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INTRODUCTION *

1. Meaning of Natural Theology.—Natural theology or,
as it is sometimes called, theodicy' is the philosophical study
of God. It establishes the existence of a first efficient Cause
of all things, and then investigates the nature of this Cause.
It derives its principles and its methods from the light of
natural reason alone, and on this account is distinguished from
Chyistian theology. This laiter starts from data which the
human reason if left to its own resources is quite incapable
of discovering but which are given to it by divine revelation ;
the mind endowed with Christian belief has elaborated these
revealed data by means of reflection, deduction and co-ordina-
tion, and has gradually worked them all up into a systematized
whole which we know by the name of theology.

2. Place of Natural Theology among the Branches of
Philosophic Study.—We have already seen how philosophic
studies have been classified by Aristotle and the Scholastics
(Introduction, 9, and Gen. Mectaphysics, 1). Philosophy, they
tell us, deals with (1) what 7s—this is speculative philosophy ;

* Books for study or consultation :—

Garrigou-Lagrange, Diew, son existence et sanatuye (Beauchesne, Paris, 1915)

BoOEDDER, Natural Theology (Longmans, London, 2nd ed., 1896).

AVELING, The God of Philosophy (C. T. S., London, 2nd ed., 1914).

DriscoLry, Christian Philosophy : God (Benziger, New York, 2nd ed., 1902),

Movgs, The Existence of God (brochure : Sands, London, 1906).

MICHELET, Dieu et L' Agnosticisme contemporain (Lecofire, Paris, 1909).

CarLpecorT and MACKINTOSH, Selections from the Literature of Theism
(Clark, Edinburgh, 1904).

A large edition of Théodicée as a volume of the Cours was announced by the
Institut Supérieur de Philosophie as in preparation before the destruction of
Louvain.

1 Etymologically the word is derived from an ‘advocate’s plea ’ on the
subject of God, Geol dlkn. We find it first used by Leibniz in his Essai de
théodicée sur la bonté de Dieu, la libevté de I’ homme et 1 ovigine du mal (Amster-
dam, 1710); and here it is of God as known by revelation that he speaks.
Kant took the word in the same sense ; but since then theodicy has been used
to signify the purely philosophical study of God, as distinguished from
theology which is confined to the study of God as known to us by revelation.
Theodicy in this present-day sense is also often called rational, or natural,
theology ; by Aristotle it was catalogued as # feohoyics pihocogua, [The word
is also used in the narrower meaning of ‘God’s Justice,’ His Providence}
RosmMiNi, Theodicy, 3 vols, (Longmans, London, 1912).—TRs.].

M.8.P.-VOL. II. 8 B



4 NATURAL THEOLOGY

(2) what ought to be—this is practical philosophy. Speculative
philosophy investigates the nature of movement, of quantity,
of substance. Hence we have the treatises that correspond,
namely, physics, mathematics and metapiiysics.

If we ask what is the place of natural theology in speculative
philosophy, we find that it bclongs both to physics and to
metaphysics. (1) To physics, because the fundamental proof
of the existence of the Liirst Being is to be found, as we shall
see, in the consideration of movement or the transition from
potentiality to actnality, as we observe it in the things that
come within our expericnce ; and movement was the particular
subject-matter of the physics of the ancients. (2) To meta-
physics, because the I'irst Cause, the real existence of which is
made known to us by the fact of movement, in no way needs
the intervention of a being anterior to itself for the explanation
of its existence and its activity ; for it has in itself all the per-
fections that constitute it. It can admit of no transition trom
potentiality to actuality ; er, to use the concise and expressive
terms of the Scholastics, it is in no scnse moved, but it is the
Unmoved.

Since the First Being does not admit of being other than it
is, of the possibility of passing from potency to actuality,
it is wholly and entirely actual, acfuus purus; and consequently
admits neither of potentiality nor of materiality; in other
words, it is tmmaterial (Gen. Mctaphysics, 123). Now the
formal object of metaphysics, we saw (3), is substance con-
sidered without any reference to change or to those character-
istics which are proper to matter; it investigates being as
immaterial—negatively or positively—and immobile. It
follows, then, that if we take the division of philosophy ac-
cording to the ancients, natural theology is not really a distinct
branch of study: the existence of God is the ultimate con-
clusion, the highest flight of the study of physics, and the
study of His nature is an application of genecral metaphysics
to a particular being, the Bcing that is absolutely perfect.
We conclude, then, that there is no special philosophic science
of God.

Moreover, a distinct science would require a formal object
of its own and special principles. Yet all the concepts that
we can form regarding God are not applicable exclusively
to Him, at least in regard to their positive content. All our
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positive, proper concepts are drawn from the material world
that comes within the scope of our experience (Psychology, 96).
Therefore whatever positive notions we form concerning
immaterial beings, and concerning God in particular, can only
be applications of the concepts we have previously drawn from
the material world around us, and all the knowledge we may
have about an immaterial being can be at best analogical.
The ideas we apply solely to spiritual beings and to God are
negative ones : we limit down the extension of concepts origin-
ally apprehended in the material world and make them
applicable to God, by eliminating from them all the imper-
fections that are characteristic of the finite and contingent
beings which human knowledge proportionately and adequately
represents. lence, as the content of the notions we possess
about God in so {ar as it is positive is shared also by finite and
material beings, natural theology has no formal object to
call its own.

Again, the principles from which this study sets out are
not applicable exclusively to God. For, the principles of a
science are the fundamental relations that the mind establishes
between the different concepts which it has previously drawn
from the analysis of the formal object of the science in question ;
and where there is no formal object special to the science, there
can be no principles peculiar to it to constitute it a spccial
science.

Natural theology, then, belongs both to physics and to meta-
physics : in so far as it is metaphysical, it is an application of
the concepts and principles of general metaphysics to the
First Cause, the cxistence of which is made known to us by
the study of movement.

3. Division of Natural Theology.—Theodicy proves the
existence of God ; it inquires into the nature of God and into
the activity of the First Cause. To these three problems there
correspond the three chief parts of natural theology.






PART 1
The Existence of God

Before attempting to prove the existence of God we must
first define what we are to understand by the Sovereign Being
which is to be the object of our proof. Accordingly this
first part of Natural Theology we divide into two chapters,
—the one dealing with the ideca of the divine Being ; the other,
with the existence of God.



CHAPTER 1
IDEA OF THE DIVINE BEING

4. The Idea of an Infinite God.—The notion of an infinite
God, possessing in Himself every perfection, is found amongst
those who live in a Christian environment ; but if our study
of natural theology is to be methodical it should begin with a
notion of God that is common to all men without distinction,
whether they are acquainted with a revealed religion or not.

This notion of God we may know as it exists, in the first
place, in the spomtancous consciousness of the individual ;
next, in the original signification of the names which serve to
portray it ; and lastly, in the religious notions entcrtained by
-the different races of mankind.

I. We find that men, whether professing belief or not,
instinctively and without any reflection use such expressions
as: ‘Would to God that . . . !’ * Thank God!’ ‘God only
knows!’ This implies that God is regarded as the Supreme
Master whose will disposes all things, whose wisdom penetrates
all things.

2. There are two well-defined groups of languages, the Semitic
and the Indo-Germanic. Philologists have shown that in both
these groups the roots of the words that stand for God indicate
either the power of a Supreme Master of the universe (EJ,
Elokim, Allah, in the Semitic group) ; or else the permanence,
the immutability of a Being who remains the self-same in the
midst of all change (Zebs from the Sanskrit root dyut,
meaning to beam, radiant heaven, the shining one, in
the Indo-Germanic group) ; or again, a Being who when called
upon hearkens to petition (Qeés from géooopar, I invoke).

3. Anthropologists (e.g. De Quatrefages, Lang, Chantepie)
who have studied the religious conceptions of the various
civilized and savage peoples, agree that everywhere, both in
the past and in the present, there is to be found the idea of
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one or more powerful divinities, above the order of mankind,
who reward good and punish evil.

It is the philosopher’s task to ascertain whether this univer-
sally accepted notion comes from a purely anthropomorphic
tendency of the human mind or whether there really exists
one or several beings which correspond to it. Whatever
may be said about the existence of God, which will be ex-
amined in Chapter II, we must first establish the following
proposition,

5. The Idea of a Supreme Being, Superior to the World,
the Guardian of the Moral Order, is an Idea of an Absolutely
Simple Perfection ; and is therefore Sufficient to provide
Natural Theology with a Proper Object.—We have to explain
these terms and prove the proposition.

Put briefly our argument is this : An idea of God is sufficiently
characteristic of its ebject when it comprises an absolutely
simple perfection. Now although the spontaneous idea of
God we have described above does not contain the explicit
notion of the Infinite, nevertheless it comprises several per-
fections that are absolutely simple, especially those of absolute
sovercignty, of immutability in the midst of change, and of a
being who is guardian of the moral order. An idea such as
this is sufficient to provide natural theology with a proper
formal object.

Perfections are of differcnt kinds, as has been shown in
General Metaphysics (174, 175). We distinguish between
mixed, simple and absolutely simple perfections. (1) The
first kind formally contain an imperfection, e.g. the power
of reasoning which is the characteristic perfection of man.
(2) A simple perfection (simplex) is one which does not, by
its very definition, imply any imperfection, yet at the same
time does not exclude it ; e.g. the perfection of intelligence
or of life. (3) By an absolutely simple perfection (simpliciter
simplex) is meant one whose concept formally excludes all
imperfection whatsoever, The perfections of God belong to
this third category. They are characteristic of the divine
Being, since in them we can find neither trace of admixture
nor of limitation.

Nevertheless, the absolutely simple perfections which we
recognize in God either from spontaneous knowledge or as
the result of philosophic argumentation do not contain in an



to NATURAL THEOLOGY

explicit way the character of infinity of perfection. It is
only by a further deduction that we draw from these first
concepts the idea of this eminent perfection. The infinite
nature of pure Actuality is found contained in them in an
tmplicit way.

According to Descartes and the ontologists who follow him
the human mind has positive and proper concepts of what is
immaterial, especially of the Infinite. For, with them, the
notion of the Infinite is primordial ; arguing as they do that
the idea finite’ bespeaks limitation, and that limitation is a
negative idea that entails a previous acquaintance with the
positive of which it is the denial: hence the idea of God is
a primary idea as well as a positive and proper one. In his
Méditations métaphysiques, Descartes argues that it is by a
way of limitation applied to this primordial concept we have
of the Infinite that we know all finite beings ; the human mind
is primarily conscious of the subsistent Infinite Being.

Descartes’ theory of innate ideas is erroncous. The truth
is, as we have seen in Psychology (90-97), that the formal
object of our intelligence is abstract natures which underlie
what we perceive by the senses. But none of the notes that
formally belong to the world perceived by our senses can be
predicated in the same sense of the divine Being, which even
Descartes himself allows is supersensible and infinite. Not
one, then, of the positive and proper notions of the mind can
be applied as such to God, nor, in consequence, can they give
natural theology the formal object which it demands. We
can have but a negative and analogical knowledge of what is
by nature spiritual.

Again, the finite intelligence of man is capable only of
receiving finite intelligible forms. It is clearly impossible for
any finite intelligible form to represent the Infinite in a positive
and proper way. Our finite intelligence, then, cannot conceive
a proper idea of the Infinite. The Beatific Vision, the promise
faith gives us of life eternal, cannot be by means of concepts. It
is not given to imperfect beings such as we are to reach God by
the way suggested by Descartes. We must, therefore, fall
back on the longer yet more secure way taught by the Scholastic
system.

Kant was aware of a line of argument for establishing the
existence of an Infinite God which proceeds first to assert
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the existence of a necessary Being and then to conclude from
it His Infinity ; but he would not allow its validity on the
ground that the leap from the mecessity to the infinity of God
involved an appeal to the very ontological argument which he
combated—an argument which we also refuse to accept. Con-
sequently he argued that all rigorous philosophical demon-
stration of the existence of God by the Theoretic Reason must
necessarily imply the direct affirmation of the Infinite. Recog-
nizing, and quite rightly, that this is impossible, he arrived
at the conclusion that the Practical Reason alone, from the
postulates that it makes, can lead us to posit the fact of God’s
existence.

Later we shall show that the criticisms of Kant, based as
they are on the necessity of recourse to the ontological argument
for passing from the first to the second stage in the proof of an
Infinite God, are without any foundation (25).

We assert, then, against Kant that we can, against
Descartes that we must, take as our starting point for our
proof of the existence of God a notion of the infinite Being
that is not a positive and proper one.

6. Triple Process of Attribution, Elimination and Transcend-
ence.—We are justified in predicting of God the simple per-
fections that are presented to us in the consideration of the
world and of man ; for the divine Being is the supreme efficient
cause of them, and surely in the cause must be found the per-
fections of the effect.

But further we must submit all perfections as we know them
in the world to a process of elaboration if we wish to predicate
them of God in a way that they will belong to Him alone.

This process involves three stages. (i) First we affirm of
the primary Cause all simple perfections. This is the process
of attribution. (ii) We then immediately exclude from these
perfections all idea of imperfection. This is the process of
elimination. (iii) These perfections, purified from all alloy,
we attribute to God, affirming that they belong to Him in a
different way from that in which they belong to the contingent
beings from which we have apprehended them. They are in
Him in a supereminent way. This is the process of tran-
scendence.

Thus purified and exalted by the processes of elimination
and transcendence, these simple perfections become absolutely
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simple (5), or, more strictly, they manifest to us under different
aspects one and the same absolute perfection.

7. This Process is neither Fallacious nor Useless.—A
difficulty is raised by the employment of this threefold process
of attribution, elimination and transcendence. The objection
may be made that the different notions of the divine essence
as they are given to us by this method are either without
meaning or they are erroneous; for either these different
concepts represent one and the same formality or else formali-
ties that are quite differcnt from one another. In the first
hypothesis there is no ground for any multiplicity; in the
second hypothesis, they lead us into error inasmuch as their
multiplicity cannot represent the divine essence which is
above composition of any kind.

This difficulty, long ago put by Duns Scotus against the
teaching of St. Thomas, can be solved only by attending to the
virtual incomplete distinction that exists between the different
perfections that we attribute to the divine Being. Let us
recall what has been said on the subject of distinctions (General
Metaphysics, 48).

Distinctions correspond to compositions, and these are either
real or existing only in the mind. (1) A composition is real when
quite independently of any consideration by the mind it
implies a plurality of things; it exists between this thing and
that thing, inter vem et rem. In order that there may be a
real distinction, it is not at all necessary that the things, though
distinct, be really separable. By their very nature they
may be incapable of existing apart from one another and yet
they may be in reality distinct, e.g. essence and existence,
thought and the faculty of thinking. (2) We have a logical
distinction when there are, in the mind, several different
concepts of the same thing. A logical distinction may be either
one of pure reason, or a virtual one. (a) It is one of pure
reason or rationis yatiocinantis when the two concepts have the
same formal as well as material object, although one of them
may be more explicit than the other. Thus there is a dis-
tinction of pure reason between the concepts of man and
rational animal. (b) A logical distinction is virtual or a dis-
tinctio rationis ratioctnatae when the concepts have the same
material object but not the same formal object,; they regard one
and the same entity, but they view it under different aspects
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or distinct formalities—as, for example, the distinction be-
tween the spirituality and the simplicity of the soul. Further,
this logical virtual distinction may be complcte or incomplete—
{a) complete, when the formal objcct of each of these distinct
concepts is realizable separately, e.g. the mind can distinguish
in the case of the human soul its intellectual, its animal and
its vegetative life ; (B) tncomplete when each formally distinct
object implicitly comprises the others.

With these tcrms defined, we recognize among the divine
perfections an imcomplete virtual distinction. The divine
essence, which is simple in itsclf, may be represented to us by
concepts which have a formally distinct content ; nevertheless,
the formal object which each of these concepts represents con-
tains in an implicit manner the objects represented by the other
concepts. Moreover, the divine perfections are attributed
to an infinite being ; each of them because it is infinite must
comprise the others. The virtual distinction that we recognize
between the divine perfections must, then, be imperfect or
incomplete 2.

For the very reason that this distinction is incomplete, our
knowledge of the divine Being is not, in the first place, falla-
cious; for the concept of each pericction, since it implies
infinity, implicitly contains all the other perfections. Our
knowledge would be untrue only if it represented as distinct
those perfections which constitute a 7eal unity.

In the second place, this notion of the perfect Being is
anything but useless ; for each concept which goes to form it
brings before us, in an explicit n anner, some different aspect
of the divine essence.

If we inquire what is the real foundation for this incomplete
virtual distinction that we make between the perfections of God,
we find that it certainly cannot be in the divine essence
viewed in an absolute manner, for God in Himself is above all
composition ; but it is to be found in the divine essence
viewed in a relative manner—relatively, that is, to the world,
of which God is the primary efficient cause as well as the
supereminent archetypal cause, and relatively to our intelli-
gence whose proper object is the essence of material beings, and
whose manner of knowing, being abstract and fragmentary,

8 The same incomplete virtual distinction is seen amongst the transcendental
attributes of being. Gen. Metaphysics, T8.
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prevents it from taking in at a single glance the simple per-
fection of God. On account of this infirmity of the human
mind we can only know the nature of God in His relations to
creation which we see. From the order of finality established
and maintained in the cosmos we rise to the idea of God’s
intelligence and wisdom, and from the contingency of the beings
that surround us we rise to the idea of the power of God who
created them. God, then, inasmuch as He is regarded by the
mind as the primary and archetypal cause of created things,
is the foundation of that composite knowledge, which is at
once true and useful, that we piece together concerning His
nature.



CHAPTER 11
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

ART I. CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF THE
DOCTRINES OPPOSED TO THE PROOF
OF GOD’S EXISTENCE

8. General Sketch. —(1) Positivism asserts that the imma-
terial world, and God in particular, cannot be the object of
human knowledge. (2) Traditionalism holds the view that
since the mind is incapable of proving the existence of God,
this truth can be received only by an act of faith based upon
revelation. (3) On the other hand, ontologism asserts that
to reach God it is not neccesary to use a method of discursive
reasoning, but that we have an immediate intuition of the
divine essence. (4) We may rcduce to ontologism whatever
positive content there is in the New Philosophy as expounded
chiefly by Bergson and Le Roy. According to the latter,
who deals specially with the question of God, there is no method
available for demonstrating God’s existence; we do not
prove His existence by any process of reasoning, but we afirm
God intuitively by means of Thought-Action (la Pensée-Action),
that fundamental reality which Bergson calls the vital Elan
or impulse which is also the abundant source of Being. God
does not afford a proof of Himself, but each and every man has
within himself a vital experience of Him® (5) Lastly, we
must at least speak briefly of those who make the affirmation
of God’s existence rest on a subjective sentiment.

Before dealing directly with the proofs for the existence of
God, we must examine these various teachings and show both

* In other respects the New Philosophy has some affinity with positiviem
and with Kantianism ; it is ultimately reducible to an evolutionistic monism
most akin to Hegelian idealism and the phenomenalism of Heraclitus. See
BALTHASAR, Le probléme de Diew d'aprés la Philosophis nowuvells, (Reprint
from the Rev. Néo-Scolastiqgue, Louvain, 1908.)

15
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the possibility and the necessity of proving the existence of the
divine Being.

9. Positivism and Agnosticism.—On this question of the
existence of God we find that the positivist school is divided
into two groups. The one deals with the possibility of our
knowledge of what is immaterial and, by way of consequence
only, of our knowledge of God in particular ; the other deals
directly with the question of the existence of the Supreme
Being.

Those positivists who deny that we have any notion about
the immaterial which is of scientific value base their argument
on different considerations. Some set out with a simple
affirmation which they maintain is perfectly self-evident and
must be taken as a postulate, namely, that the human mind
is capable of thinking only in positive ideas. With regard
to the soul, God, and in general all things that are not clothed
with material conditions, they profess a necessary ignorance,
sometimes waiving the question whether they exist or not,
sometimes disposing of them by a categorical denial. Other
philosophers, dominated by Kantianism, put forward as their
reason for eliminating all idea of the immaterial from human
thought the fact that there is a law of our understanding
enforcing this. It is part, indeed, of the Kantian system that
only those of our cognitions are scientific which are synthetic
a priori judgments, and these are conditioned by pure intui-
tions of time and space. As what is immaterial is, by its
nature, withdrawn from such conditions, it follows that the
human mind cannot bave a scientific knowledge of such
beings.

Those philosophers whose purpose is a direct criticism of the
knowledge that we affirm we can have of God, rest their con-
tention chiefly on considerations of fact. According to Comte
the history of ideas as shown to us both in the development
of ages and in the life of each individual reveals that the con-
ceptions of the human mind are governed in their progress
by a law—his famous ‘law of the three stages’. Our know-
ledge, he says, passes through three successive stages. The
first is the theological stage, in which the mind is inclined to
absolute cognitions: phenomena are regarded by it as the
resultants of the direct action of supernatural free agencies,
and, in consequence, as subjeet to no fixed law, This is the
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period when everything is ascribed to deities. Subsequent
to this is the metaphysical stage, when recourse is no longer
had to supernatural realities for the explanation of phenomena,
but instead to invisible powers or forces, which are nothing
more than abstractions accredited with reality. Lastly comes
a stage, the positive stage, at which the mind recognizes the
impossibility of attaining absolute notions, of knowing the
inmost causes of phenomena, and confines itself exclusively
to gaining a knowledge of the invariable relations of succession
and similarity which unite them.

It is not the place here to appraise the worth of Kant’s
criticism and of his unproved claim that our knowledge has no
scientific value except as formulated in synthetic a priori
judgments.* We must confine our attention to a refutation of
agnosticism and the positivism of Comte.

10. Criticism of the Agnostic Pesition..—The agnostic asserts
as an a priori truth, anterior to all examination concerning
the object of our knowledge, and as scli-evident, that our
cognitive faculties cannot rise above what is of the sensible
order. But, we may ask, is it thus evident without any inquiry
into the extent of human knowledge that the mind cannot
attain to immaterial beings, should such happen to exist ?
The object of intellectual knowledge is simply thing, something ;
the intellectual apprehends what-a-thing-is, quiddity, being
(Psychology, 88). A very elementary introspection proves
this, that being, and not neccessarily material being, is the
object of intelligence: it is not being, thing, as material
which it grasps, but simply as being ; its object is not neces-
sarily characterized by material conditions. But we are
far from asserting that what we learn from an elementary
inquiry about our cognitive faculty warrants our declaring
that we are able to know immaterial being positively; it
only shows that it is incorrect to infer, as do the positivists,
that material things are the only object of intellectual know-
ledge®. Their postulate therefore is both a priori and gratui-
tous. If indeed after mature reflection we find that the material
world requires for its adequate interpretation that immaterial
things also exist, we shall not be wrong in listening to what
our reason informs us about those immaterial things.

¢ See Criteriology, 89, %0 ; and cp. Crit. gén. (Cours Supérieur), 98 £,
8 Cp. Critériologie générals (Cours Supérieur), 116.
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“The positivist of the Spencerian type may rejoin by assert-
ing that, granted it is a priori and arbitrary to rule out all
immaterial beings from the domain of knowledge, still any such
knowledge we may acquire of such beings, and therefore of
the divine Being, cannot be of any scientific value; only
what is known in terms of extcnsion, number and weight can
be the subject-matter of certain and positive science: the
little we know of God is only enough to let us know that He is
the ¢ Unknowable ".

We do not wish to deny an important aspect of the truth
which is concealed under the above objection. We readily
admit that our mind finds in the material world the object
which is proportionate to its capabilities; sensible things
are what we know in a proper and positive way. And
if the philosopher in defining his terms—where un-
doubtedly there is scope for what is arbitrary—calls scientific
only those representations which possess these character-
istics, then assuredly the immaterial cannot be the object of
science.

But, having said this, we must never forget that, over and
above the notions we have concerning the material world,
our minds are capable of possessing analogical and negative
conceptions of God. We are not, indeed, able to predicate
positively of Him what is common also to material beings ;
nevertheless these concepts which we have taken originally
from the material world of things we refine by means of a
process of negation which eliminates from them every element
of imperfection. Without strictly signifying what in a posi-
tive manner is peculiar to God, these concepts are in reality
applicable to Him alone, and thus they afford us a true know-
ledge of the divine Being.

11. Criticism of Comte’s ¢ Law of the Three Stages’ and the
AgnosticMentality it produces.-— Comte endeavoured toestablish
his ‘ law of the three stages ’ on various considerations: (1) The
general history of the sciences shows that this law really exists.
All knowledge has gone through or is still going through these
three stages of human thought. (2) The historical argument
is corroborated by an argument from analogy. The life of
every man reveals in its course three successive stages. Child-
hood marks that of credulity and theological belief. Youth
is a prey to metaphysical illusions. Mature age turns a man
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to the physical order. (3) Finally there is an intrinsic argu-
ment to show the necessity of this law. The human mind
feels a need of connecting, by some theory or other, the facts
which come under its experience. Along with this mental
need there also discloses itself, in the early stages of rational
development, the inability to discover a theory suggested by
facts observed. If, therefore, a man wanted to find scope for
the employment of his intellectual activity, he had to invent
from the information at hand some interpretation that would
serve to unify the phenomena he observed : theology served
him this purpose. This prepared the way to the meta-
physical theory of nature, whence humanity has been enabled
to arrive at this stage of positive science, which is the final
stage.

To-day there are not many of the followers of Comte who
hold by this celebrated law. Indeed, it is not very difficult
to show by various historical facts that it is false. In the
days of old the Grecks were by no means unfamiliar with the
study of natural phenomena. Though Aristotle was a giant
in metaphysical speculations, he was also the compiler of all
the observations both in physics and politics of his times
And in mediaeval times the West, engrossed in theological
speculations, has given us, besides such metaphysicians as
St. Thomas and Duns Scotus, a physicist of the calibre of
Roger Bacon,

Again, it is no less false to maintain that each individual
passes through the three stages of theology, metaphysics and
the positive sciences. The child by no means dreams of
explaining the phenomena that attract his attention by the
agency of divine beings. In this sense—and it is Comte’s—
he is not at all naturally inclined to religion. Youth, in general,
shows very little bent for metaphysical abstractions. On the
contrary we meet with powerful minds for whom philosophical
studies are the final stage of a career which has been devoted
chiefly, if not entirely, to the study of the physical sciences.
Such, for example, was Helmholz, who was first a physiologist
and then devoted himself to philosophy after passing
an intermediary stage of mathematical study. So too Kant
wrote a universal history of the nature of the heavens, a sketch
on some considerations concerning fire, various studies on earth-
quakes, on the theory of winds, and an essay on headaches,

M.8.P.—VOL. 1L q
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before he reached the final stage of his thought in which he
elaborated his two Critiques.

Again, Comte’s logical proof of the mecessity of the ‘law of
the three stages ’ derives all its value from his empirical proof.
Isolated from history, it would be a petitio principic. For he
makes the assertion that the first hypotheses which the human
mind constructed were necessarily theological. But on what
grounds does he base his assertion ? Itis true that the observer
of nature does read some theory into his facts, that he con-
structs some hypothesis concerning the nature of the connexions
binding facts together and directs his observations and experi-
ments to the verification of this hypothesis ; it is true that
this premature theory, this provisionary hypothesis, may be
theological, and indeed, as Spencer remarks, certain ‘un-
accustomed ’ ‘anomalous’ phenomena may well have led
primitive man to adopt some theory of this kind : but there
is nothing to warrant our saying that recourse was had to
such an explanation as a general rule.

Moreover, Comte takes it for granted, without offering
adequate proof, that the positive stage of knowledge is the
final and perfect one, and yet this is an essential part of his
‘law of the three stages’. What—apart from historical
considerations—is the proof he adduces? That, on the one
hand, positive explanations cannot co-exist with theological or
metaphysical ones, since they are mutually exclusive ; and that,
on the other hand, positive science cannot precede or be
inferior, since the human mind is subject to a law of indefinite
progress and retrogression is impossible. But is this an
adequate proof ? Why may not the perfection of knowledge,
the final stage, be a synthesis of all, theological, metaphysical
and positive ? And what grounds are there for the assertion
that progress is indefinite and that it is impossible for the
human race to fall back? Either this is a mere assertion
without proof, and in this case his pretended law of the three
stages is merely a corollary of a non-proven postulate; or
it is an attempt at proof based on the historical grounds that
everywhere and always theological and metaphysical explana-
tions have given way to positive ones : in which case what was
claimed as a logical proof is found to be really an empirical
one, and apart from historical observation has no value at all.

It is interesting, moreover, to note that for the foundation
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of his positivism Comte had to have recourse to a necessary
and universal law, namely the necessity of the mind to bind
facts together by a theory, in order to prove precisely from this
that there are no such things as necessary laws but only
associations that are more or less constant. A positivist
can pronounce about what ¢s, he cannot speak of what ought
to be.

Though as a matter of fact the ‘law of the three stages’
has been abandoned by the majority of philosophers, even by
the positivists themsclves, it has yet left a heritage of consider-
able influence. Many thinkers who are engrossed in the study
of the natural scierites and confine themselves to the use of
experimental methods, consider every metaphysical or religious
inquiry as vain and illusory. The method of the positive
sciences they make to consist in a complete disregard for any
such speculation. And their method, they assure us, has
proved its value. To it we are indebted for those marvellous
conquests in the realms of the unknown which have enlarged
man’s horizon both in knowledge and in action. And to Comte,
it is said, belongs the glory of all these modern achievements ;
to him as the founder of positivism we must be grateful for
revealing the method of observation which has exercised such
a powerful influence on the various branches of the sciences.

But is it really true that the credit is due to the positive
method extolled by Comte for the progress in the sciences
which is the object of our admiration and the source of abundant
blessings ? This eulogy of positivism is due in great part to
the confusion which Comte crcated between the positive method
and the experimental method, which is the real source of the
discoveries of modern times. This confusion is pure sophistry,
as Pasteur showed in his celebrated Inaugural Address to the
French Academy. Comte put the observer face to face with
nature and left him to consider the manifold antecedents of
a phenomenon in the complex conditions in which they find
their play. This method, by not allowing an inquiry into
what antecedent amongst them is the cause of the phenomenon
to be explained, enables us merely to pass, more or less legiti-
mately, from what has been to what can be. The experimental
method, which alone is of value in the physical sciences, starts
out, on the contrary, from a directive idea which the experi-
menter endeavours to verify by his study of the phenomena
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He varies artificially the conditions under which the phenomenon
appears; he sets aside certain antecedents, and modifies the
intensity of action in certain others. The positivistic method
leaves the observer passive, with the result that his conclusions
are subject to the conditions under which the phenomenon
he is‘studying presents itself ; the experimental method leads
him actively to search for the laws that natural agents obey.

Finally we must remember that the dream of a positive
science supplanting philosophy in every respect has already
passed out of fashion. H. Poincaré, Duhem, Le Roy and
other writers on the ‘ critigue of the sciences’ have done much
to humble the proud claims made by scientists. Metaphysical,
ethical and theological speculations have again taken their
proper place beside and above the experimental sciences, which
fail to satisfy the ultimate questionings of the human mind.

12. Criticism of Traditionalism.—There are two schools
of traditionalism: (1) The radical school who regard the human
reason as incapable of demonstrating the existence of God,
which they make the object of an act of faith based on a primi-
tive revelation handed on to us by society. Since the coming
of Christ this revealed deposit has been entrusted to the Church.
(2) The semi-traditionalists who likewise maintain that in the
first instance unaided reason is incapable of attaining to a
knowledge of the existence of God, but differ from the former
school by professing that after a revelation of the fact it is now
possible to demonstrate by rational proof.

To establish their fideism the traditionalists point chiefly
to the errors shown in the history of philosophy. De Bonald,
the most able thinker amongst them, had recourse to a
psychological argument. We cannot think, he says, without
words ; and to create language man had to think and, conse-
quently, must already have had the use of words. (An evident
vicious circle.) Since reason was in itself incapable of creating
language and of making an act of thought which is really its
own, it is necessary for the explanation of these activities in
man to have recourse to a primitive revelation, the teachings
of which we receive by faith.

We see that by way of a reaction from a revolutionary
rationalism the traditionalists took a most exaggerated view
of the weakness of the human mind. The truth is that the
many errors displayed by the history of philosophy are no
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cogent proof of the total incapacity of our reason. Such a
radical conclusion would only be justified if it could be shown
that the laborious speculations of all thinkers in all ages were
nothing more than one long delirium. Only if this were
established could we assert that there has been no progress
towards the truth. But to take such a pessimistic view of the
great systems of philosophy is absolutely to falsify history.
Revelation is indeed morally necessary for humanity to pre-
serve the body of speculative ethical truths it has inherited ;
but it is not physically necessary. In any case, as we shall
show, the existence of God cannot be simply the object of an
act of divine faith.

As to de Bonald’s argument from an appeal to the origin
of language, which he maintained must be due to revelation,
we may remark, in the first place, that the very thorny problem
(which it is not given us here to discuss) of how language came
into existence, he solved not by induction but purely a priori.
And even if we grant, in spite of all that is to be said to the
contrary, this first premiss of his argument, namely, that
language together with all the notions that it embodies could
result only from a divine teaching made known to the first
members of the human race ; we have still to remark (a) that
a teaching is not necessarily a revelation : the former may be
the appeal made by a master to the intelligence of his disciple,
whilst the latter is an appeal to the faith of a believer.
(b) That, if we suppose the human mind to be absolutely incap-
able, a revelation is not sufficient to explain how we are able to
arrive at a certain knowledge of the existence and nature of
God. If we receive a revealed truth, this is not by an act of
blind credence but only after we have satisfied ourselves about
the claims that this proposition has to be received by faith ;
and it is only by the exercise of our reason that we can satisfy
ourselves about its credibility. Yet traditionalism is based
on the assertion that the reason is totally incapable. The
believer, in reality, admits the object of his faith by relying on
the authority of God® This very act, then, presupposes
that he has a rational knowledge of God’s existence and of the

¢ We say advisely o the authority of God and not ox the evidencs which we
have of that authority. The latter, the motives of credibility, are necessarily
finite ; the former, which is the motive of faith, is unlimited, and faith is a
supernatural gift,
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historical fact of revelation (Criteriology, 69). Therefore
traditionalism can never succeed in establishing the proposition
that the existence of God is accepted by faith ; it drives man
back to an agnostic position.

Semi-traditionalists, on the other hand, by recognizing that
the reason has a limited capacity, are carried on, in spite of
themselves, to the same opinion as we uphold ; for by logically
following out their conclusions they are forced to acknowledge
that a proof of the existence of God is possible.

Their contention is that the human reason can arrive at
this proof under the guidance of the light of revelation. But
the intellectual operation of the mind which discovers the
existence of God is infrinsically just the same as the operation
which enables it to accept as a rational truth the knowledge
that it has acquired by revelation. Undoubtedly, after the
revelation of a truth that our intellectual faculties are capable
of attaining by their own power, the extrinsic difficulties of
its proof become less. But since the discursive act of the
reason which is necessary for the attainment of a truth hitherto
unknown is n 4tself the same as the act by which we prove a
truth already known, it follows that to grant that reason
has the power to make this last operation is also to admit
its intrinsic capability of producing the first operation. The
intermediate position which the semi-traditionalists have taken
up is untenable ; they must, if they are logical, either return
to that of radical traditionalism and therefore ultimately
fall back to agnostic scepticism, or else they must carry to its
ultimate consequences the concession they have made to the
rationalistic position of the Scholastics and acknowledge that
a proof of God’s existence is possible.

After this conclusion regarding the possibility of proving
God’s existence, we must, against the ontologistic school,
show the necessity of demonstrating it.

13. Criticism of Ontologism.—According to the teaching of
Rosmini and Gioberti, God is not the term of a syllogism but
the object of an intuition. This immediate knowledge of the
divine Being is primordial in man; only subsequently are
contingent beings known, by means of a comprehensive view
through which the mind directly sees the divine essence and
in it the eternal archetypes of all created beings.

This theory is bascd by its proponents chiefly on two
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arguments : (1) Itis quite impossible that God should be repre-
sented under any finite form ; consequently the human intelli-
gence, which as a matter of fact does know His existence,
can gain this knowledge only from an immediate vision.
(2) For knowledge to be true, it must be in conformity with
the object known. But in the order of real beings, God is
the primary Being and all created things are posterior. So
also in the order of knowledge, we must first know God and
afterwards contingent beings.

1. Ontologism sets out from an erroneous theory of ideas.
The proper object of the intelligence, as we have shown else-
where (Psychology, 89), consists in the intelligible forms as
apprehended in the world presented to our senses. To see
God as He is in Himself constitutes the Beatific Vision, which
is the goal promised by faith to the supernatural life of grace.
Under the limitations of our knowledge in this present life
we can know immaterial beings only by applying, by means
of the processes we have already spoken of (6), the notions
which we have first drawn from the material world. Experi-
ence attests that we have no intuition of the infinite Being.
Moreover if we could gaze upon the very essence of God, we
should by the enjoyment of this supreme happiness be absorbed
in the contemplation of the inexhaustible perfections of God
and lost in the love of the infinite Goodness. At the same time
our minds would not be subject to the least error about God,
and we should be more certain of His existence than of that of
anything else. Since such consequences are belied by facts,
the theory from which they necessarily follow stands condemned,

2. In the second place, the ontologists are at fault in their
logic : (4) They maintain that God can in no way be repre-
sented in our knowledge by a finite form. Undoubtedly this
is true if it is a question of a knowledge that is positive, proper
and adequate ; but this is no argument against our attainment
of knowledge of God that is analogical and negative, by means of
finite forms. (b) Again, truth by its very definition is the con=
formity of the mental cognition with the thing known, and from
this they argue that the order in which our knowledge arises in
the mind must necessarily follow the precise order in which things
really exist. But this inference they draw from the definition
of truth is unwarrantable. The truth of an individual cogni-
tion does require the conformity of s cognition with the
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particular thing cognized ; but for the system of our cognitions
to be true, there is no need for us to represent everything in the
order of its logical succession. Such a condition is needed for
the perfection of our scientific system, not for its truth: a
thing is true when what we say of it is in conformity with what
it is ontologically. What we affirm of God, although it is by
ideas which are mediate and drawn originally from the world
of sensible experience, is that He is the First Cause and Last
End of this world (5).
14. Meaning of the ¢ New Philosophy '".—According to Le
Roy8, God is infinite becoming. The essence of reality is
movement ’, becoming. In so far as He has already become
within us, He is the immanent divine ; in so far as He will
ceaselessly continue to develop Himself, He is the transcendent
divine. Now I have within myself an immediate intuition
of a becoming, of a tendency to become more and more perfect,
more and more moral. This supremacy of the moral law which
I feel within myself constitutes the affirmation of the existence
of God. There are, accordingly, no atheists properly so-
called, since every man feels within himself an aspiration
towards what is better ; or rather, we should say, every one
experiences a season of atheism whensoever he is doing what
is evil and not advancing towards the ideal. The only true
reality is an incessant becoming, conscious of itself in varying
degrees—and this is known as Thought-Action (la Pensée-
Action). Our reasoning as it were congeals this continuous
flow of reality and so changes its nature. To use the meta-
phorical language of this philosophy, reality is a continuous
curve, reasoning is a tangent which at any moment stops its
movement ; the mind owing to its utilitarian or practical
tendency ‘ scatters ’ reality, and breaks it up—this is matter ; it
then unifies by reasoning these scattered elements that were
created by Thought-Action. Here we have as it were an echo
of the underlying fundamental continuity of the one and eternal
becoming which is the only reality, namely, Thought-Action.
Besides matter and reason it is necessary to posit a directive
element which draws us on to perfection—this is the principle

* Here we confine ourselves to some fundamental criticisms. For further
details, see BALTHASAR, op. cit.

8 E. Le Rov, 4 New Philosophy : Henyi Bergson, tr. V. Benson (Williams
& Norgate, London, 1913).



THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 27

of growth, or moral reality. This reality, spirit of our spirit,
cannot be reduced to any other form of reality ; it is at the
very source of existence. It is necessary to posit its supremacy,
and it is this which constitutes the affumation of God. The
New Philosophy is, then, opposed to ‘ philosophia perennis’
as the philosophy of becoming is opposed to that of being.
It is sdealist, tor it is all consciousness ; it is evolutionist, for
the fundamental reality is a more and more perfect becoming,
which is necessitated by its own nature ; being is a dynamic
welling-up, an effort to develop.

1. This system of philosophy which claims to correct common
sense and to go beyond it by asserting as a postulate that
thought cannot reach out beyond itself or know an otject other
than thought itself, must logically terminate in pantheism,
notwithstanding what may be affirmed to the contrary. For
God is made to live within us, to realize Himself in us; by
the higher part of our being we are in fact God, since we know
Him and since thought can know nothing but itself.

2. We are conscious, it is said, of a tendency towards self-
realization, of being drawn to perform the good. This, how-
ever, cannot be a vilal experience of God, unless indeed we are
ourselves God. For if there exists a tendency in my nature
towards working what is just and noble and good, it is legiti-
mate to argue that this finite impulse towards the ideal is
contingent like my nature, and therefore requires for its
explanation a Necessary Being already self-perfected and
not needing to acquire further recality; but this is a proof
of God from causality and not by any vital experience of
Him.

3. It is not true that the abstract principles of thought
change the nature of reality. Granted they do not apprehend
all reality, that they abstract from many elements in reality,
nevertheless they do apply to reality and they truly express
the laws of reality. It is thus that the becoming, or the
acquisition of reality, cannot be adequately explained without
recourse to an unmoved being which in some way possesses
this perfection of reality. We shall return to this point when
we deal with the argument @ motu for the existence of God.
We cannot say that becoming is the fundamental reality
without at the same time denying the objective application
of the principle of sufficient reason. The New Philosophy does
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not shrink from this extreme consequence and so utters its
own condemnation.

We must here confine ourselves to these fundamental
criticisms. The New Philosophy cannot establish the affirma-
tion of God by a vital experience without reducing God to the
level of finite things, and thereby despoiling Him of what is
divine.

15. Examination of the Religion of Sentiment.—The word
smmanence is extraordinarily prominent in present-day philo-
sophy. The New Philosophy tells us that man cannot get
beyond his states of consciousness ; he has an intuition of the
real by virtue of an operation which is at once thought and
action. Other philosophers distinguish between thought and
sentiment and they posit the existence of God by virtue of a
purely subjective sentiment which cannot be reduced to thought.
The development of these ideas is to be ascribed partly to the
influence of Protestantism, partly to the disintegrating action
of the * Critique of Pure Reason ’, and partly also to the vague
impression that everything is subject to a law of rhythmic
evolution, that nothing is absolute, and that truth is but the
fruit of the will °.

It is sufficient for us to remark that in the solution of the
problems to which the study of consciousness gives rise the
reflecting reason must always have the last word. Feeling
or sentiment of its very nature is blind ; it is the province of
reason to show that it is right. Man can be obliged to admit
God only if he proves His existence. The worship man pays
to Him is meritorious only if it is founded on reason and con-
viction. The classical piece of advice that Pascal gave to the
free-thinker, that without any use of his reason he should
throw in his lot on the side of religion, as preferable to taking
the opposite side, is obviously of noavail. Reason alone affords
a criterion by which to judge the truth or the falsity of a
doctrine ; sentiment, unless it makes an appeal to reason, is
powerless to decide.

® We may rank as falling under this conception the ideas of Renan and
Sabatier, and even, in a certain degree, the ideas of some Catholic advocates
of a new apologetic which they associate with the name of Pascal ; they dis-
parage the part played by the reason in religious questions and particularly
in the question of God’s existence, and place undue emphasis upon the part
played by the will and the foelings.
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ART. II. THE PROOFS OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

16. Division of this Article.—Proofs are of three kinds—
a priori, a posteriori, and a simultaneo. (a) An a priori proof
is one that proceeds from cause to effect, from reason to con-
sequent. Such, for instance, is a syllogism establishing the
goodness of the end of the universe by starting out from the
idea of a first Cause infinitely wise and good. (b) An a posteriors
proof goes to work in just the opposite way, from an effect
to a cause or principle. Such, for example, is the proof, in
psychology, of the spirituality of the soul from the immaterial
nature of the acts of the mind and the will. (c) An a simultaneo
demonstration is the proof of one thing by another which is not
distinct from it in reality but which is conceived by the
mind as preceding it: e.g. the immortality of the soul
as demonstrated by its spirituality. This threefold division
of proofs, it is clear, is founded on the relation that exists
between things as they are in reality and the way in which
they unfold themselves in our concepts.

It is not difficult to see that there is only one form of
proof that is possible and valid for the existence of God, namely,
an a posteriori proof. For, in the first place, we cannot con-
ceive of any a priori proof ; it would be absurd to suppose a
being anterior to the First Being. In the second place, although
an a simultaneo demonstration has been put forward, that
known in history as the ontological argument of St. Anselm,
this argument leads to no justifiable conclusion. We shall
state and examine it, and then pass on to review the proofs
that are capable of demonstrating the existence of God.

I. THE ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT OF ST. ANSELM

17. Statement of the Argument.—The celebrated argument
to which St. Anselm has given his name may be briefly for-
mulated thus : Every man possesses the concept of that being
which is the greatest possible. But existence in the ontological
order is a perfection. Therefore we must, unless we violate the
law of contradiction, grant that the being which is the greatest
possible, which is absolutely perfect, has this perfection. We
conclude then that God does exist.

This argument has been taken up by various well-known
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philosophers—Descartes °, Bossuet, Leibniz. This last, who
could not help feeling some weakness in the argument,
tried to strengthen it. He gave it a new foundation, in the
possibility of the divine essence. God, he alleged, if He is,
can only exist of Himself. His essence, if it is possible, is so
not inasmuch as it is realizable but inasmuch as it comprises
in itsed existence. Consequently, if thc divine essence in
which existence is necessarily involved is possible, God must
exist. But It is possible. Therefore God does exist.

18. Criticism of the Ontological Argument.—1I. I'n general.—
The idea we have of an absolutely perfect being we form
synthetically, that is to say, we form it by apprehending the
various perfections in creatures, subtracting all limitations
and imperfections from such ideas, and then combining them
together into a single concept, which is that of the divine being.
Now to argue deductively from this idea, to analyse this
synthetic notion of God, is to do nothing else than to unwrap
again the elements that originally went to form it. Hence
from the analysis of our idea of ‘ infinite * we can never draw
the note of ‘ existence ’ of God. For the idea of the ‘ existence ’
of God could only have been introduced into our synthetic
notion of ‘infinite ' if in forming it we had either seen it or
proved it or postulated it. Outside these three hypotheses

10 Descartes used two further arguments for God'’s existence.

(1) I have in me the idea of God, i e. of the Being that is infinitely perfect.
But this idea could not have had 1ts origin in me, since I am limited in my
being. Therefore I am forced, in order to give a causal explanation of this
idea, to admit the existence of God. (Third Meditation.)—This argument
would be valid if the idea that we have of God represented the Infinite to us
in a positive and proper way. DBut this is not so, as we have already seen.
My finite idea of the Infinite is explained by finite causes.

(2) Iexistand I have the idea of the perfect Being. From these two truths
of fact it is easy to draw a proof of God’s existence. For if I had given my
being to myself, I should have given myself all the perfections of which I can
conceive. Therefore the reason of my existence cannot lie with me but must
lie with God. And further it is not difficult to see that there is no power in
us by which we are able tosubsist or preserve ourselves in being even for a
single moment. The contingent nature, then, of our being requires the
existence of a necessary Being. (Principles of Metaphysics, 20 and 21.)—
The second part of this argument comprises, in a confused way, the proof
drawn from becoming which we shall explain later (24). Still we may here
object against Descartes that the fact of our existence and our idea of God
is not at all the basis on which we may expect to found the argument from
contingency. Whilst it is true that we have not in ourselves the reason of
our own being, we come to know this not by observing with Descartes that
if a being which possesses the notion of the infinite had given itself its own
being it would have given it to itself without any limits : such a line of though
would presuppose that it is at least possible for a being to cause itself, and &lll
involves the absurd supposition that a being can be anterior to itself.
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it ceuld not have been there. Now an advocate of St. Anselm’s
argument would certainly shrink from admitting that he has
had an intuition of this existence, inasmuch as this would be
to profess ontologism ; moreover the question is of proving
God’s existence. In the second place, it is equally impossible,
in the very act of forming the synthetic conception of God,
to prove His existence ; for this, as we say, is just what is in
question. And the third hypothesis, which is the only one
left, namely, that in forming our idea we postulated the exist-
ence of God, would make the argument a glaring petitio principis.

2. In tarticular.—(a) The argument of St. Anselm.—It is
not sufficient for refuting the argument of so able a thinker
as St. Anselm merely to observe that he jumps quite unjustifi-
ably from the ideal order to the real order. Indeed St. Anselm
himself considered that existence in the omtological order is
necessarily contained in the very concept of the infinite Being.
Consequently he did not consider that he was leaping the abyss
that separates the ideal order from the real, and this objection
left him unmoved. For him the premiss from which he was
starting was already related to the real order.

The reasoning of St. Anselm is based on this major: ‘It
is necessary to conceive the perfect Being as existing’. This
we do not venture to contradict. He then goes on to infer :
‘ Consequently the perfect Being exists’. This inference
is illogical. From the antecedent con which his reasoning is
based, all that can be inferred with regard to the real order is
the following consequent: Given that the concept of the
infinite Being includes real existence under pain of self-con-
tradiction, if this Being exists, this existence belongs to It
necessarily, and the predicate ‘ existence ’ in the proposition
must be united to the subject ‘ perfect Being ' by a necessary
nexus. St. Anselm did not perceive that the necessity of
real existence which our concept of infinity includes is only
a hypothetical necessity. If I conceive the most perfect pos-
sible being, I can only conceive it as necessarily existent.
But this is no proof that it really exists.

(6) The argument as emended by Leibniz.—As the divine
essence is possible, and this essence includes existence, it follows
that the divine essence exists : so runs the new form in which
St. Anselm’s argument is clothed. It has the same essential
flaw as before. Leibniz confuses the various kinds of
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possibilities that we have already distinguished (Gen. Metaphy-
sics, 19). We have seen that intrinsic possibility is different
from extrinsic possibility. Theformer we may call a non-impossi-
bility, in other words, the absence of contradiction between the
notes that constitute an essence. The latter implies the exist-
ence of a being which is the sufficient reason for the production
of an essence that is intrinsically possible ; or, in the case of
the Being that does not admit of being produced, the presence of
a reason for us to posit the existence of this being which we can-
not know properly. Hence, when Lcibniz asserts that the divine
essence, conceived by the intelligence, is possible, he cannot
be referring to its cxtrinsic possibility, as this would be either to
presuppose the very question at issue, or to lapse into the fallacy
of St. Anselm that we have just refuted. He must be speaking
only of intrinsic possibility. Now it is true to say that if we saw
positively that there was no repugnance in the sdea of God’s
existence, we should ipso facto be seeing His existence. For
this we should have to possess a positive and proper view of
His essence which implies existence : and this would be to fall
into the ontologism that Leibniz himself does not admit.
In point of fact we have a priori no more reason for affirming
that God is possible than for affirming that He is impossible.
Our state of mind is absolutely negative ; all that we can say
when we argue from the negative and analogical concept that
we possess of God is this, that we do not see that He is impos-
sible. So long, however, as we have no reason for asserting
that He exists, we cannot affirm that He is intrinsically possible.
Indeed it is from existence that we draw our notion of intrinsic
possibility ; and we see in a positive way the intrinsic possibility
of those beings alone of whose propertics and nature we have
a direct knowledge (Gen. Melaphysics, 20). Thus the analysis
that Leibniz made of the possibility of God, despite the
apparent correctness of his logic, conceals the same fundamental
flaw as the argument of St. Anselm.

II. ST. AUGUSTINE'S ARGUMENT FROM OUR KNOWLEDGE OF
PossiBLE ESSENCES

19. Statement and Criticism of the Argument.—Nesther the
notes of metaphysical truth nor the objective laws of criteriology
nor the necessary possibility of possibles nor their unlimited
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numbey supply an immediate sufficient reason for the existence
of a mecessary and infinite Being.

The truth, St. Augustine somewhere says, is one in itself,
independent of all contingent beings. No one speaks of my
truth, but of Zke truth. It is a norm anterior to all created
existences. It is immutable, eternal, necessary. It cannot,
then, be explained by a contingent existence ; there must be,
for the explanation of its notes, a Being that is necessary,
eternal, infinite.

This same line of argument was followed by St. Bonaventure
and adopted by Bossuet, Balmeés, and d'Hulst. And most
modern Scholastics allow its validity. Fr. Lepidi especially
sees in the objectivity and in the extramental reality of ideal
truth the stumbling-block of Kantian philosophy.

The opinion that Bossuet put forward in one of his ‘ Eléva-
tions’, that metaphysical truth, or the world of possibles, is
something divine, even God Himself, seems not far removed
from the error of ontologism. For would it not follow that
if the truth ‘2 4 2 = 4’ is the truth of God, when we apprehend
it we should be seeing God in Himself ? Such a consequence
has not escaped modern exponents of the argument, who are
explicit in asserting that this world of possibles is not God
Himself but only an effect of God. Alongside the world of
existences there is, they say, the world of metaphysical truth,
of the abstract essences of possible being, equally real with it
although not existential ; and the notes of necessity, eternity,
universality of this world would directly lead us, by virtue of the
principle of causality, to affirm the existence of God, since in
no other way can we account for these notes. Such is the
modern version of the argument. It behoves us to examine
what are the characteristics and nature of possible essences,
and then to ask ourselves if we may not explain them without
recourse to God™.

1. The immutability of truth, the necessity of the laws of
logic, the necessary possibility of possibles and their unlimited
number are conditional and not absolute.

2. Possible essences belong to the realm of logical assertions
and not to that of actual beings; or as the old Scholastics

11 For a fuller statement and criticism of the argument, see P. Correy,
Ontology (Longmans, London), pp. 89-95, and S. REINSTADLER, Elementa
Philosophiae Scholasticae (Herder, London), II, pp. 232-235.
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would have expressed it, ¢ Necessitatem habent hypotheticam
in praedicando et non absolutam in essendo ’.

Now this necessity of relations can be adequately explained
by the faculty of abstraction and universalization which our
finite and contingent mind possesses (Psychology, 89-92).
It does not; then, constitute the immediate sufficient reason
for the existence of a Being absolutely necessary and, in con-
sequence, infinite. What happens is this: the mind leaves
on one side all the individuating notes of a thing and so
constitutes morms which once posited are regarded as in-
dependent of contingent conditions and cven of our very exist-
ence. Whether I exist or not, 242 still make 4, it is still
possible that I should exist. If, however, there were no mind,
there would be no truth and 242 would not make 4 ; there
would be no possibles ; it would not be possible that I exist.

The objection may be raised that precisely because 242
necessarily make 4, because I am necessarily possible, and
finite intelligences are contingent, there is demanded a neces-
sary and infinite intelligence so that 22 should always make
4 and that it should always be possible that I exist. We
reply that if we know that God exists, we know also that the
truth is always present before Him ; but that as long as we do
not know the fact of His existence (this is the very point in
question) we have quite an adequate explanation of the truth
that 242 always make 4 because in our very statement of it
we suppose the two terms of the proposition always to be pre-
sented to some intelligence or other. Since my mind makes
abstraction from the conditions of time and space in its con-
siderations, it sees, granted that it is in possession of these
terms, that always and everywhere 24-2=4.

In our opinion, to give to the ideal world a reality outside
the mind that conceives it is to multiply beings without neces-
sity; and the objectivity of the idcal order is sufficiently
safeguarded against those who hold a purely subjective view
by the presence in the mind of essences that are drawn from the
sensible world. Kant’s view is that we actively constitute
the truth, since the principles that guide us in its search are
a priori ; it is sufficient to reply to him that we abstract our
concepts from reality, that we are passive in the elaboration
of them and of the relations that unite them to one another
(Criteriology, 39 f.).
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These reasons, it seems to us, force us to assert that there
is not, alongside the world of existences, a world of possibles
which in some special way leads us to affirm the existence ot a
necessary Being.

III. PrOOFS OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

20. General Statement of St. Thomas’s Proofs.—When we
consider a being, we perceive in it its essence, its existence,
and its action. The individual essence of a being is the sum
of the perfections that constitute it, whether they are essential
or accidental. Ewxistence is that actuality or final determina-
tion whereby this constitutive perfection is made to be actual,
which determines individual essence into being. By its
action, the being becomes an efficient cause, and thus manifests
its essential perfections and tends towards its end by putting
into opcration the means that Icad to it.

St. Thomas Aquinas in his Summa Theologica deals with each
of these aspects, static and dynamic, of being to arrive at
arguments for the existence of God. (i) The fact that the
essential perfection of a finite being is received provides the
basis of the argument from movement. (i) The conditional
activity of beings lcads to the conclusion that there exists a
first cause of their action, which is the argument from efficient
causality. (iii) The becoming of beings shows their contin-
gency and demands the existence of a necessary being : this
is the argument from contingency.

To these three basic arguments which are known as the
‘ metaphysical ’ proofs of the existence of God St. Thomas adds
two others: (iv) The one is connected with the proof drawn
from metaphysical movement and is the argument from the
degrees of perfection that we find in the world. (v) The other
shows that the orderliness and purpose manifest in the cosmos
demand a supreme designer as cause : an argument known as
the physico-theological argument.

21, Argument drawn from Metaphysical Movement.—I,
The reality from which St. Thomas sets out is metaphysical
movement 12, that is to say, the passing from potentiality to
actuality. There are beings, he says, in the world around us
which, at first without some formal perfection yet capable of

13 For further explanation of the metaphysical ideas utilized in this argu-
ment, see Gen. Metaphysics, 112-121.

M.8.P.—VOL. IL D
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possessing it, do acquire this perfection : what happens is that
potentiality is made determinate by its actuality. This
actuality is not the activity of efficient causality; it is the
perfection which the formal cause gives to a being by an in-
trinsic self-communication. And this perfection which com-
pletes a being may be essential or accidental : thus food is
digestedand transformed intothe very substance of the manthat
takes it ; a thought received by a pupil perfects his intelligence.

II. Now a being in a state of potency is not able itself to
be the principle or source of the perfection it acquires. For
before receiving this formal determination the being is without
it. To suppose that it is itself the principle of its perfection
is to assert that it already possesses it. This amounts to the
self-contradiction of saying that the being whichisin potentiality
to receive some perfection and does not yet possess it, already
possesses it. Consequently the passing from potentiality to
actuality can be explained only by the action of some other
being already in actuality.

III. Now a series of beings each subject to an external action
cannot mount up ad infinitum, without ever coming to a stop
at a first term which itself has in no way acquired the essential
perfections that characterize it. For not one of these moved
beings, taken individually, would have in itself the reason of
the perfections which it receives, and the same would be true
with regard to the whole series which they go to form, for even
in this whole series we could not find the principle of the move-
ment which in it communicates itself from one being to another.
Consequently these formal determinations could not have
produced themselves, and we are forced, for the explanation
of the passing from potentiality to actuality which we observe
in the beings around us, to have recourse to a First Being who
is the principle of it and who does not receive from any other
being His own essential perfections. And as in this Being
there is no metaphysical movement possible, there is no poten-
tiality ; and since His formal determinations are not received
in passive potentiality, He is purely actual or Pure Actuality.
Such is the first proof developed by St. Thomas in his Summa
Theologica. We give the text.

‘ The first and most manifest way is the argument from
motion. It is certain and evident to our senses that some
things are in motion, Whatever is in motion is moved by
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another, for nothing can be in motion except it have a
potentiality for that towards which it is being moved;
whereas a thing moves inasmuch as it is actual. By
““ motion ”’ we mean nothing else than the reduction of
something from a state of potentiality into a state of
actuality. Nothing, however, can be reduced from a state
of potentiality into a state of actuality, unless by something
already in a state of actuality. Thus that which is actually
hot, as fire, makes wood, which is potentially hot, to be
actually hot, and thereby moves and changes it. It is not
possible that the same thing should be at once in a state of
actuality and potentiality from the same point of view,
but only from different points of view. What is actually
hot cannot simultaneously be only potentially hot ; still,
it is simultaneously potentially cold. It is therefore
impossible that from the same point of view and in the
same way anything should be both moved and mover, or
that it should move itself. Therefore, whatever is in
motion must be put in motion by another. If that by
which it is put in motion be itself put in motion, then this
also must needs be put in motion by another, and that by
another again. This cannot go on to infinity, because
then there would be no first mover, and, consequently, no
other mover—seeing that subsequent movers only move
inasmuch as they are put in motion by the first mover ; as
the staff only moves because it is put in motion by the
hand. Therefore it is necessary to arrive at a First Mover,
put in motion by no other ; and this everyone understands

to be God ’ %,
To recapitulate : (I) There are beings that are ‘ moved”
(II) The reason of the formal determinations which they
- ' Pyima antem, et manifestior via est, quae sumitur ex parte motus.
Tertum est enim, et sensu constat, aliqua moveriin hoc mundo : omne autem,
quod movetur, ab alio movetur. Nihil enim movetur, nisi secundum quod
vest'in potentia ad illud, ad quod movetur: movet autem aliquid, secundum
quod.est actu. Movere enim nihil aliud est, quam educere aliquid de potentia
in wetum. De potentia autem non potest aliquid reduci in actum, nisi per
aaliquod emein actu : sicut calidum in actu, ut ignis, facit lignum, quod est
ooalidumin pdtentia, esse acta calidum, et per hoc movet, et alterat ipsum.
Non autem.est possibile, uf idem sit simul in actn et potentia secundum idem,
: otrl solum secundum diversa ; quod enim est calidum in actu, non potest simyl
ressercalidum in potentia, sed est simul frigidum in potentia. Impossibile est
cergo, qued gecundum idem, gt eodem modo aliquid sit movens et motum, vel

- quadimpveat seipsum ;. omns etgo, quod moveatur, oportet ab alio moveri.
6glergo -8,quo movetur, moveatur, oportet ¢f ipsym ab alio mover, et iljud
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acquire is not found in themselves ; it is therefore extrinsic.
(IIT) To explain how these perfections are acquired it is
necessary to admit, outside the series of agents that are moved,
an agent that is not itself subject to any external action.
Because, if there existed only beings that are moved, the total
series that they go to form would not give the »aison d'étre of
the movement which comes before our experience. We must
then admit the existence of a motor Cause, withdrawn from
all movement, which is itsclf the principle of its own deter-
minations.

It is important to grasp the exact scope and validity of this
argument. It lcads us lo place at the head of each series of
perfections that we find before us in the world a formal cause
that possesses in a plenary degree these perfections. But it
does not prove that these pure actualitics placed at the top
of each series of perfections converge in such a way as to con-
stitute only one being. We are not at all yet justified in assert-
ing that there is one first Being or that there are many first
Beings. A further analysis of the notion to which this argu-
ment leads us is necessary for our enlightenment on this point.

In the same way we cannot immediately state the manner
in which the perfective reality communicates itself to the sub-
ject it perfects. Does the first Being communicate itself -
trinsically to the potentiality that it perfects ? Or is not this
mode of communication impossible, and does not the nature
of pure Actuality require that it should determine the moved
being that it completes in an eminent manner and not as
being itself one of the serics? These questions can only
be answered by analysis.

We must note also that this argument drawn from meta-
physical movement is a fundamental one. From it we may
deduce the two arguments that follow, the one drawn from
the conditional causality of beings, the other from their
contingency. For the power to act is also a formal perfection,

ab alio : hic autem non est procedere in infinitum, quia sic non esset aliquod
primum movens, et per consequens ncc aliquod aliud movens, quia moventia
secunda non movent nisi per hoc, quod sunt mota a primo movente, sicut
baculus non movet, nisi per hoc, quod est motus a manu ; ergo necesse est
devenire ad aliquod primum movens, quod a nullo moveatur; et hoc omnes
intelligunt Deum ’. Summa Theologica, 1, q. 2, a. 3.

The above and most of the following translations are taken from the
Dominican translation of St. Thomas (Washbourne, London, 1914).
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and again existence is a perfective actuality. In consequence
the argument which is based on the intrinsic determinations
that the formal cause communicates to the being in potentiality
has the same value when applied to action and existence
also.

22. Objections to the Preceding Argument.— (a) The principle
of movement. A difficulty may be put in this form: A being
that passes from potentiality to actuality does not find in itself
but in some other being the reason of the perfection that it
acquires, or Quidquid movetur ab alio movetur ; but this prin-
ciple, which is the staple of the argument given above, admits
of exceptions. For there are some beings which pass from
potency to actuality without however being subject to any
external agency, e.g. living beings, the characteristic of which
Lies in the spontaneity of their immancnt action. The cell
nourishes itself, and is certainly the principle of its own
nutrition.

The objcction rests on the false assumption that life is
spontancous in its activity ; and certain I'rench spiritualist
philosophers are quite wrong in maintaining that the charac-
teristic of a living being consists in this. The truth is that it
possesses immanence of action, not spontaneity. In it the
efficient cause is identical with the subjcctive cause, in other
words, the subject that receives the activity is the same as the
principle that produces it; but in the whole scale of living
beings we do not find any spontaneous action which is not sub-
ordinated to an external influence. The vegetable acts only
in consequence of certain actions coming from outside itself.
Animal life presupposes excitation caused by the external
world and reccived by the sensitive cognitional faculty. The
mind of man has knowledge only when determined concur-
rently by the active intellect and the senses; and his will is
solicited by the good which his mind puts before it. After
an excitation of this kind the living being reacts, it acquires
a perfection not possessed before, and this reaction—which
is distinct from the action undergone—this increase of actuality
can find its adequate explanation only in the pre-motion of
the Being that is pure Actuality. This point will be explained
more in detail in the last part of this treatise. The objection
we are considering does not, then, in any way overthrow the
principle ‘ Quidquid movetur ab alio movetur ’. The passage
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{rom ‘ power ’ to ‘ act ’ in a living being presupposes an excita-
tion exterior to the faculty that acts and beyond this excita-
tion itsclf the pre-motion from the first Cause.

(6) The New Philosophy raises the objection that the founda-
tion of being is nothing static but movement, becoming ;
change is the fundamental, necessary reality. Reality is
‘ continuous becoming ’ and being is ‘ perpetual spring’. The
advocates of this theory are willing to grant that if all move-
ment must necessarily be derived from something static, then
the ultimate principle of explanation would certainly be found
only in a supremec Unmoved. But as the case is otherwise,
as things are themselves sclf-movement and nothing but movement,
there is no further need to ask how they reccived it.

The reply to this objection is that a solution of this kind
leads logically to the denial of the objective validity of the
principle of sufficient reason or, in ultimate analysis, of the
principle of contradiction. For, to become is to acquire some-
thing. A thing cannot become what it already is. And since
nothing can give itself what it does not already possess, it
must necessarily receive it from some being that does possess
it, and ultimately from somec being which has not itself received
it from another—otherwise this want of having would be
traced from one to another indefinitely and there would never
be an end. Unless, then, we are to introduce a contradiction
into the very heart of metaphysics and to maintain that reality
is self-contradictory, we must posit at the source of movement
an Unmoved Being.

23. Argument drawn from Efficient Causality.—I. The
metaphysical reality which forms the basis of this proof is the
subordinated causality which we can observe in the things
that surround us, ‘in istis sensibilibus’, to use St. Thomas'’s
phrase. We see beings acting; they depend essentially on
other agents, both for activity and for the very being which
is the source of their activity. For example, a piece of coal
gives out only the heat with which it has previously been
heated ; a plant grows and flowers and bears fruit by means of
the earth from which it draws nourishment and the rain and
the sun.

II. Now none of these causes can contain within itself the
principle of its own causal activity. Tor, to suppose this would
involve the contradiction of asserting on the one hand that it



THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 41

depends for its activity on an extrinsic principle, and on the
other that it is not subject to any external action since it has
the reason of its own efficiency in itself. Moreover, to say that
an efficient cause is the principle of its own being is to assert
that it acts before it exists ; it is therefore dependent also for
its very being upon some cause extrinsic to itself. A conditional
efficient cause, then, presupposes the action of a distinct being.

III. It is useless to trace causality ad snfinitum down a
series of dependent causes, since each new cause imagined
far from solving the difficulty merely renews it. An infinite
serics can do no more than complicate the problem indefinitely.
On the other hand, mentally to unite the chain of causes so as
to make of them a single congeries, gives rise to a dilemma :
either the whole is dependent on some cause distinct from it
and independent of any other cause—which is to give the same
solution as ourselves ;—or it is dependent on some subordinate
cause in the series and is thus dependent upon itself. We are
therefore forced to the conclusion that there is a Cause inde-
pendent of all action of an extrinsic cause.

‘The second way is from the formality of efficient
causation, Inthe world of sense we find thereis an order of
efficient causation. There is no case known (neither is it,
indeed, possible) in which a thing is found to be the
efficient cause of itself ; for so it would be prior to itself,
which is impossible. In efficient causes it is not possible to
go on to infinity, because in all efficient causes following in
order, the first is the cause of the intermediate cause, and
the intermediate is the cause of the ultimate cause, whether
the intermediate cause be several, or one only. To take
away the cause is to take away the effect. Therefore, if
there be no first cause among efficient causes, there will be
no ultimate cause, nor any intermediate. If in efficient
causes it is possible to go on to infinity, there will be no first
efficient cause, neither will there be an ultimate effect, nor
any intermediate efficient causes; all of which is plainly
false. Therefore it is necessary to put forward a First
Efficient Cause, towhich everyone gives the name of God 4.

4 ‘ Secunda via est ex ratione causae efficientis. Invenimus enim in istis
sensibilibus esse ordinem causarum efficientium, nec tamen invenitur, nec
est possibile, quod aliquid sit causa efficiens sui ipsius, quia sic esset prius

seipso, quod est impossibile : non autem est possibile, quod in causis efficien-
tibus procedatur in infinitum, quia in omnibus causis efficientibus ordinatis
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Here we must speak of the possibility of the world having
existed ab aeterno. Some great philosophers, with St. Thomas
at their head, maintain that we cannot establish by reason
alone that the world must have had a beginning. If the world
had a beginning in time, there must evidently exist an eternal
self-subsisting Being to have caused it : for out of complete
nothingness nothing could have come. But even if science
could demonstrate that the actual state of this world as we find
it had a commencement ; if geological data, etc., could trace
the history of the past and show that at a certain stage of the
cosmic evolutions life was impossible, if the law of entropy
could establish as a fact that the forces of the world have had
an origin in far-off ages, reason alone could never be sure that
this state was not endlessly preceded by some other state of
which science is entirely ignorant through absence of data.
In any case it is imprudent, seeing the difficulty of the question
and the state of uncertainty of the best philosophers with
regard to these matters, to identify the question of the existence
of God with that of the commencement of the world. Whether
the world has always existed or not, it is necessary to posit,
beyond the series of caused causes, even if such be infinite,
the existence of an uncaused Cause. A problem is not solved
by the fact of proposing it an endless number of times.

In the passage just quoted St. Thomas says that reason
forbids us to regress to infinity in the series of causes t# which
there is to be found the adequate reason of the dependent causality ;
in another passage he calls such causes causae subordinatae per
se, that is to say, causes dependent in the very act of causing %%,
But it did not seem to him impossible that in a series of causes
dependent per accidens, that is to say, in a series of exactly
similar causes, therec need ever be any limit. In this case
there is in the whole sum in reality only a single cause which
isreplaced again and again per accidens, as for example a number
of hammers that keep breaking in the hands of the workman

primum est causa medii, et medium est causa ultimi, sive media sint plura,
sive unum tantum : remota autem causa, removetur effectus ; ergo, si non
fuerit primum in causis efficientibus, non erit ultimum, nec medium. Sed, si
procedatur in infinitum in causis efficientibus, non erit prima causa efficiens,
et sic non erit nec effectus ultimus, nec causae efficientes mediae, quod patet
esse falsum. Ergo est necesse ponere aliquam causam efficientem primam ;
quam omnes Deum nominant’. Sum. Theol, I, q. 2, a. 3.
1 Cp. Sum. Theol., I, q. 46, a. 2, ad 7.
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using them. In the first case the action depends on the series as
such and consequently cannot be infinite, ‘ nam infinitum non
est transire’; in the second the action depends only on a
single cause.

It is no argument, then, against St. Thomas’s proof to say,
as is so often said, that there is nothing unreasonable in the
world having existed ab aeferno ; such a retort would be nothing
but an ignoratio elenchi. The nccessity of a first Cause laid
down by St. Thomas in no way supposes that God is put on
the same level with secondary causes, even if they are multi-
plied ad infinitum. Outside and above the series which they
form there must be a primary Cause which is not univocal
with them but analogical.

To recapitulate : (I) There are dependent cfficient causes.
(IT) Their raison d’'étre cannot be found in themselves. (III)
Consequently it is necessary to posit, outside the series of
causes, even if it be infinite, an uncaused Cause which gives the
adequate explanation of their action.

24. Argument drawn from the Contingency of Beings.—
I. There are beings which begin to be, which pass from non-being
to being; the man yonder and myseclf are both instances of
beings who at one time did not exist.

II. A being which begins to be docs not possess in itself the
reason of its own cxistence, for in this hypothesis it has not
begun to be but always has been. Conscquently the transition
from non-being to being is only explained by the action of a
distinct, anterior being.

III. It is useless to continue the series of contingent beings
ad infinitum without ever admitting a first Being which is
itself the reason of its own existence. If none of the beings
that constitute the series gives the reason of the existence that
is found in it, there cannot, without a first Being, be any
existence. Consequently the causal explanation of contingent
existences requires a Being that is independent and is itself
the reason of its own existence.

St. Thomas gives the argument from contingency under a
slightly different form. He breaks up the reasoning into two
syllogisms, one of which follows from the other. He proves
in the first place the existence of necessary beings. Amongst
these some are ‘ necessary ’ in the sense that their nature is
above the law of transformation that affects all corporeal
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substances ; yet these are indebted to some other being for
their necessary nature (e.g. the human soul, which of itself
is naturally incorruptible); it may also be that there is a
necessary being whose necessity finds its explanation in itself.
A being of this sort, which has its source of being within
itself, is then inevitably arrived at by a second syllogism.
The argument, however, can well be shortened by the omission
of one middle term, namc'y, the beings whose necessity is
dependent, and we pass dizectly from contingent beings to
the being that is necessary by itself. This is what we have
done in the statement of our proof.

‘ The third way is taken from possibility and necessity,
and runs thus. We find in nature things that could either
exist or not exist, since they are found to be generated, and
then to corrupt ; and, consequently, they can exist, and
then not exist. Itisimpossible for these always to exist, for
that which can one day cease to exist must at some time
have not existed. Therefore, if everything could cease to
exist, then at one time there could have been nothing in
existence. If this were true, even now there would be noth-
ing in existence, because that which does not exist only
begins to exist by something already existing. Therefore, if
at one time nothing was in existence, it would have been im-
possible for anything to have begun to exist; and thuseven
now nothing would be in existence—which is absurd.
Therefore, not all beings are merely possible, but there
must exist something the existence of which is necessary.
Every necessary thing either has its necessity caused by
another, or not. It is impossible to go on to infinity in
necessary things which have their nccessity caused by
another, as has been already proved in regard to efficient
causes. Therefore we cannot but postulate the existence of
some being having of itself its own necessity, and not re-
ceiving it from another, but rather causing in others their
necessity. This all men speak of as God * 28,

16 ‘ Teytia via est sumpta ex possibili, et necessario (quae talis est), In-
venimus enim in rebus quaedam, quae sunt possibilia esse, et non esse, cum
quaedam inveniantur generari et corrumpi, et per consequens possibilia esse,
et non esse. Impossibile est autem omnia, quae sunt talia, semper esse, quia
quod possibile est non esse, quandoque non est., Si igitur omnia sunt possi-
bilia non esse, aliquando nihil fuitin rebus. Sed si hoc est verum, etiam nuno
nihil esset, quia quod non est, non incipit esse, nisi per aliquid, quod est, Si
igitur nihil fuit ens, impossibile fuit, quod aliquid inciperet esse, et sic modo
nihil esset : quod patet osse falsum, Non ergo omnia entia sunt possibilia
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To recapitulate: (I) There are beings which begin to be.
(IT) These contingent beings are only accounted for by some
being external to themselves. (III) No explanation of their
dependent existence is found by endlessly tracing a series of
beings that do not contain their raison d’éire in themselves.
Therefore we must posit a Being which shall contain within
itself the reason of their existence, in a word, a necessary
Being 1"

25. Conclusion Common to these Three Proofs.—Is it pos-
sible to merge into a single conclusion these three arguments
from movement, action and contingency, presenting as they
do the same reasoning and differing only in the points from
which they start ?

The last two conclusions involve each other, inasmuch as an
uncaused cause must exist of itself. Is the first also involved ?
Is it evident that purc Actuality draws from itself the reason
of its own being ?  The answer will appear if we try to conceive
a being that is devoid of all potentiality— such is Pure Actuality
—and yet is not its own explanatory, sufficient reason:
such a being is inconceivable, since the purely Actual Being,
were it contingent, would be at one time only capable of being,
potential to existence, and thus not simply and solely actuality.
There is, then, a common conclusion to the three arguments
we have developed, namcly, that therc exists a Being which
contains within itself the reason of its own existence and action,
and whose perfections are all actual, so that it is potential
to receiving no further reality.

These proofs, however, do not yet warrant us in deciding
whether the Being which is purely Actual is infinite or finite,
whether it has the perfection of uniquencss or involves many
pure actualities. These further points will be determined

sed oportet aliquid esse necessarium in rebus. Omne autem necessarium
vel habet causam suae necessitatis aliunde, vel non habet, Non est autem
possibile, quod procedatur in infinitum in necessariis, quae habent causam
suae necessitatis, sicut nec in causis efficientibus, ut probatum est (in fam
dictis in ipso art.) : ergonecesse est ponere aliquid, quod sit per se necessarium,
non habens causam necessitatis aliunde, sed quod est causa necessitatis alila
quod omnes dicunt Deum’, Swm, Theol, 1, q. 2, a, 3,

17 To say that a being exists, but is not self-existent and, In eonsequence,
is subject to change and destruction, is tantamount to saying that it has its
vaison @'étre in some other being, The principle of sufficient reacon is ultlia
mately reducible to the principle of contradicticn, The Kantian school
cannot call it synthetic a priori, since between gsse @ s6 2nd ¢ss6 non g g or,in
other words, gsse ab allo, it is evident that there is ne middle term,
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by a careful analysis of what is contained in these first notions
that we have acquired about God. We may also here remark
against Kant that the transition from the Being necessarily
existent in the ontological order to the Infinite Being does not
involve an appeal to the ontological argument. This latter
jumps from the concept of the greatest possible being to the
fact of its real existence. But in the argument which we are
putting forward, we first demonstrate that the necessary
Being exists, and then whatever further analysis reveals must,
by the very fact of this previous demonstration, refer to the
real order ; for our concepts are not in their building up or
in their further analysis the resultants of subjective forms,
are not a priori syntheses.

26. Corollary.—We are now able to draw from the three
proofs of the existence of God which we have established, an
important moral consequence; namcly, the foundation of
religion. If we are indebted to a first Being for our essential
perfections, our activity and our existence, there is a moral
obligation on us of worshipping that Being. The act of worship
whereby we confess that God alone is He who ¢s and that our
being and perfections are essentially dependent upon Him
is that of adoration. And adoration, which embraces the
internal avowal of the human soul that it is subordinate to Him
and the external manifestation of this avowal, is the funda-
mental act of natural religion. .

27. Argument drawn from the Grades of Perfection mani-
fested in Beings.—St. Thomas’s exposition of this proof is as
follows :—

‘ The fourth way is taken from the gradation to be found
in things. Among beings there are some more and some less
good, true, noble, and the like. But ‘more’ and ‘ less’
are predicated of different things, according as they re-
semble in their different ways something which is in the
degree of ‘ most ’, as a thing is said to be hotter according
as it more nearly resembles that which is hottest ; so that
there is something which is truest, something best, some-
thing noblest, and, consequently, something which is utter-
most being ; for the truer things are, the more truly they
exist. What is most complete in any genus is the cause of all
in that genus; as fire, which is the most complete form
of heat, is the cause whereby all things are made hot.
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Therefore there must also be something which is to all
beings the cause of their being, goodness, and every other
perfection ; and this we call God ’ 8.

At first sight St. Thomas’s proof seems to be this: We
notice in beings which are the object of our knowledge a gradu-
ated scale of perfections: virtue, nobleness, goodness, etc.,
appear before us in varying degrees. But we judge the degree
of perfection that we find, according as it approximates to or
falls away from a supreme type. Therefore, since every com-
parative presupposes a superlative, this ideal of perfection
must exist.

To such a proof the objection might very well be raised that
this absolute perfcction which we use as the standard for judg-
ing the degree of perfcction rcalized in the things we know,
is merely a concept of our mind. Is there not latent in St.
Thomas’s proof the old fallacy of the ontological argument,
a jump from the existence of this ideal in the mind to its ex-
istence in the real order ?

As a matter of fact the proof, we think, has in the mind of
Aquinas quite another meaning ¥

I. We discover that in beings there are graduated perfections.

II. The limitation of virtue, goodness, nobleness, etc.,
shows that these perfections do not belong to the beings of
themselves, in virtue of their essences. For an essence—i.e
that which makes a being what it is—cannot be partly verified
in a being ; the perfection posscssed in virtue of its essence is
wholly present or else not at all : a being is a man or not a
man, and cannot be partly a man. Conversely, anything
that is present in a being in a way that admits of more or less
cannot belong to it in virtue of its essence, but must have for
its reason something else other than the essence. For it would

18 ‘ Quarta via sumitur ex gradibus, qui in rebus inveniuntur. Invenitur
enim in rebus aliquid magis, et minus bonum, et verum, et nobile, et sic de
aliis hujusmodi. Sed magis, et minus dicuntur de diversis, secundum qued
appropinquant diversimode ad aliquid, quod maxime est: sicut mags
calidum est, quod magis appropinquat maxime calido. Est igitur ahqmd
quod est verissimum, et optxmum et nobilissimum, et per consequens maxime
ens, Nam quae sunt maxime vera, sunt maxime entia, ut dicitur 2. Metaph.
Quod autem dicitur maxime tale in aliquo genere, est causa omnium, quae
sunt illius generis; sicut ignis, qui est maxime calidus, est causa omnium
calidorum, utin eodem libro dicitur. Ergo est aliquid, quod omnibus entibus
est causa esse, et bonitatis, et cujuslibet perfectionis, et hoc dicimus Deum’
Sum. Theol.,, 1, q. 2, a. 3.

1* QOur mterpretatlon is founded on other passages from St. Thomas,
eg ~ecially Sum. cont. Gent., 11, c. 15, and De Potentia, q. 3, a. 5.
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indeed be a contradiction to hold that that by which wisdom is
wisdom is likewise the formal reason of the absence of wisdom.
Wherever, therefore, we find a perfection in a limited degree
it is true to say that this perfection does not belong to the being
by virtue of its essence, but that it has bcen communicated
to it and consequently presupposes the intcrvention of some
causal agent other than itself.

III. But there is no justification for supposing an nde-
finitely long series of perfections caused by an extrinsic action.
As we have established in the three arguments above, it is
necessary for their explanation to posit a being which is the
reason of its own perfections, the Being we call God.

We have seen the extrinsic reason why the perfections in a
being are limited, viz. their dependence on an extrinsic cause.
We have yet to inquire what is the intrinsic reason. It is
found in the fact that the essence is that which is actualized
by existence, and the actuality of existence is limited by the
material cause in which it is received. This is a case where
we must apply the general principle of Scholastic metaphysics :
Receptum est in recipiente ad modum recipientis. A being’s
existence is limited to the essential perfections it is its réle to
make actual. The receptivity of a being is the intrinsic reason
why it is not being itself but has just that much being which
corresponds to its potentiality, or to its receptivity. It is
for this reason it is finite in its existence. God, on the contrary,
who is self-existent and receives not His existence from another,
is subject to no limitation in His essential perfections.

We must be careful to notice the limits of this argument
drawn by St. Thomas from the degrees observable in the per-
fections of things. In the first place, he does not say that at
the head of each series of graduated beings there is a being
which possesses in an eminent degree their essential type.
This is the realistic conception of Plato, not the thought of the
Angelic Doctor. The latter asserts that the perfections we
find in varying degrees in the world carry our mind up to
absolute perfections, as the principles of these limited perfec-
tions in the world. Secondly, he makes no further statement
as to whether these total perfections are united in a single
Being or whether there exist several beings each possessing
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certain perfections in a supreme degree, or even whether there
are several absolutely perfect beings.

28. Argument drawn from the Order of the Universe.—
That there is order in the universe is abundantly manifest ;
the many elements and activities composing the world are
adapted to make one harmonious and enduring whole. This
order demands an intelligent and free cause, first to have
conceived its design, then to have chosen to carry it into execu-
tion. Now this cause is either a necessary cause or it is not.
If it is necessary, the existence of God is proved. If it is con-
tingent, it leads us in its last analysis to a necessary cause and
thus again we come to the divine Being.—Such is the fifth
argument that St. Thomas develops in his Summa Theologica.

‘The fifth way is taken from the governance of the
world ; for we see that things which lack intelligence, such
as natural bodies, act for some purpose, which fact is evi-
dent from their acting always, or nearly always in the same
way, so as to obtain the best result. IHence it is plain that
not fortuitously, but designedly, do they achieve their pur-
pose. Whatever lacks intelligence cannot fulfil some pur-
pose, unless it is dirccted by some being endowed with in-
telligence and knowledge ; as the arrow is shot to its mark
by the archer. Therefore some intelligent being exists by
whom all natural things arc ordained towards a definite
purpose ; and this being we call God ’ %,

We must first establish the major and the minor of this
argument.

1. We have already examined the notion of order and the
order of the universe (Gen. Metaphysics, 169 ff.).

Order supposes manifold elements all leading in some way
to unity. By the principle of unification we distinguish two
kinds of order, that of co-ordination or @sthetical order, that
of subordination or teleological order. In the first the different
elements constitute the parts of one and the same whole.
In the second the elements are means arranged in view of one

1 ¢Oyinta viasumitur ex gubernatione rerum : Videmus enim, quod aliqua,
quae cognitione carent, scilicet corpora naturalia, operantur propter finem,
quod apparet ex hoc, quod semper, aut frequentius eodem modo operantur,
ut consequantur id, quod est optimum. Unde patet, quod non a casu, sed
exintentione perveniunt ad finem. Ea autem, quae non habent cognitionem,
non tendunt in finem, nisi directa ab aliquo cognoscente et intelligente, sicut

sagitta a sagittante; ergo est aliquis intelligens, a quo omnes res naturales
ordinantur ad finem, et hoc dicimus Peum’, Swum. Theol, I, q. 2, a. 3,
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and the same end. In reality these are but two aspects of the
same order ; for every being is made for action. The elements
are so arranged as to form one harmonious whole, and they
tend to realize the same end. The order of co-ordination,
which is static, exists in view of the order of subordination,
which is dynamic. Now turning to order in the universe we
notice the following various ways in which it is exhibited :—
(a) Every living organism displays wonderful order in the nice
adjustment of its various parts. All its organs are perfectly
arranged and work together for the welfare of the whole living
being. Each organ too is made up of an immense number of
elements displaying forces that are different yet so intercon-
nected and subordinated as to subserve the good of the entire
organism. ‘This class of phenomena presents an orderliness that
we may term an absolute particular order—one that has refer-
ence only to the individual being of which it is a characteristic.
(b) Furthermore, things do not fulfil the end of their being
in a state of isolation. They are bound up with certain
other things and in such a way that their mutual adaptations
present an orderliness which, as distinguished from the above,
may be called relative particular order. An example is to be
found in the wonderful proportion existing between the anato-
mical structure of the eye and the physiological working of
the visual organ on the one hand and its physical agent, light,
on the other. (c¢) There are discernible even still wider classes
of combinations, the different kingdoms of beings which exhibit
further mutual relations, static and dynamic. The interdepend-
ence of all the parts of the universe constitutes a relative
universal order. The world is a poem instinct with action and
life, and displaying a marvellous harmony, known to the Greeks
as the Cosmos. The existence of order in the universe is the
basis of the physical sciences, and the invariable result of
scientific progress is a fresh revelation of this order. (d)
Lastly, this order, absolute and relative, particular and
universal, is not a passing phase but something continuous
and constant. The universe is animated with incessant move-
ment, the individual characters and the scenes shift rapidly ;
yet in the perpetual flux types remain constant, ends do not
alter, the good alike of individuals and of the whole steadily
continues to be attained.

To guard against any misconception of the meaning of these
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assertions, it must be noted that we do not say that every-
thing in the universe is orderly, that there are no elements
which do not perhaps appear as sources of disorder and evil.
In the major as we lay it down it is merely asserted that order
is as a general rule the characteristic phenomenon and the
most universal phenomenon exhibited by the universe and
by the parts of which it is made up.

I1. The order in the universe is contingent. Reason forbids
us to assign such an effect to chance. It therefore demands
an intelligent cause as its designer. Indeed to account for it
by an adequate cause, we must admit the existence of a mind
to have designed and a will to have chosen this subordination
of the multifarious component elements to one end. (a) Let
us suppose those elements exhibiting what we have called
particular order to be the sport of chance and directed in their
mutual convergence by no sort of controlling principle. Insuch
a supposition inorganic and organic substances would act at
random, combining and disintegrating anyhow ; there would no
longer be any motive making them combine according to strictly
fixed proportions in a way that would render vital activity
possible. We must conclude, then, that chance can offer no
explanation of this kind of order we observe. Nay more, it
would be positively detrimental to any such effect. Left to
themselves these elements would be causes not merely indifferent
to all order but productive of positive disorder. For instance,
if each cell in an organism received no influence from the rest
of the body, it would work for its own immediate end : the
muscular tissues would contract indefinitely, the glandular
tissues would go on secreting without control, the epithelial
cells would keep on growing, and all these activities being
devoid of any sort of direction would never achieve the well-
being of the organism asa whole. Chance, then, far from sup-
plying the sufficient reason for what we observe in this parti-
cular order, would furnish only a reason for its impossibility.
In order to find a sufficient reason for this wonderful order,
since our observation meets with a multitude of elements
which of themselves are indifferent to entering into any com-
bination and yet are drawn to such a felicitous and purposeful
union, we must look for it not in the elements themselves but
in some overruling, controlling cause. Furthermore, the ar-
rangement of so many elements with a view to an end, and

M.8,P—VOL. II. B
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their nice proportions, imply a mind that conceived the plan
and an act of will that has carried it into execution ; that is,
this designing cause must be an agent endowed with intelli-
gence and will. (b) And chance offers no better explanation
of the relative order manifest in the universe. To take but one
example : the breathing of animals and the action of chlorophyl
in plants keeps our atmosphere constantly adapted to the life
of both kingdoms. The chemical bodies composing the air
are in themselves indifferent to forming either a useful or a
noxious admixture, and therefore they cannot be accountable
_for this effect. Neither are plants and animals if left to them-
selves the sole causes, for there is nothing to stop plants from
indefinitely absorbing the carbonic acid with their green parts
and animals from breathing it out in unlimited quantities,
and thus militating against the very rclative order of which
their joint action is an example. The only sufficient reason
of the phenomena of this kind is to be found once again in
a controlling cause outside of the beings themselves which
exhibit this order. (c¢) The universe taken as a whole is like an
immense drama where the general success of the innumerable
scenes that succeed one another is secured by the harmonious
setting and devclopment of all its parts.  This likewise requires
for its adequate cause an intclligence as designer. (d) Finally,
the evolution of the world counts well-nigh numberless phases,
and yet in these similar though not identical situations there
ever reappears that interplay of parts which is conducive to
the welfare of the whole. Here the inadcquacy of chance is
the most apparent ; for the cosmic order is persistent despite
the multiplicity of parts that are concerned in it, despite the
variety of phases in which it manifests itself. Suppose, for
the sake of argument, that some elements indifferent to any
particular action did at some moment combine harmoniously ;
what prevented this order from being hopelessly broken up at
the next moment ? The reason of the persistence of this order
must be sought in a supreme controlling force, and since we
have to account for a phenomenon which undoubtedly evidences
intelligence and will, this being must have a life that is endowed
with intelligence and will. Hence we come to the general
conclusion that the only cause which explains the order we
observe in nature is to be found in a principle which determines
throughout the universe the combination of elements and beings
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towards the good of species, of kingdoms and of the whole
universe.

III. Now such an intelligent, voluntary cause, even if you
allow it to be only contingent in its nature, must necessarily
presuppose the existence of an anterior Being that has in
Itself the reason of Its own being and of Its own perfection

29. Corollaries.—x1., We have established the existence of an
efficient cause of the wonderful order which we observe is in
the world around us. We question now whether this cause
is really distinct from the design which is being worked out
and the end to which it is progressing. If this exemplary cause
and this final cause which we have becn bound to postulate
are necessary in their nature, then they are identical with the
nccessary efficient cause from which the order of the universe
proceeds. If they are contingent, they must depend on the
necessary cause and, consequently, it is in this latter that we
shall have wltimatcly to place the design and the purpose of the
universe, for creatures can neither exist nor act without the
intervention of the necessary cause. We thus come to ac-
knowledge a neccessary Being that is at once the efficient,
exemplary and final cause of the world He has brought into
being.

2. The next question in this physico-theological argument
is whether the controlling, ordinating cause of the universe
is one or many. In reference to this question we may remark,
in the first place, that there is no need to postulate scveral
designers in order to explain the tendency towards the good
that we observe : one alone is sufficient. In the second place,
from the unity of the order which the cosmos reveals the
legitimate inference is that it is a single God who presides over
the governance of the world. Certainly it is possible to con-
ceive two beings with identically the same end in view in their
ruling of the world and using exactly the same means of
bringing it about. But it would be gratuitous to assert the
actual existence of two such beings : if the end and action of
the two governing causes are identical, one of them is useless.
Hence we have here at least a presumption in favour of there
being only one God.

30. Note.—The proof we have just developed is not merely
an argument from analogy. If some are inclined to think so,
the reason is to be found in the faulty exposition given of
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this proof by certain authors. They argue that we judge the
intellectual capacity of our fellow-men by the adaptation
of the means they choose to their ends, that order or adaptation
is an indication of intelligence ; that the universe manifests
supreme order ; therefore, etc. Argument of this kind need
cause no misgiving. The example given embodies simply
a single application of the principle of order on which the
physico-theological argument is based ; the real argument is
that the order which obtains betwecn elements that are in
themselves indifferent can only be explained by a cause
which arranges them by its intelligence (Gen. Metaphysics,
171 ff.). Our argument is based not on analogy but on the
principle of sufficient reason.

After having thus examined the proofs for the existence of
God which St. Thomas draws from the different aspects of being
and from beings as a whole, we must notice bricfly some other
arguments which are not infrequently brought forward.

31. Scientific Proofs of the Existence of God.—The proofs
we refer to are such as these : that life has had a commence-
ment on the earth ; that a simple intrinsic evolution of matter
is not capable of accounting for vegetable life in the first place,
and then for sensitive life and still less for intellectual life ;
that the law of entropy shows that the cosmic forces tend
towards an equilibrium of condensation and proves that they
must have had a commencement in time, or clse that state of
equilibrium would have been reached. These and kindred
considerations of a scientific nature are valuable indications
that over and above the actual universe there is something
which explains this acquisition of forces and directs this
evolution. They are different aspects of a process of reality
which is not self-explanatory; but by themselves they have
no cogency unless supported by the philosophical, metaphysical
argument which demonstrates that this principle of explana-
tion taken to its last analysis must be pure Actuality, necessary
Being, first Cause, subsistent Perfection, and highest Intel-
ligence.

32. Proof drawn from the Common Consent of Mankind.—
In th: fact that all races of men acknowledge the existence of
God syme see aspontaneous declaration on the part of humanity,
and this, they argue, cannot be fallacious. This argument,
we think, calls for two remarks,
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In the first place, during the course of ages many erroneous
conceptions have been entertained, and therefore a unanimous
verdict is not always infallible. Nevertheless, for psychological
reasons special weight does attach to this universal testimony
regarding the existence of God. It is a question, as Pascal
very well observes, that is of the utmost importance. It
has a great bearing on the direction of a man’s life if he knows
that there is a Master who claims his service and who punishes
what he does amiss. Human passion has ever sought to liber-
ate itself from this Guardian of the moral law. If then, in
spite of this natural bias, we find among all races and through-
out all times men of every temperament, learned and unlearned,
cultured and illiterate, all acknowledging the existence of God,
it would secm that we have here no mere anthropomorphism
but a morally certain indication that there are proofs warranting
the assertion that God exists. This is an argument which is
indivect and extrinsic, but perfectly sound for a man who has
not the time or mental energy for examining the intrinsic
proofs of God’s existence.

In the second place, since human ideas of God vary very
much among different peoples, this argument does not in
reality demonstrate more than that there is above men one
or more higher beings ruling the destinies of mankind. In
brief, we have to guard against two excesses: the argument
is sometimes made to prove too much, and sometimes it is
despised as having no value. Its real value is that it supplies
a presumption that valid proofs do exist.

33. Proof from the Higher Aspirations of Mankind.—
‘ Irrequietum est cor nostrum donec requiescat in te ’ writes
St. Augustine, and we find the echo in the Mélanges philoso-
phiques of the unfortunate Jouffroy, ‘ All earthly satisfaction
gradually exhausts itself and ends in disappointment and dis-
gust’. Man, it is argued, has been made for the true and the
good ; he yearns for that yet-to-be when virtue will be clasped
in the embrace of happiness and its present divorce for ever
ended. Such happiness can only consist in the contemplation
of the true, and since the true is found in God alone He must
therefore exist. Is this a valid proof ?

Granted that human nature is not vitiated by some radical
flaw, undoubtedly God must exist as the end of its higher
activities. But can we postulate that our nature is so made ?
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Is it not precisely because it is God who made it that we know
it is a perfect production? How, in consequence, can we
affirm the existence of God by basing it on the needs of our
nature ? It is true we can say that, if God did not exist,
man alone of all creatures would be irremediably unhappy.
But this is only an argument from analogy that scarcely carries
with it more than a probability.

Again, why have we need of God as the satisfaction of our
nature except because He is necessary as an explanation of the
world ? We are thus led back to examine the traditional
proofs of God’s existence, and to weigh in the light of the
objective evidence of the principle of sufficient reason the
motives leading us to posit His existence.

34. Proof drawn from Moral Obligation.—Man feels that
he is morally bound to practise good and to avoid evil. God
must then exist, for without a legislator there can be no law.
A law so universal, so imperious as the moral law presupposes
a supreme, eternal and all-powerful Legislator.

We must remark, first of all, that this proof does not demon-
strate the existence of God. It mercly declares that the man
who admits the moral obligation has already admitted God
as the Legislator who imposes His will. The certitude of
God’s existence is the same as that of the moral law. With the
spectacle of nature and humanity before his eyes man spon-
taneously acknowledges that there is a higher Being who
obliges him to do his duty. If the existence of God is not
admitted, his feeling of moral obligation is a pure illusion, and
there is no further question of duty This proof, if it were
valid, would not be a posteriori, but a simultaneo (16), like the
argument of St. Anselm.

In the second place, the fact of morai obligation could,
in our opinion, be sufficiently explained without having
recourse to a divine Legislator. Human nature because it is
human, strives by its own natural tendency after the true and
the good. To fail in its human dignity, to disregard the re-
quirements of justice towards our fellow-men, is self-degrada-
tion, and a falling short of ¢¢s own law. For the word ‘law’
may be used in two senses. Either it is the ordinance of a
superior who prescribes this or that means for gaining a special
end ; or it is the natural tendency of a being towards its own
end—so, e.g., we speak of chemical or physical laws. Now to say
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that the law of our nature would not be a law if there were no
supreme Legislator, is to suppose that in our case the word
‘law’ cannot be used in the sccond sense, and this surely is
to beg the whole question. Whether we wish & or not, we feel
that when we do what is wrong we are offending against the
intimate requirements of our human nature merely considered
in itself. And in this it would seem that there is a sufficient
reason for a real obligation which is yet consistent with the
play of liberty, since the good that is presented to us in the
conditions of our present life always carrics with it at the same
time the possibility of doing wrong. Certainly, if considered
ontologically, this law of our nature is the work of God, but
until we arc aware that God exists we must perforce be ignorant
of this. Tor God does not manifest His will openly as do
human legislators, but He ingrains it in the very tendencies
of our nature (Ethics, 40). Hence it appears that no special
argument can be drawn from moral obligation requiring a divine
Legislator for its immediate explanation. The proof which
is adduced is not an independent one, but is reducible to the
fourth developed by St. Thomas (27) : namely, that our con-
science informs us that we are more or less good, more or less
virtuous, and therefore we must have a share of the perfections
of a Being who is subsistent Goodness. Moreover as the neces-
sary Being cannot feel himself to be under obligation, we can
see here also a particular aspect of contingency or of movement.

Furthermore, the argument may take the form of a considera-
tion of man as a whole, not simply of the moral obligation he
recognizes as incumbent upon him but also of a tendency
towards happiness precisely as a reward, or sanction, of virtue.
The performance of duty we feel must lead to complete happi-
ness which must consist in the contemplation of God in another
life (Ethics, 10-13), or if not, if there were no moral sanction, our
nature would be an imperfect production, and we might just
as well set at naught the call of duty and abandon ourselves to
the pleasures of the senses and of the present life as surrender
these enjoyments to follow the strait path of duty. Pre-
sented in this form the ethical argument for the existence of
God is reducible to the proof from the natural aspirations of
man, and subject therefore to the same criticisms 2.

81 These different points cannot be fully discussed here in this manual;
they are to be treated ex professo in the larger work on Nasral Theology.






PART I1
The Nature of God

Natural theology falls into three divisions: the first treats
of the preliminary question of our knowledge of God and then
proves His existence ; the second studies His nature ; the third,
the attributes of God or the divine activity.

We have already spoken of our knowledge of the supreme
Being and demonstrated His existence ; we now pass to the
second part, treating of the divine essence or the mafture of
the divine Being. We shall see, first of all, 1n what His essence
consists (Chapter I); then what, as far as we are concerned,
are the notions ¢mmediately comnected with that of the essence
of God (Chapter II).



CHAPTER 1
THE METAPHYSICAL ESSENCE OF GOD

35. Meaning of Metaphysical Essence.—The cssences of
things which form the object of our knowledge, no matter
whether they really exist in the world of contingent beings
or are merely possible, may be regarded from a relative or an
absolute point of view. From the former, essence is seen on
the side of its extension, that is to say, in its relation to the
number of subjects to which it can be applied. From the
latter it is regarded in itself, absolutely, as comprising so many
notes in its comprehension.

From this second point of view, which is the only one that
concerns us here, every essence appears as a combination of a
certain number of notes or perfections that are indissolubly
united, and, in this sense, it constitutes a necessary, fixed type.

When this essential type is a material substance, we may
define it by expressing the really distinct physical parts that
enter into its constitution, namely, primary matter and sub-
stantial form ; and this is its physical essence.

But we may also, for the sake of clearness and logical con-
sistency, consider an essence as a single whole made up of
metaphysical or logical parts, and may set about defining the
whole by analysing it into these parts. Thus we can say that
sensitive life and reason (animal rationale, animalitas et
rationalitas) are the proximate genus and the specific differ-
ence of man regarded as a metaphysical essence. For a good
definition of metaphysical essence all the properties of a being
need not, and indeed cannot, be given explicitly, but to avoid
being defective or misleading it must contain them all implicitly,
so that analysis and further reasoning may without difficulty
discover them.

The problem before us is to ascertain what is the metaphy-
sical essence of God, what is that which makes God what He is,
and different from every other being, just as sensitive life and
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reason make man to be man and to hold a distinct place in the
scale of beings.

At first sight the question may appear to be futile,
sceing that in the absolutely simple perfection of God
there is no complexity, and therefore no matter for analysis.
However, since the supereminent perfection of the Infinite
Being is tn our thought equivalent to a metaphysical whole
of a very vast comprchension, it is quite possible for us to make
a logical analysis of * God ’ like that we make of the essences of
finite things when we define them by their metaphysical parts
and so reduce to fundamental constituents the reality which
they each severally contain. Consequently our endeavour
here is to ascertain what from our point of view is that divine
perfection the explicit concept of which takes precedence over
all others as the characteristic of the supreme Being, 90 that
from the merc analysis of this first perfection we may deduce
all the perfections belonging tc the divine Being.

36. Solution of the Question: ‘Deus est Ipsum Esse Sub-
sistens’.— Four answers that deserve our attention have been
given to this question 2,

1. The modern philosophers who follow the thought of
Descartes and Leibniz make the essence of God to consist in
the sum of all His attributes raised to their highest power,
that is to say, to ¢nfinily understood in an extensive sense.
Some, however, hark back to the Platonic philosophy and seem
to have a preference for absolute goodness.

2. The School of Duns Scotus® places the characteristic
of the divine essence in the intensive infinity of God, ie. in
that fundamental attribute of God which is the root of all
possible perfections.

3. Billuart# and some Thomists of recent date make it
consist in intellectual thought.

4. But more commonly, with St. Thomas, the metaphysical
essence of God is considered to lie in the very being of God,

3% We should not exaggerate the importance of this discussion, which is in
reality only a simple question of scientific method. Its chief merit, it seems
to us, is that it emphasizes the simplicity of God, inasmuch as if philosophers
are constrained by the very limits of the human mind to study the divine
perfection from this or that particular aspect, they at once evince their con-
viction that at bottom these divine perfections are but one and the same,

8% In I Sent., dist, 3. .

4 Cursus Theol, I, Diss, 2, &, 2,'§ 2—Cp. Goner, Clypeus, Tr. 1. Disp. 2,
8. I,
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esse trreceptum’, or, to adopt a Latinism commonly made use
of, in His aseity, ‘ esse a se’®. St. Thomas says i—

‘ Absolute being, that is to say, being considered as including
the whole perfection of being, surpasses both the perfection
of life and every other definite perfection. And therefore
absolute being contains eminently in itself all other perfec-
tions’. It is clear that St. Thomas is here speaking of the
absolute Being, esse irveceptum, esse a se, for he immediately
adds: ‘ But being which is received in particular things that
do not possess the whole perfection of being but have a limited
being, as the being enjoyed by a creature, is less perfect than
that which has a determined perfection added to it. This is why
the pseudo-Dionysius says that living beings are more perfect
than beings which exist without life and beings endowed with
intelligence more perfect than those which are merely living ' %,

37. Proof of St. Thomas’s Opinion.—To enjoy its full force
this proof should find its place in a sequence of reasonings
proper to a larger treatise and not appear by itself as here,
presuming as it does on truths we have yet to establish. Never-
theless it will be convenient herc to notice the drift of it. It
falls into two parts, in the first of which it is shown that actual
absolute existence is part of the metaphysical essence of God,
and in the second that actual absolute existence is the whole
of the metaphysical essence.

1. Actual absolute existence belongs to the metaphysical
essence of God.—We have seen that the First Being is Pure
Actuality, Necessary Being. Since it is evident that such a
being is itself the reason of its existence, it is unwarrantable
to postulate outside of this being a prior and further reason
for its actual perfections and existence. Must it not be that
one who is essentially Being must be Actual Being ? Does
not the principle of identity come in here ?

# Zigliara has tried to reconcile the two last opinions and to show that they
were intended to complete each other; but his attempt seems to have met
with but doubtful success ; he appears to have evaded the discussion rather
than to have ended it. (Swmma Phil., Vol, II, p. 325.)

# ¢ Esse simpliciter acceptum, secundum quod includit in se omnem per-
fectionem essendi, praeeminet vitae et omnibus perfectionibus subsequentibus
Sic igitur ipsum esse prachabet in se omnia bona subsequentia. Sed si consi-
deretur ipsum esse, prout participatur in hac re vel in illa, quae non habent
totam perfectionem essendi, sed habent esse imperfectum, sicut est esse
cujuslibet creaturae ; sic manifestum est quod ipsum esse cum perfectione
superaddita est eminentius. Unde Dionysius dicit, quod viventia sunt me-
liora existentibus, et intelligentia viventibus ’. I-II, q. 2, a. 5, ad. 2.
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2. Actual absolute existence 1is the whole metaphysical
essence of God.—TFirstly, to be essentially existent, to be sub-
sistent absolutely, is ground for a sufficient and explicit distinc-
tion between God and contingent things ; secondly, from such
absolute essential existence, as we shall presently sce, can be
deduced by analysis and reasoning all the divine perfections,
even including infinity and intelligence .

38. Criticism of the Opinions Opposed to St. Thomas’s
Thesis.—The other opinions we have mentioned fail to give
what is required for a true metaphysical essence of the divine
Being.

1. Each of the perfections the union of which according to this
first opinion constitutes the essence of God, is evidently
anterior to this union itself.

Those who make the metaphysical essence of God consist
in His absolute good#ness can only be referring to the sum-total
of His perfections; conscquently they lay themsclves open
to the same criticism as the Cartesian view above. Moreover,
the notion of goodness is one superadded to the notion of being
and is not prior to it.

2. The tnfinity of God is not a principle which reveals to us
the necessity of the existence of the self-subsistent Being, but
it is a conclusion to be inferred from this necessity itseii, as
will be seen presently.

3. When Billuart maintains that the metaphysical essence
of God must be found in the most noble reality known to us
and consequently that it cannot be found in subsistence, he is
labouring under a confusion of ideas, already exposed by St.
Thomas, between the essential and concrete subsistence of
God and the abstract and contingent existence of creatures
(see 36, the passage quoted from the Swumma). Further,

8¢ 5S¢, Thomas gives the reason for this when he saye ; ‘ Existence is that
which makes every form or nature actual ; for goodness or humanity is only
spoken of as actual, when it is spoken of as existing. It is necessary, there-
fore, that existence should stand to essence, which is distinct from it, in the
same relation as actuality to potentiality. Therefore, since in God there is
no potentiality, it follows that in Him essence does not differ from existence.
Therefore His Essence is His Existence *.

‘ Esse e