co m e to a d eci

sio n abo ut them , and so has changed . W e m ust re

call that the w ill o f Go d  is id entified  w ith the essence
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o f Go d , and that this essence is eternal. W hat God  

w ills m ay be itself co ntingent and changeable w ith

o ut ind ucing change and m utability in the D iv ine 

W il! Itself. Go d , from elernit}', kno w s all things by  

p erfect co m p rehensio n; from eternity His will ex

ercises Its eternal and changeless, yet free and in

d ependent, cho ice o f creatures. By o ne sim p le act 

Go d kno w s all things; by o ne sim ple eternal act Go d  

w ills all that H e w ills ; by o ne sim p le act, nay, by  

the O ne Sim p le D iv ine Essence, God stand s in 

changeless relation to w ard s H im self n ecessarily , w hile 

H e freely  brings all things o ther than H im self into  

their relatio ns to w ards H im .

d) THE DIVINE WILL AND EVIL

Ev il o r bad ness is the absence o f go o d . It is no t 

a p o sitive thing but a negative thing . It is no t the 

p resence o f so m ething that has its o w n fo rm al co n

stitutio n as a thing o r being ; it is the absence o f 

som ething that o ught to be p resent. Evil is a d efec

tio n, a falling aw ay, a failing , a lack, an absence. It 

is im p o ssible to  conceive o f ev il o r to  d efine it excep t 

in term s o f absen t g ood.

Every being is goo d inasm uch as it is being at all. 

This is o ne o f the basic truths o f fund am ental m eta

p hysics o r o nto logy , and is fully exp lained in that 

science. This go o dness of bein g as bein g is called  

transcend ental o r m etap hysical go od ness, and such 

go od ness is iden tified w ith actual being . Bein g and



IM M A N EN T O PERA TIO N S O F GO D 221 

g oodn ess are synonym ous term s w hen und ersto od in 

their abstract and m etap hysical sense. H ence there 

is no being w hich as su ch is ev il. In o ther w o rd s, 

there is no such thing as m etaphy sical ev il.

Eut there is such a thing as phy sical evil, and  

there is such a thing as m oral ev il. W hen a thing has 

all that its nature d em and s fo r no rm al being and  

functio n, it is phy sically  p erfect and  p hysically go od ; 

any lack o f natural item o r elem ent o r ingred ient 

rend ers the thing p hysically ev il o r bad . Thus w hen 

w e say that bread is go od bread , w e m ean that it 

has p hysical go o dness; that it is p ro p erly m ad e and  

baked ; that no item o r ingred ient o r elem ent that it 

should have is lacking to it. A nd w hen w e say that 

bread is bad bread , o r that it is “ no go od ,”  w e m ean 

that so m e item , ingred ient, o r elem ent, is lackin g . 

H ere w e see that p hysical ev il is a lack and an ab

sence o f so m ething that sho uld be p resent. So sick

ness is a p hysical evil, fo r it is the lack o f no rm al 

functio n in an o rganic nature. So d eath is a p hysical 

ev il, fo r it is the absence o f life in w hat w as o nce 

an o rganism  sup p o rting life. O ther p hysical ev ils are 

w o und s, hunger, p lagues, harsh clim ate, inasm uch as 

these things afflict m en o r anim als, and  hence ind uce a 

lack, an absence o f natural and  no rm al co nd itio n and  

functio n. But w e m ust m ake careful d istinctio ns. 

Po iso n is a p hysically bad o r ev il thing w hen used  

as fo o d o r m ed icine; in itself, as p o iso n, it m ay be 

p hysically go o d  : it is goo d  p o iso n, but no t goo d fo o d
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fo r m an. A s w ith p hysical ev il, so w ith m oral ev il 

o r sin ; it is an absence and a lack. It is the absence 

and lack o f the agreem ent and co nfo rm ity that 

should be p resent betw een free hum an co nd uct 

(tho ught, w o rd , d eed , d esire, o m ission) and the rule 

o r no rm o f w hat that cond uct o ught to be. It is the 

lack o f conform ity betw een free hum an activ ity o n 

the o ne hand , and the Eternal Law  (w hich is p roxi

m ately ap p lied by co nsicence, that is, by hum an rea

so n) o n the o ther.

N o w , it is m anifest that p hysical ev ils, and m o ral 

ev ils o r sins, exist in the w o rld . The questio n that 

here arises is : ho w far are such evils ascribable to  

the D iv ine W ill? Is Go d in any sense the cause o f 

any ev il? Befo re answ ering this questio n, w e recall 

the fact that, since ev il is alw ays a d eficiency and a 

lack, it requires no t so m uch an effecting cause as a 

d eficiency o f cause, a cause that fails to functio n. 

W ith this co nsid eration in m ind , w e give a d irect 

answ er to  o ur questio n.

I. G od is in n o sen se the cau se of m oral ev il or 

sin . The statem ent m eans that God d o es no t w ill 

sin either per se (that is, in itself) o r per acciden s 

(that is, as accid entally and co ntingently invo lved in 

so m ething that H e d o es w ill). If Go d co uld w ill 

m o ral ev il per se o r in itself, w e should be co n

fronted w ith the absurd ity o f Infinite Go od contra

d icting Itself, and sho w ing an intrinsic tend ency , so
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t o  sp eak, to w ard s all that co nflicts w ith It. Go d  

w o uld be a co ntrad ictio n in H im self, and hence 

w o uld be, no t o nly im p erfect, but im p o ssible. W e 

sho uld have the Perfect Being as im p erfect; the 

N ecessary Being as im p ossible. Reaso n cannot ac

cep t such absurd ities and co ntrad ictio ns, but is 

fo rced to ackno w led ge that Go d cannot w ill per se 

the existence o f m o ral ev il o r sin. The sinner, there

fo re, is the so le autho r o f sin ; to him alo ne it is 

ascribable ; his w ill is its cause. This d o es no t m ean 

that the sinner is a self-sufficient being , and the 

creato r o f his acts ; it m eans that the sinner is w ho lly  

resp onsible fo r his failu res, his lack o f d ue actio n, 

the absen ce o f go o d w hich should m ark his m o ral 

co nd uct. Rem em ber the truth that sin, like every  

ev il, is a lack and a failure, and in itself requires as 

cause a d efecting , a failing , rather than an efficient 

o r effecting agent.

N either d o es Go d w ill m o ral ev il per acciden s. To  

w ill ev il per acciden s is to  w ill it as invo lved  in so m e

thing w illed  in itself, d irectly o r per se; it is to  w ill it 

o n acco unt o f a go o d  greater than that to  w hich the ev il 

in questio n stands o p p o sed . Thus, to  bo rrow  an illus

tratio n fro m  the p hysical o rd er, a m an w alls the p ain 

and inconvenience and exp ense o f a surgical o p era

tio n (ev ils w hich stand o p p o sed to co m fo rt o f bo dy  

and p eace o f m ind ) o n account o f a go od that is 

greater than co m fo rt o r freed om fro m m o ney 

w o rries, nam ely , life itself and so lid ly established



224  TH EO DICY

no rm a! health. N o w , Go d cannot will moral evil on  

account of a greater good than that ίο which the evil 

in question stands opposed. For the evil in question  

(that is, moral evil or sin) stands opposed, directly  

and inevitably, to God Himself; for moral evil is 

evil of human conduct inasmuch as this is out of line 

w ith the Eternal Law and is thus opposed to the 

D iv ine Essence. A nd there can be no greater good  

than Go d w ho is the Infinite Go od . Therefore, Go d  

canno t w ill m o ral ev il per  acciden s.

N o w , ev il that canno t be d iv inely w illed per se o r 

per  acciden s cannot be d iv inely  w illed  at all. Fo r there 

are no  o ther w ays o f w illing  m o ral ev il but these tw o . 

Therefore, w e are fo rced to the co nclusio n that God  

d oes no t w ill m o ral ev il at all. Go d is in no sense the 

cause o f m o ral ev il o r sin.

God  is the author o f hum an nature, w hich is und er

stand ing  and free. N o w , hum an freed om  co nsists es

sentially  in the cap acity  o f a m an to  cho o se this o r that 

law ful thing , to act o r to refrain fro m  acting w hen 

either course is in line w ith reaso n ; it d o es no t consist 

in m an ’s cap acity to o bey o r d isobey , to d o go o d o r 

d o  evil. To  d iso bey , to  d o  evil, is alw ays an abu se and  

no t a true u se o f freed o m . Go d , the Creato r is the 

author o f hum an freed om  and  o f its true use, but no t 

o f its abuse o r sin. If yo u give a p o or m an clo thing to  

co ver and w arm him , yo u are the true cause o f his 

co m fo rt and  w arm th ; but if the m an uses the clo thing  

to  m ake a ro pe w ith w hich to  hang him self, yo u are

rabiito....te'
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in no  sense the cause of his crime. Your gift involves 

the possibility  op an abu se which is entirely outside  

your will and intention, and even opposed to your 

will. So the gift of freedom involves the possibility  

of abuse, that is, of sin, though sin is entirely opposed  

to the will of God who bestows the gift. God gives 

freed o m , and lie d o es no t take it aw ay again fro m  

no rm ally functio ning  m an, even w hen the gift is used  

fo r a p urp ose d irectly o p p o site to that fo r w hich it 

w as given. To  give anything to an unp erfected  being  

fo r p rop er use is to  face the p o ssibility  o f an im p ro p er 

use, and this fact is p articularly ev id ent in the case 

o f the gift o f freed o m . But to give a thing fo r use, 

is no t to  cau se o r to  w ill its abuse ; o n the co ntrary , it 

is to  w ill and to  m ake p o ssible its p ro p er use. There

fo re, tho ugh Go d has given m an the freed o m  w hich 

m an abuses w hen he sins o r co m m its m o ral ev il, Go d  

d o es no t w ill, even per acciden s, this abuse o f w hat 

w as given, and  w illed , to  be p ro p erly  used .

2 . G od does n ot w ill phy sical ev il per se, bu t on ly  

per acciden s. Physical ev il is no t m erely a lim itatio n ;

it is a lim itatio n o r falling sho rt o f a d ue p erfectio n, 

that is, o f so m ething that sho uld be p resent. The 

natural lim itatio ns o f any finite thing , each in its o w n 

o rd er, are no t p hysical ev ils ; no rm al lim its are no t 

im p erfectio ns in the creature w hich they m ark and  

d eterm ine, but, rightly seen, they are p erfectio ns. If 

m ere finiteness w ere a p hysical ev il, the universe and
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all things in it would necessarily suffer this evil, and  

there would he no such thing as physical perfection; 

further, the Creato r w o uld be the cause /><· /- s t  of the 

universal p hysical ev il, even as He is the cause of the 

existence and nature o f creatures. W hat we mean by 

p hysical ev il is a lack o f no rm al and finite perfection  

that should  be p resent in a creature. Sight is a p erfec

tio n in m an, even tho ugh its range be strictly lim ited  ; 

and lack o f sight is an im p erfection in m an, that is, 

it is the absence o f a natural p erfectio n that o ught to  

be p resent, and  hence it is a p hysical ev il.

Go d  the Creato r w ills the existence o f creatures as 

the second ary o bject o f the D ivine W ilk A nd Go d  

w ills that creatures sho uld  have their being acco rd ing  

to  the eternal id eas, archetyp es, o r exem p lars in the D i

v ine M ind ; these id eas are o bjectively p erfect, each 

in its kind . N o w , w e canno t env isio n an artist o r 

architect turning o ut bro ken and inco m plete w ork 

for  its ow n  sake. N o r can reaso n accep t the suggestio n 

that the D iv ine A rchitect sho uld w ill broken and in

co m p lete creatures fo r the m ere sake o f brokenness 

and inco m p letio n. H ence w e d eclare that Go d d o es 

no t w ill p hysical ev il per  se } that is, in o r o f itself, and  

fo r its o w n sake.

N evertheless p hysical ev ils d o exist in the w orld , 

and they cannot be w holly ascribed to rebellious and  

d efecting hum an w ills as m o ral ev il m ust be ascribed . 

Physical ev ils m ust, in so m e m anner, be ascribed to  

G o d . B u t  w e  h a v e  s e e n  t h a t  t h e y  c a n n o t  b e  a s c r i b e d
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to  H im  per  se. It rem ains that p hysical ev ils are ascrib

able to  Go d  per acciden s.

To  say that Go d w ills p hysical ev ils per acciden s is 

to  say that Go d d o cs no t w ill such ev ils in them selves 

and fo r them selves but inasm uch as they are invo lved  

in the acco m p lishm ent o f a greater go o d than that to  

w hich the evils stand o p p osed . In o ther w o rd s, Go d  

w ills this greater go o d , and the p hysical ev ils that 

acco m p any its acco m p lishm ent are p erm itted and  

end ured . N o w , the great, the co ntro lling , and  the all- 

im p o rtant go o d  in the w orld , in v iew  o f w hich p hysi

cal evils m ust be endured (and  thus are d iv inely  w illed  

per acciden s' ) is the rig ht order of the u n iv erse, that 

is, the p ro p er arrangem ent o f fact and function that 

keep s all things harm o nio usly tend ing to w ards their 

Last End . The w o rld  and  all that is in it are to  m ani

fest the external glo ry  o f the Creato r, and  m an, w ho  

ho ld s the highest p lace am o ng w o rld ly beings, is to  

kno w  and  serve Go d , by intellect and  w ill, to  p ractise 

v irtue, and so to  attain Go d and hap p iness fo r eter

nity . This is the Last End o f v isible creatio n— the 

m anifestatio n o f Go d ’ s glo ry and  the serv ice and at

tainm ent o f Go d by hum an beings. This is the great 

go o d in v iew  o f w hich o r by reason o f w hich o rder 

m ust be co nserved  even w hen it invo lves the end uring  

o f p hysical ev ils. O f co urse, m o st p hysical ev ils w ould  

no t exist had  m an no t up set the universe by his o rigi

nal sin. But since he has d one so , p hysical ev ils have 

co m e up o n the w o rld , no t by w ay o f p unishm ent
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m erely , but as o ut o f a rearrangem ent and an ac

co m m o datio n w ithout w hich m an w o uld .surely fail 

the p urp o se o f his being . Fo r it is a truth cap able o f 

clear p roo f, if no t o f strict d em onstratio n, that, w ere 

(he w orld still the o rig inal p arad ise, no m an w ould  

save his so ul.

A  ho m ely and very im p erfect analo gy m ay help  us 

understand the p lace o f p hysical ev ils in the m ainte

nance o f o rder in the universe. If a fam ily is to  have 

the hap p iness and the co m fort o f seem ly ho m e-life, 

right o rder m ust be p reserved in the ho m e. A nd this 

o rder m ust be a m oral o rd er, to uching  the relatio ns o f 

the m em bers o f the fam ily in p o int o f o bed ience, 

m utual resp ect, affection, d eference, co nsid eration, 

and  sacrifice; and  it m ust be a m aterial o rd er touching  

all the p hysical d etails o f ho m em aking  and  ho usekeep 

ing . There can be no  p eace and  jo y in the ho m e that is 

to rn w ith d issensio ns, m arred by d isobed ience and  

w ant o f resp ect, sp o iled by selfishness. N o r can there 

be hap p iness in the ho m e that is carelessly m anaged , 

unclean, need lessly d iso rd ered . If the fam ily is to  

have p eace and hap p iness, there are sacrifices to be 

endured ; if it is to have d ecent co m fo rt, there are 

inconveniences to be und ergone. Peace is p urchased  

by m uch self-sacrifice; rest is p urchased by labor; 

cleanliness is bo ught at the p rice o f co ntinual care and  

effort. N o w , if the right o rd er o f the ho m e is bo und  

up w ith the hardship s o f self-sacrifice, self-d enial, 

w age-earning , w ashing , sw eep ing , co o king , end less
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putting to rights, so the right order in the universe is 

bound up with the enduring of physical evils. And, 

as the homemaker wills per se the peace and happiness 

of family life, and thus wills per acciden s all the in

conveniences, sacrifices, and discomforts that are in

volved in maintaining that life, so the Divine Ruler 

of the world wills per se the eternal peace and happi

ness of men, and thus wills per acciden s all the hard 

ships (called physical evils) which are involved in the 

ordering of the world in view of that great end.

The o rd er o f the universe, like that o f the ho m e, 

is bo th a m oral and a m aterial o rd er. Tow ard s the 

m aintenance, and the co ntinual resto ration, o f this 

o rd er, p hysical ev ils are d ivinely w illed per acciden s. 

The d estructio n o f vegetal life is a p hysical ev il fo r 

the p lants invo lved , but it is necessary fo r the m ain

taining o f the m aterial o rd er: w ithout it anim al life 

co uld no t endure, no r co uld m an be p ro p erly ho used  

and  clo thed . So  also  the d estruction o f anim al life fo r 

the supp o rt o f hum an life is a p hysical ev il fo r the 

anim als co ncerned  ; yet it is necessary to  p reserve the 

o rd er o f a w o rld w hich is fo r m an befo re all o ther 

creatures. A nd the suffering that m an m ust end ure 

in his bo d y d uring life, and the hard ship o f d eath 

w hich m ust co m e to  all, are stern rem ind ers o f m oral 

d uty  ; they keep a m an aw are o f the fact that his last

ing go o d  is no t here, and that he has a great task to  

p erfo rm and sm all tim e in w hich to accom p lish its 

p ro p er p erfo rm ance. Further, these p hysical evils are 
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m eans o f p enance by w hich a m an m ay rem ed y the 

faults o f the p ast, and  they are ap t exercises by w hich 

he m ay strengthen him self fo r m eeting the trials o f 

the future. Even the suffering  o f anim als, their p ains, 

their d iseases, and their d eath, are, to a tho ughtful 

m an, strong incentives to eternal hum an w eal ; they  

show  m an w hat havo c the o riginal sin has w ro ught 

up on earth; they im p ress up o n m an a better und er

stand ing o f the aw ful ev il o f sin; they stir m an to  

p enance and  rep aratio n.

SUMMARY OF THE ARTICLE

In this A rticle w e have stud ied  the m eaning o f the 

D iv ine W ill, and w e have learned that Go d is truly  

Infinite W ill just as H e is Infinite Intellect. W e have 

d iscussed  the an teceden t w ilt and the con sequ en t w ill 

o f Go d . W e have learned that the prim ary  objec t o f 

the D iv ine W ill is the essence o f God , o r God H im 

self, so  that God  necessarily  lo ves H im self by infinite 

and eternal Lo ve w hich is id entified w ith H is o w n 

Being . W e have seen that the secon dary  objec t o f the 

D ivine W ill are creatures, that is, things o ther than 

Go d , w hich H e w ills freely . W e have co nsid ered the 

existence o f evil (m oral and p hysical) in the w o rld , 

and have fo und  that God ’ s w ill has no  p art w hatever 

in m o ral ev il, so that H e w ills it neither per se no r 

per acciden s; and that Lie w ills p hysical evils o nly  

per acciden s, that is, inasm uch as these are invo lved  

in the go o d  w hich H e w ills per se.
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A r t ic l e  3. Th e  Pe r s o n a l  Na t u r e  o f  Go d

a) M eaning o f P e r s o n  b) The Perso nality o f Go d

c) M istaken N o tio ns o n the Point

a) m e a n in g  o f  p e r s o n

Philo sop hers d efine person as “ a co m p lete ind i

v id ual and auto no m o us substance o f the ratio nal o r

d er.”  It w ill be w ell fo r us to  exam ine this d efinition 

carefully , w eighing the m eaning  o f every p hrase.

I. A  person  is a su bstan ce. The w orld o f creatures 

is classified as su bstan ces and acciden ts. A  substance 

is a being that is fitted  to  exist itself, and no t m erely  

as the m ark, m o d ificatio n, o r qualificatio n o f so m e

thing else. A n acciden t is a reality that is fitted to  

exist, no t in itself o r by itself, but as the m ark, m o di

ficatio n, o r qualificatio n o f so m ething else. A  m an is 

a substance; the m an ’s w eight, his height, his nam e, 

his abilities, are accid ents. A n ap p le is a substance ; its 

size, co lo r, flavor, hard ness o r so ftness, roughness o r 

sm o o thness, are accidents. N o w , it is m anifest that 

the substantial m o d e o f existence (that is, existence 

o f a thing as a substance) is m o re p erfect than the 

accid ental m o d e. W hen, therefore, w e ap p ly to Go d  

the term ino lo gy w hich belo ngs, in strictest sense, to  

creatures o nly , it is inev itable that w e should  attribute 

to the Infinite Being the m o re p erfect, and no t the 

less p erfect, m o d e o f existence. W e say that God is 

a su bstan ce. Fo r, w hile Go d is no t m erely fitted to  
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exist H im self, but is the N ecessary  Being  w hich exists 

Itself and of Itself (hence, cau selessly ) , we use the 

term su bstan ce as the best w e have, and the nearest 

in m eaning , to  exp ress the Divine mode of existence. 

Go d is a substance; nay, lie is a super-substance ; He 

is the substance far ex cellen ce. And God is purest 

substance, fo r there is abo ut H im  nothing accidental. 

A ll that Go d  has, Go d  is; Go d  is not qualified, marked, 

o r m o dified by anything attached to o r added to His 

essence. W hen, therefo re, w e call God  a person al G od, 

w e m ean, first o f all, that Go d is substantial; H e is a 

substance ; H e is no  m ere abstractio n, no  vaguely  co n

ceived Energy o r Pow er o r ho vering A tm o sp here 

w hich m en assum e in any effo rt to  interp ret the uni

verse. W e have alread y  p roved  that Go d  is the Infinite 

Sp irit. A nd a sp irit is a substance. Go d is Infinite 

Sp iritual Substance.

2 . A  person  is a com plete su bstan ce. A m ong crea

tures, a co m p lete substance requires no co -substance 

w ith w hich to  jo in in p rod ucing  a ro und ed  substantial 

existence. A m an, fo r exam p le, is a co m p lete sub

stance. But a m an ’s bo dy , co nsid ered alo ne, is no t a 

co m p lete substance. A  m an ’s bo d y canno t exist as a 

hu m an  body  unless the so ul in-fo rm  it and m ake it a 

hum an bo dy ; it is a substance, but no t a co m p lete o ne, 

since it requires the existence and  co -o p eration o f an

o ther substance (the so ul) to give it com p leteness 

and  its being  and  o p eratio n as hu m an . N o w , a p erso n
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is no t a substantial elem ent o f som ething else ; it is a 

com plete substance. It is m anifest that Go d , the D i

v ine Substance, is a co m p lete substance, fo r Go d is 

sim p le, and there canno t co nceivably be any co -sub- 

stance ad d ed to H im to round o ut H is essence. Go d  

is a co m p lete substance. W hen w e say that God  has a 

p erso nal nature, o r that Go d is a p ersonal God , w e 

m ean, first o f all, that Go d is a co m p lete and p erfect 

substance.

5. A  person is an in div idu al su bstan ce. A n ind i

v id ual is a being that is no t d istinguished as a p lu

rality ; it is just that o ne thing ; and  it is d istinguished  

o r m arked  o ff fro m  everything  else. “ A n ind iv idual,”  

says St. Tho m as A quinas, “ is that w hich is und ivid ed  

in itself, and  is d ivid ed  o ff from  everything  no t itself.”  

O f co urse, the first suggestio n in the id ea o f ind iv id u

ality is that o f a p lurality o r gro up o f things w hich 

are o f the sam e essential kind (as, fo r exam p le, a 

gro up o f hum an beings), each m em ber o f w hich is 

in div idu ated o r m arked o ff from  each o ther m em ber. 

W hen w e use the term in div idu al w ith reference to  

Go d , w e d o  no t accept this first suggestio n o f the id ea 

o f ind iv id uality . W e d o no t m ean that Go d is o ne 

God am o ng several Go d s all o f w hom  have the sam e 

kind o f nature o r essence. Fo r Go d is on e, and the 

on ly Go d , as w e have elsew here p ro ved . W e m ean, 

w hen w e call Go d an ind iv id ual substance, that H e 

i s  n o t  p l u r a l  b u t  on e i n  H i s  e s s e n c e  a n d  n a t u r e .  W e

!
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canno t em p loy unaided reaso n in the d iscussio n o f 

the Trinity  o f Perso ns in the O ne D iv ine Essence and  

N ature. But w e m ay say that reaso n can d isco ver no  

d isp ro o f, no d ifficulty , in the concept o f the Trinity . 

Fo r a ratio nal essence o r nature su bsists inasm uch as 

it lias p erso nality  ; and  there is no thing in the concep t 

o f nature and  essence, o r in the co ncep t o f p erso nality , 

to m anifest a co ntrad iction and an im p o ssibility in 

the tho ught o f on e essen ce, on e n atu re, su bsist in g  in  

a plu rality  of person s. This subject, ho w ever, is no t 

fo r o ur p resent d iscussion. W e are co ncerned here 

w ith the ind iv id uality o f Go d , w hich m eans the ind i

l l ■ y / v id uality , the o neness, co m p leteness, und iv ided ness,

o f H is D iv ine Essence. Ind iv id uality o f essence is re- 

; quisite fo r p erso nality , w hether that p ersonality be

singular o r p lural.

4 . A  person  is  an  au ton om ou s  su bstan ce. The w o rd  

au ton om ou s m ean “ o p erating by its o w n law .”  The 

ancient Latin p hrase fo r this term  is su i ju ris “ o p erat

ing  by its o w n right.”  N o t every substance is auto no 

m o us. A  m an ’s hand , fo r exam p le, is a substance; 

but its o p eratio ns are no t its o w n; its o p eratio ns are 

o p eratio ns o f the m an w ho  has the hand . A no ther w ay  

o f p utting the m atter is this: a m an ’s hand is a sub

stance; it has substantiality ; but it is no t su bsisten t , 

it lacks su bsisten ce o f its o w n. That w hich constitutes 

a substance as su i ju ris  o r au ton om ou s is the cro w ning  

o erfection o f an ind iv idual co m p lete substance, and
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the nam e o f this p erfectio n is su bsisten ce. Every  co m 

p lete ind iv idual substance has su bsisten ce o r is au ton 

om ou s. Go d is, as w e have seen, a p erfect, co m p lete, 

ind iv idual substance; H e is, therefo re, a subsistent 

substance, an auto no m o us substance.

5. A  person  is a su b  stan ce of the ration al order. A  

being is said to be “ o f the rational o rder”  w hen it is 

end o w ed w ith und erstand ing  and  w ill. N o w , w e have 

seen that Go d is Infinite Und erstand ing and Infinite 

W ill. H e is therefo re, p erfectly and infinitely , “ o f 

the ratio nal o rd er.”  The crow ning p erfection w hich 

sets up  a substance as auto nom o us in its o w n o rder is 

its su bsisten ce, and  that sp ecial subsistence w hich co n

stitutes a substance as a being o f the ratio nal o rd er 

is called  person ality . A ny  com p lete ind iv idual auto no 

m o us substance o f the rational o rd er has person ality  

o r is a person . Go d , therefore, has p ersonality o r is a 

p erso n. That H is p erso nality is no t single but trinal, 

is no t o f p resent co ncern. The o nly p o int here to be 

established  is that Go d  is truly  person al.

b) THE PERSONALITY OF GOD

W hen w e sp eak o f God as “ a p erso nal Go d ”  w e 

m ean that Go d  is a true p erso n. Faith info rm s us that 

Go d  subsists in three Perso ns. But that p o int d o es no t 

to uch o ur p resent d iscussio n at all. Fo r w e m ean, 

w hen w e call Go d “ a p erso nal Go d ,”  that H e is truly  

a substantial Being , co m p lete and  p erfect and  autono -
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m o us, and that H e kno w s all things and rules all by  

H is w ill.

Those w ho  d eny the p ersonality o f Go d , o r p ro fess 

to  believe in “ a Go d but no t in a p erso nal Go d ," have 

so m e d im no tion o f a w o rld -fo rce o r w o rld -energy  

d irecting things blind ly , o r unfo ld ing itself unco n

sciously  in w hat w e call the d evelo p m ent o f the w o rld  

and the p rogress o f events. It is strange that m en 

should  be co ntent w ith such a d o ctrine, fo r it co nflicts 

w ith p lain reaso n and it d efeats all the finest tend 

encies o f hum an nature. Yet it is a sad fact that 

m any m en, w ho  are very keen o n m atters o f business 

o r sp o rt o r p leasure o r sin, are very d ull o n the o ne 

m atter o f o verw helm ing  im p o rtance w hich the hum an 

m ind has to face, in so m e m anner, and the hum an 

w ill, d irectly  o r ind irectly , to  em brace o r reject. Som e

tim es o ne hears from unexp ected so urces a rem ark 

w hich p resents in co ncentrated fo rm all the p roud  

sm ugness, all the d eep stup id ity , all the im becility o f 

w hich the tw isted  m ind  o f fallen m an is cap able. It is 

the rem ark that “ an intelligent p erso n canno t ad m it 

the need  o r the ex isten ce  of a p erso nal Go d .”  Precisely  

the o p p o site, exactly the co ntrad icto ry o f this state

m ent is true. A n intelligent p erso n,— that is, a truly  

tho ughtful and reaso nable p erso n, no t o ne w ho has 

been labeled intelligent by a co llege o r university , fo r 

such labels are cheap and o ften m eaningless,-— is in

ev itably aw are o f the existence o f Go d ; and the 

m easure o f intelligence in such a p erso n is the m easure
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w ith w hich he reco gnizes the fact that Go d is ail-w ise :

and all-p ro vid ent; in a w ord , that God is infinitely  

personal. A ll the w o rld ’s best m inds have reco gnized  

the p erso nal character o f God , alm ost w itho ut excep 

tio n. A nd  if the m an o f im p ortance in co llege o r club, 

in business o r p ro fessio n, is found to be a sco ffer, 

he m ay  be m arked  d o w n as a m an o f no  lasting conse

quence; the w ho le o f hum an history w ill back that 

jud gm ent. M ake the ro und s o f the m o d ern secular 

(and sec tarian ! " ) universities, and lo ok fo r the 

faculty -m em bers w ho  p ro fess atheism , agno ticism , o r 

d isbelief in a p erso nal Go d . Yo u w ill find them , nine 

tim es o ut o f ten, in the ranks o f the callow  instructo rs, 

and  no t am o ng the seaso ned  p ro fesso rs and  head s o f

d ep artm ents. Fo r the rest, the gloss o f w hat w e have j

co m e to  call “ educatio n”  is no t a p roo f o f w isd om  o r  - ■ I

o f intelligence. M r. D o o ley  d id  no t say  a co ntrad icto ry  j

thing , but rather a thing  to  p ro vo ke tho ught, w hen he [

d eclared , “ H o gan is the best read and m ost ignorant j

m an I kno w .”  j

It is a d em o nstrable truth that m an canno t com e to  |

the full and p ractised use o f his faculties w ithout j

reco gnizing the existence o f Go d . If a no rm al and  a

m ature m an co uld  be igno rant o f Go d ’s existence, his |

igno rance w o uld certainly be his o w n fault ; it w o uld  g

be culp able igno rance ; it w o uld be w hat p hiloso p hers |

call v in cible igno rance, that is, igno rance that can be |

d isp elled by o rd inary effo rt and attention. A nd as a |

m a t t e r  o f  f a c t  ( w h i c h  w e  h a v e  e l s e w h e r e  c o n s i d e r e d ) ,  I
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a m an w ho fails to kno w , o r w ho igno res, the true 

God , inev itably sets up false go d s. But the truly  

intelligent m an canno t be satisfied w ith false go d s. 

N o r can such a m an d w ell lo ng up on the facts p re

sented to his consid eratio n by the w o rld aro und  him , 

w itho ut co m ing  to  so m e und erstand ing o f the person 

ality  o f the true Go d , the o ne and  infinite First Being .

Perso nality is a p ure p erfection. But, as w e have 

rep eated ly no ticed , all p ure p erfection, in transcendent 

d egree, m ust be attributed fo rm ally to the First and  

the N ecessary Being . Therefore, p erso nality m ust be 

attributed to  Go d . God  is a p erso nal Go d .

c ) m is t a k e n  n o t io n s  o n  t h e  p o in t

The reaso n w hich lead s m any m en to reject the 

term ino lo gy o f “ a p erso nal Go d ”  lies in their o w n 

m istaken co ncep t o f person . To them , a p erso n is a 

hitm an p erso n. The term person  suggests no t o nly a 

substance o f the rational o rd er, but a being  w ith bo d y  

as w ell as m ind (no t to  utter the terrible w o rd  sou l' ) . 

To  them a p erso n is a being w ith eyes and ears and  

hand s and feet. A nd , o f course, a p erso n need be no  

such thing . A n angel is a p erso n, but it has no  bod y . 

A  hum an so ul is p erso nal, and ind eed a p erso n, al

tho ugh no t the w hole o f the hum an p erso n, and  a so ul 

has no  bo d ily  m em bers. It is a sad  m istake o n the p art 

o f the “ intelligent”  m en w ho  find  it hard  to  accept “ a 

p erso nal Go d ”  that they m isco nceive person to begin
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w ith, and then attribute their o w n m isconcep tio n to  

o thers and find fault λ \ ith these fo r accep ting it. In 

brief  , these “ intelligent”  m en set up a w ho lly  '(anthro 

p o m o rp hic  jid ea o f Go d , w hich is false o n the face o f 

it, and  then d eclare that this id ea is w hat o ther m en 

m ean by a p erso nal Go d .

It is a m istake to co nceive o f a p erso nal Go d as a 

kind o f benign hum an giant w ho has great fo rces 

und er his co ntro l, a p enetrating m ind , a keen eye, a 

w atchful co ncern fo r the affairs o f m en. It is a m is

take to think that religio n co nsists in a kind o f 

friend ly feeling fo r this gigantic and  p o w erful being . 

It is a m istake to co nceive o f m o rality as the effo rt 

to  p lease this m ighty  giant and  to  avo id  w hat o ffend s 

him . These no tio ns are all false because they  all lim it 

Go d and reduce Elim to the ho rrid status o f a m ere 

sup erm an. The id ea o f p ersonality in Go d really in

vo lves no such belittling absurd ities. O f course, w e 

use hum an and analo g ical term s in sp eaking o f the 

true Go d , but no truly intelligent m an is m isled by  

the lim itatio ns o f hum an sp eech. W e d o  say  that Go d  

hears o ur p rayers, that Elis eye is ever up on us, that 

H e is co ncerned fo r o ur w elfare, that H e lead s us by  

H is m ighty hand . But w e reco gnize, in all these ex

p ressions, the m aterial and figurative exp ressio n o f 

w hat is strictly inexpressible in the essentially lim ited  

term s o f language, and even o f tho ught. Go d is in

co m p rehensible and ineffable ; H e is no t to be ade-
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qu ately kno w n o r adequ ately exp ressed by hum an 

(that is, by finite o r lim ited ) m eans. But w hat canno t 

be exhaustively und ersto o d and exp ressed can be 

understo o d and exp ressed in so m e m easure; and it 

is futile to find fault w ith hum an m ind s and hum an 

to ngues fo r their connatural lim itatio ns; it is un

reasonable, to o , to belittle hum an tho ught because 

language d o es no t ad equately exp ress it. Ind eed , w e 

use m any  exp ressions, even w ith reference to w orld ly  

and m aterial things, w hich are, up on strict analysis, 

faulty and even untrue ; yet these exp ressio ns d o no t 

m ean that the things w hich they inad equately  exp ress 

are untrue. W e sp eak o f a sunrise o r o f a sunset, and , 

o f course, there is no such thing. But w e d o no t ac

cuse the m an w ho tells u s that he saw  a fine sunrise, 

o f a lack o f intelligence. W e kno w  w hat he m eans; 

w e und erstand that the hand y term “ sunrise” ex

p resses w hat w o uld o therw ise have to be expressed  

in a ro und about and  lengthy d escrip tion o f the m o ve

m ent o f the earth o n its axis and its relatio n to a 

relatively stationary sun. So w hen w e hear a m an 

sp eaking o f Go d as hearing o ur p rayers, o r seeing  

o ur actions, w e kno w  w hat he m eans ; w e d o no t ac

cuse him o f lack o f intelligence; w e d o no t (unless 

w e are o f the stup id intelligentsia) im agine that his 

co ncep t o f Go d is that o f a giant w ith im m ense ears 

and w ith eyes that p ierce the clo ud s abo ve o ur head s. 

W e kno w  that the m an is m erely  exp ressing  in hum an 

and und erstand able term s the fact that God kno w s
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all things and infinitely provides from eternity for 

all human needs. In a word, we know that the man is 

speaking of the Infinite Personal Being in  the lim ited 

term s of a hu m an  an d·  fin ite person al bein g , but we are 

no t deceived into thinking that these limited terms 

m ean a similarly limited concept of God in the mind  

of the speaker.

The m istake w e have been co nsidering com es, in 

last analysis, to  this : the o bjecto rs to  “ a p erso nal Go d ”  

alw ays understand by the p hrase a being that can be 

pic tu red in the im aginatio n. N o w , the im aginatio n 

is a sentient faculty , and  its im ages are all lim ited  and  

m aterial. Go d , o n the o ther hand , is no n-lim ited and  

no n-m aterial. It is m anifest that there can be no  

im aginatio n-im age, no fancy-p icture o f God . N o r in

d eed can there be a p icture in im aginatio n o f any  

sp iritual, that is, no n-m aterial, being . Still, im agina

tio n is alw ays try ing to serve m ind  ; it d oes its best, 

ho w ever little that best m ay be; and the result o f its 

effo rts lies befo re us in sym bo lism  and  art. O f course, 

this effo rt o f im aginatio n m ay be very beautiful and  

very serviceable, but o ne m ust never fo rget that its 

character is sym bo lic and no t literal. There is no  

harm , and there m ay be m uch go o d , in p icturing an 

angel as a p rincely figure, clo thed in flo w ing robes, 

beautiful o f feature, equip p ed w ith m anifestly inad e

quate w ings w hich seem  roo ted  in the should er-blad es. 

There is no  harm  even in tlie ad ded  d etails o f such a 

p i c t u r e ,  d etails w ith w hich w e are all fam iliar, such as
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the obese violin, the foreshortened bow, the ecstatic 

turn of the angelic eye, the fetching curl of the angelic 

hair. But it would be a stupid blunder to suppose that 

this pictured figure is a portrait of an angel, that this 

material image is a literal likeness of a being that is 

not material at all. W e can take emotional inspiration  

from  a pictured angel ; we can allow the high emotion 

to influence w ill and cond uct; but w e are never fo r a 

m o m ent d eceived abo ut the image itself. W e know  

that it is a m aterial sym bol o f a spiritual substance. 

So to o w e m ay find m uth that is helpful in the art 

w hich seeks to  exp ress the Infinite Being in sensible 

term s. W e m ay  be rem ind ed  o f the D iv ine Kno w led ge 

and o f the H o ly Trinity by the p icture o f a great 

hum an eye, enclo sed in a triangle w hich suggests the 

Trinity . But w e are no t thereby  d eceived  into  thinking  

that Go d is an eye o r that the Trinity  is a p lane figure 

o f three straight lines and three angles. If w e have 

im aginatio n to  serve us in the evo lv ing  o f sym bo lism , 

w e have m ind  w hich m akes us und erstand  sym bo lism  

as sym bolism  and  no t as literal fact.

The ed ucated  Catho lic has no  ap o lo gies to  m ake to  

the o bjector w ho finds the id ea o f “ a p erso nal God ”  

unaccep table. The Catho lic need no t sid e-step , need  

no t o ffer the least co m p rom ise. W hat he need s to d o  

fo r the o bjecto r in question is to exercise o ne o f 

tho se sp lend id  so cial v irtues called  the sp iritual w o rks 

o f m ercy ; he needs “ to  instruct the ignorant.”
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SUMMARY OF THE ARTICLE

In this A rticle w e have learned , by careful analysis 

o f the d efinitio n, the true m eaning o f person , and w e 

have seen that Go d is a p erson, that H e is a person al 

G od, and no t so m e vague w o rld -fo rce o r som e un

co nscio us energy evo lv ing itself in w hat w e call the 

v isible universe. W e have no t d ared to o verstep the 

bo und aries o f p hilo so p hical science and to d iscuss 

the threefo ld  p erso nality o f Go d in the Blessed  Trin

ity . W e have m erely m entio ned  in p assing  that hum an 

reaso n is inad equate to  d eal w ith this surp assing  m ys

tery , either to  p ro ve it o r to  d isp rove it, either to  find  

it m anifested to reaso n o r to find it in co nflict w ith 

reaso n. But o ur p o int o f d iscussion has been found  

unaffected by the Trinity o f Persons in Go d , since 

Go d is a person al G od regard less o f the singularity  

o r the p lurality o f p erso ns in w hich the o ne und ivid ed  

D ivine Essence subsists. It is the D ivine Essence, the 

D ivine N ature, that w e find  a person al N ature. It is o f 

the D iv ine N ature that reason is fo rced to p red icate 

p ersonality and to  d eclare that God is a true p erso n. 

W e have d iscussed the co m m on erro rs abo ut the 

p erso nality o f Go d  w hich lead  unthinking  m en to  d is

like and  even to  reject the id ea o f Go d  as a p erson.



CHAPTER Π

TH E TRA N SIEN T O PERA TIO N S 

O F GO D

This Chap ter d iscusses w hat are inaccurately called Go d ’s 

t r a n s i e n t o p erations, that is, the o p eratio ns w hich m ake a 

t r a n s i t o r g o  a c r o s s fro m Go d to things o ther than Go d ; 

in a w ord , the o p eratio ns that p ro ceed from  God  to the uni

verse to p rod uce, p reserve, co ntro l and go vern it, and to  

co ncur w ith it in its co nnatural and d ep end ent activ ities. 

N ow , w hile there is a  r e a l r e l a t i o n  to Go d o n the p art o f 

creatures, there is no real relation to creatures o n the p art 

o f Go d ; God w o uld be Go d in eternal and infinite co m 

p leteness w ere there no creatures; no thing is ad ded to God  

by the existence o r function o f creatures; no thing can be 

taken fro m Go d by the being o r activ ity o f creatures, no r 

by the no n-existence o f creatures. But creatures d ep end fo r 

their w hole being and o p eration up o n Go d . Creatures are 

effected  and affected  essentially by God  ; Go d is no t affected  

at all by creatures. This is the reaso n fo r o ur statem ent that 

there is no real relation to creatures o n the p art o f Go d , 

w hile there is an essential and real relatio n to Go d o n the 

p art o f creatures. Further, w hat w e call Go d ’s t r a n s i e n t  

o p erations invo lve no transiency, no change o r m utability , 

in God H im self. A m ong finite things, transient activ ity  

p ro ceed s fro m an a g e n t (o r acto r o r d o er) and p rim arily  

affects so m ething o ther than the agent ; yet there is alw ays 

so m e change o r p assing m o vem ent in the agent itself as the 

transient activ ity is acco m p lished . But w hen Go d is the 

agent, this is no t so . There is no change, no transiency in 

Go d , as H is eternal and changeless d ecrees find their ac-
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tualization in tem p o ral anti changeable creatures. Thus the 

term t r a n s i e n t o p e r a t i o n s is no t to be taken in literal, but 

in analog ical, m eaning w hen it is ap p lied to Go d , The so - 

called transient o p erations o f Go d m ay be lifted as four: 

c r e a t i o n , c o n s e r v a t i o n , c o n c u r r e n c e , g o v e r n a n c e ( 1 0 1 t h  

p r o v i d e n c e ) . These o p eratio ns w e d iscuss in four A rticles, 

as fo llo w s.

A rticle I. The D iv ine O p eration o f Creatio n

A rticle 2. The D ivine O p eratio n o f Co nservatio n

A rticle 3. The D iv ine O p eration o f Co ncurrence

A rticle 4. The D ivine O p eratio n o f Go vernance and  

Prov id ence

A r t ic l e  i . Th e  D iv in e  Op e r a t io n  o f  C r e a t io n  

a) The Po w er o f Go d  b) M eaning o f C r e a t i o n

c) The Fact o f Creatio n

a ) t h e  p o w e r  o f  g o d

Befo re d iscussing the exercise o f Go d ’ s p o w er in 

the transient d iv ine o p eratio ns it m ay  be w ell to say  

a w o rd o n this p o w er itself. W e have alread y seen 

that Go d is infinite in all p erfectio n, and p o w er, that 

is, the ability  to m ake an d to do an d to accom plish, 

is in itself a p ure p erfectio n. Therefo re Go d m ust 

have p o w er. Further, since Go d is infinitely sim p le, 

all that Go d has, H e is. Go d ’s p o w er is, therefore, 

really id entified w ith the D iv ine Essence Itself; Go d  

is Infinite Po w er. W e exp ress this truth abo ut Go d  

w hen w e say that H e is om n ipoten t  o r alm ig hty . O ur 

catechism exp resses the sam e truth w hen it d eclares 

that “ Go d can d o all things, and no thing is hard o r 

im p o ssible to Elim .”
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There are several points to be noticed about the 

p o w er o f God. First, it is no t a power that is exer

cised by effort. Effort suggests imperfection; it 

means the expenditure of power to overcome ob

stacles; but there can be no obstacles (or limits) in 

the way of illimitable power. God ’s power is exer

cised by the Divine Intellect and W ill. God is the 

p erfect ag en s per in tellec tu m et v olu n tatem (“Agent 

o r acto r by intellect and w ill” ) . W ith God, to will 

is to acco m plish.

Second ly, Go d ’s infinite p o w er is hum anly ex

p ressed as an ability to d o all things. A nd “things” 

is a w o rd that m eans w hat it says; it d o es no t m ean 

co ntrad ictions, that is, d enials o f things. That Go d  

canno t m ake a square c irc le, or that G od cannot 

m ake a “ tw o -year-o ld co lt in a m inute,” is no t a 

lim itation o f the unlim ited D ivine Po w er. For a 

square circle m eans a circle that is no t a circle; in a 

w o rd , it m eans n othin g ; it m eans no t a thing but the 

cancellation and  the d enial o f a thing . So  a tw o -year- 

o ld co lt that is o nly a m inute o ld , is a tw o -year-o ld  

that is n ot a tw o -year-o ld , a m anifest co ntrad iction. 

N o w , contrad ictio ns are intrinsic im p o ssibilities; 

they are inconceivable as things because they are the 

o p p osite o f things. This p o int w e have already dis

cussed and evidenced in the First Bo o k o f this 

m anual.

Third ly , Go d ’s p ow er, lo oked at sim p ly in itself 

is G od ’ s abso lute p o w er. A nd God ’ s p o w er, re-
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gard ed as it stands aligned w ith the o ther D iv ine 

Perfectio ns,— such as Go od ness, W isd o m , Justice,—  

is Go d ’s ordin a ted p o w er. O f course, this d istinction 

is o ne required by o ur lim ited m inds; fo r in Go d  

H im self all these Perfectio ns are id entified w ith 

each o ther and w ith the D ivine Essence Itself. W e 

say that all things are p o ssible to Go d ’s abso lute 

p o w er, but certain things are no t p o ssible to God ’s 

o rd inated p o w er. .Fo r exam p le, it is w ithin the ab

so lute p o w er o f Go d to take an unrep entant sinner 

into the glo ry o f H eaven. But, since such an act o n 

Go d ’s p art w o uld co nflict w ith the freedo m o f the 

hum an w ill o n the o ne hand , and w ith D ivine Jus

tice o n the o ther, w e say that it is no t w ithin Go d ’s 

o rd inated  p o w er so  to  save a sinner against his w ill.

W hen, therefo re, w e say that Go d is alm ighty o r 

o m nipo tent, w e m ean that Go d , by the effo rtless ex

ercise o f the D iv ine W ill (eternally illum inated by  

the D ivine Intellect) can bring into being anything  

that is no t a co nflict in itself (and hence a no n

entity, a no thing) o r in co nflict w ith the D iv ine Per

fectio ns.

b ) m e a n in g  o f  c r e a t io n

C reation is a term  o ften used in English in a tw o 

fo ld  m eaning . It is used to  ind icate the act o r o p era

tio n o f creating, and it is used to ind icate the fruit 

o r p ro d uct o f this act. Thus w e sp eak o f the creation  

o f the w o rld  as the o p eratio n w hereby Go d  p rod uces
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the w o rld . A nd w e m ay, in em o tio nal m o m ents, sing  

“ A ll up and d o w n the w ho le creation :” using the 

w ord creation to ind icate the w o rld itself w hich is 

the fruit o r p rod uct o f the o p eratio n <>f creating . Tn 

o ur p resent study w e use the terni creation in its 

active o r d ynam ic sense; w e use it to ind icate the 

d iv ine activ ity o r o p eratio n w hereby Go d p rod uces 

things o ut o f no thing . There is a third use o f the 

term creation w hich w e m ust no tice and w holly re

ject fo r p hiloso p hical p urpo ses; it is that use in 

w hich the term is taken as a syno nym fo r p ro d uct; 

arrangem ent; thing m ad e o f elem ents o r m aterials. 

Thus the m illiner m ay sp eak o f a hat as a “ Parisian 

creatio n” ; thus the p o et m ay sp eak o f his new est 

so nnet as the creature o f his fancy , that is, as a thing  

created by his m ind and im aginatio n. O ur stud y o f 

the d efinition o f creation w ill sho w  us that this ex

tended m eaning o f the term creation is w ho lly alien 

to  o ur und erstand ing  o f it in p hilosop hy.

Creatio n is the activ e produ cin g of a thin g in  its 

en tirety ou t of n othin g . It is the p rod ucing o f a 

thing , w ho le and entire, w ithout using any m aterials 

o f any so rt. Philoso p hers say that the creatio n o f a 

thing is the to tal p ro d uctio n o f the thing ex  n ihil su i 

et su bjec t i, that is, w ithout any elem ent o r seed ling  

o f the thing  being there to  begin w ith ( ex  n ihil su i) , 

and w itho ut any m aterials o r subject-m atter ( ex  

n ihil su bjec ti} o ut o f w hich the thing is to  be fo rm ed .

W hen w e say that the Creato r m akes things o ut
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o f no thing , w e d o no t m ean that “ no thing ”  is itself 

a kind o f m aterial w hich is d iv inely shap ed into  

realities. W e m ean that, w hereas there is no thing to  

begin w ith, no w , by an act o f the D iv ine Under

stand ing and W ill, there is so m ething real, lienee, 

o ur id ea o f creatio n invo lves no conflict w ith the 

axio m ex  n ihilo n ihil fit (“ O ut o f no thing , no thing  

is m ad e” ) since the axio m m eans that the p rod uc

tio n o f things o ut o f elem ents o r m aterials requires 

that the elem ents o r m aterials be there at the o utset. 

But creatio n is no t the p rod uctio n o f things o ut o f 

elem ents o r m aterials, and  hence the absence o f these 

things is in no  w ise a d ifficulty to o ne w ho  can create.

So m e p hilo so p hers, like Victo r Co usin (1792- 

1867) and A lo ysius Ferri (1826-1895), have d e

fined creation in a w ay that suggests that God  d raw s 

all creatures o ut o f H im self. This so rt o f d efinitio n 

is pan theist ic in im p licatio n, and seem s to m ake the 

w o rld o f creatures p art and p arcel w ith the D iv ine 

Essence. W e canno t accep t such a d efinition o f cre

ation , fo r it w o uld invo lve us in hop eless contrad ic

tio ns, m aking the changeless Go d o ne w ith the 

changeable w o rld , and the Infinite and N ecessary  

Being o ne w ith the co ntingent universe. O f course, 

if the p hrase “ o ut o f H im self” is interp reted to  

m ean “ by m eans o f H is o w n unaided p o w er and ir

resistible w ill,”  it m ay stand unchallenged ; but it is 

m anifest that the p hrase is no t necessarily to be so  

interp reted  ; it is an ind efinite p hrase, cap able o f co n-
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d ieting interp retatio ns, and hence it is unsuitable fo r 

scientific exp ressio n.

W hen w e say that Go d creates, w e mean that God, 

by the p o w er o f Ilis will, causes things to come into  

actuality w itho ut using any '‘materials'’ of any sort. 

W e m ean that Go d makes substances without re

quiring any so urce-substance o ut o f w hich to make 

them . A ll bo d ily substances have their first origin in 

creatio n ; thereafter,— since bo d ies are substantially  

changeable,— they no rm ally p ro d uce o ther bo d ies by  

the p ro cess o f substantial transform ation called  g en er

ation  an d corru ption . A ll sp iritual substances are d i

rectly  created , no r can these generate further sp iritual 

substances o r und ergo any corrup tio n, fo r sp iritual 

substances are no t subject to  substantial transfo rm a

tion.

It m ay be asked w hether this thing called creatio n 

is p o ssible ; w hether there is no t in the id ea o f creatio n 

an invo lved co nflict o r co ntrad ictio n ; w hether there 

is no t so m ething in creatio n that is in co nflict w ith 

Go d ’s o rd inated  p o w er; w hether, finally , there is no t 

so m ething o n the p art o f finite things that resists the 

no tion o f sheer p rod uction by w ay o f creation. W e 

m ust co nsid er this questio n in its three p o ints.

W j . Creatio n invo lves in itself, that is, in its very  

Co ncep t o r id ea, no  co ntrad ictio n o r co nflict. It is no t 

an unthinkable thing like a square circle. Ind eed , the 

co ncep t o r id ea o f creatio n is so far from  being  self-
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co ntrad icto ry that it im p oses itself as n ecessary  up on 

the m ind that seeks to acco unt fo r the existence o f 

co ntingent realities. Fo r such things d o no t hav e to  

exist; their existence is exp licable o nly o n the 

gro und s that they have been g iv en  existence, that they  

have been brou g ht in to existence. A nd , in last analy 

sis, their being bro ught into existence m ust m ean 

their being bro ught o ut o f no thingness, that is, in  

their bein g  created; fo r there can be no  end less p ro cess 

o f o ne such thing  co m ing from  ano ther, and  this from  

ano ther, and so o n fo rever. There m ust have been a 

first p ro d uctio n o f co ntingent things ; there m ust have 

been a beg in n in g , and  a truly  first beginning , o f things 

that have in them selves no necessity o r abso lute re

quirem ent fo r existence. But a truly first p ro duction 

o f co ntingent things is inconceivable excep t as crea

t ion . Therefo re, o n the score o f the very id ea o r 

co ncep t o f creatio n, w e find no co nflict, no self- 

co ntrad ictio n, no im p ossibility . O n this sco re, crea

tio n m eans so m ething entirely possible.

2 . Creatio n invo lves no contrad iction o r conflict 

am o ng the p erfections o f Go d ; it d oes no t suggest 

so m ething that is o ut o f harm o ny w ith the o rd inated  

D iv ine Po w er. Fo r it d oes no t invo lve the no tion o f a 

filling-up o r filling-o ut o f the Infinite Being by the 

existence o f finite beings. If creatio n w ere conceived  

o f as a thing required  by Go d , o r as an activ ity im 

p o sed up o n Go d by extrinsic fo rce o r even by H is
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o w n go o dness, it would conflict with the Divine Per

fectio ns and so would be impossible to Cod's ordi- 

nated power. But we have already seen that Cod is 

no t affected by  creatu res ; that there is n o real relation  

o n (Sod ’s part towards them, even though there is an 

essential and real relation on the part of creatures 

to w ards Him; God is w holly and infinitely complete 

and p erfect in H im self w ithout creatures. I?o r the 

rest, Go d ’s p o w er w o uld be inco m plete, and no t in

finite, w ere creatio n im p o ssible to H im . The id ea o f 

creatio n as truly p o ssible is includ ed in the very id ea 

o f the D iv ine Po w er. N o r is the id ea o f creatio n in 

any co nceivable d isagreem ent w ith the D iv ine W is

d om , the D iv ine Justice, the D iv ine Go od ness, o r any  

o ther o f the p erfections o f Go d ; o n the co ntrary , it 

ap p ears, both at first sight and  up o n p enetrating  stud y , 

to be in co m p lete harm ony w ith all the D iv ine Per

fectio ns and a w o rthy external exp ressio n and m ani

festatio n o f them . Therefore, o n the score o f Go d ’s 

o rd inated  p o w er, w e find  no conflict o r contrad ictio n 

in the id ea o f creatio n. O n this sco re, creatio n m eans 

som ething w ho lly possible.

5. Creation m anifestly invo lves no conflict o n the 

p a r t  o f thin g s created, that is, o n the p art o f creatu res. 

Fo r such things are ex istible; they can exist, as is 

ev ident in the fact that they  do exist ; they  can receiv e  

existence, and ind eed m u st receive existence if they  

a r e  t o  h a v e  i t  a t  a l l .  B u t  c r e a t i o n  i s  n e i t h e r  m o r e  n o r

j 1
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less than the very Erst giv ing (and receiv ing) o f ex

istence: it is the giv ing o f existence by the Creato r, 

the receiv ing o f existence by the creature. So far 

fro m being o ut o f harm o ny w ith the no tion o f co n

tingent things, creatio n is necessary to exp lain the 

first existence o f such things.

The m eaning o f the term creation is, therefo re, a 

co nsistent and  an intellig ible m eaning . Creatio n as the 

fund am ental p ro d uctio n o f co ntingent substances is 

co nceivable as so m ething entirely possible. W e have, 

later o n, to  d iscuss it as so m ething inescap ably  actu al, 

as an inco ntro vertible fac t . But first w e m ust ro und  

o ut o ur study  o f the m eaning  o f creatio n by  inquiring  

w hether it m eans an activ ity p rop er to  Go d alo ne, o r 

o ne co m m unicable by Go d to creatures so that crea

tures in their turn m ay create.

W e m ust assert at o nce that creatio n is so  entirely  

p ro p er to  Go d  alo ne that creatures cannot serve, even 

instrum entally , as creating agents. O n ly G od can  

create; creatures canno t be creato rs either as prin cipal 

ag en ts o r as in stru m en tal ag en ts. W e p ause up o n the 

three p o ints o f this statem ent.

I. O n ly  G od can  create. A  being capable o f creat

ing , that is, o f bringing substances into actual exist

ence w itho ut using any p re-existing m aterials, is a 

being w ho lly ind ep end ent o f such m aterials; such a 

being has no  d ep end ency o n substances o utside itself.
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This is m anifestly  true. Fo r w here there is no thing  o f 

finite substance to begin w ith, no thing by w ay o f 

start o r elem ent o r seed ling, and no thing by w ay o f 

m aterials o ut o f w hich to  co nstruct a substance (m in i 

su i et su bjec t i) there is no  co nceivable w ay o f effect

ing  the p rod uctio n except by sheer intellectual p o w er, 

that is, by  sheer w ill. A nd  a w ill that can p rod uce sub

stances by its o w n sim p le exercise is m anifestly an 

ind ep end ent w ill, an effo rtless w ill, an unham p ered  

o r unlim ited w ill. N o w , the co ncep t o f such a w ill is 

the co ncep t o f an in fin ite w ill. A nd o nly Go d is in

finite; o nly Go d  is Infinite W ill. Therefo re, o nly Go d  

c a n  c r e a t e .

2 . C reatu res  can n ot  create as  prin cipal ag en ts. This 

truth is m anifest from the fo rego ing argum ent, fo r 

no creature is p o ssessed o f infinite w ill, and infinite 

w ill is required in the p rincip al agent o r p rincipal 

cause o f the creative act.

5. C reatu res can n ot create as in stru m en tal ag en ts. 

The statem ent m eans that no  creature can serve Go d  

in creating , as a to o l o r instrum ent o r bo d ily m em ber 

can serve m an, fo r exam p le, in his activ ities. In the 

act o f w riting , fo r instance, m an uses the co njo ined  

natural instrum ents o f arm , hand , and fingers, and  

the artificial instrum ent o f p en o r p encil. The m an 

is the prin cipal agent o r cause o f the w riting , but to  

e f f e c t  t h e  w r i t i n g  h e  u s e s  t h e  in stru m en tal causes o r
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agencies o f bo d ily m em bers and w riting-too l. N o w  

w e assert that Go d  canno t use creatures as H is instru

m ents in creating , no r d oes this m ean a lack o f p erfec

tio n in Go d ; o n the co ntrary , it ind icates the D iv ine 

Sufficiency w hich requires no instrum ents fo r its 

activ ities. Fo r the requiring o f instrum ents is a 

m ixed o r no n-p ure p erfectio n, invo lv ing im p erfec

tio n. That a m an can w rite w ith m o vem ents o f hand  

and  ap p licatio n o f p en o r p encil, is a p erfection; that 

a m an m u st em p lo y these instrum ents to  p ro duce the 

w riting , is a lim iting thing and  an im p erfection. But 

in Go d  there is no  shad o w  o f im p erfectio n. Certainly , 

then, Go d co uld never requ ire the serv ice o f instru

m ents in creating . But neither is it lim iting the p o w er 

o f Go d  to  say that H e can n ot use instrum ents in the 

creative activ ity . Fo r an instrum ent m ust have so m e 

co nnatural fitness fo r the serv ice in w hich it is em 

p lo yed , and no creature has the fitness, the infinite 

fulness, requisite to serve as the p hysical channel o f 

creative p o w er ; hence, the im p o ssibility o f using  

creatures as instrum ental agents in creating is the in

ad equacy  o f creatures and  no t the inad equacy o f Go d . 

To co nvey infinite p o w er p hysically by m eans o f an 

instrum ent (w ere that even co nceivable) w o uld re

quire infinity  in the instrum ent as w ell as in the p rinci

p al agent o r cause. But the thought o f an infinite 

instrum ent (that is, an infinite creature) is a self- 

co ntrad icto ry tho ught ; it ind icates so m ething sheerly  

and intrinsically im p o ssible, as a square circle is im -
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possible. Hence, since finite instruments arc inade

quate, and since infinite instruments arc unthinkable, 

we say that no instrumental cause or agency can be 

used in creating. Further, the use of an instrument 

is always the employment of it upon some su bjec t , 

upon something preexisting which récriées the in

strumental action. But creation is an activity which 

deals with no subject, no preexisting item, element, 

or material, for it is the production of a thing in  its 

en tirety out of nothing. Therefore, no instrument 

co uld rend er any co nceivable serv ice to the creating  

God .

By creatio n, then, w e m ean that activ ity ,— w hich 

is so p ro p er to Go d  alo ne that creatures cannot serve 

even instrum entally in its exercise,— w hereby the D i

v ine Po w er p ro duces realities in their entirety , using  

no thing p reexisting  as the fo nt o r so urce o f the p ro 

duction.

c) THE FACT OF CREATION

The w o rld o f finite realities challenges o ur atten

tio n and d em and s a sufficient accounting . W e m ust 

face and answ er the question o f the first orig in o f 

co ntingent things. A nd o ur answ er m ust be o ne o f 

three : fo r I. either the w o rld ,-— that is, the universe 

o f finite, changing things abo ut us, and o urselves as 

p art o f that universe,— has had no beginning , o r 2 . 

the w orld  is o nly a p art o r p hase o f Go d ’s o w n being  

and substance, or 3. the world has its origin in the



TRA N SIEN T O PERA TIO N S O F GO D 257 

creative action of God. All theories on first origins in  

the universe are reducible to these three and to these 

o nly . Now, we find the first two of these theories 

wholly unacceptable as in open conflict with experi

ence and with reason, and thus we arc compelled to  

accep t the third theory, the theory of creation, as the 

true and factual doctrine. The world had its first 

o rig in in creation ; the w o rld w as created  ; the w o rld  

is a w o rld  o f creatu res. Let us glance at so m e reaso ns 

w hich co m p el this co nclusio n.

I. The w o rld canno t be, as the m aterialists say , an 

etern al an d u n produ ced universe. Fo r w hat is eternal 

and unp rod uced m ust have in itself the sufficient 

reaso n fo r its existence, the ratio  su fficien s ex isten tiac  

su ae, w hich is required  to  account fo r every  actuality . 

But an actuality that has in itself the sufficient reaso n 

fo r its existence is pu re  actu ality ; it is n ecessary  being , 

and , by that fact, it is in fin ite, absolu tely  sim ple o r 

uncom p osed , and  chan g eless. N o w , it is m anifest that 

the w o rld  is no t necessary , but con tin g en t  ; no t p urely  

actual, but also  poten tial, no t infinite, but lim ited; no t 

sim p le, but a m anifo ld  o r com pou n d  ; no t changeless, 

but fu ll of m otion  or chan g e. Therefo re, the w o rld  is 

not etern al an d u n produ ced. But if it is no t eternal 

and unp ro d uced , it has had a beginning , an orig in . 

W e canno t, therefo re, accep t the theo ry w hich d e

clares that rhe w o rld  has had  no  o rig in, no  p rod ucing  

cause.
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2 . The w o rld cannot be, as the p antheists say , an 

o utp o uring o f Go d , o r a p hase o f Go d 's being and  

substance, hirst o f all, such an o utp ouring o r p hase 

w o uld be a kind o f evo lutio n o r d evelop m ent o f the 

D iv ine Substance, and this w o uld invo lve poten tiality  

in Go d  w ho  is Pure A ctuality  ; it w o uld  invo lve chan g e 

in the Im m utable Being ; it w o uld invo lve d evelo p 

m ent o r im prov em en t in the A ll Perfect. These are 

m anifest co ntrad ictio ns and are w holly im p ossible. 

Further, to id entify Go d in any m anner w ith the 

w o rld is to im p ose up on Go d the p rop erties and in

sep arable characteristics o f the w o rld . It is to m ake 

G o d  fin ite, com pou n ded, con tin g en t , w hereas, as w e 

h a v e  a l r e a d y  p r o v e d , G o d  i s  in fin ite, sim ple, n eces

sary . Reaso n fo rces us to  reject the p antheistic theo ry  

o f  t h e  f i r s t  o r i g i n  o f  t h e  w o r l d .

5 .  I f  t h e  w o r l d  i s  n e i t h e r  u n produ ced, n o r  s o m e h o w  

iden tified w ith the D iv in e Su bstan ce, i t  i s  a  w o r l d  t h a t  

h a s  h a d  its orig in  as  som ethin g  other  than  G od. N o w ,  

t h e r e  i s  n o  c o n c e i v a b l e  first o r i g i n  o f  t h i n g s  o t h e r  

t h a n  G o d  e x c e p t  a n  o r i g i n  b y  w a y  o f  creation . T h e r e 

f o r e ,  t h e  w o r l d  h a s  h a d  i t s  f i r s t  o r i g i n  i n  c r e a t i o n  ;  t h e  

w o r l d  w a s  c r e a t e d  ;  c r e a t i o n  i s  a n  a c t u a l  f a c t .

SUMMARY OF THE ARTICLE

I n  t h i s  A r t i c l e  w e  h a v e  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  D i v i n e  P o w e r ,  

a n d  h a v e  s e e n  t h a t  G o d  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  alm ig hty  o r
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om n ipoten t , and can d o all things w hich invo lve no  

intrinsic co ntrad ictio n (and hence are n othin g s o r 

n ot- thin g s) . W e have d istinguished the p o w er o f 

Go d  as absolu te and  ordin ated, accord ing as it is co n

sid ered in itself o r in co njunction w ith the go o dness, 

justice, w isd o m , and o ther p erfections o f Go d . W e 

have d efined creation as the active p ro ducing o f a 

thing  in its entirety  o ut o f no thing . W e have justified  

this d efinitio n and have rejected faulty o nes, such as 

tho se p ro p o sed by Co usin and Ferri. W e have seen 

that creatio n is so m ething w holly p o ssible, since it is 

thinkable in itself, it d o es no t co nflict w ith the D iv ine 

Perfectio ns, and it invo lves no  co nflict o n the p art o f 

things to  be p ro d uced by it. Further, w e have fo und  

that creatio n is inev itably a d irect, exercise o f infinite 

p o w er, and is therefo re an activ ity so p rop er to Go d  

alo ne that creatures cannot serve, even instrum ent- 

ally , in its exercise. W e have seen that creatio n is 

no t o nly possible but that the first o rig in o f things 

o ther than Go d  m ust lie in Go d ’s creative action, and  

that, in co nsequence ; creation  is a fac t.

A r t ic l e  2 . Th e  D iv in e  Op e r a t io n  

o f  Co n s e r v a t io n

a) M eaning o f Co nservatio n b) The Fact o f D ivine 

Co nservation

a) MEANING OF CONSERVATION

C o n s e r v a t i o n  m e a n s  p r e s e r v a t i o n . A s  a n  a c t i v i t y
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o r o p eratio n, conservation is the p reserving o f an 

effect in existence.

There are causes in  fieri and  causes in  esse. A . cause 

in fieri (o r “ in beco m ing ’ ’ ) is required to firing an 

effect into existence: a cause in  esse (o r “ in being ’ ’ ) 

is required  to  m aintain an effect in existence. A  cause 

in  fieri is a produ cin g  cause; a cause in esse is a con 

serv in g cause. Conservatio n is the exercise o f a 

cause in  esse.

W hen an effect d ep end s essentially fo r both p ro 

d uctio n and p erm anence (fo r fieri and esse) up o n a 

cause, that o ne id entical cause m ust co ntinue in ac

tiv ity o r exercise as lo ng as the effect exists. Thus 

fire is required bo th to m ake iro n ho t and to keep it 

ho t; the sun is required to p ro d uce d aylight and to  

m aintain d aylight. Fo r there is an essential d ep end 

ency , fo r both p ro duction and p erm anence, o f heat 

up on fire and  o f d aylight up o n the sun. But w hen the 

d ependency o f effect up o n cause is essential o nly in 

p o int o f p ro d uctio n and  no t o f p erm anence, the effect 

m ay be su pported in being  by ano ther cause than that 

w hich g av e it bein g . In  o ther w ord s, the cause in  fieri 

need  no t, in this case, continue o n as the cause in  esse. 

Thus, the sculp tor is the cause in fieri o f the statue 

w hich he carves, but he is no t its cause in esse; the 

accid ental fo rm  o r being w hich the sculp to r co nfers 

up on m arble by shap ing it in a certain w ay find s a 

sufficient sup po rting o r co nserving cause in the en

d uring stuff o f w hich the statue is m ad e; its cause
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in  esse is the m arble itself, and the statue m ay co n

tinue in c.xistcnce fo r centuries after the sculp to r is 

in his grave. Eut, ultim ately , as ah things w o rk back 

to first creatio n as their cause in fieri, so they w o rk- 

back to  that sam e single creating  cause as their rad ical 

cause in esse  ; the creating cause m ust co ntinue o n as 

a co nserv ing cause, else creatures m ust fall to no th

ingness. H ere w e sec w hat is m eant by the statem ent 

that co nservatio n is a continuatio n o f creation. For 

creatio n d o es no t bestow  being up o n so m ething that 

is alread y there to receive and ho ld it; it produ ces 

being in entirety o ut o f no thingness; the creature is, 

in co nsequence, d ependent fo r both p ro duction and  

p erm anence up o n its creating cause, and this o ne 

id entical cause m ust co ntinue in activ ity o r exercise 

as lo ng  as the creature exists.

Co nservatio n is the activ ity o f a cause in esse. It 

m eans the p reserving o f an effect in being and exist

ence.

Co nservatio n is direc t o r in direc t . D irect co nserva

tio n is the p o sitive p reserving o f an effect by an ac

tiv ity w hich sup p lies actual being to the effect o r 

co ntributes w hat actively sup po rts the effect in its 

being . Thus, fire direc tly co nserves the heat in ho t 

w ater; thus the sun d irectly co nserves the d aylight; 

thus the eating o f fo o d d irectly conserves life and  

strength. Ind irect co nservation is the negative p re

serv ing o f an effect by the exercise o f a cause w hich 

p ro tects the effect, shield s it, w ards o ff o r p revents
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w hat w o uld harm and d estroy it. The p lacing o f a 

m anuscrip t in an air-tight case is an act o f ind irect 

s co nservatio n. The enclosing o f a d elicate vase in a 

cabinet w here it is safe from the sw eep o f careless 

hand s is also an act o f ind irect co nservatio n. The 

nurse-m aid w ho w atches an infant so that it d o es no t 

fall into the fire, o r clim b to p erilo us p laces, o r eat 

w hat w o uld harm  it, is ind irectly co nserving the w el

fare o f the child . D irect conservation m ay be called  

prom otiv e co nservatio n; ind irect co nservatio n is, 

rather prev en tiv e. ΐ

It is o ur co ntentio n that D iv ine Co nservatio n is a 

fact in the w o rld , and  that this is no t m erely in direc t, 

but direct co nservatio n.

b) THE FACT OF DIVINE CONSERVATION

I. Creatures are co ntingent realities. They have 

no t in them selves any requirem ent fo r existence. 

They are no t self-accounting , self-exp lanato ry , self- 

sufficient. That they exist is a p atent fact; that they  

d o  no t hav e to  exist is equally  ev id ent, fo r they  com e 

into being , they change, they are lim ited , and things 

subject to  beginning , change, and  lim itation, are sub

ject to the action  of cau ses; such things are effects; 

they are d ep endent o r co ntingent o r no n-necessary  

things. N o w , m anifestly , co ntingent things d o no t 

lo se their co ntingency w hen they are created . They  

require p o sitive p ro duction o f their entire being in 

the first m o m ent o f their existence, and  they require
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a co ntinuance o f the p ro ducing p o w er at every suc

cessive m o m ent o f their existence. N o  o ther o r lesser 

p o w er than their first-p ro ducing  p o w er (that is, their 

creating p o w er) w ill acco unt fo r their co ntinued  

existence, since their entire being rests w ho lly and  

und iv id ed ly in that p o w er. Therefo re, co ntingent 

beings require fo r their existence the co ntinuation o f 

the creating p o w er w hich is the p o w er o f Go d alo ne. 

A nd the co ntinuatio n o f this p o w er is D iv ine Co n

servatio n. H ence, the co ntingent beings in the w o rld  

aro und  us, and the w o rld itself, require and have the 

sup p o rt o f the activ ity called D ivine Co nservatio n. 

D ivine Co nservatio n is, therefore, a fact.

2 . A n effect w hich d epend s fo r p rod uctio n and  

p erm anence up on a certain cause requires the direct  

co nserving activ ity o f that cause. Fo r such an effect 

has an essential and  entire d ep end ency  up on its cause ; 

it requires the cause to  ho ld  it in being . N o  m ere p ro 

tectio n fro m d estructive fo rces w ill insure its exist

ence, fo r it canno t, in itself, m aintain existence. 

H ence, ind irect co nservatio n is no t sufficient to  

acco unt fo r such an effect in co ntinued existence; 

d irect co nservation is required . N o w , all crea

tures are, as w e have seen, co ntingent up on their 

First Cause by an essential and entire d ep endency ; 

creatures d ep end fo r p rod uction and p erm anence 

up on causes w hich are ultim ately fo cussed and  

fo und ed up o n the First Cause, and w hich have their
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own existence and aciivitv by virtue of the operation  

of the hirst Cause. Only the hirst 1 lias in itself 

the snfhciency of sc)f- ex isten ce without dependency 

up on any other agency or force or factor. Ί here fore 

the First (.’anse, by Its positive exercise ol causal 

activity, is required to account for the sustained exist

ence o f creatural reality, in other words, the exercise 

o f d irect Divine Conservation is required to explain  

the existence o f the w o rld  and  all things in it. D irect 

D iv ine Co nservation is, therefo re, a fact.

5. A creature d ep end s fo r existence up on its 

Creato r. It exists by reason o f the p o sitive w ill o f the 

Creato r to  bring  it into  existence. It d o es no t exist by  

reaso n o f the Creator’s m ere w illingness to leave it 

alone and no t to  d estro y it . A nd a creature co ntinues 

in existence by the sustained p o sitive w ill o f the 

Creato r, no t by H is m erely negative o r ind irect w ill. 

N o w , the p o sitive w ill o f the Creato r, w hich is thus 

m anifested in the p ro d uction and co ntinuation o f 

creatural existences, is neither m o re no r less than 

d irect D iv ine Co nservatio n. Therefo re, d irect D iv ine 

Co nservation is a fact.

SUMMARY OF THE ARTICLE

In this very brief bu t im p o rtant A rticle w e have 

learned the m eaning o f con serv ation in general, and  

o f D iv in e C on serv ation  in sp ecial. W e have seen that 

conservation is the exercise o f a cause in esse, and
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that it may be direc t or in direc t , that is, prom otiv e  

o r prev en tiv e. according as it is a posit iv e or a n eg a

t iv e co ntributio n to the continued existence of an  

effect. W e have proved that Divine ( 'onservation is 

a fact in the world, and that it is direct conservation. 

W e have drawn our proof from the contingency of 

creatures, from their entire and essential dependency 

up o n the First Cause and upon the positive choice o f 

the D iv ine W ill.

A r t ic l e  3. Th e  D iv in e  Op e r a t io n  

o f  Co n c u r r e n c e

a) M eaning o f Co ncurrence b) The Fact o f D iv ine 

Co ncurrence c) The M od e o r M anner o f D ivine 

Co ncurrence

a) MEANING OF CONCURRENCE

A ll actuality rests fundam entally up o n Go d . Crea

tures canno t bring them selves into  existence, no r can 

they co nserve them selves in existence o nce the D iv ine 

Po w er has bro ught them  there. In o ther w o rd s, crea

tures need Go d the C reator, and Go d the C on serv er. 

This fact w e have already seen to be inev itable. But 

w e m ust go further and  exp ress a third need o f crea

tures. Creatures are created and co nserved no t o nly  

as essen ces but as n atu res; no t o nly as things o f a 

certain typ e o r kind , but as things w ith certain co n

natural p o w ers and functio ns ; no t o nly as things 

existible, but as things o p erable ; no t o nly as things
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static, but as things d ynam ic. In a w o rd , creatures 

have activ ities and o p erations, and  these (in the rad i

cal equip m ent o r p o w er w hence they flo w , and  in their 

actual exercise) require the aciio n and coo p eratio n 

o f Go d to exp lain their existence. H ere then is the 

third need o f creatures : the co o p eratio n o r con cu r

ren ce o f Go d in their p o w ers o f actio n and in the 

exercise o f these p o w ers. Creatures therefo re require 

Go d the C reator, Go d the C on serv er, and Go d the 

C ooperator or C on cu rrer.

N o w , the w o rd con cu rren ce is, in its literal fo rce, 

a w eak w o rd  in the p resent use. Fo r to con cu r m eans 

“ to run alo ngsid e,” “ to go alo ng w ith,”  and it sug

gests the w o rking to gether o f partial cau ses w hich 

co nsp ire to  p rod uce an effec t . Bu t  it is a dem on strable  

truth that in creatural actions, the creature is the 

total cause o f the effect, and , in ano ther w ay, Go d is 

the total cause o f the effect. Go d  and  creature d o  no t 

consp ire to gether to p rod uce the effect, each giv ing  

o ut a p art o f the efficacy w hich p ro d uces the effect. 

N o , Go d  the Prim ary  Cause, and  the creature w hich is 

a second ary  cause (since Go d  alo ne is Prim ary  Cause) 

p ro duce the effect, each w holly , in resp ectively  d iffer

ent w ays. W hen,— to em p loy a very crud e exam p le, 

— tw o ho rses p ull o ne w agon, each ho rse co ntributes 

part o f the p o w er that is required  to  m o ve the w agon; 

the ho rses are partial causes o f the effect w hich is the 

m o ving o f the w agon. But w hen a m an uses a p en 

t o  w r i t e  a  l e t t e r ,  b o t h  t h e  m a n  a n d  t h e  p e n , e a c h  i n
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its o w n w ay, is a total cause o f the letter; the w hole 

letter co m es fro m the m an, and the w hole letter is 

w ritten w ith the p en. M an and p en are no t partial 

causes w hich stand  o n a p lane, so to  sp eak, and w o rk 

to gether, each co ntributing a part o f the effect. The 

m an w rites the w hole letter ; so d oes the p en. But the 

m an w rites as the prin cipal cause, the p en as the 

in stru m en tal cause, and from the prin cipal cau se 

throu g h the in stru m en tal cau se the finished effect 

em erges. In an analo go us m anner, the effects p ro 

d uced by creatures in action are w holly  ascribed to  

creatures, and w holly  ascribed to Go d ; to the crea

tures as seco nd ary causes, and to Go d as Prim ary  

Cause. Fo r creatures are co ntingent beings; contin

gency  ex ten ds to everything  in fact o r functio n in the 

realm o f creatures ; creatures have no thing o f their 

o w n w hich can stand indep end ent o f the First Cause 

as the basis o f their existence o r o f the existence o f 

their sm allest o p eratio n. H ence, creatures require the 

active influence,— the inp ouring o f p o w er, fo rce, d i

rectio n, sup p o rt,— o f Go d in all that they do as w ell 

as in all that they are; they require the D iv ine Co 

o p eration as w ell as the D iv ine Co nservation. A nd , 

as w e have said , the w o rd con cu rren ce (o r even the 

w o rd  cooperation ' ) is a w eak w ord  in this co nnectio n. 

St. Tho m as A quinas used the exp ressions, “ the in

fluence o r inp o uring o f Go d ,” “ the action o f Go d ,”  

“ the D ivine M o tio n,” “ the o p eration o f Go d ” ( in 

flu x u s D ei, actio D ei, m otio div in a, D ei operatio ' ) to  
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express the activity of God which we consider here. 

These terms arc accurate, but usage .-vcnis to have 

established the term con cu rren ce (or the Latin con 

cu rsu s) as the acceptable one. W e may well use this 

word if we keep dear minds about its meaning and 

are no t led by its etymological structure into misun

derstanding its true force. Divine Concurrence means 

the Divine Power actively exercised upon the creature 

(that is, secon dary cau se) to elicit operations, to  

d eterm ine and d irect them , and to support them in 

being, in such wise that these operations are wholly 

ascribable to the creature as their second ary cause, 

and w holly ascribable to Go d as the so le Prim ary  

Cause.

b) THE FACT OF DIVINE CONCURRENCE

I. It is a truth established in O nto logy that noth

ing  can act excep t in so far as itself is actual. A  thing  

cannot o p erate unless it be there to o p erate, unless it 

be equ ipped to o p erate, unless it be determ in ed in 

o p eratio n, unless it be stirred o r m ov ed to o p erate. 

N o w , creatures d ep end entirely up o n the First and  

N ecessary Being (that is, up on Go d ) and they have 

no actuality w hatever in depen den tly o f that Being . 

This d oes no t m ean that creatures are id entified w ith 

Go d (fo r to say so w ould be to profess pan theism  

w hich is a d ebased and  an absurd d o ctrine) but that 

creatures have an entire depen den ce up on Go d fo r 

their being  and o p eratio n ; it m eans that creatures in
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them selves and in their o p erat io ns arc entirely con 

t in g en t up o n Go d . In o ther w o rd s, creatures can act 

o nly in so far as the D iv ine Pow er con cu rs in their 

actio n, that is, o nly in so far as the}- arc m ade. are 

m ade capable o f actio n, are determ in ed in action, are 

m ov ed to  actio n, arc su pported in action, by the exer

cise o f the D iv ine Po w er. I'o r all these p o ints (exist

ence, equip m ent o r nature, d eterm ination, m o vem ent, 

supp o rt) are p o ints o f actu ality , and no actuality is 

w ho lly ind ep endent o f the Pure and First A ctuality  

w hich is Go d . Therefo re, creatures canno t exist and  

functio n unless D iv ine Co ncurrence is a fact. But it 

is m anifest that creatures d o exist and d o functio n. 

Therefo re D iv ine Co ncurrence is a fact.

2 . T he order o f effects m anifests the o rder o f 

causes w hence these effects co m e. N o w , in any effect 

w hich co m es fro m a creature-cause (o r secon dary  

cau se, to  use the technical term ) w e d iscern an effect 

that is p ro p er to the Creator-cause o r Go d . Fo r it is 

Go d ’s o w n p ro p er Being to exist o f H im self, and it 

is Go d ’s o w n p ro p er o p eratio n to  give existence w here 

it is no t to be fo und o f itself. A nd in every effect 

that co m es fro m a seco nd ary cause w e have so m e

thing that really exists; every such effect is a real 

ex isten ce, and o ne that d o es no t acco unt fo r itself ; it 

is an existence but no t a self-existence; it is an exist

ence that can be exp lained o nly as an existence g iv en , 

and  o nly Go d  can give existence. The creature-cause, 

o r seco nd ary cause, truly p rod uces the effect as this



T H E O D I C Y270

o r that sort o f thing; but that it is an existing thing  

at all, and no t self-existent, ind icates the actio n o f 

creative p o w er, the p o w er o f God  alo ne. The creature

cause p ro duces the effect in such a w ay that it is the 

creature ’s w o rk; it is w holly his o p eration and p ro 

d uctio n ; yet rad ically it is a thing , an existence, w hich 

is also w holly the p rod uction o f Go d . Therefo re, 

every effect p ro duced by a creature-cause is also an 

effect p rod uced  by the Creator-cause. Every creatural 

effect has bo th Go d and  creature as total cause, from  

resp ectively d istinct v iew p o ints; it has Go d as to tal 

Prim ary Cause, and it has the creature as to tal 

seco nd ary cause. N o w , the effects p ro d uced by the 

o p eratio ns o f creatures actually  d o  exist in the w o rld . 

These effects m anifest an o rd er o r alignm ent o r a 

p resence o f causes, the Prim ary, and the seco nd ary. 

A nd the m anifestatio n o f Prim ary Causality in the 

effects o f second ary causes is neither m ore no r less 

than the m anifestatio n o f D iv ine Co ncurrence in the 

o p eratio ns o f creatures. H ence, as the existence and  

o p eratio n o f seco ndary causes is a fact, so also is 

the existence and o p eration o f D iv ine Co ncurrence 

a fact.

3. N o thing has being o r p erfectio n excep t in so  

far as it has reference to , and d ep end ence o n, Being  

and Perfectio n, that is, excep t in so far as it fund a

m entally  rests in Go d . N o w  the cap acity  o r equip m ent 

o f a nature fo r o p eratio n is bein g and  perfec tion ; so  

also is the actual exercise o f o p eratio n. Therefo re,
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the cap acity o f a creature fo r actio n, and the actual 

exercise o f actio n, rests in Go d . In o ther w o rd s, such 

cap acity and such actio n requires the D iv ine Co ncur

rence. Therefo re, D iv ine Co ncurrence is a fact.

c) THE M O DE O R M A N N ER O l· ' D IVIN E CO N CURREN CE

Go d acts o r co ncurs in all the o p erations o f crea

tures as First Efficient Cause, as Ultim ate Final 

Cause, and  as Rad ical Fo rm al Cause, (n) Go d is the 

First Efficient (o r “ actively p ro d ucing” ) Cause o f 

creatural actio n because Go d alone gives to creatures 

their being , their existence, their p ow er to act, and  

Go d  alo ne ap p lies the o p erating  p o w er o f creatures to  

its co nnatural functio n. N o thing is m o ved , says the 

ad age, except it be m o ved by so m ething o ther than 

itself, and ultim ately by the First M over H im self 

Unm o ved , that is, by Go d . H ence all m o vem ent, all 

o p eratio n, has its rad ical o rig in in Go d  ; Go d is truly  

the First Efficient Cause o f all. (&) Go d is the Ul

tim ate Final Cause (o r “ Last End ” ) o f all creatural 

actio n. For Go d is the Creato r, the Fram er o f every  

nature ; H e sets all creatures in being and d irects to  

H im self as to  the ultim ate Go al all the acts and  o p era

tio ns o f creatures. H ence Go d is the Ultim ate Final 

Cause o f creatural o p eratio n, (c) Go d is the Rad ical 

Fo rm al Cause o f all creatural action. A  fo rm al cause 

gives sp ecific character to anything w hich p roceed s 

fro m it as an effect; it m akes the effect the p recise 

kind  o f thing that it is. N o w  Go d is the Creato r and
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D eterm iner o f creatures in their sp ecific structure 

and  p o w ers, and hence H e is the D eterm iner o f w hat 

p ro ceed s from  such structures and  p o w ers. Therefore 

Go d is truly the fund am ental Fo rm al Cause o i all 

creatural o p eratio n. “ Go d ,”  says St. Tho m as, “ is the 

cause o f every actio n inasm uch as 1 Ic gives the p o w er 

to act, conserves it, ap p lies it to functio n; and inas

m uch as by H is p o w er every o ther p o w er o p erates.”

There is no d ifficulty in und erstand ing the m o d e 

o f D ivine Co ncurrence, that is, the causal activ ity o f 

Go d in the actio ns and o p erations o f creatures, until 

the sp ecial questio n is raised abo ut tho se o p eratio ns 

w hich p roceed from the free-w ill o f m an. O n this 

score there is a  no table co ntro versy am o ng p hilo so 

p hers. A ll agree, o f co urse, o n the fad o f D ivine Con

currence in m an ’s free activ ity , but there is no  general 

agreem ent abo ut the p recise m an n er in w hich the 

D iv ine Co ncurrence is here exercised . The questio n 

is o ne that calls fo r clear m ind s and  clean d istinctio ns, 

fo r, if the d o ctrine be stated inad equately (and it 

can hard ly be stated w ith full ad equacy fo r it is no t 

w ithout d eep s o f m ystery) it m ay easily lead the un

w ary  to false co nclusions. If the D iv ine Co ncurrence 

in free-w d ll acts be to o lightly taken, it m ay seem to  

endo w  m an w ith creative p o w er and to  m ake hum an 

freed om  an indep end ence o f Go d , the so le A utho r o f 

all actual being . O n the o ther hand , if to o rig id ly  

co nceived , D ivine Co ncurrence m ay seem to m ake 

m a n  b u t  a n  i n e r t  i n s t r u m e n t  o f  G o d ,  a n d  t o  ascribe
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all m an ’ s acts and  o p eratio ns (includ ing his sins!) to  

Go d  as their true A utho r. W e shall p resently list the 

m o re no table o p inio ns o n this d ifficult p o int, but be

fo re co m ing  to  that w e ask the student to  keep  stead ily  

in m ind the fo llo w ing inevitable truths abo ut w hich 

there is no t, no r can be, any co ntro versy w hatever : 

( a )  Go d is the so le Creato r ; H e is the o nly A utho r 

o f being o r p erfectio n; no thing has p o sitive actuality  

excep t fro m Go d the Pure A ctuality ; Go d is a true 

and to tal Cause in every actual o p eration o f every  

creature, (b) M an is truly endo w ed w ith free-w ill, 

and by its exercise he is the resp o nsible autho r o f 

his m o ral acts, (c) Go d is in no sense the cause o f 

sin, w hich is no t being o r p erfectio n but the lack o f 

p erfectio n, the d efection from being ; m an alo ne is 

resp o nsible fo r that lack and d efection w hich w e call 

m o ral ev il o r sin. Keeping these truths clearly and  

fixed ly in m ind , w e m ay ind icate the d o ctrines o ffered  

by p hilo so p hers abo ut Go d ’s co ncurrence in m an ’s 

free acts. A s a p relim inary  to  that statem ent w e o ffer 

a brief d escriptio n o f various p ossible typ es o f co n

c u r r e n c e  :

(a) M ediate  con cu rren ce is that w hereby  Go d  co n

serves creatures in existence as beings endo w ed w ith 

the p o w er to act o r o p erate. Im m ediate con cu rren ce 

is that w hereby Go d actually o p erates w ith the crea

ture in exercising an actio n.

( ό )  P hy sical con cu rren ce i s  t h e  a c t i v e  a n d  e f f e c 

t i v e  p h y s i c a l  i n f l u e n c e  o f  t h e  P r i m a r y  C a u s e  u p o n  t h e
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secondary. By this concurrence the creature (or 

secondary cause) is moved to action, applied to func

tion, actuali)' set in operation. M oral con cu rren ce is 

a persuasion, exhortation, allurement, whereby the 

.Primary Cause draws the secondary free cause to 

determinate action.

( c )  P rev iou s con cu rren ce is the influence of the 

Prim ary Cause up o n the seco nd ary antecedently to 

the creatural o p eration. Sim u ltan eou s con cu rren ce is 

the influence o f the Prim ary Cause co nco m itantly  

p rod ucing  the effect to gether w ith the seco nd ary  cause. 

The fo rce o f p rev ious co ncurrence falls directly o n 

the second ary cause; the fo rce o f sim ultaneous co n

currence falls d irectly up o n the effect, that is, o n the 

o p eratio n exercised .

(d)  Efficac iou s con cu rren ce is that w hich, o f its 

very nature, infallibly has its effect. In differen t  con 

cu rren ce has its effect d ep end ently o n the co o peration 

o f the second ary  cause.

( e)  G en eral (o r in determ in ate' ) con cu rren ce is a 

sup p orting causal influence w hich is no t d irected to  

o ne d efinite effect to be p rod uced . Special ( or deter

m in ate) con cu rren ce is d irected to o ne d efinite and  

d eterm ined  effect.

(/) In trin sic con cu rren ce (o r co ncurrence ab in 

trin seco) is entw ined , so  to  sp eak, in the very  being  o f 

the action o f the second ary cause. Ex trin sic con cu r

ren ce (o r co ncurrence ab ex trin seco) is an influence 

w hich is, so to say , ap p lied fro m w itho ut, o r exter-
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nally , and  so  sup p o rts, m o ves, and  d irects the seco nd 

ary  cause in o p eratio n.

The m o re no table p hilo sop hies o f co ncurrence m ay  

be red uced  to  tw o , nam ely , that o f the M olinists, and  

'that o f the Physical-Prem o tio nists. I’rop o ncnts o f 

'cacho t these theo ries claim  harm ony  w ith the d o ctrine 

o f St. Tho m as A quinas, but the nam e T hom ists is 

generally ap p lied to  the Prcm otio nists o nly .

W e shall m erely o utline the theories here.

I. T he M olin ist T heory  ( c f. Book T hird, C hap. 

I, A rt I, a an d b) ho ld s that Go d  gives to  m an ’ s free

w ill a co ncurrence that is im m ediate, m oral, in differ 

en t in itself, sim u ltan eou s, ex trin sic . Go d , by Plis 

sc ien tia m edia, clearly  fo resees ho w  m an w ill choo se to  

act in given circum stances, and accord ingly m akes 

H is co ncurrence (w hich is in itself ind ifferent and  

ind eterm inate) an efficacio us and d eterm inate con

currence w hich co m es into actuality sim u ltan eou sly  

w ith m an ’s free-actio n, to  supp o rt it and  give it being . 

The M o linists ad m it that Go d “ p re-m o ves”  all crea

tures to  their co nnatural o p eratio ns by creating them  

w ith d efinite natures and co nserving them in the ex

ercise o f their natural p o w ers. Tn the realm  o f m an ’s 

free-actio n, Go d ’s “ p rem o tio n” co nsists in the fact 

that H e has created the w ill o f m an fo r go o d in gen

eral, has im p elled it infallibly in the d irectio n o f such 

go o d , and , in every exercise o f hum an cho ice, Fie
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allures it by  m o ral influence towards flic actual good. 

Fo r the rest, m an ’ s in div idu al w ill-acts (w hich are 

ever choices of m ean s towards the general and pre

determined end or universal good) are determined  

by man alone, God simultaneously concurring in 

m an ’s cho ice. Go d is a true cause, and a total cause, 

o f the hum an act of free-willing, for lie is not only  

the Creato r and Co nserver o f free-w ill, but actual

izes, by H is sim ultaneo us co ncurrence (eternally d e

creed in acco rd ance w ith H is p erfect know led ge 

through sc ien tia m edia o f w hat m an w ill freely  

choo se) the actio n o f H is hum an creature, and  is the 

sup p o rt and guarantee o f true freed om  in the actio n 

itself. Thus God ’s sim ultaneo us co ncurrence in hu

m an free-acts is a true cause o f such acts w ithout 

m aking them , by the very fo rce and  nature o f D iv ine 

Co ncurrence, im perativ e up o n m an as inev itably to  

be p erfo rm ed .— The o p p o nents o f this theo ry o bject 

that, w hile the d octrine is a m anifestly agreeable ex

p lanatio n o f hum an freed o m , it slights the abso lutely  

sup rem e and necessary o p eratio n o f Go d in every  

creatural action. It even seem s to suggest, say the 

o bjectors, that m an, in the m o m ent o f free-cho ice, 

is either ind epend ent o f Go d o r is the actual d eter

m iner o f Go d ’s o w n actio n, thus reversing the true 

o rder o f things and  p utting m an in Go d ’s p lace.

2 . T he P hy sical-P rem otion ist T heory  h o l d s  t h a t  

G o d  m o v e s  e v e r y  s e c o n d a r y  c a u s e  ( i n c l u d i n g  h u m a n  



T R A N S I E N T  O P E R A T I O N S  O F  G O D  2 7 7

free-w ills) to co nnatural action by a co ncurrence 

ap tly called phy sical prem otion o r even phy sical pre

determ in ation . This co ncurrence is phy sical, prev iou s, 

im m ediate, spec ial, in trin sic . In the actual exercise 

o f free-w ill acts, there is also  a sim u ltan eou s co ncur

rence o f Go d w hich ro und s o ut and brings to co m 

p leteness the prev iou s co ncurrence o r prom otion  

w hereby Go d p hysically m o ves and ap p lies the free

w ill to d eterm inate actio n. N o w , w hile the free-w ill 

in infallibly  and  inevitably m o ved (o r p re-m o ved ) to  

d eterm inate actio n, its cho ice rem ains truly free, be

cause G od m ov es ev ery  bein g  in  a m an n er con sisten t 

w ith its n atu re, and therefore m o ves free-beings in 

such a w ay  that they  act freely . This d o ctrine, say  the 

Prem o tio nists, is so  far fro m  d estroy ing  hum an free

d o m that it is its o nly safeguard and sane explana

tio n. Fo r the hum an w ill is in itself a poten tiality  o r 

p o w er, and , like all creatural p o w ers, it is incap able 

o f abso lute ^/ / -d eterm inatio n; all creatural m o ve

m ent m ust have its abso lute so urce in the First M o ver 

H im self Unm o ved . Go d m o ves the free-w ill by an 

infallibly effective and im m ed iate p redeterm inatio n 

w hich d o es no t take aw ay the freedo m o f the w ill, 

but m ov es the w ill to determ in e itself freely , and  

thus rend ers free-cho ice both p o ssible and actual. 

N o r is Go d thereby the A uthor o f m an ’s sinful acts; 

sin, like all ev il, is a d efectio n and a lack, and is 

ascribable to the bad d isp o sitions o f the w ill w hich 

is m o ved by Go d to go od . The m atter o f ev il, the
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m aterial clem ent o f actio n w hich is itself go o d , is 

ind eed  ascribable to  the p rem o tio n o f Co d  ; the fon n , 

o r fo rm al elem ent o f ev il action (i. e., that w hich 

m akes ev il su ch) is ascribable so lely to the bad w ill 

o f m an, so that Go d is not even its accid ental cause 

( o f. H ook T hird, C hap- I, dirt. 2 , d) . The sam e sun

light w hich m akes d am p earth hard, m akes w ax soft . 

The sam e o bject is reflected  in a clear m irro r as beau

tiful, and in a faulty m irro r as d isto rted and ugly . 

In a som ew hat analogous m anner, the sam e D iv ine 

M ovem ent, and the o ne action to w hich it infallibly  

m o ves the free-w ill, are m o rally  goo d  o r ev il acco rd 

ing as the free-w ill is w ell o r bad ly d isp o sed , that is, 

accord ing as the free-w ill w hich is m o ved to the ac

tio n m easu res u p o r falls short . Inasm uch as the free

w ill m easures up to  the p o ssibilities o f reflecting and  

exp ressing the fo rce o f the D iv ine p rem otio n, the 

result is go od , and find s its true and to tal cause in 

Go d , even as it find s its true and  to tal seco nd ary  cause 

in the w ill itself ; inasm uch as the free-w ill freely falls 

sho rt o f reflecting and exp ressing the true fo rce o f 

D ivine p rem o tion, the result is m o ral ev il, and its 

o nly  cause is the bad  d isp o sitio n o f the free w ill itself. 

— The o p p o nents o f Prem otio nism d eclare that this 

d o ctrine m akes the exp lanatio n o f hum an freed o m  

need lessly m ysterio us, w hile they ad m it that it ad 

m irably v ind icates the necessary p lace o f the First 

M over H im self Unm oved  in every creatural activ ity .
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W ith this brief o utline o f the tw o chief theories 

o n D iv ine Co ncurrence w e are d ispo sed to leave the 

m atter. The p o int co ntro verted is o ne fo r the sp ecial

ist. Stud ents w ho  have the cap acity fo r a p enetrating  

stud y o f the argum ents o ffered by the proponents of 

the resp ective theo ries w ill find instructors glad to  

d irect their further read ing . Fo r others, great elabo

ratio n o f argum ent, a setting up o f p o ints and re

buttals, o f claim s and  o bjectio ns, w o uld  be but ted ious 

and p ro fitless labo r. The thing to be rem em bered is 

this : all co ntro versialists agree p erfectly up o n the 

fac t and the n ecessity  o f D ivine Co ncurrence in hu

m an free-acts ; all ad m it the abso lute so vereignty and  

requisite efficacy  o f Go d  in every creatural o p eratio n ; 

all unreserved ly  teach the true freedo m  o f cho ice w ith 

w hich the hum an w ill is endo w ed . The questio n is 

no t w hether Go d co ncurs in the free o p eratio ns o f 

m an, but hoz v Go d co ncurs in these activ ities. W e 

have here a questio n, no t o f fact, but o f m anner o r 

m o d e. Fo r the rest, if w e d are to  exp ress an o p inion 

in the face o f m o st d eep and learned argum ent o n 

bo th sid es o f this co ntro versy , w e m ust say that 

reaso n seem s stro ngly  to  favo r the Prem o tio nist p o si

tio n. Fo r, d esp ite its d ep ths o f d ifficulty and o f m ys

tery, this d o ctrine rests squarely o n the m etap hysical 

p rincip le that o nly the m o vem ent, the p rem o tio n, o f 

the Creator and First M over can be assigned as the 

absolu te beg in n in g  and the absolu te con tin u in g  su p 
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port anti the absolu te determ in in g direction of any 

creatural movement whatsoever, even that of a will 

that is truly free. Q u idqu id m ov etu r ab ab  io m ov etu r: 

anything· thaï is moved is moved by something other 

than itself, and ultimately by the First Mover Him 

self Unmoved.

SUMMARY OF THE ARTICLE

In the A rticle w e have learned the meaning o f 

con cu rren ce in general, and o f D iv in e C on cu rren ce 

in p articular. W e have no ticed the etym olo g ical in

ad equacy o f the term con cu rren ce in this co nnectio n, 

and  w e have therefore learned to  use it w ith cautio n 

lest its surface-m eaning lead us astray. W e have 

p ro ved  that D iv ine Concurrence is a fact in the w o rld , 

basing o ur argum ents up o n the co ntingency o f crea

tures, the o rd er o f causes reflected  in creatural effects, 

and the reference o f being to the A ll-Perfect. W e 

have d iscussed the m anner in w hich Go d and crea

tures are, each in resp ective o rd er, total causes o f 

creatural o p eratio ns, and w e have fo und that Go d  

o p erates in every activ ity o f creatures as First 

Efficient Cause, as Ultim ate Final Cause, and as 

Rad ical Fo rm al Cause. W e have briefly exp lained  

the controversy w hich exists am o ng p hilo so phers o n 

the m anner in w hich Go d co ncurs w ith hum an free

w ill activ ities, and w e have o utlined the d o ctrine o f 

the m o st im p ortant o f the co ntro versialists, the M o- 

linists and  the Prem o tionists.
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A r t ic l e  4 . Th e  D iv in e  Op e r a t io n  o f  

Go v e r n a n c e  a n d  P r o v id e n c e

a) M eaning  o f Term s b) The Fact o f D iv ine Prov id ence 

c) Certain D ifficulties

a )  m e a n in g  o f  t e r m s

P rov iden ce is a term d erived from the Latin pro  

“ fo r; befo re,” and v iden s “ seeing .” Thus it m eans 

“ a lo o king befo re,” “ a loo king o ut fo r.” It m eans 

seeing befo rehand w hat is required and p lanning to  

m eet the requirem ent. W e call a m an prov iden t if 

he carefully m anages his affairs, loo king to the fu

ture, estim ating his inco m e and  co m p uting necessary  

exp end itures; w e call a m an im prov iden t if he lives 

fo r the m o m ent, w itho ut p lan o r p o licy fo r the future. 

It thus ap p ears that the term  prov iden ce is ap tly used  

to d esignate a p lan o f actio n, a w ay (that has been 

w o rked o ut befo re being p ut into executio n) o f d i

recting things to  a go al o r end . N o w , D iv ine Pro v i

d ence is Go d ’s Und erstand ing and W ill (that is, the 

D iv ine Reaso n) inasm uch as It eternally and infal

libly  d irects things to w ard s their last end o r p urp o se, 

m eeting w ith bo und less w isdo m  every situatio n in its 

every d etail. The result o f D iv ine Pro v id ence in the 

w o rld  is the fact that creatures are g ov ern ed, each in 

accord ance w ith its nature, tow ard s their ultim ate end , 

w hich is Go d H im self, that is, the m anifestatio n o f 

God ’s glo ry . Thus g ov eran ce and prov iden ce go to 

gether. The o ne o p eratio n o f Go d is D iv in e P rov i-
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deu ce when we consider it in God, and it is the D iv in e 

G ov ern an ce of creatures when we consider it in its 

application and workings in the world of linite things. 

St. Thomas Aquinas puts the point thus: “Two 

things belong to the domain of providence : the know 

ing how to direct and arrange things, and this is 

prov iden ce properly speaking; and, secondly, the 

actual directing and arranging of things in accord

ance with this knowledge, and this is called g ov ern 

m en t. The first is eternal ; the second, temporal.” In  

a w o rd , p ro vid ence in Go d beco m es go vernm ent in 

creatures.

b) THE FACT OF DIVINE PROVIDENCE

W e assert that there is a D iv ine Pro v idence w hich 

effectively extends its go verning influence to every 

thing in the w o rld , no t o nly in a general w ay, but in 

p articular, so  that it to uches all reality  in its m inutest 

d etails. That this m ust be so is ev id ent from  the fo l

lo w ing argum ents :

I. In G od there is a P rov iden ce. Pro vid ence, as 

w e have seen, is the und erstand ing o f ho w  to  m anage 

and  d irect things to  their d ue end s. N o w , as w e have 

elsew here p roved , Go d is Infinite Und erstand ing ; in 

God there is the m o st p erfect kno w led ge o f ho w  to  

m anage and d irect things to then- end s. Therefore, 

it is m anifest that in Go d there is a Pro vid ence, o r, 

m o r e  e x a c t l y ,  t h a t  G o d  i s  I n f i n i t e  P r o v i d e n c e .
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2 . In  G od there is all First C au sality  an d In fin ite 

W isdom . Creatures are w ho lly d ep endent o r co ntin

gent up o n Go d  fo r their existence and fo r their o p era

tio ns; hence, they are d ep end ent up on Go d fo r the 

achievem ent o f their go al o r end , fo r this is to be 

attained by the exercise o f their o p erations. N o w , it 

w o uld no t be w ise fo r Go d to create w ithout a p ur

p o se, no r to create beings in them selves help less to  

achieve their p urp o se and leave them so . It fo llo w s 

that, since Go d  is the so le Creato r infinite in W isd om , 

H e has m ad e creatures fo r a p urp o se and  d irects them  

in its achievem ent. Therefo re Go d is Prov ider and  

G o v e r n o r ; there is Pro v idence in Go d and p ro vi

d ential D iv ine Go vernm ent in creatures.

5. Things d ifferent in nature are no t d raw n into  

o n e  harm o nio us fo rce excep t under the d irectio n o f 

o n e  m aster-d irecto r and m aster-p lan. N o w , the uni

verse is m ad e up o f a staggering m ultitud e and  

variety o f o bjects that no t o nly d iffer in nature but 

are frequently co ntrary , o ne to the o ther. Yet it is 

very  m anifest that there is here a w orld-order, a great 

and  m agnificent harm on y . Therefore there m ust exist 

an O rd erer and  Go A ærno r; there m ust be a prov iden t 

and g ov ern in g Go d . In o ther w ord s, in Go d there 

m ust be Pro v idence, and in creatures p rov idential 

Governance.

4 . T his P rov iden ce m u st ex ten d its in flu en ce to  

ev ery thin g  in the w orld n ot on ly  in g en eral, bu t in
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particu lar. For the First Causality of God reaches 

all reality, and individual things, in their smallest 

parts and movements, are realities. Therefore God ’s 

providence is no general plan, hut a most detailed 

plan which leaves nothing out. It follows that all 

creatures, down to the last and least, come under the 

application of Divine Providence and are divinely 

go verned .

i

,

C) CERTAIN DIFFICULTIES

Tho se w ho d eny the existence o f God as Prov i

d ence (and am o ng these w e co unt the Fatalists w ho  

contend that everything is subject to the inevitable 

action o f a blind  d rive o r fo rce ; and the D eists w ho  

d eclare that Go d, hav ing m ad e the w o rld , has aban

d o ned it no w  to  get o n as best it m ay) are d eceived  

by  the ap p arent d ifficulties w hich lie in the w ay o f the 

true d o ctrine. These d ifficulties are red ucible to tw o : 

the fact that so m any things ap p ear to hap p en by  

chan ce, and , seco nd ly , the fact that there is ev il in 

the w o rld . W e m ust p ause up o n these d ifficulties fo r 

a brief sp ace.

n il

I. T he Q u estion  of C han ce. If things in the w o rld  

hap p en by chance and  no t by p lan ; even if o nly a few  

events, o r even o ne, w ere to o ccur by sheer chance, 

then, certainly , o ur w ho le d o ctrine o f D iv ine Prov i

d ence and  Governance is d o ne fo r. But let us be clear 

o n w hat w e m ean by  the p hrase by  chan ce. W e d o  n ot

<1
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m ean w ithou t cau se. Chance canno t be co nceivably  

the cau se o f anything , no r d o es it m ean the absen ce  

of cau se. Chance m erely m eans som e unexpected ness 

o r “ unfo reseenness”  in  an  effec t . A nd , ho w ever un

fo reseen by finite m ind s, ho w ever unexpected , the ef

fect w hich w e call chan ce- effec t has its ad equate 

accounting cause in every case. N o r can the fact that 

an effect is unexp ected o r unforeseen by finite m inds 

carry unexp ected ness o r “ unfo reseenness”  to  the In

finite M ind . In a w o rd , w hat hap p ens by  chan ce in o ur 

v iew , d o es no t hap p en by  chance in Go d ’s v iew . W hat 

is no p art o f o ur p lan, is certainly a p art o f God ’ s 

p lan, and  this m ust be so  even w hen Go d ’ s p lan is no t 

w ho lly, o r even p artially , revealed to us, but is 

w rap p ed in m ystery . Every no rm al ad ult has had  

eno ugh exp erience o f life and its hap p enings to un

d erstand  that ap p arent ev ils o ften turn o ut to  be bless

ings. Everyo ne kno w s that his little m ind  can take in 

but a sm all p art o f the universe o f p o ssibilities, and  

that the co m p lexities o f d etail in this vast co sm o s, 

com p lexities o f events, o f m o vem ents, o f effects, 

m ust, in the m ain, be m ysterious to him and full o f 

unexp ected ness and so -called  chance. But a m an d oes 

w ro ng to  attribute his o w n lim itatio ns to  the Infinite 

Being . H e is guilty o f gross “ anthrop o m orp hism ”  

in p utting up o n Go d the lim itatio ns o f und er

stand ing and o f w ill, and tho se o f tim e and sp ace, 

w hich characterize hum an existence. Go d ’s p lan is 

an eternal p lan, eternally v iew ed in its entirety and  
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in full d etail; it is no t som ething that unfo ld s to  

Go d as it unfo ld s to creatures. Therefo re, the no tion 

that things hap p en by chance, as tho ugh (hey hap 

p ened in a m anner surp rising and even bald ing to  the 

A lm ighty , is a false and unreasonable no tion. A nd  

to allege the fact that w e d o no t alw ays und erstand  

the d esign o f Go d in I I is go vernm ent o f events 

as a reaso n fo r d enying the existence o f that d esign, 

is a p ro ud and stup id thing to  d o . N o w , reason co m 

p els us to  the acknow led gm ent o f an existing Infinite 

First Cause up o n W hom all things utterly d ep end . 

Reason, fo llow ing up that first fact, co m p els us to  

reco gnize the Infinite Being as bound lessly cap able, 

so to sp eak; as p erfectly  able and  w illing to take full 

charge o f the universe and to m anage it m o st 

thoro ughly in its every fact and m o vem ent and  

event. Further still, reaso n co m pels us to ackno w l

ed ge that this Infinite A d equacy is infinitely effec

tive. In a w o rd , p ure and unclo uded reaso n m akes 

m anifest to us the existence and effectiveness o f 

D ivine Prov id ence and Go vernance in the w o rld . 

A nd that fact, o nce kno w n, m ust no t be allo w ed  to  

slip from no tice. If events seem in co nflict w ith it, 

then this m ust be o nly seem ing and no t fact. Fo r 

reaso n co m p els us to reco gnize Prov id ence, but it 

d oes no t enable us to exp lain in full, and in every  

event, the actual w o rking-o ut o f Prov id ence. The 

right attitud e o f m ind , the p hilo so p hical attitud e, is 

t h a t  o f  h u m i l i t y  a n d  c a l m  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  t h e  l i m i -
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tatio ns o f the hum an m ind . It is no t o nly p iety , it is 

true p hilo so p hy, that enables a m an to kno w  that 

“ all things w o rk to gether unto go o d .” N o r d o es this 

m ean a fatalistic accep tance o f all that hap p ens as 

inev itable, and as inevitably the best that co uld hap 

p en. N o ; as w e have seen in d iscussing the concur

rence o f Go d w ith free-w ills, m an is a true and to tal 

cause o f his o w n free-acts, and  m an m ay  be p erverse. 

A nd yet, as w e shall see, m an is w holly unable to  

up set D ivine Pro vid ence o r to d istort its p lan, ho w 

ever m uch d am age he m ay d o to him self. W e shall 

to uch this p o int in o ur co nsideratio n o f the next d if

ficulty , nam ely , that o f D iv ine Prov id ence and ex

isting ev il.

2 . T he Q u estion of Ex istin g Ev il. In an earlier 

p art o f this m anual (c/ . Book T hird, C hap. I, A rt. 2 , 

d) w e have d efined ev il, d istinguishing it as phy sical 

and  as m oral ev il, and  w e have p roved  that God  w ills 

p hysical ev il acciden tally (o r per acciden s) but d o es 

no t w ill m o ral ev il (o r sin ) in any w ay w hatever. 

But the p o int w e have to co nsider here m ay be 

raised in this question : H o w  d oes Go d , if H e is the 

Infinite Pro vid er and Go verno r, even to lerate ev il, 

esp ecially m o ral ev il, in the w o rld w hich Pie rules 

so abso lutely? To  find the true answ er to  this ques

tio n w e m ust bring to o ur study a clear reco gnitio n 

o f tw o  truths : first, that God ’s Prov id ence and Go v 

ernance is an infinitely w ise and abso lutely effective 
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d irectio n o f things to their tru e en d; secon dly , that 

hum an freed om is a fact which involves (he possi

bility o f abuse. W ith these tw o truths held steadily  

in m ind , w e attack the p ro blem  of D iv in e .P rov iden ce 

an d ex ist in g  ev il.

P rov iden ce direc ts realities and events to their 

true end . W hat is this end ? M an ifestly , it is the u l

t im ate end , the last end , the abso lutely final end, for 

this end it is that gives m eaning to all subordinate 

and p artial end s. N o w , the final o r ultim ate end o f 

all creatures is the m anifestation o f the external 

g lory  of G od. A n d this end is abso lutely achieved . 

W e call the end o f creation the ex tern al glo ry o f 

God , fo r no thing internal o r intrinsic can be af

fo rd ed to the Infinite Being w hich alread y possesses 

the fulness o f all p erfectio n. A nd by object iv e ex

ternal glo ry , w e m ean the character o f creatures as 

an exp ressio n o f Go d 's p o w er and w isd om  and  go o d 

ness and beauty . Just as a w ell executed  p ainting , o r 

a finely  sculptured  statue, is a credit to the artist w ho  

m ad e it, so is God ’s w o rld o f creatures a credit to  

G od; the w o rk o f art m anifests the p o w er and skill 

o f the artist, his intelligence, his taste, his ability ; 

the w o rld o f creatures m anifests the p erfectio ns o f 

the Creato r. Such is the external and o bjective glo ry  

o f God revealed in H is w orks. Revealed ? Yes, but 

to w hat o r to w hom ? To intelligences, to m in ds, to  

p erso ns. A nd  here co m es in the second no te, the sec

o n d  d e t e r m i n a n t ,  i n  t h e  f i n a l  e n d  o f  c r e a t u r e s ;  t h e y
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exist to  manifest God ’s perfections to mankind, and  

thus to win mankind to a recognition of what they  

express. And we call that glorv, that credit , that ex

pressed perfection in a work which is recog n iz ed 

for what it is, the form al g lory  of him who wrought 

the work. The work of art is a credit to the artist in  

itself whether anyone ever sees it or not ; it expresses 

his glory objectively. Yet the artist has not form al 

glo ry unless the w o rk o f art be kno w n and in so m e 

sense ap p reciated . N o w , creatures exist fo r the o b

jective and fo rm al glo ry o f Go d ; they exist to ex

p ress this glo ry . A nd this they infallibly d o . Fo r in 

them selves, by their very being , they are exp ressio ns 

o f Go d ’ s objec t iv e external glo ry ; and m en m ust al

w ays reco gnize that o bjective glo ry and m ake it 

form al, even when they d o no t turn the reco gnitio n 

to their o w n acco unt and through it o btain hap p i

ness. Fo r m an w ill fo rever render o bjective and  

fo rm al glo ry to Go d , and in him self, his w o rks, his 

m ind , he w ill eternally m anifest Go d ’s glo ry by

■ sho w ing fo rth the D iv ine Perfectio ns; the souls in 

heaven m anifest Go d ’s m ercy , lo ve, go o dness; the 

souls in hell m anifest God ’s justice. Thus, w hether 

a m an save his so ul o r lo se it, the ultim ate end o f 

creatio n is abso lutely achieved , and m an is p o w er

less to  d efeat it. It ap p ears, therefo re, that m o ral ev il 

(that is, sin ) w hich leads hum an lives to ruin and  

to end less m isery , d o es no t stand in the w ay o f the 

attainm ent o f the abso lutely ultim ate end o f all créa- 
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tio n to w ards the attainment of which all I kings are 

guided by Divine Providence and Governance. In a 

word, moral evil docs not come in conflict ilh the 

fact of Divine Providence al all. Nor does physical 

evil conflict with Providence. The defects that we 

call p hysical evils (sickness, suffering', harsh, climate, 

etc.) are really a kindness to fallen man, who, with

o ut them , w o uld never turn to Go d o r to the practice 

o f v irtue. Even in a world that is marked by so many  

hardships, or physical evils, multitudes of men are 

constantly lo oking fo r a tem p orary heaven and an 

earthly Parad ise, uncaring fo r that true and eternal 

beatitud e fo r w hich they are m eant to labo r in the 

brief w o rkday o f earthly life. A ll m en w o uld d o so  

w ere it no t fo r the p resence and  p ressure o f p hysical 

ev ils w hich keep  us rem ind ed that w e have no t here a 

lasting city . Further, p hysical ev ils bring o ut the best 

in m en ; w ithout them , there w o uld  be no  o ccasio n fo r 

the d evelo p m ent o f that stam ina, that character, that 

hero ism , w hich all m en justly ad m ire. It is m ani

fest, w ithout further argum ent, that p hysical ev ils, 

far from being in co nflict w ith D iv ine Pro v id ence, 

are no t in co ntact w ith its m ain character and p ur

p o se, and  are ap t instrum ents fo r the achievem ent o f 

its second ary end w hich is the hap p iness and eternal 

w ell being o f m ankind .

It is w hen w e fo rget that m an ’ s w elfare is the 

secon dary end o f D iv ine Prov id ence, and no t the 

prim ary  and  absolu tely  u ltim ate end , that w e find  the
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existence of moral evil a difficulty. W ith this second

ary end of Iwovidence, moral evil is indeed in con

flict, for it works the ruin of men. But here we must 

recall the fact that moral evil, like every sort of evil,

i

is ίΐιι absence and a lack, a defection ami a failure, 

and not something with its own positive and formal 

constitution. And the failure and lack, the defec

tion and fault, which we call sin or moral evil, is clue 

to the no n-co nfo rm ing o f free m an w ith the full 

m easure o f Go d ’s concurrence and premotion to  

go o d . H um an freed o m is a fact, and , as w e have 

seen, it is so m ething o f its very nature su bject to  

abu se in a finite creature w hich has no t y et attained  

its final end o r go al. Given to  m an fo r his o w n go od , 

as w ell as fo r the exp ressio n o f God ’s fo rm al and  

o bjective glo ry , freedo m o f cho ice (o r freed om o f 

w ill) is incap able o f m issing the ultim ate end o f 

Pro v id ence, but quite cap able o f m issing the sec

o nd ary  end . It can  be m isused  to  harm  m an, altho ugh 

it canno t be m isused to harm God o r to up set the 

ultim ate p lans o f Go d . Go d d oes no t w ill its m isuse, 

even ind irectly o r accid entally , o r even in so far as 

such m isuse harm s m an ; Id e w ills its p rop er use. 

But he w ills that m an act freely, and if m an freely  

falls sho rt o f w hat nature and grace enable him to  

d o , the failure is m an ’s o w n entirely, and it to uches 

m an alo ne, and in no w ise co nflicts w ith the ultim ate 

end o f Pro v idence. A nd even in its second ary end  

the Pro v id ence o f Go d is o ften ind irectly served by
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m o ral ev il. O ut o f the ev il o f p ersecutio n cam e the 

glo ry o f the m artyrs; o ut o f the hardships vilely im 

posed upon the poor come nobility of life, strength 

of character, and the field for the exercise of the 

splendid social virtues that we call the spiritual and  

co rp o ral w orks o f m ercy . To a thoughtful man.—  

and especially to one who is “of the household of 

the Faith” w ith that und erstand ing o f the family

life o f Christendo m w hich an o utsider has never 

exp erienced and cannot rightly kno w ,-— it is abun

d antly ev ident that the Pro vid ence o f God is con

stantly d raw ing go o d o ut o f ev il. Such a m an 

requires no great effo rt o f m ind , as he traces in 

m em o ry the course o f his o w n life, and w eighs the 

facts and events that have shap ed it, to see God ’s 

“ goo d  and  gracio us p urp o se w o rking in all the evils” 

that have co m e up on him . It ap p ears, then, that there 

is no real conflict betw een the fact o f Providence 

and the fact o f ev il; no , no t even w hen the ev il is 

that m o ral ev il w hich brings m an to an eternal m is

ery and an end less suffering .

SUMMARY OF THE ARTICLE

I n  this A rticle w e have d efined prov iden ce in gen

eral, and D iv in e P rov iden ce in p articular. W e have 

no ticed that P rov iden ce o n the p art o f Go d m eans 

D iv in e G ov ern an ce exercised o ver creatures. W e 

h a v e  p r o v e d  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  P r o v i d e n c e  a s  a  f a c t ,
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drawing our arguments from the Infinite Under

standing of God, from ilis essential First Causality, 

from His W isdom, from the world-order. And we 

have indicated, as an inevitable conclusion of rea

son, that Divine Providence and Governance arc ex

tended to the last and least details in the universe  

of realities, and are 110 mere general movement or 

control in the wide direction of ultimate good. W e 

have considered certain difficulties that assail the 

unthinking mind when the subject of Providence is 

co nsid ered in the face o f a w orld in w hich so m uch 

seem s to hap p en by chan ce, and in w hich there are 

m anifest im p erfectio ns (o r p hysical evils) and  m uch 

m o ral ev il (o r sin).


