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PREFACE

The purpose of this thesis 1s to c¢larify the difference
between the divine attributes of omnipresence and immensity. To
do so, the writer has integrated the notions of place and space,
as understood in a scholastic cosmology, with the above-mentione
attributes of God, and he has shown the attribute of immensity tj
be the greater perfection.

An Ilmportant phase of this thesis is the clarification
of the traditlionally scholastic notions of place and space for a
better understanding of the significance of the attributes of
omnipresence and immensity. It is likewise very important to have|
stressed the teaching of St. Thomas, as found particularly in ﬁhe.

Summa Theologica, for a more thorough understanding of God's spe-

cial mode of presence.
The author has found it necessary to make many trans-
lations of his own from the Latin. Throughout the thesis, there=-

fore, translations are his, unless the name of the translator is

given.
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CHAPTER 1
THE APPROACH TO GOD

From the time of thelir formulation, some eighit cen-
turies ago.‘the five proofs of 3t. Thomas for the existence of
God have become classic., The ultimate reason for this is not to
be found in the fact that Thomas Aquinas has formulated ther,
por in any other of a host of extrimnslic explanations. Rather do
these proofs rest upon thelr intrinsic characteristics and worth,
It is true that many other arguuents have been offered to prove
the existence of God which are, in the opinion of many, as equal-
ly forceful as those proposed by Thomas. But nonetheless the
widespread acclalm which has been afforded these proofs sbems,
as it were, from their over-all metaphysical nature.

Before anything can be said of God's essence or His
attributes, it is necessary to indicate briefly the ganaral pat~-
tern of the five proofs for a better understanding of why God is
spoken of as the Immovable Mover, the Uncaused Cause, the Neces~-
sary and supremely Perfect Being, as well as the Infinite Ruler

of the Universe.l

1 A detalled analyslis of these proofs may be found in
Appendix I of this work, L




2

In all five of these arguments St. Thomas bases his
conclusions on an empirical fact which he introduces as the
major premiss of the argument. The principle of sufficient rea-
son, at times formulated as the principle of causallty or of fi-
nality, serves as the minor in an eftort to account for the data
of experience, The conclusion of each argument is a demand for
the existence of a Being Who has within Himself the sufficlent
reason for His own existence as well as the existence of the data
attested to by experience.

From the existence of motion in the world, St. Thomas
is able to prove the existence of an Immovable Mover to account
for that motlion., Although he does not mention the fact in his
actual proof from motion, the concept of an Immovable Mover con-
tains the notion of Pure Act. A mover may be referred to as act,
because he acts only insofar as he is in act; and an Immovable
Mover is nothing else but act, because what 1s in potency is
movable as regerds the act to whleh it 1s in potency. Therefore
an Immovable Mover 1is Pure Act, having no potency for a further

2

act,. St. Thomas reserves considerations such as these for his

2 See Carolus Boyer, $. J., Cursus Philosophise, rarisg

1935, 11, 310-311.
. "The first Immovable Mover 1is Pure Ae¢t, or God. This

part indeed needs only a brlef declaration. For a mover 1s act,
since he acts only insofar as he is in act; and an Immovable
Mover 1s act alone, since what is in potency is movable toward
the act to whieh it is in potency. Therefore an Immovable ifover
is pPure Act.”
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actual treatment of the essence and the atiributes of Goa, Howe-
ver, it is profitable to note in passing the content of such no=-
tions as the Immovable Mover, for they give a basis and serve
as the foundation for the vast storehouse of a reasoned know-

ledge of God's eaaence.3

In the second argument St. Thomas proceeds from the
existence of an order of efficient causes in the world to the
exlstence of an Uncaused Cause, This Uncaused, Unconditioned, and
First Cause must be Its own actlon and Its own being, aince, as
Thomas himself remarks, operation follows being, and the mode of
operation the mode of baing.4 He further points out, when dis-
cussing the nature and the attributes of God, that this First
cause is in reality Self-subsisting Belng, completely independent
of all other beinga.s

’ In the third way 5t. Thomas argues from the existence
of a being which 1is possible to be or not to be to the existence

of a necessary being whoae necessity 1s caused by no other--a

3 See John ¥, McCormick, 8, J., Natural Theology,
Chicago, 1943, 95,

"Having bullt up our idea of God by & posteriori rea-
soning from the evidence which the human mind IR Thé exercise of
its natural powers ls able to find in the universe around us, .we
now proceed to follow out what is implied in the idea so built
up.*"

4 8, T., I, Q. 25, a. 2, Basic Writings of St. Thomas
Agquinas, ed. Anton C. Pegis, New vork, 1945, I, 261.

5 8. Tey I, 9. 3, a. 4, Basic writings, ed. Pegis, I,

30,
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Belng, therefore, Who has within Himself the suffiecient }eason
for His own existence,

The fourth Thomistic ergument for the existence of God
rests upon the grades of perfection which are found in the
world, It must be noticed, however, that not all perfections are
regarded in this argument, but only those which admit of de-
graea.5 Such are the transcendental perfasctions of unity, truth,
goodness, and beauty. Such also are accidental perfections, such
as heat, wisdom, and holiness. As regards substantial or essen=
tial perfections, some admit of degrees, as does life, but others
such as humenity do not. Here again the principle of sufficlent
reason demands the exlstence of the Supremely Ferfect Being to
account for the varied degrees of perfection in the world.

In the major of the fifth argument, from the gbvernance
of the world, recourse is had once again to a fact of experience.
It ia evident that naturul beings, lacking intelligence, do at-
tain their ends constantly and designedly. To explain this con-
stantly recurring phenomenon, the principle of sufficient reason
taking the form now of the prineiple of finality is invoked. And
the coneclusion that a Being Who is endowed with supreme intelli-

g 6 Reginald Garrigou-~Lagrange, 0. P., The One God,
trans. Dom Bede Rose, 0, S. B., 3t. Louls, 1943, N

"we are concerned with the absolute perfections of
being, truth, goodness, predicated of different things in vary-
ing degrees...”




gence must ®xist 1s an obvious one,

There are, it is true, other arguments which have been
offered down the sges to prove the exlistence of God, some of
which are more readily understood and perhaps more cogent in
their sussive power. Nevertheless, the wldespread acclaim affor-
ded these proofs of Thomes 1is gubstantiated in the over-all meta=-
physical mature of the proofs, Their force is undeniable, Zither
the existence of God must be admitted, or the principle of suffi-
cient reason must be denied.’ The reason for this is that "gvery
being which is contingent, changeable, composite, imperfect, and
relative is caused,” and hence a first end unchangeable iLelng,
who is essentially and absolutely perfect, must exist.® poubting
or denying the principle of sufficlent reason would involve the
doubting or denying of the prineciple of contradietion, since a
contingent being, having no recson for existence, could not be
distinguished fron nothingness.

In the Thomistic proofs for the existence of God, the
rrime Mover, the First Cause, the Necessary Being, the Most rer-

fect Being, and the Ruler of the universe is shown to be His own

L]

7 Etienne Gilson, The Philosophy of St. Thomas :igui-
nas, trans. gdward Bullough, €d, RéV, O. A. SLTINZLON, U. T.s
Cambridge, ©nglend, 1929, 94.

"At bottom...there is not one of the proofs that does
not demonstrate God to be the sole conceivable cause of the sense
experience from which the proof has set out...ex nlhilo, nihil
rit,n

8 Garrigou-Lagrange, The One God, 154.
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action, end therefore His own existence. In Him alone are es-
s:nce and existence identified.? This is the golden key to the
whole treatise on the one God, and its "dominating prinoiple."lo

In the proofs for God's existence it is necessary to

proceed by a posteriori argumentation, building up an idea of

God from what the human reason is capable of exhausting from the
limited, finite, and contingent world about it. It sseks to know
the cause of the wondrous effects it daily beholds. The proofs
thus far have hinted to the inquiring searcher something of the
majesty of God. But he wishes to know more of the easence of that
Supreme Being, the First Mover, the Uncaused Cause, the Necessary
and Absolutely Perfect Being, the Supreme Ordainer of all things.
The starting point of a study of the essence and the atiributes
of God is had in the nature of God as expressed in the proofs for
His existence.ll 4 priori reasoning will characterize the fur-
ther inquiry into the nature of God.

Since the human reason cannot adejuately enéompaas the
nature of God in any one concept, it must use terms after a hu-

man pattern, distinguishing conceptually between the divine es-

9 The Sumua Contra Gentiles of St. Thomas Agquinas,
Livb. I, o¢. 81, Iiterally trenslated by the English pominican Fa=-
thers, London, 1924, 5l.

10 garrigou~Lagrange, The One God, 153.

11 MeCormiok, Natural Theology, 95.
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sence and its attributes and between the divine attributés them=
selves, not, however, maintaining that such a distinection 1s to

be found in the reslity which is God.la

When the hunen mind begins to delve into the problem
of the nature of God, it asks itself the jquestion: what 1s God?
The answer could be given either with regard to His physical es=-
sence or His metaphysical essence. This distinction is made to
accord with the notions of what God's essence is in Itself, and
what It is conceived of by mankind, since the human reason can-
not know God as He is in Himaelf.l5 The physical essence of
God, the reality which He is, can only be the "one absolutely
simple reality which is His fulness of Being."14 The human
reason can, however, arrive at a knowledge of the metaphysical
essence of God which is, es it were, an instrument or means to
an understanding of the physical essence of God, The metaphysi-
cal essence of God will be given in terms ot that note which the
human reason conceives as the primary constituent of God as God;

likewlse will it be that note which is conceived as the root and

12 7Tbid.

13 contra Gentiles, Lib. I, e¢. 14, trans. English Do-
minicans, 33.

»In treating of the divine essence the principal me-
thod to be followed is that of remotion; for the divine essence
by its immensity surpasses every form to which our intellect rea-
ches; and thus we cannot apprehend it by knowing what it is. 3ut
we have some knowledge of it by knowlng what it is not.”

14 McCormick, Natural Theology, 99.
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the source of all other perfections, and that note which will
distinguish God from all other beings.15

It 1s important to establish a certain definite order
in treating the essence and the attributes of God, As was men-
tioned above, the metaphysical essence of God will be a certain
note which will serve as the root of all other perfections which
are found in God., It is necessary, therefore, to treat first of
that one note and then proceed with the discussion of God's at-
tributes.

St. Thomas has sufficiently demonstrated that there
does exist a First Cause, But the Pirst §ause is a Being of It~
self, a Being through Its very essence, or a Necessary Being.
This is evident, since z cesuse which depended upon another being
could not be first. To say, moreover, that something exists of
itself is to imply that it have within itself the sufrficient rea-
son for its exlistence, and hence that it exists by its own es~
sence, and not by participation, Llikewise, whatever is had essen~-
tially is hed necessarily, just as man, if he exists, necessarily
is rational., Therefore God necessarily exists, or He 1s a Neces~
sary Being.}6 ‘

As a consejuent of God's being the Necessary Belng, it

15 Boyer, cursus Philosophiae, II, 357.
18 1bid., 388,
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is clearly evident that He is His very existence and that He is
Infinitely Perfect. As a proof of the former assertion, it need
only be pointed out that only that very act of existence is such
that it exists by its very nature; other things are, only inso-
far as they receive it. Wherefore, were God not Existence Itself,
He would be a caused and participated being. Therefors God is
Existence Itself,lv which means that in Him essence and existenoew
are really identiried.la

From the fact that God is Existence Itself, it readily
follows that He is Infinitely Perfect, since all perfections are
found in Him in the highest degree, as 1s made manifest from the
very nature of a being which is Existence Itself., A being enjoys
that poetion of perfection which it receives from the act of
existing. The essence of a being dictates that portion of the act
of existence which that being is to receive. However that being
whioh 1s Existence Itself is the unreceived Pure Act of exis-
tence, and, as it is so, it contains within Itself no principle
of limitation whatsoever, and hence enjoys the fullest perfeetionj
of existence. The words of St. Thomas are outstanding in clarity:

wthus God in His very existence has all parfections."19

17 1bid.

18 8t. Thomas aquinas, De Ente et Essentia, Marietti
edition, Rome, 1948, 17-18.,

19 1Ibid., 18,
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The question as to the metaphysical essence of God has
been ralded, but apparently no decision has been made as to what
would constltute that essence. Boyer studies the opinions which
were offered by the Nominalists, such as Occam, by the Scotists,
and by John of St. Thomas.?®? occam asserted that God's metaphy-
sical essence consisted in his actual infinity, or the surplus
of perfections which are God's, However the sum of all God's per-
fections constitutes His physical, rather than His metaphysicel,
essence, The Scotists clalmed that His metaphysical essence con-
sists in His radical infinity, which is the need of extolling to
the infinite whatever is predicated of God, But first of all,
the reason for such a predication must be found, and this reason
itself will be the metaphysical essence of God. John of 3t. Tho~
mas sald that the metaphysical essence of God is found in His
imaateriality or intellectuality, notes which are aetually the
source of other perfections, but it is not primarily conceived
nor'primar@ly constitutive, since it is deduced from other notes,
and especially from the notion of Existence Itself.

For the above reasons, Boyer @oncludes that the meta-
physical essence of God is to be assigned to the fact that He 1is

Existence Itself, "or a being by Hlis essence, or a necessary

20 The opinions which are cited here are Boyer's in-
terpretations, Hls criticlsms of these opinions are to be found
in the same place. Boyer, Cursus pPhilosophiae, I1I, 360.
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Being, all of which mutuslly imply one another; nor does hselty
seem to mean anything dif:erant."Zl The notion of Zxistence It-
self, however, 1s the primarily gonstitutive reason of God's es~
gence. For the identity of cod's essence with His exlstence is
the reason for His being a Being by His essence, a Necessary Be-
ing, and a Being dependent upon no other, Upon this notion, there-
fore, depend all other predications which the human reason makes
of God,.?2%

gince the metaphysical essence of God conslsts in the
fact that He is gExistence Itself, the perfections which are pre-
dicated of God will have their foundation in this essence. St.
Thomas conceived an attribute to be anything which can be pre-
dicated of a subject. He considered, therefore, Infinity to be
one of the attributes of God.zs However, in a much more restric-
ted sense, an attribute is understood as a perfection which is
conceéived as flowing from an essence, and hence the divine at-
trivutes will be certain predicates, flowing from the divine es-
sence, which are properly and conversely referred to God. They

are not simple metaphors, but proper attributes. They can only

21 1bvid.
22 1Ibid,
23 MeCormick, Natural Theology, 113.
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be applied to God.2%

Before speaking of the various attributes of God, it
is necessary t0 keep in mind that these attributes arec not really
distinct one from the other. If a resl distinction is applied to
any nature, there must be a real composition in that nature,
Hence in God there can be no accidents. All perfections which are
found in Him must be really identified with His essence and with
one another, |

From what has been sald above, it is evident that cod
enjoys the transcendental unity of being, since He is a being.
HoWever, there 1s a further considecration to be made: scl., whe-
ther or not the divine nature cen be multiplied, or whether many
cods ecan exist,?® Is god, of His very nature, one and unique?
From the fact that God i1s existence Itself, it 1is clear that ie
cannot be in any genus, for He has no notes which could be
shored in or common to many.26 From the fact that God is Pure
Act, 1t follows that He is not 1In any species as the result of
an individual difference, for individuation results from matter

27

which cannot be found in a being who is rure Act, God, there=-

24 Boyer, Cursus Fhilosophiae, II, 376.

25 S5, 7., I, q. 11, a., 3, Baslec .ritings, ed. Pregis,
I, 88-90.

26 1Ibid., 8%

27 Boyer, Cursus Philosophias, 1I, 378.




13

fore cannot be multiplied. If it be sunposed that two cr‘more in~
finite beings existcd, they would necessarily differ as regards
some perfection, and hence they would not all enjJoy the same per-
fections, making them, therefore, less than infinite,<8

God is, moreover, absolutely simple, having no composi~
tion whatsocever--whether it be substantial or accidental, physi-
cal or metaphysical., Since all composition implies potentiality,
there can be no composition in Ggod wWho is pure act .29 Quantita-
tive parts suppose matter, which is a potentlial prineciple, and
includes the capacity of divisibillity. Essential parts would be
matter and form, matter belng in potency to form, and each in po-
tency to the union. The composition of essence and existence is
excluded by the fact that God is Existence Itself. Moreover,
there are no accidents in God, since they suppose a potentiality
in the subject of which they are acts. There is no composition of
a nature and a supposite, since there are no accidents in god,
nor an existence distinct from the essence. Hence there is no

physical composition in God. That there is no metaphysical compo-

28 s, 7., I, 9. 11, a. 3, Basic Writings, ed., Pegils,

I, 89.

29 S. T.y, I, 9. 3, 8. 1-8, Basic writings, ed. Pegis,
I’ 25"’36. o

Boyer, cursus Phllosophiae, II, 378-379.

garrigoU-lLagrange, The One god, 171-204.

McCormick, Natural TEEﬁIEgz;“Ilg.
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sition in Him is evident from what has been said of the unity of
god.

By divine immutebility is meant that God will always be
the same."? That He is immutable is evident from the fact that
He 1s Pure Act. All change supposes some potency, since what is
changed elther receives an act whioch it did not have or it loses
some perfection which it did have. In the first instance, it 1is
in potenoy to the new act, and in the éecond case the act whioch
it loses is recelved in some receptive potency. Hence it is evi-
dent that God Who is pPure Act cannot change. The same conclusion
results from a consideration of the Infinity of Ggod as well as
from the notion of His simplicity.

The divine attrlbute of eternity follows from the faot

S That which is immutable cannot have any

that God 1s 1lmmutable.
real succession, since this form of seccession, when internal, is
a real change. For this reason 1t cannot begin, nor can it end.

Hence 1t is necessary that god, being imnutable, be eternal. And

since God is Existence Itself, He perfectly and simultaneously

20 S, T., I, 9« 9, 8. 1-2, Basic writings, ed. Pegis,

I, 70-73.
Boyer, Cursus Philosophiae, II, 581383,
garrigolU-Lagrangs, The vne god, 268-275.

Mocormiock, Natural Theology, 120-122,

31 s, T., I, Q. 10, a, 1-6, Basic Writings, ed. Pregis,
I » 74-84 .

Boyer, Cursus rPhilosophiase, 1I, 382-383.

garrigou-lagrange, 1hne one God, 276-292.

MeCormick, Natural Theology, I22-123.
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possesses Hls entire life, illustrating, as it were, the‘classic
definition of eternity offered by Boethius: "the whole and per-
fect simultaneous possession of interminable life,®

What may be spoken of as the fifth absolute attribute
of cod 1s His immensity.sz This attribute refers to God's spe~
cial mode of presence. In keeping with His divine nature and in-
finite perfections, His mode of presence will be different than
that enjoyed by a body, the human soul, or a pure spirit. Al-
though His imnensity necessarily follows from the fact that He is
infinitely perfect, it is considered profitable to study that
aspecial presence which God enjoys. The remainder of this thesis

will concern itself precisely with that study.

32 Boyer, Cursus Philosophiae, 11, 383-384.




CHAPTER IT
STATE OF THE QUISTICN

With what has been sald of the existence, the essence,
and a few of the absolute attribtutes of God, a sufficient foun-
dation 1s established for a presentatién of the purpose of this
thesis. Only a brief mention of the immensity of God has thus
far been made, but the remainder of this work will be concerned,
elther directly or indirectly, with it.

Although it is trus that an exhaustive analysis of the
argunents for the existence of Zod has not been offered, nor has
a thorough treatment been glven to the essence of God, nor, in
deed, have all the absolute attributes of Cod been discussed,
enouzh has been sald and sufficient proofs have been offered thus
far for the conclusions which have been proposed. There has been
no need to discuss the Divine Knowledge or the Will of god, for,
although these attributes ate themselves 1dentical with god's
essence, thelr consideration dces not have an immediate’bearing
upon thls thesls. Qccasion shall arise‘ror a discussion of a few
of the relative attributes of God, but it shall be more profita-
ble to reserve a conslderation of these until the sixth chapter
of this work.

16
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As has been said sbove, the imznensity of God is a
divine attribute which refers to God's special mode of presence,
It 1s a truism that His presence must be entirely different than
that enjoyed by beings endowed with bodies, by the human soul,
or by pure spirits, since His nature is essentlally different
from all of these., As en Infinite Bein:, His presence should.be,
in 8 very real manner, endowed with characteristlics of the Infi-
nite. His presence, in a word, should be, and is, a most unigue
one. As an Infinite Being He cannot be defined or limited to any
one place, as quantified and otherwlise limited bein:-s are, and
although it can be most truly affirmed that de is everywhers,
caution must be employed, so as not to limit His presence to a
created being, a finite world, a very much limited universe.

God 18 evorywhere. He 1s truly omnipresent.l However,
He can be sald to be present only where His presence is actual.
He can only be actually present where there ls actual space and
agtual place, namely in the world, in the created universe
which here and now exists. Although He is actually present to
all actual place and space which does exlst in this created uni-
verse, His presence seems to be, as 1t were, dependent upon the
existence of this universe. To say that God is evarywherb is to
say that He is omnlpresent, which is not an absolute attribute

attribute of God, but rather a relztive one, insofar as it is de~

l1 s5.T7., I, 9+ 8, a., 1-4, zasic writings, ed. regis,

I [ 55"’69 .
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pendent upon the actual existence of the world.Z2

There is, however, an absolute attribute of God which
refers to His speclal mode of presence in the world. It is called
divine immensity. As an absolute attribute, it does not depend
upon the existence of the world. In other words, god would still
be immense, even 1f the world never did exist.

It is the purpose of this thesis to clarify the dis-
tinetion between these two attributes of God for a better under-
stqfding of God's presence in thin's, It will be necessary to
treat of the diffioult cosmologicel notions of space and place
in detall, showing their divisions as well as the relation which
the various types of being have to them, thereBy assisting to
clarify God's relation to them,

ASs regards the method which is to be followed in this
paper, a few things must be sald, The first chapter has laid the
foundation for a logical discussion of these attributes of zod,
and this second chapter has brought up the 4ifficulties which
are to be discussed as well as a few of the more lmportant as-
pects of the problem at hand. In the following chapters attention
shall be given, first of all, to a clarification of the terms of
place, space, and presence. It shall also be necessary to discuss
the distinction between absolute and relative perfections, for

this distinction is to be applied to these two attributes, , de-

2 Boyer, cursus Philosophlae, 11, 376.
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tailed comparison of the two attributes will follow their® indivi-
dual consideration, as a preluds to the proof that god is immense

The fifth chapter is chiefly concerned with God's exis-
tence in thinzs patterned after the efighth question in the first

part of the Summa Theologica, but it shall also witness some ex-

planations in the light of the remarks which have been made to
that point in the paper. There are also some further eonsidera~-
tions which will serve as corollaries of the fourth and fifth
chapters and whioch will also be a means of beiter explaining the
difference between the two attributes and the necessity of main-

taining immensity to be the greater perfection.




CHAPTER III
PLACE, SPACE, AND PRESENCE

The classic definition of plaoe1 is the one given by
aAristotle in the fourth book of the Physics,z There he speaks of
place as the first, immoveble term of a containing thing. An ana-
lysis of the terms in this definition will give meaning to 1t.9

It is the term, or boundary, of a contalner, The place

1 John of St. Thomas begins his discussion of placse by
dividing the generic notion of place, scl, that which 1s acquired
by local motion, into extrinsic end intrinslie place. "Extrinsic
rplaced is that body or surface by which the placed thing is cir-
cumseribed and contained. Intrinsic place ls that passive pre-
sence of a placed thing which 1s called ubl Cthe wherel."

The writer of this thesis has ChGsen to consider the
extrinsic place of John of St. Thomas as place in the strict
sense, and to disouss intrinsic place under the notion of pre-
sence, This is done to lessen the danger of confusion. £John of
st, Thomas, 0, P., Cursus Philosophicus Thomisticus, ed, ¥. Bea=-
tus Reiser, 0., S, B,, Taurinl, 194D, ooV«d

2 Aristotles, thsics, Bk. 4, chap. 6, trans. Thomas
Taylor, London, 1806, 20<.

"go that the first immovable boundary of that which
contains 1s place.”

This is a deseriptive definition, "for it describes in
what particular manner place is related to the body whlch is in
place."” tgerard Esser, S, V. D., Cosmologla, Techny, 1939, 65.1

3 This explanation may be found in Cotter, 4. C.,

S. J., Cosmologia, Boston, 1931, 264,
566 also Boyer, cursus Philosophiae, I, 395~396.,

20
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of a body in place is the surface of another body by whioﬁ it is
imnediately touched and surrounded, and in which it is con-
tained.% A man is sald to be in a room when he is surrounded by
the four walls of that room. If a thing is not contalned by ano-
ther body, it is not in place, just as the entire universe, taken
together, is not in place, since it has no container.

It is immovable; for a body in place does not change
its place unless the body itself be moved. If place itself were
movable, a change of place would occur without any motion of the
thing in place.5 Boyer answers the difficulty presented in the
case of a ship anchored in the rapidly flowing waters of a river.
The place remains the surface of the contalner, not materially

understood, but insofar as the container has a fixed relation to

4 John of St. Thomas, Cursus Philosophicus, I1I, 337.

ngince a thin- can be cIrcumsoribed only by reason of
a surrounding surface, if indeed place must be adejuated to the
thing placed, and since we do not say that man exists in all the
air, but only in that part in which he is circumscribed, conse-
quently place must be constituted in the surrounding surface,
which is contiguous to the body."

5 1Ibid.

mIt is certain that place must be absolutely immova-
ble...because it is distinpulshed from a vessel in this that...a
vessel is moved with the thing contained, place however l1s not
moved. Place, therefore, as the term both a guo and ad quem of
motion is not moved; otherwise if place were moved, i¥ would have
to move to some place, and thus a place of place would be had,
and again that other place would have to be moved to another
place, and thus an infinite process would be had,”

These words of John of St., Thomas are clear enough in
explaining the immobility of place.
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all the imumovable points, which surround the ship. That sufface
of water which is the place of the immovable ship on the river
is understood in accord with the felations of position and of
distance to the banks of the river and the river as a whole.

It 1s first, or immediate. This is the meaning of
place in the strictest sense of the term and is had when the
surface of a body im.edilately surrounds and contains one thing.
Place, on the other hand, ils said to be common, when the surface
of a body surrounds and contains many things.®

The considerations which have just been made as regards
place are sufficient and complete enouzh for a proper understan=-
ding of the ralation which God has to place. However, it is ra-
ther important to say a few words of the objective validity of
the concept of place, Hxperience manifests that some bodies,
such as air and water, touch and immediately surround other bo=~
dies. But place 1s nothing else but the surfece of that body
which immediately surrounds and contains a thing. Therefore,
place does exist, and is as real as a body itself.?

Space can be defined as extension conceived as the re-

ceptacle of & body. Such a definition of space can certainly be

6 Dpario, J, 4.; S. J., Praelectiones Cosmoloziase,
Paris, 1928, 137.

7 cCotter, Cosmologia, 2686,
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justified, even though it is not commonly offered,8 Dario em-
ploys a somewhat simlilar definition when he says, "Space is ex~
tension, conceived as penetrable, or as capable of containing
extended things."g The formal concept of space is not the same
as the formal concept of corporeal extension, for extension is
in bodies, whereas bodles are in space; extension is something
which 1s as movable as bodies, but space is something in whieh

bodies move, 10
As regards the validity of the concept of space,l1 the

"...lt 18 8 fact that almost one hundred different

opinions are offered on the Bature of space...”

9 Dpario, Praelectiones, 69.

10 1Ibid.

1l Cotter shows that space is neither a purely sub-
Jective phenomenon, nor a real being, but a peing of reason with
a foundation in reality. His threefold proof follows:

"Space would be a purely subjective phenomenon, if not
even an obJjective foundation for our concept could be assigned.
But such a foundation can be assigned, scl. the extension of
bodies, which is real. Therefore space cannot be called a purely
sub jective phenomenon,

"Whatever is real either is a substance or an accident.
«.+But space is neither a substance nor an accident. Therefore
space is not a real being...If space were a substance, it would
be a.body, for it is conceived as formelly extended. But wa con-
celve space as distinot from all bodies and as a receptacle of
bodies. Therefore space 1s not a substance...If space were an
accident it would have to inhere in some body, for it is con-
celved as formally extended; this body, however, would again be
in another space--and thus infinitely. But an infinite process

i1s repugnant, Therefore space is not an accident...
"A belng of reason is a non-being concelved as a being,
But space in itself is nothing..,.it is nonetheless concelived by
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words of Dario are quite clear: 'Space as such, Or formaily, is
only a concept~-frejuently conjoined with a vague phantasm."la
Space does not enjoy a real existence, but it does have a foun=-
dation in the reality of extension, whiech in the opinion of
pario actually gives birth to the concept of space., He even des-
oribes in detail the origin and the foundation of the conoapt.ls
This generic notion of space ls subject to a fourfold
division into actual, possible, imaglnary, and absolute spaee.l4
rotual space is had where there actually are bodies and three
dimensions, for although actual space is not the actual corpore-
al extension, it nonetheless follows from it, since it, as it

were, receives the dimensions ol the juantified object. ictual

space, therefore, is the space which the book occuples on the

us as a real receptacle, Therefore space is a beling of reasoON...
The extension of bodles is somethiny real., But the extension of
bodies is the ontological foundation of our concept of spaca,
Therefore our concept has a foundation in reality." cCotter,
Cosmologia, 309-310.]

12 pario, Praelectiones, 70.

13 1Ibid.

14 Absolute space is implied in imaglnary space, but,
for reasons of clarity, it receives a special division. This
will become more apparent further on in this thesis, Thls divi-
sion is mot to be understood as one which is commonly accepted
by scholastic cosmologlists, Just as there are innumerable defl-
nitions offered of space, so there are countless divisions, +t
would be futile to attempt their numeration. The division which
has been offered is sufficient for the purpose of this thesls.

Boyer, Cursus Philosophiae, I, 400,
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desk, or the box occuples in the store. Fossible space i; that
which is conceived as arising from the position of possible bo-
dles; as for example, the space which Pope Pius, the fifteenth,
eould occupy in Rome. Imaglnary space is that which is represen-
ted as existing without existing bodies, as would oecur were
space imaslned to exist before the actual existence of a sensi~
ble world, or beyond such a world, Absolute space is infinite ex-
tension concelved as something existing independently of the
world and as containing the world.

One further consideratlion remeins to be made as regards
the presence of a guantified being, a pure spirit, and an infi-
nite belng in place or in space.

Since place is defined as the aurfaaé of a body which
surrounds and contains & thing, it 1s evident that only bodles
are in place in a proper sense, for only bodles have surfaces,
Moreover, the surface of a body la sald to be extended, since it
conslsts of various parts which both are in contact with the
parts of the eontaining body and otcupy proportionate parts of
the spece in which it exists., Wherefore a body in place is united
by a quantitative contact with the surface of the surrounding
body, and it fills the parts of space with its own parts. There=-
fore a containing body surrounds or c¢ircumseribes a body in place
and it is measured by the place in whieh it is, FPor this reason

bodies are said to be in place by a circumseriptive presence.
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Bodies, therefore, are in place in such a way that their‘barts
ocoupy the various parts of & place.15 Circumseriptive presence
designates the presence of a body in place or in space, and that
presence is by parts. This type of presence, moreover, is limited),
sinece only one place is in eontact with the dimensions of a thing
in place. In other words, if & body is circumscriptively present
in one placs, it cannot at the same time be circumscriptively
present in another place, not even by a divine intervention.l1®
It is clear that a spirit, such as an angel or the
htmen soul, cannot be in place or in space as a body is, since it
does not have extended parts. Nevertheless, spirits actually are
in place. They occupy space. The human soul, as an example, is inf
the same place as the body.l7 As regards the presence of an an-
gel, a pure spirit, in place st. Thomas teaches that it cannot be]
in a body or in a place except by its operation which would bring]

about some effect in the body,l8 He becomes more specific when

15 "That which by its very own dimensions 1s commensu-
‘rate with the dimensions of a place is in place circumscriptively]
or essentially.” £Ibid., 406.3

16 Peter Hoenen, S, J., Annotationes Cosmclogiae, Rome|,

1930, 114.

Here the author proves his thesis: "It seems that it i
absolutely repugnant for the same body to be circumscriptively
present in many places.”

17 cotter, Cosmologla, Ré8.

18 st. Thomas aAquinas, Scriptum Super Libros Sententi-
arum, Lib. I, dist. XXXviI, 4. 3, a. 1, ed. R, P. nHandonnet, O,
P., praris, 1929, 871.
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he says that as a body 1s in place by the contact of quantified
dimensions, so an angel ls in place by the contact of its po~-
wer.19 Since spirits do not have extended parts but exist rather
in their simple esssnce, they are present in thelr entire essence
in each part of the place which they occupy. The entire spirit is
actually present in some place and the entire spirit 1s entirely
present &n each particular part of that place, Jjust as the human
soul is entirely present in the body and is entirely present in
each Individual part of the body.ao The claim is not made that
these spiritual beings are present in place by some quantified
contact, but rather that they exercise thelr activity in place
either as formal causes, as the human SQul, or as efficient cau-
ses, such as the angels, This is the reason why 3t. Thomas main~-
tains that they are present, not by a quantified contact, but
rather by the contact of thelr power, but nonetheless they ars
still substantially present, since their power is but s manifes-
tation of thelr presence; not the presence itself, Definitive
presence, therefore, describes the presence of the human soul and

of a pure spirit in plece or in space. It is a limited presence,

19 s, 7., I, ¢« 8, &a. 2, ad 1, Basio Writings, ed.
Pegis, I, 65. T

20 ™That which is not commensurate with the dimensions
of the place in whieh it is, and is only in this determined place
and not everywhere, is definitively in place." LBoyer, Cursus

Philosophiae, I, 406.J
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since they oan be present in only one determined place and not
everywhere. A human soul, for example, is present only within
the body of this particular person. This same individual soul
cannot be in many men.

There is, however, a third type of presence which is
peculiar to God alone. Just as pod Himself 1s an unquantified
Being, He cannot enjoy the same type of presence as a body does.
Nor can His presence be the sume as that of the hugen soul or of
a pure spirit, such as an angel, since their presence is limited.
His presence c¢annot be c¢lrcumscribed, nor can it be defined to
any one place, As in the case of spirits, ths reason for His
presencd is the power which He exercises upon His subjects.2l
It is sufficient merely to state this fact here, since a more
exhaustive treatment will be offered when, in the fifth chapter,
a dlscussion of the opinion of 3t. Thomas as regards God's spe~
cial mode of presence 1s presented. Repletive presence, there-
fore, designates that special presence of God in place, a pre-
sence which 1s proper to Him alone, God is entirely present in
all space, Just as He is entirely present in each partlicular part

of that space.za His presence is unlimited, just as His perfec-

21 s, Ty I, 3. 8, &a. 2, ad 1, J3asic gritings, ed,
Peﬂ_’,is Y I ’ 65.

22 ngod is everywhere ealnently, neither circumscribed
nor defined.” £Boyer, Cursus pPhilosophlae, I, 406.7
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tions are unlimited end infinite.

Although His presence can be truly said to be unlimi-
ted, since He actually is everywhere, it is likewise true that
the number of individual created places, when added together, are
still of a finite number, Although His presence is not limited
to any one or the other of places, still He can only be present
where there actually are places and space which He can occupy.
But these are of a finite number, and hence it would seem that
His presence is limited. This difficulty is to be considered in
the chapter whlech immediately follows.




CHAPTER IV
GOD'S KELATION TO PLACE AND GSPACE

Although there are many different ways of olassifying
ahd distinguishing the divine attributes,l there is one special
division which can clearly embrace all the attributes. This di-
vision will serve as an invaluable aid in clarifying the distino-
tion between the omnipresence and the immensity of God.2 gvery
attribute of God is elther an absolute or a relative one. It is
absolute when 1t can be predicated of God independently of the
existence of the world. This type of attribute refers to the Di=-
vine Substance in Itself, or to the Divine Operation when it re-
gards the Divine Nature alone, independently of a relatlon to
ocreatures. Thus, regardless of the existence of a created uni-
verse, God would still be one, simple, immutable, eternal, and
immense. He would still be endowed with an intellect and a will,
since their proper object is God Himself, An attribute is said
t0 be relative when it indicates some relation, though not a

real one, between creatures and the Godhead, It is an attribute

1 Garrigou-lLagrange, The One Ggod, 164-170.

2 This division is the same as the one offered by
Boyer, Cursus Philosophiae, II, 376.

3Q
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which depends upon the actusl existence of a created universe. In
other words those abtributes are said to be relative attributes
1f they refer to God's virtually transient operations, such as
His creation, conservation, and concurrence. The divine knowledge
and the divine will likewise can be consldered as relative per-
fections, when these two facultles are concerned with their secon
dary objects. Every attribute, therefore, which of its very na-
ture involves the existence of finite, contingent, and created
being 18 a relative attributs.

Omnipresence 1s a divine attrlbute whereby God is ac~
tually present in all actual space, This mode of presence is
different than that enjoyed by any finite being, whether it be a
body, the human soul, or a pure spirit, for God is in all things
eg an agent is present to thaet which it acts upon. 3t. Thomas
bases his proof for the omgjipresence of God upon the very fact
that God is Existence Itself.® sSince He is so, created existence
mﬁst be His proper effect. But He causes this effect in creatures
not only as regards beginnings in existence, but as lonz as they
are preserved in existence.4 Hence, as long as a thing has exis-

tence, God must be present to it. And Just as He is the cause of

2 8, Te, I, 9¢ 8, a. 1, Baslc wWritings, ed. Pegis, I,

83.

4 v,,.G0d causes this effect in things not only when
they rirst begin to be, but as long as they are preserved in be~-
ing. oo™ LIbidoJ
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the existence and the conservation in existence of all things, He
must be in all thinzs, and hence everywhere,®

In the fifth chapter of this thesis a more thorough
discussion of the teaching of 3t., Thomas will be offered, For thel
present 1t is sufficient merely to understand what is meant by
divine omnipresence. It is an attribute whioh regards God's ac~-
tual presence in sctually existins things., It implies nothing
more, since He oan only be actually present where there is actual
space.

Immensity, on the other hand, is a divine attribute
whereb& God is actually present in all actual space as soon as it
begins to exist, without any change occurinz to Him.® There are
three elements in this definition of immensity which should be
explained, Existence in actual space 1s a perfection, and hence
God, as the Infinite Being, must possess it. Otherwise, He would
be limited and imperfect. Moreover, He must be present in all ac+
tual space, for this is a greater perfection, and were He not to
possess it, He would be to that extent limited. It 1s evident |
from His immutablility that no change can be predicated of Him.

5 1via.

6 "...The immensity of God is understood as a property
by which god can in no place be either circumscribed or defined,
80 that no matter how often places and spaces are multiplied, not
only will God be in them, but He will remain capable of being in
all others without end." CBoyer, Cursus Philosophiae, II, 382.]
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It hes already been said that the mode of presence of
a finite being is measured by the space it occupies or in which
it exercises its activities. Circumscriptive presence and defini-
tive presence are, in a word, limited perfections, Moreover, it
is evident that God is present in all things which are by virtus
of His omniprasence.7 However, His mode of presence must surpess
all space, sc that His presence is not misunderstood as measured
or limited by the finite space in whiech that presence is, Immen~-
sity, as an absolute attribute of God, is not dependent upon the
existence of a finite, created universe, and hence it does not
limit God's presence to that universe, Although God is actually
present in all actual space which does exist, He nonetheless
possesses, as it were, an overflowing of perfection which demands
that He be actuclly present to all space as soon as it becomes
actual, so that were He to oreate another universe, as vast and
as complex as this one, His divine immensity would demand that
He be actually present therein, possessing, however, the self=-
same overflowing of Infinite Perfection.

Independently of the exiastence or the non-existence of

the oreated universe, God is immnense. Only on the comdition that

7 9Ggod is.,.entirely in all places, not by scraps and
fragments of His essence...there is no space, not th
wherein god is not wholly according to His essen
Charnock, Dlscourses upon the Zxistence and th < ributes“H$4Q>
cod, London, 1842, 238,) LOYOL A
UNIV::R&'TY
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this universe does exist does God enjoy omnipresence. Imﬁensity,
therefore, is an absolute attribute of God. Omnipresence, on the
other hand, is a relative one.

The proof for the immnensity of God depends upon the
fact that God is Inrinita.e But repletive presence in space or
in place is an absolutely pure perfection, which positively ex-
cludes all imperfection. Therefore God is repletively present.
But repletive presence implies immensity, and hence God is im~
mense. If the argument 1s to have any torce, it must be shown
that repletive presence 1s an absolutely pure perfection and that
it implies immensity.

As Tegards the former assertion, it 1s readily admitted
that the presence of anything in space or in place is a perfsc-~
tion, since it is better to have than not to have, Repletive
presencs, hbwever, means that all the imperfections which are

1mplied in the presence of a creature are removed. These imper-

8 The exact wording of the proof offered by Boyer 1s
the following:

*That which is so related to all places whatsoever
that it 1s nelther circumscribed nor defined by them is imnense.
But God in no way can be circumscribed or defined. Therefore He
is immense. The minor 1is proved. What is circumscribed in place
has parts which are comuensurate to the parts of the place. But
God is simple. Therefore He is not cirocumscrived in place, Fi-
nally, what 1s defined in place does not have the power by which
it may at the same time occupy another place. But God is of in-
finite power. Therefore ile is not defined in any place.™ {Boyer,
Cursus Philosophise, II, 383-384.,)
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fections are twofold, In ecircumscriptive presence it consists
in the faet that a body is present quantitatively or by parts.
In both circumseriptive and definitive presence it consists in
the fact that the presence is restricted to some determined
space, Repletlve presence, therefore, is a perfection which ine
volves no imperfection, ioreover, it positively excludes all im-
perfection. It is therefore an absolutely pure perfection.

Divine immensity has been defined as that attribute
wheraby God is actually present in all actual space, &s soon as
it begins to exist, without any change oocuring to Him. If, howe-
ver,,the divine nature were not to demand that He be immediately
present in all new actual space without any change, His presence
would not be repletive, since it would be in a very real manner
limited to the space in which He is. Hence rspletive presence
implies immensity. And the conclusion that God is immense is a

valid one.




CHAPTER V

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD IN THINGS
ACCORDING TO ST. THOMAS

From what has been sald of the omnipresence and the
immensity of God to this point, it is cleﬁr that both of these
attributes stem from the fact that God is Exlstencs Itself, or
an Infinite Belng. St. Thomas was 80 well aware of this fact that
immediately after his discussion of the Infinity of God in the

Summa Theologica, he considers the existence of God in things.l

It is profitable to study in desail the four articles which com=~
prise this question, for Thomas considers the actual presence of
God in things as well as the mods of that presence. He considers,
likewlse the reasons why God is everywhere, and shows, finally,
thet His mode of presence is a most unique one,

In the first of these articles entitled, "Whether God
is in all things," the positive teaching of St. Thomas is that
god is in all things in a most intimate manner, namely, as an

agent 1s present to that upon whieh it acts,., Zvery egent must be

1l 8. T.y Iy 9+ 8, a. 1=-4, Basloc Writingcs, ed, Pegis,
I » 63"’69¢
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joined to that upon which it acts lmuedlately, either by‘some
virtual contact or by quantitative contact,® An incorporeal
agent cannot, however, exerclse any quantitative contact. And
hence the contact which cod exercises, as the cause of the produc
tion and the conservation of all things in exlistence is a virtual
contact which cannot be rezlly distinet from His essence.‘5

St. Thomas thus shows that God is innermost in all
things since He is the cause of their very existence, which is
more inherent in a thing than the very form of & $hing, since
existence 1s the ultimate actuality of every form.% However, he
does not prove in this artiele that God 1s the conservative and
immedliate cause of the exlistence of all things. Such a proof is
fortheoming later on, when he writes, "As the becoming of a thing
cannot continue when the action of the agent, which e¢auses the

becoming of the effect, ceases, so neither can the existence of

2 Ccommentary of Cardinal Cajetan, 0, Pey, S. Tey I,
%. 8, a. 1, Opera Omnlie Thomae Aquinatis, Leonine Edition, Rome,
gss, 1v, 83,
nTherefore He is in all things,..because every agent
must be Jjoined th that upon which 1t immediately actas.”

3 wcod is Existence Itself through His essence; there-
fore He has created existence for His proper effect, not only in
becoming, but also in conservation,” €Ibid.J

4 ngxistence is formal with respect to all things
which exist in reallity; therefore it is profoundlu in all things;
therefore it is intimate to each thing., Therefpre God, the pro-
per agent of existence, is intimately in all things.”CIbid.]
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a thing continue after the action of the agent, which is the
cause of the effect, not only in becoming but also in exlstence,
has ceased."? If, then, God is the proper cause of all created
being, then the being of things cannot continue in existence
without Godt's preservative action. In the body of the article,
however, Thomas shows that created existence is the proper effect
of God, Who is a Being by His very essence, Just as to ignite 1is
the proper effect of fire, Thus God both brings things into exis-
tence and preserves them in existence.

The conclusion therefore which Thomas makes is that as
lons as a thing has existence, God must be actually present to
it, and since existence 1s the most ultimate actuallty of every
foﬁm, cod must be present in all things and innermostly.

It is perhaps in answer to the second objection that
3t, Thomas gives a slightly different slant to what he has sald
in the body of the article. The second objection maintained that
cod rather contains thin»s than is contained by them. His res-
ponse points out that corporeal things are sald to be In the
thing which contains them, but spiritual things rather contain
the things in which they are, as the soul contains the body.
god, likewise, is in ull things as containing them, not, howe~

ver, as a form determining the matter, but rather as a cause

5 3, Tuesy I, Qe 104, a. 1, Basic Writings, ed. regls,

I, 964.
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conserving the effect.b “

In the second article St. Thomas concerns himself with
the question as to whether God 1s everywhere. The purpose of this
question is to determine whether God is in all things as well as
in all places, insofar as they are places, The difficulty narrows
itself down to this:; it seems as though God cannot be said to be
in place, for incorporeal things are not in place. 3t, Thomas
answers this objection of Boethius by asserting, as he did in the
first erticle, that incorporeal things can be sald to be in place
by their virtual contact.

In the body of the article a twofold answer 1s glven by
Thomas, He 18 careful to warn that God is not present in place as
corporeal things fill a place to the exclusion of other bodles.
He is in things es giving them their very exlstence., He is, more-
over, in the real place itself, in the same manner as He is in
the thing placed, insofar as He glves exlstence even to the sur-
face of the surrounding body. Hence god 1s in all things and in

svery place.8 He 1s, briefly, everywhere.

6 garrizou-Lagrange, The One God, 257.

7 god is everywhere, because He 1s in all things, sus~
teining them in being; and because, while bodies fill space, God
too fills space, since He fills all the world." Cia. G. Hebert,
studies in St. Thomas, London, 1938, 48.]

8 commentary of cajetan, S, T., I, 4. 8, a. 3, Leonine
gdition, 1V, 86.
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In the third article, "Whether God is everywhere by His
essence, presence, and power," St. Thomas distinguishes between
Godts special mode of presence in the Just and Hié‘general mode
of presence in all things as an agent, or as an efflicient cause,
He 1s especially in the rational crestures who know and love Him
habitually, and most especially in the saints by grace.9 The ar-
‘ticle likewise concerns itself with the three¢fold manner in whieh
God, the efficlent cause of all things, im in all things. He is
there by Hls power, insofar as all things are subject to that
power. He 1s there by His presence, insofar as all things are
known to Him and are the immedlate obJects of His providence,
and He is there by His essence, insofar as He is the cause of
the existence of all things.lO

In the reply to the fourth articecle, "whether to be
everywhere belongs to God alone," 3t, Thomas asserts that to be
everywhere primarily and essentlally belongs to god alone, for
only Ggod, after oreation, is necessarily and immediately in His

whole Self, undividedly, in all things and places, for He main~

9 mgod 18 in something in a twofold manner: scl, ef~-
fedtively and objectively...the former is general, the latter,
special,.” [Ibid., 88.7

10 »The general mode...is distinguished into existencdq
in things by His essence, presence, and power.® Ibid.
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tains all things in existence. What is primarily or immediately
everywhere must belong to a thing in 1ts entire eelf, and not
according to its parts. and hence, althouph the whole world can
be sald to be everywhere, it 1s not primarily or immediately
everywhere, but it is there according to its different parts.
Moreover, what is essentially or necessarily everywhere 1ls so,
when, on any supposition, it must be everywhere. and hence, on
the supposition that no other body existed, a grain of sand
would be everywhere, not essentially or necessarlly, but only
hypothetically.ll Therefore, "to be everywhere primarily and
essentially belongs to God, and is proper to Him; because what~
ever number of places be suppoaed to exist, cod must be in all
of them, not by a part of Him, but by His very Self,"lZ

In this article 3t. Thomas bases hls chlef proof of
the fact that God is omnipresent upon the fact}that God, the ef-
ficlent cause of the beginning and the conservation in existence
of all pleces and things, 1is inherently present in things by a
‘virtual contact., This contact is opposed to the contact of di-
mensive quantity by which bodies are in place. The human soul

and pure spirits, as has been saild ebove, cannot be in place in

11 gcarrigou-Lagrange, The One God, 262-263.

12 s. T., I, Q. 8, a. 4, Basic wWritings, ed. Pegls,
I, 69. :
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the seme manner as bodies are, since they are incorporeal., Their
presence, just as the presence of God, must be described in termé
of the power which they exercise in the place in whioch they exist
The human soul, therefore, has 4%8 presence restricted to the

body which it animates and vivifies. As regards the presence of

13

a pure spirit, 8t. Thomas indicates the various points of dif-

ference between an angel's presence and the divine omnipresence:

An angel's power and nature ar: finlte, whereas the
divine power and essence, which is the universal
cause of all things, is infinite. Consequently
through His power God touches all things, and is not
present merely in some places, but everywhere., Now
since the angel's power is finite, 1t does not ex-
tend to all things, but to one determined thing. For
whatever is compared with one power must be compared
with it as one determined thing., Consejuently, since
all being is compared as one thing to Godt's univer~
sal power, so one particular being is compared as
something one to the angelic power, Hence, since the
angel 1s in a place by the applioation of his power
to the place, it follows that he is not everyygere,
nor in several places, but in only one place.

The conslderations which have been offered in this

13 commentary of Cajeten, s, T., I, q. 52, a. 2, Leo-

nine Edition, v, 25-26.
van angel is not everywhere, but in one particular

place...He is not everywhere, from the @ifference between the
power of an angel and the divine power: since the former is
finite, the latter infinite; the former 1s a particular cause,
the latter is the universal cause of all things...An angel can
have only one particular effect; therefore he can be in only
one particular place...and Just as universal being 1s related
to God's universal power, so some particular being is related
to the power of an angel,"

14 s..7., I, q. 52, a, 2, Baslc writings, ed. regls,

I, 499.
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chapter are, at the very least, indicative of the fact that St.
Thomas ranked the omnipresence of God as one of His more impor-
tant attributes. He does not formally discuss the immensity of
god, but nonetheless it is important to keep in mind the distinc~-
tion which already has been made betwsen the two attributes. The
relative attribute of ommnipresence is that attribute whereby God
is actually present in all sctual space. The absolute attribute
of immensity is that attribute whereby God is actually present
in all actual space, as soon as 1t begins to exist, without any
change occuring to Him. Briefly, then, omnipresence refers to

god's actual presence in all things, and immensity refers to His

aptitude to exist in them,




CHAPTER VI
SOME COROLLARIES

The claims which the divine attributes of omnipresence
and immensity make on God's special mode of presenée in the world
are not to be confused with the claims of Pantheism, It 1is hard-
ly necessary to study here the countless forms of rantheism which
have been introdueed down the ages to a truth-searching people,
for no matter how many forms are proposed, Panthelsm always
stresses God's lmmanence in the universe with an utter disregard
for His transcendence.l |

Panthelsm may be defined as any explanation of the uni-
verse which, although admitling the existence of God, identifies
His reality with that of the universe.® Such an identification
is made to explain the unity of =all reality--a unity which is
preser¥Wed intact without any separation from the source of that
unity. A Penthelstic philosophy seeks this unity in maintaining
that there is but one essence for all things. It completely ig-

1 "In whotever way it is expressed, Pantheism always
maintains that cod is immanent in the universe but does not tran-
scend it,." LMcCormick, Natural Theology, 185.]

2 1Ibld.,
44
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nores the contribution of St. Thomas which safeguards and de-
fends the unity of the multiple by reason of the relation of the
mulktiple to the One Cause.o

It is sufficiently cleer that God is immanent in the
universe as the orir~inating and conserving Cause of the universe,
since there is no being in existence to which God is not inti-
mately present, contacting it by His power and keeping it in
existence, The omnipresence and the immensity of God certainly
attest to this fact; But it is this very truth which is distor-

ted by Pantheiam.4

As the Cause of the universe, God oannot bs
identified with the universe, So that, althourh He 1s imuanent
in the universe, His reality must be really distinct from it,
nginge God is neither the material cause nor the formal cause of
the world, nor its necessary and efficlent cause, but its ab-

solutely transcendent and free efficient cause, "

3 Ibid., 189.

4 Some of the other truths which are dlstorted by ran-
theism are the following: "There is nothing that is not, as to
the whole of its being, caused by God, There is nothing that is
not preserved by God, for the being of things is the proper ef=-
fect of God,..God operates in every agent, not to dispense the
ereature from acting, as the Occasionalists think, but to apply
it to action. God moves the created intellect and immediately
moves the created will, but He does no violense to it..."” LGar-
rigou~Lagrange, The One God, 203.)

5 1Ibid., 204.
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Therefore, althoush God 1s intimately present in all
things as the efflocient cause of their beginning to exist and
of thelr comnservation in existence, His reality is not identi-
fied with the reality which is theirs, It is hardly necessary,
nor is it considered fitting, to delve into the countless argu=-
ments which have been offered against Pantheism, It is sufficlient
mersly to have indicated the difference between the claims of
God's special mode of presence and the claims of rantheism. In a
word, then, Panthelsm stresses God's lmmanence in reality, fai-
ling to consider His transcendence, whereas, Theism c¢learly main<
tains His immanence as well as His transcendence,®

From what has already been sald of the presence of a
thing in place or in space, 1t is clear that nothing could be
~actually present unless actual space exists. sctual space exlsts
only where there actually are bodies and three dimensions, since
it receives, as it were, the actual dimensions of the quantified
object.7 An actually existing quantified object 1s said to be
in actual space because its dimensions fill the space in which
it is. Hence, if no actual space were to exist, it would follow

that nothing could be actually present, for just as the exls=-

& ™As8 a cause...He has His renlity distinet from the
reality of the universe. His reality is immanent in the universe,
but also transcends it.n CifcCormiek, Natural Theology, 186.3

7 See Chapter III
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tence of actual space depends upon the existence of actual and
quantified beings, so too does the actual presence of an exten~
ded being depend upon the existence of actual space.

Do the same considerations hold true for the presence
of an unjuantified being in space? In other words, does the actus~
al presence of the human soul, a pure spirit, and Ggod Himself
likewise depend upon the existence of actual space? It mgy be re-
called that an incorporesl being can be truly said to be in
space, not by any quantitative contact, but rather by a virtual
contact, insofar as that belns exercises its power upon a cor-

8 It has likewise been pointed ocut that the power

poreal object.
which the human soul or a pure spirit exercises upon a gquanti-
fied object is a limited power, so that its presence at any one
time is limited to one deteruined oorporeal object. Were actual
space, therefore, not to exist, a quantified object could not be
actually present, and neither the human soul nor a pure spirit
could enjoy actual presence,

A similer consideration holds true in the case of the
divine presence. Hls presence in s thing is, in a word, through
the power which He exercises upon that thing, and since His po-

wer 1is infinite, so too He must be in all things,,as the cause

of their existence and thelr conservation in existence, Howsver,

.8 8, T.y I, 0+ 8, &, 2, ad 1, Baslc sritkngs, ed.
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if actual sbace were not to exlist, there would be no quantified
obJects in which God could exercise iils infinites powsr, and so
He PFimself could not enjoy actual presence without the actual
presence of juantified obJjects in actual space,

Betore the creation of the world only Cod existed.
There was nothing other than Cod in which He could exercise :ils
infinite power. &s an Infinite Belng, furthermost removed from
corporelity, He, the only existing Being, possessed no actual pre-
sence, It is true that He was in jlimself, but, having no other
being in which to exist, He was nowhere. Since actual presence
demands the existence of actual space, and since the existence
of actual space depends upon the existence of quantified being,
which did not exist before the creation of the world, God was
nowhere. Before the creation of the world, the world was possibly
existent. The space which it here and now does occcupy, and which
now is actual space,,was then only possible space. aAnd although
1t may be truly saild that God was present in that possible space,]
He was only potentlally there, since actual presence can only be
had where there 1s actucl space., A being can be sald to be only
potenticlly present, however, in potential space. God, there-
fore, potentially present in potential space which was the world
before its creation, could not enjoy actual presence.

Now Just as God was nowhere pefore the creation of the

world, He did not then possess the attribute of omnipresence, for
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there was no place for Him to be. This is why divine omniﬁresence
1is called a relative attribute. For, although the divine nature
denmands thuat God be actually present in all actual space, never=-
theless such an attribute depends upon the actual existence of
the world. Even before the creation of the world, however, God
was truly immense. He possessed then, as He does now, that apti-
tude, or capacity, of being actually present in all actual space,
as soon as it begins to exist, without any change occuring to
Him, Independently of the existence or the non-existence of the
world, therefore, God 1s immense, This is the reason why immensity
is referred to a&s an absolute attribute of God.

Absolute space is defined as infinite extension con-
ceived as something existing independently of the world and as
containing the world, It is readily aedmitted that this notion of
absolute space is rather confusing. There is no reality, nor any
foundation in reality, for the notion of absblute space.? actual
space, as was sald above, could not exist were there not extended
objects, because actual space consists in the actual dimensions
of a quantified object. Independently of the world, there is no

such thing as actual space, for it is only in the created uni-

9 Actually, as has been sald in the thkrd chapter, ab-
solute space is simply imaginary space, which "is a being of rea-
son conceived after the manner of being, although it cannot existy
[Boyer, Cursus Philosophiae, I, 400.)
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verse that quantified being is found. Outside the univeré%, there
fore, there is no actusl space, nor any actually extended objects
in which God exercises His infinite power. If one were to main-
tain that God were sctually present in absoclute space, he would
likewise have to maintain that God 1s actually present nowhere,
for there is no possipility of actual presence where there is no
actual space.

Beyond the world, or beyond the oreated universe which
is the world, no actual presence is possible.lo For Jjust as
there are no quantified objects outside the world, so it 1is that
no actual presence is possible. And slince nothing can be actually
present where there is no actual spuce, so God, Who is nonethe~
less omnipresent and immense, cannot be actually present beyond

the world, where actual spaéa is not had.

10 Ccharnock shows, at length, that "god 1s present
beyond the world.® His reason is that "if God were only confined
to the world, He would be no more infinite in His essence than
the world is in quantity. As a non-Scholastic, his language will
have a shade of difference in meaning than the traditionally .
scholastic notion of presence, Furthermore, he seems to be car-
ried away with the necessity of stressing the fact that God's
presence is unlimited., cCharnock, Discourses, 239.]

¥




CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION

The threefold distinction of the presence of a thing
in place or in space 1s readily seen to be a valid omne, if the
various types of existing being be considered. Circumscriptive
presence indicates the presence of a body in space or in place,
Since this presence is by quan;itative parts, it is a limited
perfection, and hence cannot be predicated of the supremely In-
finite Being. Definitive presence designutes the presence of the
human soul or a pure spirit in place or in space. Although this
presence 1s not by gquantitative parts, it nonetheless is a limi-
ted perfection, insofar as their presence, at any one time, is
restricted to one individual body upon thch they exercise theilr
power. They are entirely present in each part of the body and en-
tirely present in each part of that space which the body occu~
ples. Their presence, likewise, is limited. Repletive presence,

on the other hand, characterizes the existence of God in space or
in place, It is a most unique presence, since the twofold limita-
tiop of elrcumscriptive and definitive presence is removed. God
is entirely present in all actual space, and He is antiraly prew~
sent in each individual portion of all actual space.
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But even though this twofold limitation is not 8harac-
teristic of God's actual presence, 1t nevertheless seems as
though there is a& limit to God's presence, since He can only be
actually present where there is actual space, and actual space is
had only where there actually are bodies and three dimensions.
But only in this created, finite, and continrcent universe do bo-
dies enjoy actual existence. ience, it seems as though His actual
presence 1s limited, not by reason of Himself, but rather by rea-~
son of the finiteness of the universe. This is the reason why a
distinction is made between the relative attribute of omnipre-
sence and the absolute attribute of immensity.
Repletiye presence not only removes the twofold limita~
tion of circumscriptive and definitive presence, but it likewise
removes the dencer of the apparent limitation econtained in the
jmotion of omnipresence, since repletive presence implies the ab-
solute attribute of immensity. Not only is God everywhere, as His
jomnipresence implies, but the repletive presence which He enjoys
positively excludes all limitation and imperfection, which may be
suggested by His being omnipresent, were the Divine dubétance not
to demand that God be actually present 1n all actual space, as
soon as that space begins to exist, wlthout any change whatsoever
loccuring in Him, the presence of the divinity would indeed be 1li-
mited.

From the considerations which have been made in this
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thesls, one great conclusion stands out. Although it is true that
God 1s everywhere, Hls omnipresence is a relative attribute,
which depends upon the actual existence of the universe, whereas
His immensity, as an absolute attribute of the Godhead, does not
need the actual existence of the universe to justify lts predi-
cation of the Godhead, As such, immensity is the greater of the

two perfections.

In conclusion, it is considered fitting to quote the
opening lines of Robert Montgomery's classic poem, entitled The

Omnggreaence of the Deity:l

Thou Uncreate, Unseen, and Undefined

Source of all life, and fountain of the mind;
Pervading Spirit, Whom no eye can trace,

Felt through all time, and working in all space,
Imagination cannot palint that spot

Around, above, beneath, where Thou art nott

1 Robert Montgomery, The Omnipresence of the Delty,
London, 1841, 29.
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APPENDIX I

CONSIDERATIONS OF THE FIVE THOMISTIC ARGUMENTS
FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

The first argument which 8t. Thomas offers for the exis~
tence of God is taksen from the concept of motion., His classic ar-

1 Something in the

ument may be sumued up in the followlng form.
orld is moved. But everything which 1s moved is moved by another.
Therefore that something in the world which is moved is moved by
prnother. But this mover elther here and now is moved, or it is
hot. If it is not moved, then an Immovable iover is had, and the
[thesis stands. If it i8 moved, the second mover, either here and

now is moved, or it is not., If it is not moved, then an Immovable

over is had and the thesis stands. If it is moved, the same con-
lderations must again be made. But it is Impossible to proweed
nfinitely in such a series of essentially subordinated movers,®

frherefore there exists an Immovable Mover, Who is God.

1 For the exact wording of all these proofs, see S, T.,
£, 9+ 2, a. 3, Basic wWritings, ed. Pegis, I, 22-23.

2 "™§ye are not concerned with past movers as 1in the
eries of generastions either of animals or of men; for these mo~
Eers ere accidentally and not essentially subordinated, and their

nfluence has ceased.” cgarrigou~Lagrange, The One God, 140.]
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There are, however, two assertions in this proéf which
must be validated. First of all,,as regards the first minor, scl.
that everything which is moved is moved by another, St, Thomas
offers this proof., The same thing cannot at once be in potency
and act as regards the same perfection. But what is moved is in
potency and what moves is in act., Therefore the same thling cannot
at the same time move and be moved as regards the same perfec-
tion. Therefore nothing can move itself., ‘therefore everything
whioch is moved 1s moved by another.

There is a further assertion in the princlpal part of
this Thomistic proof which must be clarified, and that ls that it
is impossible to proceed infinitely in a series of essentially
subordinated movers, In such a serles of movers all the movers
would be instrumental, But 1f there were not a principal mover,
the possibility of any instrﬁmental mover would be taken away,
and as a consequent the possibility of any motion would be de~
stroyed. Therefore an infinite regress of essenticlly subordina-
ted movers is impossible., 5t. Thomas is here concerned with es-
sentlially subordinated movers, He claims that 1t is not impossi-
ble for man to be generated to infinity, but in such a case the
suffriclent reason for the motion of each being could not be found
within this infinite series. The sufficient reason for their mo-

tion must be looked for without the serles of accidentally subors
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dinated movers.®

The conclusion of St. Thomas is that it is necessary
to arrive ar a First Mover, set in motion by no other, and this
everyone understands to be god. The First Mover is immobile,
"not with the immobility of inertia or of passive potency, which
implies imperfection and is inferior to motion, but with the im-
mobility of actuality, who does not need to be premoved so as to
act,nd

An almost identical procedure as in the proof from mo-
tion is found in the second Thomistic argument for God's exis-
tence., In this argument St. Thomas considars/the empirical fact
that an order of efficlent causes exists in the world, Two prin-
oiples are applied to thls faet which lead to the conclusion of
the existence of a First cause, Who is unocaused, and to Whom
everyone gives the name of God.

The first of these principles which 3t., Thomas intro-
duces ln the minor of the argument is that nothing can be the
cause of itself. If a thing were the cause of itself, it would
be prior to itself, which is impossible. Such a proposition,
then, 1lnvolves a contradiction, since the thing would be both

existing and non-existing at the same time, for from the very

3 nIf this series 1s eternal, it is an eternally ine
sufficient explanation of motlon, and is not its own reason for
this.” £Ibid., 141.)

4 1Ibid.
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notion of causality, a thing can be caused only insofar a; it
does not exist, and it can cause only insofar as it does exist.®
The second principle introduced by Thomas is that it
i1s impossible to proceed to infinity in efficlent causes. It is
evident that St. Thomas speaks of the order of essentially subor-
dinated causes because of the very wording of this second prin-
giple. Were he speakiﬁg of accidentally subordinated causes, his

lesseftlon would be invalid.® s a proof of this principle, 3t.

5 There 18 a need for some explanation of the distine-
tion which 1s made between the cause in flerl and the cause in
fesse. For this explanation, the following c¢ltation is made: ~
"1t might seem that from the existence of an effect at
the present time we cannot prove the present existence of its

E:uao...This apparent difficulty will be solved if we take note
T

the difference between what 1s called & cause in fleri, that
s, the cause of the thing's becoming, and the cause 1in esse,
hat is, the cause of the thing's belng. low the becomIng ol a
hing takes place once for all, and the cause of the thing's be~
oming must exist at the time of the thing's bscoming, but need
ot exist thereafter...The existence of an effect in the present
ejuires the present existence of its cause in esse,..Now, 1t is
he existence in the present of the universe as an effect of
od's powser, and not the beginning of the universe, from which we
gue the present exlistence of God as its cause." [Mecormick,
atural Theology, 51.J

6 Boyer points out thsat, although a series of acciden-
ally subordlinated csuses could proceed to infinity, within the
eries there would be no sufficient reason for the sekies itself,
here would be no series, without a First Cause. These remarks
nderly Boyer's conclusion: "Wherefore seven if the eternity of
he world be supposed, the need of a First Cause 1s not taken
way but rather increased. In accidentally subordinated causes,
here is not found an ultimate reason for the effects; however
n easentially subordinated causes, it is impossible to proceed
o the infinite." rnoyer, Cursus philosophiae, II, 317.7
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Thomas shows. that there must be a First Cause in such a series
of essentlially subordinated causes, and if 1t be supposed that
there is not a First Cause, then no cause whatsoever could exer=-
cise causslity, for, as in his proof from motion, the relation
of all instrumentsl causes to the one principal cause is evident.
If there be no first, or principal, cause, then the possibility
of the instrument's exercise of causality is destroyed.

In the third way, the argument trom contingency, 3t.
Thomas distinguishes between three different types of being. He
spesks of contingent beings which are capable of being or not
being. They are those beings which in their very nature have the
capacity of not-being, of successively recelving various foruas.
They are corporeal, corruptible, contingent beings, which are
capable of being or not-being. The second tupe of being which he
considers may be referred to as necessary beings which have and
receive their necesslty from another. They ars nacessary belnces
which have s cause ot thelr necessity. They are those beings
which in themselves do not have a capacity of receiving various
forms successlively, and whose essence 1s not composed of matter
and form. They are pure forms, pure spirits, and hence incorrup-
tible beings. 3t, Thomas speaks of them as necessary, but they
are necessary receiving their necessity from another, The third
type of being which 3t. Thomas mentions In this proof is the ab-
solutely and essentially necessary belng. It is that being which
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possesses most perfectly the reason why it is impossible for it
not to exist, That reason is that 1ts essence is its very exis-
tence.

There 1s a twofold structure to this argument. Iin the
rfirst stage St. Thomas argues to the existence ot & necsessary
being whose necessity depends upon some cause, He shows that not
all things which exist can be corruptible beings by the following
ﬁrgument. There are things in the world which are possible to be
land not to be., But not all things which exist can be suoch, since
[what i1s possible to not be, at one time wes not, for of itself
Jsuch a being is nothing, since 1t 1ls of itself Indifferent to

fexistence or non-existence., Wherefore if all bsings were such, at

lsome necessary being whose necessity is derived, at least, from

E%e time nothing existed, and nothing would here and now exist.
ut things do here and now exist, manifesting that there must be

|some cause, This is all that Thomas, thus far in the proof, in=-

|sists upon.

It is the second stage of his argument which witnesses
Jhis proof of thc existence of an absolutely and essentially neccs-
sary heing; St. Thomas has thus far shown that not all beings are
fnerely possible, since there must exist something whose existence
is necessary..He continues his argument in this fashion. A neces-
sary being either has its necesslty caused by another, or it does

hﬂt. If it does not, then an absolutely and essentially necessary
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being is had, and the thesis stands., If it has its nacessity
caused by another, the same considerations must again be mede,
Then 8t. Thomas, as he did in the first two arguments, intro-
lduces the notion of an infinite regress, showing that an infinite:
[series of necessary beings whose necessity is caused by another
is impossible, since, as in efficlent causes, if it were possible
to go on to infinity, thers would be no First Cause, any princi-
ple csuse, nor any intermediary causes, so likewise here without
Fa'first necessary being, whose necesslty 1s absolutely uncaused.7
Present~day Scholasties do not propose the argument for
the existence of God from contingency in the exact manner as 3t.
Thomas, since the Thomistic argument supposes the doctriné of the
composition of bodies. The scholastic argument is more easily
understood than is Thomas"argument, and it 1s hardly necessary
to summarize it here. Thelr argument concerns itself with but

two different types of being~-contingent and necessary. A con-
tingent being is one which exists, but is likewise capable of not
existing; it exists, but not by virtue of its own essence. i ne-
cessary being is one which exists and is absolutely incapable of
not existing; it exists by virtue of its own essence. With this
twofold division of being, there 1s no need for a distinction

to be made betwesen s being which is necessary, having a cause

7 Gertigou-Lagrange, The One God, 144-145,
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jof its necessity, and a being which is absolutely and essentially
Fnecessary.a |

The fourth Thomistic argument for the existence of God
1s teken from the gradea of perfection in the world. The major of
the argument merely states the empirical fact that grades of per-
fections do exist in the world., For the sake of simpliolty, the

jarguizent is conveniently limited to the transcendental perfactioni

hich St, Thomas, prineipally if not exclusively, regards, His
K;rda are these, "There are found in things some more and less
?pod and true and noble."
In the minor of the argument 3t, Thomas applies the
prineiple of sufficient reason to the empirical fact enunciated
in the major. A sufficlent reason is sought to explain why per-
fections can exist according to a greater or less degree. Re-
jecourse is had to the prineiple of sxemplary causallty which 3t.
Thomas formulates in the following manner: "Jore and less are
predicated of different things insofar as they resemble in dif-
ferent ways something which is the greatest."” It may rightly be
said that the reason why more and less gre so predicated of dif-
ferent things is that they are so conceived, and they are so con=~
celved, because 1t 1s necessary to do so, since a diminished or

participated perfection does not have within itself a sufficient

8 For a clear example of the present-day Scholastio
argunent, see Boyer, Cursus Philosophiee, I1I, 317-319.
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reason why it exists, It is not self-explanatory. Could 1t ex~
plain itself, it would exist in the highest degree, for perfeo-
tion of its very nature implies no limitation. Therefore if a
diminished or participated perfectlion does exlst, there exists
also a being whioch has that perfection to the infinite degres,
of which degree inferior things are but mere Tresemblances or
1m1tations.9 Furthermore there exists a being which is the exem-
plary cause of all things which have a perfection in a greater
or léss degree, singce an exemplary cause is that in whose imi-
tation something exists.1?

The conclusion of the first part of the argument is
that there exists a belng which is the highest good, the highest
truth, and the highest beauty, And since these notions are con-
vertible with the notion of being, since they are properties of
being, there exists a being which is the highest baing, a being
whose existence is infinite. aAnd since existence, as it were, is
the heart and core of every perfection since every perfection
is only some mode of existence, it follows that his belng is in-

finitely perfect.ll

9 Boyer, Cursus Philosophiae, II, 326-327.

10 n"Therefore if there exlst essences which are grea-
ter or less degrees of some perfection, 1t is necessary that
there exists a higher degree of that same perfection, of which
degree inferior essences are but imltations.” C1bid.J

11 »and since these perfections are convertible with
being, there exists a being which is the greatest.” [Ibid.J]
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In the second part of this argument St. ‘Thomas ‘shows
that bhis being is God Himself and is commonly acknowledge by
[zen as the efflcient cause of the world and of all the perfections
in the world.l2 He appesls to the principle that what is the
jraximum in any genus is the cause of all things which are of that
[genus. Therefore, what does not essentially possess perfection,
but only by participation, must receive that perfection from some
lerfioient cause. And if this cause itself does not essentially
possess perfectlon, a third cause must be analyzed, And since an

‘Bnfinite regress of efficient causes 18 impossible, there exists

n efficient ocause which essentially possesses perfection. But

vhat essentially possesses perfeotion possesses it to the grea-

est degree, Therefore thap highest being whieh is the exemplary

pause of all perfections which exist in a sreater or less dezree,
pt once, is the eftlclent cause of the world, and of all the
berfections whioch are found in the world.l3

The fifth way of St, Thomas 1s the argument from the

povernance of the world, In the major of this argument rscourse

12 ¢ilson, Phllosophy of St. Thomas sQuinas, 90

"ss regards THe appeal TO the principle oOr deusality
ht the end of the proof,..its object is by no means to establish
he existence of a supreme being; that conclusion is alresady se-
ured, Its objJect is simply to leed us to recognize in this

irst Being...the cause of all the perfections whic! appear in
econdary things.n”

13 Boyer, Cursus Philosophlae, 11, 328-329,
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is had once agein to an empirical fact, It is evident that natue
Tal beings, beings which lack intclligence, move toward an end,
and they do attaln their end constantly and designedly. It should
be noted that St, Thomas is here excluding the case of man, who
is a natural being though endowed with a certaln aemount of intel-
ligence whigh is not sufficient, however, to direct all other be=-
ings to their end, as the argument implies,14 But what is lacking -
in knowledge ocan act for an end only 1f it be directed by some=-
thing or someone endowed with knowledge and Intelligence, since a
thing acts for an end insofar as it ls ordered to an effect as to
its end. But such ordering supposes the abstract relatlon of the
means to the end be known prior to the actual ordering, at least
to the ultimate cause of such ordering. Therefore the abstract re-
lation of the means to the end must first be known before the a=-
gent be ordered to the ultimate cause of the ordering. But only
an intelligent cause can know thls abstract relation. Thereforse,
what acts for an ultimate end is directed by someone endowed with
knowladge and intelligence.l® st, Thomas concludes, then, that
some intslligent being exists who directs all natural things to

14 1bid.,,344.

‘ 15 "If the end is intended, and if the effect 1s had
from the intention and desire of the end, it is necessary that

the end be known; for nothing moves if it be not known and willed
But to know and to will an end is proper only to a being endowed W
with an intellect.” L[Ibid.J]
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-2

their end. This men speak of as God.

Although St. Thomas does not bridge the gap between
his conclusion thaet some intelligent being exists who is respon-
sible for the order in the world and his ultimate assertion that
this being is God, it is nonetheless implied in the notion of an
ordainer possessing the exemplary ideas of the resultant order.lq
Now the mind whence the order of the world proceeds either of it
self possesses the exemplary 1deas‘of that order, or recelves
them from another being. If 1t possesses them of itself, 1t has
them to the highest degree and must needs be a belng which is
superior to all other beings. In a word, that belng must be God
Himself. If, however, it receives them from another, and since
an infinite regress ls impossible, there must exist some one in-
tellect which is the ultimate source of that order, namely, God
Himself .17

16 Garrigou~Lagrange, The One God, 152,

17 Boyer, CQursus Philosophiae, 1T, 348,
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