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THE ®XISTENCE OF GOD.

FOREWORD.

In this essay I have made use of the following works:
St.Thomas:Summa Theologica.

Garrigoﬁ—Lagrange:Dieu.

Joyce:Principles of Natural Theology.

e Ravue Philosophigque,I924 & I925.°

Mercier:A Manual of liodern Scholastic Philosophy.
Dictionnaire Apologétique de la Foi.

These sourceé were utilized in a general way throughout the essay.
When any particular argument or point has been taken from any one of
them,the fact is indicabed in its proper place,so that the reader may
verify it and satisfy himself as to whether I have correctly inter-
preted the author or not.I have not always quoted the exact words of
S4.Thomas when referring to him because most people are familiar with
his teachings on this question and it would be difficult to attribute
enything to him that is not found in his writings.Furthermore,a con-
stant quoting of authors sometimes gives_ancimpression of pedantry.
It requires no genius to go through the works of St.Thomas and co?y
what he said in different places in support of this mataphysical dem-
onstration of the existence if God.l have,therefore,omitted many
lengthy parasraphs, that,so far as I could see,wouldlserve but to in-
crease the length of my essay. |

It is father difficult to write anything original after reading
Garrigou—Lagraﬁge's monumental work.Most authors who have written
since his book apﬁeared quote him profusely and use his arguments
quite freely.

T have not enumerated the adversaries of thisg thesis in the tntro- -

duction.They have been dealt with in turn 2fter each of the five




arguments,and i have limited myself to those that are best known.
In my conclusion I have dealt with the personality of God énd the
fact that he is did&tincet from the world.This naturally led to a
refutation of Pantheism.A short disquisition on Atheism sezsmed to
be a logical ending for an essay of this kind.

Needléss to say,Il have not attempted a literary wbrk.My aim has
been clearness,and to attain it I have often sacrificed force and

beauty,the two other qualities of style.
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M TR T QGITTOT VI S
THE IXISTEICE OF G D,

This essay aims at demonstrating the existence of God the
subprene all perfect being, the first efficient cause of all things
as well as of all order among created beings. I shall not treat
the question of the attributes of God because they are the matter
of a subsequent thesis in our vrogramme, but shall limit myself
to the question of vroving the existence of the First Cause, etc.,
supposing, for the purpose of this essay, the preccéding thesis on
the demonstrability of the existence of such a being.

The existence of Cod must be demonstrated. It is not a
truth " per se nota quodd se et quoad nos", Existence, it is true,
is an essential predicate of God, but as we do not know the nature
of God, the fact that existence essentially bvelongs to Him, is not
apparent to ﬁs immediately but must 5@ demonstrated.

Our manner of proceeding will be a posteriori, i.e., from
effect to cause. It is possible to demonstrate the existence of
God by any effect, but not with the sane ease and Tacility becauvse
of the danger of confusihg the ceuses we night meet with on the
way. It is necessary in the firsi place, to go from an eflect to
its »rover cause, and as we must arrive at the ultimate cause of
the effect with which we began, it is evident that many infermediary
and subordinate causes will be encountered in the course of the
demonstration. It is necessary, thereforey to distinguish between
causes that are accidentelly subordinated, and causes that are

essentlally svbordinated. Furthermore, we are concerned with

causes essentially subordinated in the present. Ve shall leame aside
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all consideration of the temporal oréer, and limit ourselves to
the causal order, which dces not imply any succession cf time? but
rather simultaneousness. Vhen it is &aid that the cause is anterior
to the elffect all that is meant is that the cause is a pre-reqdisite
with regard to the effect, is antersor in nature ( not in time ) to
the effect.

| In the argument from efficient causality it willi be necessary
to distinguish between causes ad fieri and causes ad esse. This
will be done in its prover place, so that it is unnecessary 1o
develop +the idea here. ILet us say at the outset, however, that
it is essential to bear in mind the distinction already mentioned,
i.e., the distinction between the témporal order and the causal
order, because modern scientists have led us to give undve
prominence to series or rather successions of phenomena, to the
neglect of real hains or series ol causes.

It is necessary, likewise, tolimit ourselves.in the series

of cavuses we study, to the immediate cause, TIor instance, the argu-

ment from contingency demonstrates immediately the existence of a

necessary heing, but not the existence of a personal Goi.'After
the five arguments are developed, we must show that the live
distinct attributes must be found in one God who is spirituai,
intelligent, free, personal, ete. ( cf. Garrigon-Lagrange p.8l.).

Our arguments will be based on first principles which nay be
formulated as follows:-

2} The principlé of non—contradiction or the negative
expression of ‘the principle of identity: the same being cannot be
and not be what it is at the same time and fr.m the same point of
view..

b} The principle of substance:-that which is, is one and the

samnein all its changing or diffefent ways of existing.
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c) The principle of sufficient reason:- every being must
have that which mekes it intrinsically such a being (nature) and
thaet which makes it exist. It must have this in itself, if it exists
by nature, i.e., if its nature is to exist. IT it is not its
nature tc exist, then it must have this cause in ancther.

d¢) The principle of cawality which follows from the preceding
principle and can be stated as foll ws:- that which does not exist
by itself, exists by another.

e) Tinally, that being which gave existence to another did
so for a reason détermining it to produce that definite: being and
not some other being. Omne agens agit propter fimem.

These are Tirst wrineinizs. It rtemains for us to declare their
ontgilogical value: . In a general vay St. Thomas declares,-"Proprium
est horun principiorum guod non solum necesse sit ea per se vera
esse: sed etlan necesse est videre ouod sint per se vera". I shall
not enter 1nto a refutation of the diverse ontemo of Philosophy
that are opposed to the Thomlstlc teaching on this guestion, but
shall simply state in summary form what the Angelic Doctor teaches
concerning them. I must profess my iandebtedness to thefRevUé“
Philosophigue, 1925, p.502, and ©.511-512 for the substance of
what these pages contain on the gquestion of these fTirst priﬂciples.

In the first place, these principles are not the fruit of
reasoning, neither are they an a priori artificial fabrication of
the mind, but they res ult from the objective analysis of the terms.

Secondly, the terms are extracted from the exterior and interior
sensible exverienced. They are not innate. The only thing that is
innate is the intellective faculty, which, when in presence of the
two terms immediately sees their essential connection in a sub-

sequent judgnent.
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This the semse in which these principles are said to bve

analytical or the result of the amalysis of the subject and the
predicate. This conneetion between the subject and the »dredicate
appears in two ways, either tH&Y¥ because the subject implics the
predicate in its comprehension e.g. man is a rational animal,.or
property
wnen the predicate which is an essential pdr¢¢ of the subject,
implies the subjeet in its definition, e.g. man has the faculty
of laughing.' The faculty of laughing implies rationality.

These analytical judgments are preceded by the act of visioh
on the part of the intelligence which reads in its Tormal object,
being, these necessary relations which 1% affirms in a Jjudgnent.
Consequently these p-inciples are universal and necessary. [hey
are also immutable in themselves and‘in us. Thelr value is a

transcendental gntalogical value. The evidence upon which they are

founded is objective.

RETE

<n kol We shall empioy, as I have already said,
the a posteriori method in proving this thesis. The a nriori
method cannot demonstrate the existence of God,althoughfst.Anselm
built up an atgument a priori that has caused a great deai of
discussion throughout the centuries since he invenfed it. Tven
Desca&rtes has attemp%ed to make use of it.
As St. Anselm conceived of it, the argument may be formulated
as followg:~-
The term"God" signifies that than which nothing greater
cah be conceived.
A nature than vhich nothing greater can be conceived is
a necegsarily existing nature.

Therefore God exists.
(ef. . Joyce, D.20L1.)
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Ve cannot admit the validity of thés argument because it does
not prove the existence of such a being outside of omr imaginatiord.
A1l that it proves is that a being than which nothing greater can

be conceived, must be conceived of as existihg if it exists .

St. Anselm 4id not seen to consider that the vossibility-ofan
infinite nature is oven 1o contradiction. .%With regard to the
infinite, all that we can say is that we donot detect its impossibility
Qur cbﬁcept sf the infinite is negative. TFor this arsument to be
vaiid, it would be necessary to demonstrate a posteriori the
truth of statement that an infinite nature is possible. Scotus
detected this flaw in ST. Anseclm's reascning, and showed that the
argunent neglects the fact that the range of our cogndative powers
is limited and that our knowledge of the super-sensuovs world is
obtained by reasoning upon sensible data.

Descartes formulated the argument in practically the sane way
as St. Anselﬁ. We can understand this in Descarfes because of his
system in which he teaches fhat purelnowleige is always internal and
APLYIFELEHAY spiritual i.e., that we have no direect or imzedliate
knowlegge of anytﬁfﬁgigi%%?ni &%Ssoul,Lrril e divideé ideas into
tvd classes, "adventitious™ or particular vepceptions vhav appedr
to inform us of a material world outszide, dut whose testimohy e
cannot admit without further prool, and "innate" or common notions,
vniversal ideas or axiomatic truths which can in no way come fron
vithout.

I shall not rcfﬁte his theory of innate ideas here becanse
that would lead me beyond the scope of this essay. It neeo( hardly

.

be pointed ovt that hiis ‘theory is bvaseless.

So far as his use of St. Anselm's argument is concermed, all
that I intend in mentioning it here,is to show how 1t fits into his
system. The same‘refutation nolds good in his case as in that of St.

Anselm as given above.



Argument From Motion.

Thisg is the first srgunent by St. Thomes. The mein objection
to it, namely, thet it reposes oh & princinrle which physical
science has showﬁ to0 he fplee.ic the result of en erronecus idee
of motion introduced hy Descertes, llotion is not only chenge
of Jrae or pocition, or relstion to other heings, it is
trsnsition frou ons Torw of being to snother fron potehay
to #ct , an energétic and incomplete actualization of & potency.
ohis trensitus mey %end towards a new quality, an increased
quantity, or & specific nature. Tocal motion is just one form
of motion.

Aristohle defines motiorn as "the act of that whieh 1s potential
inasmuch as it is potentiall Tt is the pessage from one form of
being vo anosher, and hence cannot be.a state of bsing, nor e
being, but & becoming. It is fieri not esse. It is always on
the rosd to reslizetion and never atteins full actnalizetion
Por when it reaches its term it has ceased %o be s motion..

T4t is 2lso infinitely divisible, each part being motion

just as the whole is métion, vet &1l the parts are different
and are notb interchangeable hut ocecur in & definite order or
series which is continuous. At every stage of a mowement, and
at every fraction of every efsge, somathing mew emergaes, there
is a contiuous passage:from notency to act, i.e. from being
potentially in movement or having & capacit; for movement, to
being actually in movement. Movement is not & stable entity

which once produced continues to work and funection, but each

pert is a necessary condition of the part that follows and




necessarily depends on the part preceding it.

By notentialify we mean a cepecity for recelving some nerfection.

A beiﬁg is said to be in pobventia with resard %o somathing else

wher it hes within itself the capacity of realizing thet something else
or thet perfection. For example, & tree is many different things
potertially. £ ney become a piece of furniture, the wall of a

house, a beseball bat etec., etc. It is, however, none of these

things, escbually. It has in itself the cepacity of becoming anypre

of them. This potentiality is not nonentity. Tt is something real

end if it were no% present in the tree the tree conld not be made

into any#fof the numerous articles that can be manufectured from

i+, FTurniture cannot he made from weter heacones wehter hes not in

itself that capeelty necessnry ta veceive the modification or per-

Es
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feotion of & plece of Ffurniture. Neither can we say that note
1ity i& being or entity. It is rather ralf-way betwaan entity
and mon-entity, less than entity and more than non—entity.

By act or actus we mean the res ult of the onsretion by vhich e
notentiality ise realized, or the compleren’ oF the potentiali t:.
Actus means nerfection. 4is a further explanation, let us say thoet
actus as well eas potentia is a reality, and a reality distinet from

he potentia that it perfects; The two cannot he identical though
sometimes it is impossible to separate then. In these csses, as in
81l others, they combine &s two adistinet principles. Tet it bhe
observed here, that what is an act perfecting a potentirlity 1s

distincet from thet perticular potentialifty, but may be potential-

ity with regard to something else-in another order. For example




the hwaen soul is “he act of the body, bub it is potentis with regard -
to thought ete. Yhen a thaught arises in the mind 1t is & new actus
perfeecting the intelligence which is @ facnlty of the soul really
distinet from the soul, bhut in *the =oul wevertheless. The squestiol
of the reai dietinetiorn hetwesn the soul and its faculties helongs
to another depsrtment of Pbil ovhy end need not he treated here. I
thinl the idee T wish to convey is sufficiently clear as I have put
iv.

A1l limited perfection &nd thet is the kind of perfection we are

consifering in this essey, the only

ol VS RS

erfection in thisrworld, is
- X

1limited heceuse of its potentvially. Potentiafi§ itsel?f, on the other
hend has ite 1iﬁiting prineinle within itself. The very mea ning of
notentielity is limit. It is capacity 1'c> receive a definite perfection
and no more. A tree, to,adhare to the same example used shove, can bécome
s piece of furniture, or a basehall hat or enything of that order
and nothing else. It cgnnot become a matal or a liquid. It is limited »7
its own potertiallty.

¥ith regard to &chus or perfection, however, the idesa 6leimit
hes no place. T mean perfection ut sic absoluta perfectlion. then
perfection is limited ond become§ thisNor that definite perfect-
ion it is on sccount of %he posantiality thet it actuslizes.
Lctus maynhellimited by potentia in different ways, Firstly it
ig limited by the potentia to which it corressonds. Tor example
the sculptor's ideal, thongh not limited hr time and gpera ase

lone as it ewis®ts only in his mind, becomes limited hy the part-

9

ienlar piece of marble in which it is emhodied. Insofar as sctus

is a potentiality with regerd Go an sctus of a higher order it is




also limited becanse that higher order is not absolute perfection.

Let us now propose the argument from motion or movement in the worléd.
'It mey he formulated as follows:

In the world of created beings there is movement and there are series
; of movements.

Thetever is moved, ig moved by snother. Ve cannot proceed in infinitum

in the series of movements, i.e. in the series of subordinate movers or

# motors. Therefore, we must come to & motor or mover that has movement

in itself and gives or communicates movement without having received

it from enockther.

To prove this sargument,,I think thet it should suffice to explain
end establish the two minors. So far as the major is concerned, it
is sufficiently clear to everybody. Motion or movement meets us on
every side. The world is full of movement. It would seem unnecesgary
1ikewise to determine whether we are 1o degl with substentiel or
actual mutation, spiritual or corporal movement, local, qualitative
or quentitive movement. All me need to do is to admit the existence
of movemert of some kind end to study it as such. This is ﬁoﬁ
gerrigou-Legrange set= omt +o estebhlish the proof of

of God from movement in the world. (Dien, P.24I) Let me say here
thet I shall use his arguments in this part of my essgay. They may
be found in the above mentioned work from page 243 to pege 248.

To proceed, then, %o.our f£irst minor: whatever is moved is n
moved by srother, let us endeavour o show that it results from the

very nature of movement. Movement, we said above is transitus de

potendia in actum, It is fieri, not esse, it is & becoming. When

it reaches its term, it ceases to be, as motion. Motion or movement




necessarily depends on something elee. It is impossible for a being

to be in potentic and in actu with respect to the same thing. For an

agent to communicate movement, it muet heve that movement in itself

or heve received it from another, just as to receive & movement it

is necessary f@ be in potentia with regard to thet particular move-
ment. Becoming or transitue or movement regquires an actualizing agent
outside of itself, which agent must be in act or heve that which it
canfers on the patient or second tern of the movement. This immediate
agent of movement need not be altogetheer external to the substance in
which the movement occurs, but it must at least be exbernal to that
part which is the immediate subject of change. Here we may invokse

the sxiom: hemo dat quod non habet.

Allow me to gquote here & paragraph from Aristotle (Fhysics III. c.3
"fe have now solved the diffieulty, and éhown that motion is in

the thing movéa. For it is the act of_this latter affected by the
agency of the mover. And the act qf the mover is not something

other than it. For it must of necessity be the act of both. For

the mover is so termed by reason of an achive power 1t possesses;

end it ie said to be"moving" because 14 exercises that power. But-

it exercises it in the thing moved. So that the act of hoth is one
and the same. Just as the difference between one and two is the

same &s thetibéfwesenctwo and one, and uphill and downhill are the
same reaslity.the things are the same but they are conceived under
different aspects. Thé case is similar as regards the mover and the
moved! This extract from Aristotle's Physics makes it clear that
wherever there is motion there is not only & body which is moved

(motus) but also an agent moving 1t (movens) or communicating




movement to it. The latter is just as essential e& the former in every
_movement. The process of change taeking plece in that which is moved is
d cctio in the agent and passio in the moveble or moved hody, but it is
in both, not only in the 1astsr, emd the latter receives it from some-
| thing outside of iteelf.
mhe same idea is expressed by St. thomas, (I. q. 2 &. 3)., The foll-
8 owine translation 18 from the English edition of the Summe, ¢uoted by
cardinel Mercier:

nphe first and most menifest way is the ergunent fron motion. It
ig certein and evidemt to our senses that some things are in motion.
whetever is in motioh 1is moved by another, for nothing can be in motion
except it have a potentiality for that towards whiéh itidis being moved;
wherees & thing moves inasmuch a8 it is actual. BY "motion” we meen
nothing else than the reduction of something from 2 stete of potent-
gate of actuslity. Nothing, however, can be reduced

: except by gomething already in actu
-entiality into & stéte of actualityﬁ\mhus, thet
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whieh is actually hot, &g fire, makes wood which is potentially hot,
to be actually hot, and theroby moves and chenges it. It is not poss-
iple +thet the same thing should bhe at once in a state of esctuality’
and potentielity from the same point of view and in the same way
enything shp#hld-be both moved and mover, or that it should move
iteelf. Therefore, whatever is in motion should bhe put in motion bY
another. If that by which i+ is put in motion be itself pub in
motion, then %this must.also needd be put in moFion hy another, and
that by another‘again. mhis cennot go on %o infinity, because then

there wonld be no first mover, and consequently, no other mover-

seeing thet subsequent nmovers only move inasmuch as they are putb in
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motion hy the first mover; as the staff only moves because i% is put
in motion by the hand., Therefore, it is necessary to arrive at & first
mover, put in,motion by no other; and this cveryone understands to be
GodV

our second minor ig as follows: we cennot proceed in inFfinitum in
Lye geries of movers or motors. This statement has nothing to do with
the possihility of an infinite ceries of motors accidentelly subord-
ipeted in the pest. &t. Thomes himoolf coeps th et the impossibility of
cuch & series cannot be demonstreted by the reason alone. 0f course,
me heve Reveletion which teaches that there is no such seriaes, but
Reveletion is not the means by which we reach conclusions in Fhilosophy.
Whet is contrery to reason is that an existing movement should have ifs

sufficient reeson, its sctualizing raison &' etre in e series of motore

21l of which ere moved, &ll of which receive the movement that they
trensmit. If there is not one that transmits without heving received,
no movement can ever take pnlace hecause there is no cause. Garrigou-
Lagrenge explains this (Page 244) using o gquotation from Sertillenges
mhe substance of what Sertillanges sayes is es fo ollows: No matter
how meny intermediate moftors you heve vou have no scurce of movenert,
vou have e canel or & stream thet is lengthened but you heve ne spring
or source. If there is no source, the intermediate motor is powerlecs end
can produce no result.

211 the intermediste motors ere motors per accidens. e need not,

£ind an end for these motors i.e. berminate the series, hut it ie

=

sufficient Por us to ek aut of +the eeries, and *ind o motor of &
higher order, a motor +hat is not moved by another, an irmovable motor,
not immovable in the sense that it 1s in notentia ftowards novemen®t butb

will nevet move, but in the sense thet it is immovable in actu, i.e.




cennot beconc because it is already.

Garrigou-Lagrange (P. 246 and 247), gives two examples to help the
imaginetion, one physical and the other spiritual, The first id the
exemple of a sailor carrying an anchor on hoard a shin. The ship
cerries the'sailof, the sea supports the ship and the enrth supports
the sea, the sun holds the earth in place and en unknown centre sustoing
the sun etc., What holds the unknown centre of the sun? If the series is h
infinite or eternal it is infinitely insufficient. Every member of the s
series of transformations that preceded our present solar system, all
the snterior forms of energy are not causes except per accidens of the su
succeéding movement and they require & non-transitory cause of movement
or an immovable motor, not at the bheginning of the series, but ahove
the series, a sort of permenent springfrom which all moverient and 1life
originally come.

Such » cource cennot be metter endow§d with ehergy because matier
is a constant subject of changé end cannot be the reason or causie Or
agent of its own mutations.,

The second example is,of the spiritual order, and feetaken from
4, Thomas Is 286 q. 9 a&. 4. It is the example of the will, willing
things +that it did no% previously will. A sick men desires to get well.
This getting well is at rirst desired in the general desire of good
tha*t is the constant inclinatioh of the will. Fow, our will is not =
eternal set of love of the good. This desire of & cure hecen in the

generel desire of being'well as a good, which general dedre had a Dbe-

© ginning.

General Conclusions:

If movement in the world requires & mover that is immoveble, & mover

that hes movement without having received it, & mover, not at the
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beginning of &n infinite series dbut outside of any such possible series,
’above it, communicating movement o it, such a motérrmust be a necessary
being, must be God, perfect in the order of heing, heving within
gimself the actus of allrmovenment without having receivwed it and

having the power of communicating it to the world. The words of

Holy Secripture are therefore nhilosophically correct when God is spoken
of as "Him in whom we live and move and have our being?

To explain the matter more definitely and clearly in philosophical
languege, let us say that such an immovable mover must be pure per-
fection, pure act. Potentiality can have no peace in such a bheing,
otherwise the axiom "operatio sequitur esse et modus operandi modum
ecsendi" would be false. He must he an immaterial being, hecanse if
he haed any matter in his meke-up he would have potentiality. He must
consequently be an intelligent being because SPirituality»immayeriélity.

is the foundation and hasis of inﬁeliigence. Ormnipresence must
likewise be an attribute of such a being since everything that is
moved is moved by him, He must likewise be eternal since he has being-
without having acquired it. His action is not measured by time dbut ite
results can he in time. He is likewise unique because & heing thet is
pure act cannot have an squal or a superior.

Objections to the Argunent From Movement.

cerrigou-Lagrange(P. 248-264) groups the different objections to

this argﬁment under three headings:

a) Objections %o the:principle:"quidquid movetur ab alio movetur"

' b) Ohjections to the necessity of stopping somewhere in the series

of subordinate motors.

c) Objections to the existence of axy motor, which they declare %o

be intrinsically repugnant.

e v e e
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He then proceeds to refute them in the ssme order. Ve gshall likewise
refute them using the same princidles, though we shall not go into

so much detail because most of them can be easily refuted b referr-
 ling to the explanation of nmotion already given in the general explen-
; ation or in eétablishing the argument. .

% The first group of objectors, following Descartes, admit only local
; motion, which they call a distinct reality passing from one body to ané
.+ jother. '

i To this we mey answer first of all that local motion is only one

% kin€ of motion, and viewed philosophically it is like otlier forms of
motion passing from potency to asct. A body must be in some place bhut
it always has the potency of heing some place else. When in a new
place it ascquires a new actuality and loses the potentiality it had

o be in that new place. It can never be in potentia and in actu

with regard % the same place. These objectors hold .that contrary

to what we have said local motion is the only kind of motion and that
8ll change can be expleined by it. Of course Wwe cean understand

thet locel mobtion should bhe all important to mathematicians like Des-
cartes but we are dealing with Metaphysics, not mathematics.-nescartes
says that in the beginning God gave the universe a certain amount of
movement which still exists, passing from-:body to body:and always
remaining the same. He goas further and maintains that such motion
once communicated will remain in & body until some external force
intervenes and hence he :styles motion as a mode of corporeal

L substance. Cf. Joyce: Principles of Natural Theology.

" Now what is wrong with this system? There are four noints upon
which DescOrtes is misteken. In the first place he forgeis that
"rnotion is change, not an added reality. Secondly, being a mathematicien,

he considers motion in regard-to FeSE According to him the terminue




a quo as well as the fterminus ad quen is considered under this aspect
and he reasons that the terminus a quo being in a state of rest is
inferior %o the process of change since a mere potenténcy:.ils inferior

to & notency on the roed to acHualization. He concludes, therefore,

thet motion is some reality added to the already constituted substance.
Thirdly,'if mey he sald as we have already explained, that motion is not
a state. State and movement are nmutually exclusive. ILastly, it 1s

a contradiction” to say that movement is something which remaining the
seme passes from one hody to another. "Movement does not pass:(from

ons to anosher) is not communicated, but cormmnicates movement to

another body; heat dces not cireulate, but produces heat in & given
way?C?. Lecome, quoted by Garrigou-Lagrange P.25I$ Such sn explanation
might help the imegination fo represent the constant relations of
differeny phenomena, but it does not give us the intrinsiec nature of
the reality.

This ohbjection seens strénger when we consider Newton's law which
gesures s that e body in motion persists in motion unless it is
subjected to some external force. The examples generally given are
the arrow shot from & how or the billiard-ball rolladng ovér'the surface
of the tahle. The intervening obstecle is said to he the the friction
of the air or of the surfece of the table,
gGarrigou-Lagranpe nuotes %, Thomas as Ffollovs: "Instrumentun int-

elligitur moveri a principali agente, quamdiu retinet virtutem & princip-

o

o~ -
11 egente impressam: unde sagitta tandin movetur projiciente,
’ L]
gquemdiu monet \is impulsus proficientis.” Along with other Scholast—
ies he meintains that "the arrow having received an impetus is not

at the same time in potentia and in ectu with regard to that impetus,

but it is in potentis with regard to the posifion to which it tends.

In other words, the arrow is in actu so far as its dynamic quelity i1s-

concsrned, and in potentia with regard to ifs locel positional Thie
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L solution he borrows from Goudin, and he also guotes Maritein as follows:
"That movement once given to & hody aontimnge indafinitelr 48 rerhore o
convenient fiction to renresent certain mathematicel or mechanicel relatio
in asfronony, but philosophically it is very debateble.{contestable)

Ve might edd to this, that even grented the impetus etc. as .
Gerrigou-Lagrange explains, we nust also insist on the necessity of
+the continuous ection of an external fores %o explain the persistence
1 i of movement in the errow. Newton says *that the arrow, %o use an example
will continue in & straight lihe unless acted upon and made to change

its direction or cease moving, by externsl forces, hut he:doss no%

+

deny that the continued and wniform movemen®t 1is also due to another
external force. Thés other externsl force must needs he roved from
potency %to asct and we ere compelled fto heve recourse to en immovahle

_ . s : 0 be ,repugnan
motor, 8ince a processus in infinitum has been salready é%ownAﬁo PR

' The second group of objectors is made wp of %hose who pretend that

/

‘thet, we can zo back indefinitely in *the series of nmotors that sre e

essentielly and actuslly subordineted. There is no quesfion here of

aceidentelly subordinated motore. Those Who make this objection use

Aristotle's guestion concerning the possibility of a circle of causes

whereby the first motor would be movable in another class different
from that in whiéﬁkﬁﬁ%er or movens. The snswer is thet such a circlas
is impossible in the seanme order 0F ‘causality » otherwisenthe cause
would have and not have &t the somes time the power of causing the sane

effect.

The +third and lasi group of sdversaries is composed of those who

deny the possibility of an immovabhle motor. Thel say that such o motor

implies a contradigtion because & motor supposes & beginning and there-

fore excludes ©11 rossihility of immobility. Aristotle gove the nrincirles

that solve this Aifficenltv. He eavs thet avery mover in so far es it is-




considerdd & mover (motor in ge) 9~ $mmavobhle, sand is movable per

accidens. AS a matter of fect, to move is to determine or reduce to
8co o h.

set. It ic nurely sccidental that what moves gnother ie already deter-
mined by a superior i.e. pribér mover. That is necessarily requiréd

in & mover.is bthat it be in zetu. I = helng is by natnre, essentially
in sctu, if not only it cen =met hut ie its own action it can ect and

a antg r 4 + eine movs bl P T+ can he
™ I‘Oduo 2 mo emen 'l ill &ROthe_ v"'i uhOU_ 2 }) 2l ng mo d i "1y 11-. s U & nNe
1o veme o

.

) r ce& - aete it cennot
conceded thet such & mover can rnove othere &h asterno, nuws "

commence Lo move i.e. enter into movenent.

e must admit,therefore,in view of what has been said in the positive
| and in the negative parts of this argument,that the movement and the
series of movements in tne world are a clear proof of the existence of
an immovable mover,I.E. of a mover who has not received movement,a
mover that is essentially in actu and is tihe source of all movement.

. Prom all this it follows that such an immovable mover must be immater-

jel and ,therefore spiritual,that such a mover is its own existence etc.
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In the preceding argument,we started from the process of becoming,
of transitus from portentia to actus and proved the necessity of an
immovable motor.In this second argument we no longer deal with the
-process of beéoming, but with the being which is the term of méve-

1 ment or becoming,and remains in existence after that process has
ceased. It %s sometimes claimed that this is the same argunent as the
preceding one and that it is just a repktitisn of principrigy already
given.However we must say that there is a distinction between coming
into existence and remaining in existence.3t.Thomas tells us clearly
that created beings need to e kept in existence by God.

In this »proof we shall demonstrate the necesgity of an udncaused:d
efficient cause to keen the worid in existence. We are not at all
interested in the question of the possibility of an infinite number
of efficient causes ad fieri. Ve know;of eourse,by revelation,that such
a series is impossible,but seeing that 3St.Thomas says that we cannot
prove the inpossibility of such o series by reason,we shall not
attempt tc do so. Ve are interested,so far as this essdy. is concerned,
in the gquestion of an efficient cause ad esse,a conserving cauéée that
has not been caused but that is outside and beyond any series of
accidental causes and explains the continued existence of the world
that surrovnds us.

Before giving this proof,however,let us explain the motion of
efficient causality.5What is an efficient cause? It is defined in
manuals ol Philosophy as follows:principium extrinsecum quod actione
sua physica alteram producit existenti®w.This may be rendered in'
English as follows,-an extfmsic princiovle which by its physical

action produced the existence of another.




This definition may require some explanation for. those who are
not familisr with the terminology of Philosophy. A principle is that
from which something proceeds or comes some vay or other. The Eng-
lish rendering of this definition is rather awkward.The Tatin "id
a quo aliquid guocungque modo‘procedit“ is clearer and more compact.
This princeiple is extrinsic i.e.outside of the effect produced and
has nothing t: do with the intrinsic principles of which the effect
is made up or constitu%g&. This extrinsic princivle produces another
existence csutside of itself and in this it is distinguished from the
material cause and from the formal cause which are intrinsic to their
effect and are only distinguished from it as the part is distinct
from the whole. This new existence is vproduced by the physical
action of the efficient cause and in this it is distinguished from
the final cause wiich does not exert any physical action but rather
attracts the agent by the'good it holds out to him, Action is mid-way
between cause and effect and may he ca led the link between the two.
As a result the effect does mnot merely succeed or fullow the cause,
but comes as the resu’t of the action of the causs. . |

A cauce is more than a c-ndition. A gondition is that which per-
nits a cause to act,but does not itself positively influence the pro-
duction of the effect. It may bhe said to remove an obstacle. If it is
a simple conditi n it is not indispensable but contributes tc nake
the possible action more perfect. If it is an indispensable condition,
or a sine qua non,it is such that without it the action of the cause
cannot take'place and it cannot be supplied by any other condition.

Cause als: differs Trom occasion which is defined: "id ad cujus
préesentiam aliquid fit" or a circumstance or combination of cir-
cumstances favourable to the action of a free cause,e.g. darkness is

an occasion of theft.
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The occasion is -.:t necessary to the production o the effect i.e. to
the exterior effdciency of the cause,but it has a positive influence
on the effect,at least upon the determinations of the will of the
agent,which determination precedssthe effect.This is the main differ-
ence between an occasion and a condition sine gua non. Here let it be
observed that occcasidn can only exist in reference to free causes.

There are¢ uwany species of efficient causes.I shall enumerate
and define the:: brielfly,dwelling at greater length on those most
necessary tc the prcof I shall give later. There is first cause and
there are second causes, By first cause we mean a cause that depends
on no other cause either with regard t- the force or power with which
it acts or with regard to the exercise of this power. A second cause
is a cause that depends on a prior ca:se,both for its power and for
the exercise ofithat power. A principal cause is one that acts through
its own power,and an instrumental caqse'is a cause that acts through
the power of a principal cause. A writer is a principal cause and his
pen is the instrﬁmental cause. Of ccurse the instrumental cause direc-
ted by the principal cause co-operaies,if we may use the term inthis
sense,according to its own nature and has something to do with the
nature of the effect,but as an instrument.

Effdcient cause may be physical or moral according as it produces
its effect by physical action,or by moral action moves the physical
cause to act.

An eff&cient cause is said to be a cause per se when it produces
an eifect according to its nature or according to the antention of
the agent., It is cailed causa per accidens when it produces an effect
which is not a direct consequence of its nature,or which does not follow

from the intention of the agent,i.e.which is praeter intentionem.




There are several other species of causes:proximate and remote,
total and partial,universal and particular,which need not be defined.
The terms themselves are sufficiently clear.

There are,however,some other causes that need to be clearly un-
derstood for the purposes ¢f this essay. The first is what is Xnown
as necessary cause,i.e.,a cause which cannogyf%roduce its effect when
all conditions for its acting are verified or fulfilled. For instance,
the sun is a mnecessary cause of light,heat,etc. A necessary cause is
distinguished from a contingent or free cause which can refrain from
acting even when all the required conditions are fulfilled. An artist
may or may not paint a picture.

Lastly,we come to an important pair of species of efﬁégient causes,
i.e.causes ad fieri and causes ad esse. These must be carefully ex-
plained for the proper understanding oﬁ this essay.

A cause éd Tfieri is a cause of a thing's becéming what 1t is. A
cause ad esse is a cause thaf sustains a thing in being. A carpenter
builds a house. He is the cause ad Tieri of the house he builds. The
material of which the house is built is the cause ad essé as regards
the continued existence of thie house. We are no} here concerned with
the question of proximate and remote causes. Of course theré are
causes which are at the same time causes ad fieri and causes ad esse.
For example,a candle is the cause ad fieri of the light in a roon
when it is first introduced intc the room. It is also the cause ad
esse because its continued Presence is required if the light is to
continue. In other cases the cause ad fieri is #U& distinct from the
cause ad esse. For example,the carventer in the example given above,

is the cause ad fieri only. O0Of course we must concede to the cause




ed fieri some connéction with the being of the thing it produces,
it effects the transition from potentia to actus, and is theréfone
indirectly the cause of being also, but the direct effect of such a
cause is limited to this process of transition. The continuance of
a being is due to a cause ad esse, which may be the same as the
cause ad fieri, or it may be distinet from it.

Tet us now propose our argument in form. It ig gimilar to the
preceding argument from movement andm%g worded as follows;

‘The world we see all around us furnishes us with examples of
substances and accidents, all coming into being through the action
of efficient causes.

That which comes into being through the action of a cause is
also dependent on a cause for its confinuance in existence.

We cannot proceed in infinitum inmthe series of these efficient
causes, | |

Therefore we must admif the existence of a first cause, itself
uncaused and self-existent.

To prove this argument it does not seem necessary %o.say anything
about the major. It is self-evident. With regard to the firstiminor,
a brief explanation is necessary. It is quite evident, I think, that
a thing which requires a cause to bring it into being, requires a
cause to keep or maintain it in existence. At first sight, this
statement may present gome difficulty to those who limit their
observation and reas&ning to what is actmally before their eyes. We
are accustomed to think that once a being comes into existence, it
is independent of all but itself. Once the chicken is hatched from
the egg, it apparently exists by itself. We have no difficulty in

admitting that it needed a cause to give it being, but what other
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cause than itself does it need to continue to be ? Some say that the
existing nature of the being is a sufficient cause of its comtinuance
in existence until some hostile force destroys it. This does not
explain matters at all, for the continued existence of the existing
nature is what we wmre seeking to explain. Whatever keeps the fhing
in existence must be a reality above itself, though it need not be an
object of sensible experience. A further examdple will perhaps make
matters clearer. An iron-worker makes a key. He is the efficient
cause ad fieri of that key. Once he has fashioned it, it continues

to exist independently of him, but what makes it retain its form and
continue to be a key? I suppose we must say that the irom of which

it is made, being hard and rigid, will not change its form until
another cause ad fieri acts upon it. Its continued existence, therefore
has a cause, the gualities of the iroﬁ. We are not interested in
determining whether an infinite series -of such accidental causes is
possible or not. That belongs to our second minor. What we must admit
is tha t the key requires something besides itself to ensure its
continued existence. This,of course,is an example of an acgident.

It is a little more difficult to deal with substances becduse our
senses donot help us in studying substances. Hence it is that we are
ffaced with the following difficulty:what about the man who made the
%ey? Vhen he is once formed,when his elementary constituents are as-
sembled in the requieed way do they not keep him in existence,as the
materials that compose a house keep it in existence? This difficulty
is generally brought up by those who forget that man is not an
agglomeration.of atoms., He has more true unity than the house. Man

is a singl:substance and acts as such. His actions are attributable

t0 his person "individua substantia rationhlisnaturae",not to the
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individval particle that actually is employed in the action, Ilfan is
of a higher order than the material constiﬁuents that go to form his-
body, and he requires a sustaining cause of a higher order than these
constituvents. The constituents of a man, like the materials of a
house, may be the cause in esse of the particular arrangement where-
by one is a man and the other a house, but they themselves, must in
turn have a sustaining cause not only for their existence, but for
their exigtence in that particular arrangement one to the other.

Qur second minor is the main »art of the argument. We must
prove that an infinite serieg of causes ad esse is impossible, If
no member in our series of effikcient causes possesscs being indepeh—
dently of the operation of a higher cause, we shall be forced to con-
clude that there are no secondary causes in existenced. Furthermore,
nothing can be the cause of itself, because it would have to he prior.
to itself which is inconceivable. .

An exampie frequently used to demonstrate thé utter impossibility
of an infinite series of cauées ad esse, as an explanation of the con-
tinved existence of the beings of the uvniverse, is the example of a
clock. Its movement depends on a series of wheels, whicﬁ geries de-
vends ultimately on the spring. No matter how many wheels we may‘add
we must finally havea spring actually prodvucing the ma vemenf of the
wheels, otherwise the clock will not go. It doces not matter whether
the number of wheels be great or small., UNeither do past windings have
anything to do with the present movement of the cloek. The movement
of the hands of the clbck 2s a present act depends on a cause to which
all the intermediary causes are subordinate.

St. Thomas uses the example of a carventer driving a nail. The
final effect i.e.the Tastening of the nail is caused by the hammer,

which is moved by the arm, which movement results from the motor im-.




pulses communicated from the nerve centers of the brain, The subordin-
ate causes must be Tinite in number and connected with a starting
point of motion. Otherwise the hamnmer would not move and the naill
would never be driven, becaue thesex subordinate causes are causes on
which thé driving of the nail is essentially dependent. The sane
could not be gald of the carpenter breaking an infinite number of
hammers and constantly replacing them. IHere we have the causes on

which the work does not essentially depend.
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This argument has been attacked on the grounds that it does not
prove the existence of God at all since it does nof show the efficient
cause of which 1t proves the necessity is intelligent and personal.

At the end of this essay we shall sum up the conclusions of our five
argunents and show the attributes that must necessarily belong to the
first motor, éfficient cause, ete. All we have pfoposed to establish
in this argument is the exisfence of such a cause. Subseguently we
shall deal with what is logically the complfmentery point, the in-
telligence and personality of the efficient cause. :

There is, however, a difficulty which may be dealt with here;

It is from J.S.Mills in his "Three Essays on Religion.™ In tﬁese
essays, he contends that the evidence at our disposal does not

enable us to conclude to any other ultimate causes than matter and force.
Let us express the difficulty in his own words.

"There is in nature a permanent element and a changeable:the

changes are always the effect of previous changes:the permanent
existences, so far as we know, are not effectsat all.-------- That
which in an object begins to exist is that in it which belongs to the

changeable element inwmmiure; the outward form and the properties
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depending on mechanical or chemical combinations of its component
parts. There is in every object, another and a permanent element,
viz,.- the specific elementary substance or substances of which 1t
consists, and their inherent properties. These are not known tp us
as beginning to‘exist; within the range of human knowledge they had
no beginning, consequently no cause.," lHe goes on to say that foree
adequately accpunts for all changes that take place in mnature. With
regard to the reasoning whereby we use the existence of the human
soul as the basis of an argument for an intelligent and personal
cause, he says: "The notion seems to be that no causes can give
rise to products of a more precious and elevated kind than themselves.
But this is at variance with the analogies of nature. How vastly
nobler and more precious, for instance, are the higher vegetables

and by the properties of which,
and animals, than the soil and manure out of which,they are raised up”.

This last quotation refers to our contention that the world requires
an intelligenf and personal cause. This has not yet been demonstrated
in this essay. Nevertheless, as I have proposed to deal with the
difficulties in connection with each argument, in their regular
place, I shall here give a few principles that will enable us th see
the fallacy of Mill's reasoning. They will be clearer when the
general conclusion has been read.

' In the first place, the specific types of nature are more than
mere combinations of chemical elements. They have unity and a
principle of unity constituting them as single substances, special
types of perfection, These substantiel perfections must be accounted
for. If their existence is not the result of the operation of an
efficient cause, what explains it? Mill explains it by force, but
he does mnot tell us what he means by forse. It seems to be a principle

of local motion operating without. any particular end in view. He
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does not deny the necessity of a self-existent first cause, but says
that matter and force serve the purpose. He does not seem to have
faced the fact that a self-existent being must be infinite in pérfec—
tion, immaterial, and inteliigent. This will be demonstrated later
on, and needs to be taken for granted at this stage. The only
reference made by ifill to this fact is when he denies the value of the
argument that uses the existence of the human soul as a proof of the
necessity of an intelligent and personal cause. The only observations
t0 be made in answer to this are, that if an effect can surpass its
cause in perfection, then being can spring from noneﬁﬁty, that when
an effect appears to surpass its cause, that cause is only a partial
cause, Or a causa pervaccidens. To use his comparison of plants, etc.
springing from soil and manure, let us say that the perfection of a
vegetable is attributable to a higher cause than earth and fertilizer.
These are but partial causes. Ve mist note furthermore, that while
Mill was attacking the Scholastic argument for the-necessity of an¥
efficient cause ad esse, he Wésamguiﬁg1fabout causes ad fieri,which
fact changes the question considerabdly, although he does not say a
word about the possibility of an infinite series of changés-succeeding '
each other in time, such as his theory of self-existent matter and
force would necessarily involve. Would not such a series be a con-

tradiction in terms according to his system?
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srom this we must also conclude that there is a first cause tiat is
the source of all being—-—a cause that is uncaused,that needed no
other cause to bring it into existence and that needs no cause to
keep it it existence.This cause ,having never been reduced from pot-
ency to act,must be pure act like the first mover the existence of
which we proved in the first arsument.As matter is potency,this cause

must be immaterial.It must likewise be omnipresent in order to attain

2ll other beings and keep them in existence.lt is likewise all-powesrful.
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The Argument From Contingency.

In the preceding argument, we saw that the source of being must
exist of mtself and by itself. In this argument we shall prove the
existence of a necessary being, that is, of a being that cannot not
exist. The demonstration will be&bosteriori, and starts from beiﬁg
itself as we have experience of it,i.e.from contingent being, or being
that can not exist, i.e.being that may or may not exist,being of
which existence as not one of the essential predicates. ZExistence is
an essential predicate of a necessary being, Jjust as to be three-sided
belongs to the nature of a triangle.

The argument may be briefly stated as follows: there are in the’”

world, contingent beings and series of contingent beings,or the

world is made up of contingent beings.

Contingent beings and series of contingent beings require a

necessary being to explain their existence. Therefore above and
beyond the world there is a necessary Heing. |

With regard to the major of the above argument, we may say that
observation proves that there are contingent beings in the:world. Vie
see all around us beings coming into existence and passing oﬁt of
existence. Plants grow up and die, animals are born, live,and die,
inanimate substahces enter ihto composition with other inanimate
substances, and form new beings or compounds different from the
gubstances that constitute them{ chemical changes).This seems to be
a sufficient explanation and proof of the major.

The minor is likewise edsy enough to prove. Since contingent
beings may or may not exist,we must admit that they do not account for
their own existence. A being that accounts for its own existence

is a being of which existence is a necessary predicate, a being that




cannot not exist, hence it wouid be necessary being. Once a being

is said to account for its own existence, it must cease to be contin-
gent. Site these contingent beings do not account for their own exis-
tence, something else must accoynt for it, it must owe its existence
to another being external to itself.

Likewise, we must say that no series of contingent beings can
ever constitute a necessary being, no matter how extensive that series
may be, even though it were infinite. Contingency is an attribute
that is essential to the nature of these beings individwally, and
essential attributes are predicable not only of individuals dbut also
of the whole body of such individvals whether that body is a series
or not. Intelligence is an essential attribute of ecach individual
man, and alsgo of mankind in general. 'We might as well say that
although one idiot is not reasonable, a million idiots would suffice
to form a reasonable being as to maintain that an infinite number of
contingent substances woﬁld constitute a necessary being." ( Joyce ).

Neither can this necessary being be the law that unites contin-
gent and transitory elements. A law does not explain itselfl nor
explain all the heings to which it applies. A law supposeé the ex-
istence of these beings and is a relation between them. A law may
exist in the ideal order between hypothetical beings, but such.a law
has no actual existence and is only a hypothetical truth.

Positivists use the examnle of the law of the conservation of
energy to support their claim that law does constitute the necessary
being. The sane explanafion may ve anplied to it as to other laws,
It supposes the existence of the beings in which energy exists.
Furthermore,_this law cannot be verified in the case of inorgenic
beings and is therefore not universal.

Many materialists take the view that matter; in the sense of the

material substratum common to all natural substances, 'is necessary




being. This cannot be, because it is evident that natter is capable
of receiving perfections‘that do not belong tov it essentially. Per-
fections that are hot essential must ve dve to something external to
that in which they are received., because nothing can talke place with-
out a sufficient reason. If two things are found united, the
sufficient reason cannot be Tound in either ome of them. UT gcourse,

I mean things that are essentially disftincet. Iach one is the reason
of its own attributes only. ile do not need any explanation of why a
triangle should have three ¥¥Zangles. That belongs to its essence,
But we do need an explanation of why a narticular triangle should be

made of wood, or »naper etc.

There is therefore ,a necessary being whése very essence is to exist,
a being that enters into no spedéies or genus,a being that has all per-~
fection,since all perfections belong to the perfection of being,and as
this being not only has being but is being,it not only has all perf-
ection,but it is all perfection and must be said to be infinite per-

fection.
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The Argvaent Tron the Degrees ol Perfeetion in the Viorld.
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This argument is called the henological argument, becamse in it
we reason Tfrom nultiplicity to uvnity. TFrom truth, goodness, ete.,
as welmow them from exverience, we show the necessity of admitting
the qxistence of a being who is the True, the Goad, etc., absolutely
infinite in all perfectiune.

Before. stating the argament, we must cxplain some of the terms
that will be used. In the first slace we are going to deal with the
limited perfections, and show that they reguire the existence of
absolute perfection. This expression "limited perfection” requires
some explanation. We have no difficulty in understanding the idea
of limitation with regard to quantity. We can.readily see how quan-
tity can be greater or less. e also readil y admit that heat and
light can be more or less intense, or more or less extensive, With
regard to relative ouantities, thal are specified by thie objedt to
which they are apnlied, we also see thé possibility ( and the reality),
of their being greater or less.Bverybody admits that this is the case
of science, and virtue for instance. The case is somewhat.less clear
whe: we speak of absolute quantities that have their specification
within themselves. Tor those unfamiliar with Scholasti€ Philosophy,
ﬁhe natter is a little confusing. All of these qualities are not
susceptible of being possessed in a greater or a less degree. Those
that constitute the specific difference of species are not divisible.
an has the quality of being rational. That guality which constitutes
his specific difference is indivisible. He hos it. If he had not,
he would not be man. OF course the faculty by which he reasons 1is
susceptible of greater or less develovment. The sane may be said of
animality or of germs. A man and 2 lion both possess animality, and
one has not more or-less of it than the other. Substance also is in-

divisible in this respect.




These are, however, qualities that are called transcendental,qualities

that are above all species and genera,qualities, whose concept .

implies or connotes no limit or imperfection, but which are limited
with regard to the being in which they exist. This does not mean
that they are restricted to a particular mode of being, dbut in the
being in Ghich these: qualities exist, and they exist in all heings,
they admit the idea of less or more. A being may have them in a
greater or a léss degree, and as we shall demonstrate, one being
has them without limit. These transcendental gualities are:- being,
unity, truth, and goodness. They are not divgrsified like the
genera by an exbrinsic specific difference, but they are on the
contrary, continued in that very thing that makes beings vary one
from Fhe other. Thus every being has them in a2 nmanner and a degree
proper to itself., These transcendentai qualities belong to beings
analogically not univera#lly. Let us explain. A generic or a specific
attribute is always univeraldX, i.e. it always has the same signi-
fication in all the subjects of which it is predicated, it always
expresses identimally the same notion. For example,- the.word
animal denotes identically the same characteristics, Whethef it refers
to a man, a lion, or =2n insect. These transcendental qualities or
characteristics, however, are not idenyically the same in all the
subjects of which they are predicated. They are only proportionally
the same. The goodness of a man is not the same as the goodness of
a horse. DNevertheless, there is a proportionate resemblance in the

two cases. In one case the qualities that constitute the goodness

‘are moral, and in the other they are physical. Sinilarly with regard

to this argument. When we argue from the goodness of the creature
to the goodness of the Creator, we do not mean that the goodness is
in all respects the same in the two cases. There is always analogy

when we pass from the finite to the infinite. We are now in a
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position to expose our argument, in which we shall proceed from the
facf of limited transcendental perfectitns in created beings, to the
necessity of a being that is absolute in all these characteristics
i.e. absolutely being or real, absolutely true, absolutely good.

We shall,first of all, expound the argument in a general way,
and then éﬁply it to truth and to goodness. The argunent is as
follows.

The things in our experience possess in conmon the perfections

~of being, of unity, of truth, and of goodness, perfections that do
not involve in themselves any idea of imperfection.

Mow, when one and the same perfection is found in ‘@ifferent
beings, it is impossible that they should possess it independently.
All must have: received it fronm one and the same souree.

Furthermore, when this perfection is one whose concept implies
no imperfection, its source must be that‘perfection.itself subsisting
as an independent being.

Therefore we must admit the existence of the Real, the One, the
True and the Good.

The major requires no elucidation. The two minors, Hoﬁever, must
be clearly established. We shall ,therefore, make clear the grounds
on which it is asserdsd, that when the same attridbute is found in
different individuals %t cannot belong to each of them in 1ts own
right and in virtue of its being the particular thing it is. Even
though there be but two such individuals, either cne must have received
the perfection in question, or both must have received it from a
cause belonging fo a higher order. With St. Thomas we must maintain,
"ultitudo non reddit rationem unitatis.”™ This follows from the
principle of cedsality with regard +to the union of diverse
elements. "Quae secgndum se sunt diversa non coinveniunt in aligquod

unum nisi per aliguam causam adunantum ipsa". This principle refers

not only to the conbination of different elements in a concrete
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being, but also applies to tge combination of éeperate individuals

in a single class. In,such a union we have a combination of the di-
verse. The individual men that constitute humanity are, in virtue

of their individuwality, distinct, yet their common nature makes thenm
specifically one. We cannot explain this unity, apart from a

common cause, Wé cannot atiribute the existence of such unity to
each memberin virtue of his being what he i&. That would be
equivedagnt to saying that the principle of unity and the principle

of diversity are one and the same. What makes a man what he is, is
his individuality, end individuwality is the principle of distinction.
It cannot be said, therefore, thaet 2 man is a man because he is the
individual which he is.

Tn order to avoid all danger of being accused of Talling into
Platonism, let wus say that while our argument leads us to conclude
that when the same perfection ¢s found in many individ uals, we mast
refer this singularity to a singk:cause; we do not say that there are
such things as immaterial essences the same as the material things
themselves, althiough there are archetypal ideas in the Divine mind.
Plato, on the otherhand, taught that there exists a world of
immaterial essencesz, the archetypes and causes of all sensible
objects, but belonging to a supersensible planc of being. Tow,
there can be no such thing as an immaterial essence ol a material
nature. Matter belongs to the essence of material things. An
immaterial essence of a material thing, subsisting as an individual,
is a contradiction in ferms. Such nafures can exist only in the
mind, as concepts.

With regard to our second minor:-"when this perfection is one
whose concept implies no imperfection, its sogrce must be that

perfection itself, subsisting as an independent being." let it be

said that we aremdéaling here with a special kind of perfection,

known as transcendental perfection, into the essemce of which,
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matter does not necessarily enter. The concept of truth or goodness,
involves no limits. Of course, we have knowledge and experience,
only of limited truth and goodness, but this does not affect the
significance of the terms which signify analagous perfections but
do not limit them to the particular modes in which they are found
in subjecté of which they are predicated. These gualities, as we
know them in this world, are all imperfect, composed of the perfections
themselves and something that limits them. The limit that constitutes
imperfections may be the contrary o6f the perfection, the: privation
of it, or its negation., What we are interested in is not what it
consists in, but why it affects such perfections as truth, goodness,
ete, , which are not of themselves mixed with their contraries Etc.
Were we to say that these perfections areyof themselves ( de se ),
limited, we should be affirming that plﬁrality is unity, that the
diverse ( de se ), is one, that elements .which of themselves, by
their essence, do not demand to be united, are, as a matter of fact,
united de se, which is equivalent to denying the principle of identity.

Now, the union of perfection and what limits perfection, not
being unconditional, requires an extrinsic reason to expldih it.
This extrinsic reason cannot be found in the gubject in Which'we
find both the perfection and its limit, because what constitutes the
subject and makes it what it is, is proper to itself, while, on the
contrary, the perfection we are considering in the subject, truth,
for instance, exists also in other subjects. Turthermore, what
constitutes a being, i.e. its essence, ig individisble and cannot be
said to have degfees of existence, and cannot be, and is not, the
same as the limited perfection under consideration,

Whatever is in a being without belonging to its essence, is
something that is-dne, therefore, to an exbtrinsic cause. The

being that has such a perfection, not having it essentially, must

receive it from another, and ultimately from a being that has it of




itself, immediately and according to its essence. IHence we arrive

at the conclusion thait there exists a being that is being itself;
that is, essentially One, True, and Godd. Ve must arrive at tne
existence of a being containing all these perfections not only
eminently, i.e. in a higher manner in such a way that thc sane
definition is ot verified when we refer to those perfections in that
first being znd in lower beings, bﬂt the being whose existence ve
must admit, must have all of these perlections fdrmally, i.e. the
essential characteristics of these perfections must enter int0 the

oA

definition whether we refer to them in the being causing them or in
the beinegs in wi.ich they are caused. As we affirmed above, this
being must not only have formally the perfections it confers, but
it mast be those perflections. Being, Truth, Beauty, mus} be a
subsistent entity. The cause of being must be subsistent being,
ete.,

FIRST INTE.LIGEKCE,

So Tar, we have proven tﬁe existence of a Tirst Being whose
essence is being, who is being. Ve shall now prodeed to apply the
prool already given to the transcendental guality of inteiligence.
St. Thomas anplies the »roof by degrees of perfection to the intelii—
gence and combines it with the proof from movement. We shall'aay
nothing here concerning the proof from movement, seceing that it has
already benn proven. The foll.wing are St. Thomas' words:-

" Considerandun est gquod supra animam intellect&wam humanam A
necesse est ponere aliiaem superiorem intellectum, a quo animo
virtutem intelligendi obtineat. Semper enim guod participat
aliquid, et quod est mobile, et gquod est imperfectwn, praeexigit
ante se aliquid quod est per esgsentiam suan tale, et quod est
immobile et perfectum. Anima autem humana intellective dicitur per

participationem intéllectualis virtutis: cujus signum est gquod non
tota est intellectiva~, sed secumdum aliquam suam partem. Pertingit




etigm ad intelligentiam . veritatis cum quondam discursu et notu
arguendc. Habet etimm imperfectdm intelligentian, tum guia non
omnisa intelligit, twa quia in his gquae intelligit de potentia
procedit ad actum:. Oporfet ergo esse aligquem altiorem intellectum
quo anima Juvetur ad intelligendam.” (la Pars, q.79 a4.).

Inteliligence, not being a genus, but being analogous, and
definied by relation to being is susceptible of being realized in
different defrees, and nust therefore, exist in some bleing pure
and witkoﬁt nixture of wotency or iiwit., ian is intellectual in-
sofar as he is immaterial, inscfar &s his soulrising above the
limits of matter, space and time pernits him to Imow, not only
particular beings but also being in the Tull extent of the mean-
ing of the word. As manis not Being de se his intelligence is
relative tv his bveing, and hence, limited. It is an accident and his
intellectual operation is an accidental act of his intelligence.
Pure being subsisting by itself must be intelligent alsv in the
measure in vhich it is imnaterial, As such a being is absolutely
immaterial, its intelligence must be intelligence itsell, i.e. being
itsell in the seilgge of suprene intef&gibility and always 'actually
knovm.

There is no dvwality off subject and objec’t here, because such
duality comes from potentia or imperfection in one or in the other

ulty

( subj. or obj.). In our act of intelligence the facz beconmes
intentinnally the object it ¥mows. The knowing and the imown
intellect are identiTied. There is a certain duality of subject
which results from the faect that our intelligence is not actually
Inowing and Xknown at all times. In God, this intelliect nust always
actually be Xnowing and knowvn, and hence there is no duvality of

subject and object, but intelli-ence pure and simple. DPure intelligence

and pure heing areiidentified absolutely in God.




This last statement, i.e. pure intellection and pure being are
absolutely identified in God, is also equally evident if ﬁe consider
him not as the just intelligence, but as the first intelligence.

God is always actually intelligible and kmowm,-always eternal intel-
lection. St, Thomas states this as follows,-

"Invénitur in rebus aliguid magis et minus verum. Sed magis et
minus diecuntur de diversis secundum grod appropinguant diversimode
ad id qiod maxinp est. Est igitur aliqvid quod est veracissimum.
Quod amtem dicitur maxime tale in aliquo genere est cousa omniunm
guae sunt illius generis."( la g.2 a3.).

There is a hierarchy of truths as well as a hierarchy of being.
As we have contingent beings and a necessry being, we have contingent
truths and hecessary truths. Ve have truths that arepurely contin-
cont, i.e. facts, we have the conclusions of particular sciences and
vie have firSt(principles. These {irst principles are eternal and
independent of their realization,- they would remain as objective
truths even though all contingent realities should dissapear. "Renotis

hominibus,
omnibus singularibus #¥EFLY41¥I2i4, adhuvc remaneret ratiomabilitas
attribuibilis humanac naturae®™. ( Quodlibet viii gq.l a. ad 1 um.),-
we do not mean to say here that essences are eternal quantum ad
esse existentiae, because esse without existence is nothing, 5ut vie
do mean that these truths are absolute in the order of pogssibility
and intelligibility, that they dominate contingent realities, but they
are conditionall as far as existence is concerned.

Trom this fact we.can proceed a postériori to demonstrate
the existence of God, the Suprene Intelligible. These truths being
anterior to the existence of contingent beings must be founded on
the existence of a hecessary being, and in that necessary being they
nmust be found as. intelligible truths ¥nown from all eternity.

There is a common element, eternal and necessary truth, in all




The neceséary truths that we lmow. This common element is realized
in different degrees in different truths. It is more perfect in a
first principle than in a conclusion arrived at by a process of
reasoning. This common element cannot be accounted for by the
contingent realities that surround it, nor by our indimidval and
contingenf inteiligences. Neither can they finf their reson for
existence one in the other, because they are multiple and they are
not all of the "same degree. In virtue of the principle already
invoked, we must conclude that these various truths reguire the
existence of a Supreme Truth. "The laxine verum' that ST. Thomas
nentions,- a Supreme Truth thal is the source of all intelligidbility.
This Supreme Intelligible must be intelligible and kmowm in actu, and
is identical with the first intelligence. It must aisc be indepen-
dent of our intelligences,which are contingent, not even causes of
themselves, and hence incapable of teing a condition of the existence
of the Firét Intelligence.

We are not interested here in showing how all truth is con-
tained in the Supreme Truth. We aim simply at demonstrating the &
existence of suvch a truth

FIRST GCOD.

This Supreme Being and alsc the First Intelligence is aléo the
Supreme Good. This conclusion is arrived at by the consideration of
of man's natural desire of happiness or beatitude. The argument may
be stated as follows; the desire for full and complete happiness
unmixed with any iﬁperfections is common to all men of all timesg,is

in fact inbornm in the soul.

The exisitence of such a constitutional tendency indicates that

a satisfaction corresponding tc the desire is to be found.




But no Tinite good can satisfy the soul. Therefore we nmust
find an infinite good which is CGCod himselfl.

Before explainigg and establishingApremisses of this argument,
1% is necessary to point out that when we say that all men dcsire
perfect happiness, we do not mean that every man mist have at sovme
time or ofhcr found some idea of such a state and that he must have
elicited the wish of enjoying it. The desire we refer to is not
necessarily an”act of the will but a tendency of the will belonging
to its nature and determining the direcﬁion of its activities.

Beatitude as we use it here means a state in vhich the will has
found répose in the possession of good, a state in wvhich it seeks
no further because its appetencies are completely satisfied.

Ve are now in a position to establish our major: man naturally
desires beatitude or the possession of good.

llan is always seeking something good, to obtain something
which attracts him or to avoid something which he views as an é¢q
evil. Sometimes he makes mistakes in his choice and chooses apparent
good for real good, but when he chooses something that is in reality
bad, he chooges becausc of the geod asnect of the object: it mnay be
good of an inferior order, but it captivaltes him and he seeks it .
becavse Tor sﬁme reazson or another he does not reason out the‘relation
between different goods at the moment. We are not interested here,
in the effects of concupiscenced, but simply in ncting a particular
fact ol experience. What we mean to stress,is,that what man's will
seekg,ls the good. Now since experience shows that man seeks the
goodin everything he does, it follows that the object of his will is
the good in its universality. The will involves a 1 nging for all
good.,

Our first minor:- The existence of such a- desire or constitutional




tendency indicates that a satisTaction corresponding to it is to be
fgund, is proved by showing that the voice of nature is not deceptive.
If$a fact evident to all that there is no natural tendency for which
a corresponding satisfaction is not to be found. This holds good
throughout all nature. By induction we can dexnonstrate it. The
formula "Hature does nothing in vain'™, is a concise statement of the
principle involved. INow, man has the desire Torthe possession of
good. It is @ natural, not an acquired,desire, it is a fundamental
characteristic that makes the will what it is. To supnose,therefore
that this craving of the will for happiness or beatitude laclks a
corresponding object is to suppose a whblly irrational element in
navure.

Our second minor:- Lo finite good can satisfy this desire or
constant tendency of the wili, it is easy to establish. Seeing that
no finite good can contain all good or good in its universzality,
and that ne series of finite goods can combine to.form universal or
absolute good without nmixture of imperfectlions, no finite good can
satisly man's will.

The conclusion follows,- therefore,- he must find tﬁc"object of

his will in God the infinite Being, etc.
KAXKXXXXXXXXXLXXX

Our argument proves what we have already affirmed above before treat-
ing the question of the Tirst Intelligence,i.e.that the degrees of per-
fection in the universe show the necessity of admitting the existence
of & being that has all® of these perfections formally.From what has
been said in connection with the other arguments,it is easy to con-
clude that such a being must be pure act,not only having but also belng
2ll perfection infinitely.such a peing is,therefore immaterial,omni-

present etc .since it is the cause of all perfection in other beings.




The Argument From Order- inm the Universe,or the Teleplogical Argument.

- .o .o .o . .. .o oo .o .o .o .o

St. Thomas enunciates this argumpent as follows:-

"The fifth way is taken from the governance of the world; for we
see that things that lack intelligence, such as natural bodies, act for
gsome purpose, which fact is evident from their acting always, or nearly
always, in the same way, so as to oﬁ%ain the same result, Hence it is
plain that not fortuituously but designedly, do they achieve their
purpose. Whatever lacks intelligence cannot fulfil some purpose,unless
it is directed by suome peing endowed with intelligence and knowledge;
as the arrow is shot tolggrk by the archer. Therefore some intelli-
gent being exists by whom all natural things are ordained towards a
defenite purpose; and this being we call God." (1 g.2,a.3.)

We may summarize this proof as follows: A

Nature offers us on every side instances of adaptationf means to
ends. |

The adaptdbhomioficmeango ends is an evident sign of an intelligent
cause.

Therefore there is an intelligent cause of this ada@ﬁ?on of means
tc ends in nature.

Before proceeding to the proof of our premisses, let us briefly
explain the word "means'. Ivery cause is not a means, a camse wnose
action hes been determined in view of result =s an end. The wind
blowing dovm trees is a cause, but not a means, while on the
contrary, the bit in the horse's mouth is the means of control.

Now let us establish our major. This hardly reguires much
demongtration. It seems sufficiently evident that everything that
exists has a final cause, but there are some who deny this.They affirm

that defficient causality is alone sufficient to explain the natural




orier, Let it be cbserved here, that they have not in mind the
efficient cause whose existence we proved in our second argument.
They say that man acts with 2 definite end in view,because he is
conscious and rati-nal,but that we have no reason th attack this
conception T the works of nature. The bird, they say, does not »
possess wings in order that it may fly, but it flies because it has
wings.

This way'of arguing is misleading because it makes use of ex-
amples that are widly different and do not sevve as illustraticons of
the same thing. In the case of man, we have an example of external
finality, and in the case of the bird we have internal finality,-
the actuval operation of the organ in guestion,the wings, There is
internal finality in man too, but in the example given by the edver-
saries of our argument, reference is made only to the external finality
of man's actions.

Our srgument does not rest on exiternal finality but on internal
finality. '

It is an undeniable fact that out intellect recognizes Tinality
in natures operations. TFinality is one of those features éf reallity
that forms the »roper object 6f the intellect, The mind apvprehends
what a thing is and why a thing is when the requisite conditions are
present. It judges of the fuvr causes., An examnle freguently given
is the Tollowing:-when the mind considers the dAX¥ri¥dY 47 & female
animal of the ckass of mammals,and kmows that animal possesses glands
for the secretion of milk, which glands function at the time of pur-
turitiony, and‘prodﬁces milk which 1s the food best adapted for the
nourishment of its new born offspring, it recognizes without possibility
of doubting, that nature has given these glands to the mother animal

for the purpose of feeding ker young.




Tt wonid be nonsensical and copposed to the clear perception of
the intellect to ad . pt the views of those who say that the mother
feeds her young on her ow: milk because she happens to have milk.

Of course we sometimes make mistakes and reach wrrng conclusions,
but this is accidental ,and egplained by the fact that we reason
scnetimgewithout sufficient data. Wevertheless there are many cases
where the evidgpce is so elear that we cannot possibly make a nistake.
vie xnow that under due conmditions,that the evidence of our senses is
infallible with regard tc their proper object, though sometimes they
deceive us because of abmormal conditions. The same is true of the
nind's judgment within its special province.

So Tar as the facts of nature are concerned, we nust say that they,
more than any form of reasoning fully demonstrate the necessity of a
final cause. TLet us use the example already mentioned,i.e.the example‘
of the wings of a bird. These wings have a function, and that fungtion
is a single perfection. It is like the function of theer e or ear.

This singleness or unit; is not a unity of composition or a unity per
accidens, but a unity per se. The organ itself is complex, but it has

a principle of unity. It produces a single effect. It cannot be
contended that the constituent parts of an organ acting separately and
independently result in a combined effect. Ve can admit that a plurality
of causes acting independently may be imagined to unite by chance to

produce a composite result, but we cannot admit the same thing when

we consider a simple result, Dbecause a simple result regquires an
‘objective princiéle of unity before it can be produced by diverse agents.
We must conclude that the only principle of unity capable of
producing such a simple effect is a principle cdnsisting in a relation
to the end to be realized, a relation whose office determines the sep-
grate agents to fhé-production of the end, or détermining the agents ‘

in view of their findd cauvuse.



If we do not admit such a principle, we must suppose that a plur-
ality of physical arents, each operating according to its own specifié
nature, and without any determination toward the v’ timat result,
acturlly choose from the millions of possible courses or combingtions

40 them,that combination which leads to the result in guestion.
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his is the same as sayung that order can result from chaos, or that
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verfection is the result of an agglomeration of imperfections.

There is another kind of finality in the world,of which we may
take notice here as an illustration of the major of our argument, and
that is asthetic finality. Vho has not admired the beauty of the world
of nature that surrounds usy the order or the sygetry of natural
otjects,- the beauty of the smalliest flower or of a vast forest. It
was Joyce Kilmer who said,after descriding a tree,in the most pictures-
gue language:

"Poems are made by fools like me,

But only God can maké a tree."”
Artists fail miserably in their attempts at producing color schemes
that even remotely resemble those found in nature. Lverybody knowvs
how difficult it is to reproduce the verfect proportions of a natural
object and express them in stone or otherwise. Nevertheless, .these
perfections of proportion, color, etc., are found everyvhere in nature.
It must be clear to all reastnable and reasoning men that this beauty
results from design and not fron chance. Here we see results
constantly the same, constantiy perfect. This shows the need of
admiting a final cause adapting means to ends.

ot

Our minor:-‘‘the adoption of means to ends is an evident sign
of an intelligent causei’is easy to prove.

Ag we said above, means are causes directgd towards an end,or
determined in view"of_an end. Only an intelligence has power to appréF'

hend the relation of one thing to another, or to undérstand‘the



proportion of an means to its end. It seems clear, therefore, that
only an intelligent é@#éée can set omne thing in relation to another

as its end. An exaaple frequently given to illustrate this truth,

and used by Joyce, is the definition of man as " A tool*using animal”,
Man is atool-using"animal because he is a rational animal,

Our conelusion stands thereforep and we must admit the existence
of an intelligent cause of the order existing in the world.

This argument has not come down to us unchallenged, however.
fhere have been, and there are, adversarie& to each of our premises.
We shall proceed to deal with them in order. ‘

In the first place, we have Descbértes, who makes the following
objection: lMan cannot be the end of creation.*# ¥k It is impossible
and absurd to pretend that the sun which is so many times larger than
the earth exists to give light and heat to man, who occupies but a
small part of the earth. Ve may say at the outset, that this
objection refers to external finality,. which Descorfes himself seems
to admit elsewhere. With regard to external finality, Garriged -
Lagrange (p.317.) says in substance, that we are often unable %o
determine what it is in particular cases. For instance, é venomous
serpent has no apparent reason to account for its existence. This~
laclk of power to discern the final cause of a serpent, does ndt,
however prove that there is no such cause, bvut thet our humané
intellect is too ljimited to ascertain what 1t is.

With regard to internal finality, we may say that in the venomous
serpent as in all othef-creatures, this finality is manifest. The
eye exists to see with,etc.

We come now to exelutionism as taught by Darwin, Spencer, Hoeckel,
etec, These gentlemen pretend to explain all order in nature by what
they call natural gelection and the struggle for life. According to
Darwin the offspring of plants and animals is subject to fortuitous

variations, and those individuals which weee fortunate enough to come



into existence with some difference that gave them an advantage over
the normal individuals of the type, survived at the expense of the |
others, and trahsmitted their peculiarities to their descendents,
Each generation developed further and further along the lines of the
first advantageous difference from the normal type. In this way he
explains the development of all the organs.

This theo?y is absolutely valueless. It is as Garrigou-Lagrange
shows us, contrary to common sense, to science, and to philosophical
reasoning.

Common sense or spontaneous reasoning cannot hepd but see in all
co-ordifiations of parts, as in an organ, or in all co-ordinations of
acts, as the work of bees ete., a raison d'etre or a final cause.
When‘our reason sees spontaneously that there is something rational
in the objects it views, it also knows that it sees this rationality,
( in this case finality), because it is there in reality.

Scientists generally admit that fhe gtructure of such a compli-
cated organ as the eye cannot result from the "Survival of the fittest”,
or by hazard. Dideret once said that by emptying a case Qf.type a
sufficient number of time&, one would ultimately arrive at a
combination of letters that would give a complete text of the. Ilisad.
This, however, has never been taken seriously as a possibility. It
seems that the chances in favour of such a combination are as one is
to infinity.

If we turn now to sounndphilosophical reasoning, we see that
this theory is likewise untenable. The adopﬁfbn of means to ends
as we meet with it in natute cannot be accounted for by chanee, nor
by necessity.

Chance is not an explanation , but the absence of all explanation.



When we say that a thing haprened by chance, we mean that excentio-

ally, accidentally, something occured as if intended by an intelli—

gent canse. Chance is but the meeting or union of two actions, that
in themsélves‘ﬁg;intentional. The example most freguently given 1s
hidden
that of man digging a hole and finding a treaswire. Digging the hole
is intentional, althonght it has a ovurpose altogether independent of
finding a treas're. The treasure hidden in the ground was intention-
ally placed there. Aristotle tells us that it is accidental that a
nan be at the same time a doctor and a musician, but it is not
neceidental that o doctor xmows medicine or that the musiclon knows
musig. IT we tr. to exvlain the natural order by chance, we are
trying to Qgéﬁgé'what is essential to what is accidental, and hence
to destroy all nature and even all being. Aas Borrigou-lagrange points
out we should say that there would be nothing in the world but
accidental (fqrtvitoﬁs) encounters, without anything to be encountered.
( ef. P. 322-323, etc.)- |

Hecessity does not explain the ado&ﬁfon of means to ends as we
find it in nature. 3By necesgsit; in this sense, we mean effecient
cause and its inherent determination. This atatement isfopen T4
to serious objeciions. In the Tirst place, if there is in the
action of such an efficient cause no end or good correspondiﬁg to
the natural inclination of the agent, its action is produced for no
resson at all. Vhy then, should an efficient cavse act? And what
explains this determinstion in the efficient ca-se? If we areto
explain the flying of fhe bird by the formation of its wings, we mnust
explain the necesgit: of such a formation,and progeed until we
ultimately reach a final cause.

Here, we night profitably note a difference between mathiematical
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laws and principles, and physical laws and prinecinles. A triangle
in geometry, i.e., without conmsidering the material’or the efficient
causes, is necessarily three-sided. If, however, ve consider a
triangular object, matters are different. In geometry we say that

a triangle has three sides, as a result of its very nature. In
physics, we can ask ourgelves why a certain object is dtriangular,
because a triangular object requires a cause., Ve cannot impose
mathematical abstractions on such sciences as Cosmology, etc. These
sclences deal with the four causés of being, while mathematics deals
with only one ( the formal cause ).

( ef. P. 327 - - .)
XXX ZIX XXX XXX IX XX XXXKKXXK

The existence of an intelligent cause ordefing all things is the only
explanation of the order that exists in the universe.Internal finality
is manifest in all beings.Descartes' objection concerning external fin-
ality is only an apparent difficulty.All that it proves is that in cer-
tain particular cases our finite intellect cannot at first sight deter-
mine the final cause.lt does not.prove that there is no such fipal cause.
Tvolution with its theories of the strugsle for life,the survival of the
fittest etc.being refuted above we must still adhere to the existence of
a first intelligence disposing all things,a first intelligence that is
being itself,because such an intelligence being the cause of all order
could not be itself ordained to being by something outside itself.It
follows,therefore that this intelligence has all the perfections of the
first mover,the efficienf cause,the necessary being and of the being that
igs all perfection.This first intelligence is identified with the first

mover etc.,as we shall say later on.
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The arguments developed in this thesisare purely métaphysical,
as has been said already, dbut there are other arguments that have
been used from time to time and that anveal to a great many péople,

impressing some more ithan the metaphysical demonstration given in

this essay. It seems necesgsary, or at least anprovriate, to
mention scme of them here, and to pass judgment on their value as
wroofs of the existence of God.

In the first place, we meet a number of whai are called
scientific proofs of God's existence, which arguments tend to show
that a simople intrinsic evolution of matter is not sufficient to
account for vegetable life, sensitive life, and esspecially Tor

inteilectual liTe. Such arguments are valuable as indications

of something

t0 be really

metaphysical

above the world to direct.its evoluvtion, but in order
cogent arguments they must be sunported dythe

demonstration that this principle is pure actuality,

necessary being, etec.

With regard to the proof drawn from the common conseﬁt of
mankind, we nmust conceded thét it has @ certain vaiue. It does not
demonstrate the existence of God, but it supplies a strong pre-
sunption that there are real proofs of his existence, which ig
something different. The argument by itself cannot be used as a
procf of God's existepce because the unanimous verdict of mankind
is not always infallible. Iany of the ideas that were universally
held in Astronﬁmy for instance, have been abandoned in nodern
times.

There is an argument dravm from the higher aspirations of

mankind. ilan yearns for happiness which consists ultimately in




the possession of the good and the true. The good and the true
are Tound in God alone. Therefore God exists.
This argument is based on the assumption that our nature is a

perfect production. But, our nature is a perfect production because

God has :ade it. Ve cannot argue from the needs of that natuie o
the necessity of the existence of God. Another point that may e
mentioned in thisc connection ig that the only reason why we need
God as the satisfaction of the aspirations of our nature is that
we need God as a necessary exvlanation of the world, and thus we
must revert to our metaphysical arguments again.

With rega ' d t» the argumcnt drawn from man's feeling of noral
obligation to avoid evil and do gocd, it must ve noted at the out-
set, that when man admits this moral obligation, it is because he
already nas admitted the existence of God. Otherwise, his feeling
of moral obligation would be an illusion.

_Secondly, our human nature itsclf has a tendency towards what
perfects it. Bvil is repugnant to the law of our nature. I nean
a law that comes from our very being, a law in man whth regard to
right and wrong that resembles the laws of chemistry or aﬁy other
natural science, not necessafily an ordinance of a superior etc.
0f course this law of nature in us comes from God, but we ignore
this fact until we Xmow that God exists, so that a man thet ignores
the exigtence of God could still feel a tendency to avoid evil aand
do geod.

Hence we must conclube thatv this argument by itself does not
pfove the exis%ence of God, but is a develcpment of the argument
from the degreces of perfection in the universe,and to a certain

extent a development of the argument Lrom contingency or of the




argument from movement, because the necessary being, the immovable
motor proved by these two arguments cannot feel itself under any
obligation., HNeither can he progress in perfection or goodness,
seeing that he is perfection itself.'

(cT. larcier). -




COLCIUSIUT.
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In this essay, I have attempted to develop the fime metaphysical
arguments that prove the existence of God. To these I have added
a Tew words of explanation of ti:e physical and moral argunenté
and. I héve salid that though these confirm the conclusion arrived
at i.e., the existence of God, their valuve depends ultimately on
the metaphysical proofs already given.

To sum up the conclusions arrived at, I shall, at the risk
of redpeating what has already been said, gather up the tangled
ends of each argument and endeavour tu present the necessary
result of this reasoning from the metaphysical principles. What
has been proven so Tar?

The first argument, as I have alfeady said, demonstrates Z£h€
existence of a Tirst motor that is not moved by a superior motor -
an inmovable motor - a motorithat does not receive movenent,but
acts by itself - a motor that is its owvm activity and consequently
its own being, because "operari sequitur esse et modus :operandi
modum essendi". As there can be no potentia in this bciné,
either in the order of activity or in the order of being, the
first motor must be "ipsum esse subsistens". This is further
explained in St. Thomas. (la 0.3 a.dt ).

The second argument proves the existence of an uncaused
cause vhieh must he bgihg itself.

The third argument proves the existence of a. neccssary
being that not‘only has a capacity for existence but is existence
itself - "Irnsum esse subsistens$:v.

The proof from the degrees of perfection in beings shows

that in virdtue of. the principle of causality we must ultimately

arrive at a being that is absolutely perfect and therefore
absolutely simple - a being that has never received any perfection




and that can never receive anything - and absolutely transdendent
being really and essentially distinct from the world which is
complex and therefore imperfect.

The last proof shovs the necessity of arriving at a final
cause of the world, a supreme intelligence ordering and disposing
everything in the world, because intelligence alone can be the
cavse ol order. Reings deprived of*reason act according to adt
natural tendéﬁcy and tend towards an end, but, as St. Thonas
saye do not perceive in the object towards which they tend the
formal notion of an end , théy have only & sensible mowledge of
this end and they are really moved towards it bf.an intelligence
that controls the uwniversé. I think that it is sufficiently cle=mr
"in this proof that the Suprene Intelligeqce must be "Ipsun
intelligere subsistens" - intellection itselfl,

These five arguments prove or demonstrate the existence of
God who is "Ipsum esse subsistens™, above and beyond and indeven-
dent of the world and therefore distinct from it.

To deny thig is @qpivaleuﬁ;-tb denying the principle of
causality. I To: deny the princinle of causality and declarc that
changeable (mutable) , contingent, complex, imperfect and
relative beings, do not reguire an immutable, necessary, simple,
perfect and intelligent cause, is a denial of the principle of
contradiction. Td illustrate, let us take the example of a
contingent being. Were it to exist without a cause, 1t would.
exist neither by itself nor by another, and would not he
distinguished from non-entity. Ing, would at the same time be
non-eng. The same thing can be demonstrated with regard to the

four otvher arguments.
It seems unnecessary to call attention to the fact.that these five

arguments do not call for the exis®ence of five different beings.




They &1l d8mérstrete the ex¥istendé of &' being thdt is beinme itself,
e actgndtierrcoicuniguig. I think that from what has been said

in the course of this essay, that noint has-been sufficiently
cleared up.

There is, however, a point upon which we may lay some stfess,
and thaf is the fact that God, whose existence these arguments
demonstrate, is not only distinet from the world, but is also a
personal God. Of course, this essay does not call for any ex-
planation of God's atiributes. Nevertheless, I shall deal with
them insofar as it is necessary to prove the personality of God,

From what we have demonstrated, especially in the farst
argument, it is manifest that in God there can be no potentia.

God not only cen and does.act, but He is His own action. In

God there is not, never has been, and never can be, transitus

from potentia to Actbus in any sense of the word, He is pure
act. BExistence is an assentiallpredicate of His. HNow a being
that is pure actus, a being thet has no potentia, must be absol-
utely spiritual. There cah be no matter in such a being, because
matter is potentia. If there is no matter in God, if He is limited
in no way, He cannot be anything else but a pure spirit and there-~
fore He must be intelligent, because immateriality is the basis

of intelligence. Moreovér, we have shown that God is a supreme
intelligence ( fourth argument ).

Now, what are thg essential notes of personality ? Person is
defined as fallows; " Substantia individua rationalis naturae.”

A person must‘be a substance. There is no,doubt concerning that
point with regard_to God. A person must also be rational or

intelligent. That has been demonstrated above , with regard to




God, TFinally there is the note of incommmnicability ( substantia
individua ). This means that a person is a suppositim ., an .
individual, i.e. has existence distinet from every other being
(ens a qualibetaéi%e divisum)-- a being that is neither an integral
part nor a constitutive part of some whole. This note of indi-
vidudlify or incommunicability is verified in God. This has
been sufficiently demonstrated when we made it clear that the
first motor,” first cause, etc.,, is distinct from all other beings
above and beyond all possible series of subordinafe motors,
causes, ete.,

e must remember, in this connection, that personality is
predicated analagously of God and of man. Personality, as we
conceive of it, implies a certain consciousness of self, and
‘this congciousness of self requires e consciousness of at least
another than self. This, however, is not an essgntial note of
personality as suech, but resu 1lts from human intekligence which .
derives its knowledge from without, A newly-born infent,
although unaware of his persomakity, is a person. God, contem-
plating His own infinite perfection needs no being@nutéide of

Himself to make Him aware of His persopnality.

It is clear therefore,that God is a personal God,and,although

persoﬁality is predicated of him and of man analogously,he has

the essential notes of personality,and those notes which are
diverse in fod and in man are accounted for by the imperfection
of our human intellect.They in no way belong to personality as
such. ‘

The fact of God's being vnersonal adds emphasis to what has been
said concerning his being distinet from the world,for it is one
of the essentigl .properties of a person to be distinet from all

other beings,to be an individual,to have the note 6f incommuni-

AathS S by



While we are dealing with the gquestion of God's being
distinet from the world, it might be well to show that Pantheism
is not only not established by proofs, but that it also is a
coﬁtradiction in itself. Pantheism leads to a negation of God
or to a denial of the existence of the world,

There are three groups of Pantheists,, those who teach that
God is the soul of the warld. This was the doctrine of the Stoics.
Others hold that God is the matter of the world. This was held
by some early Ionian philosophers. Finally, a third group of
philosophers, the Aderroistes teach that God is the efficient
cause of the world, but that He must necessarily produce the
world, which is an emanation from Goélwho is not the free cause
of the univérse. ‘

These are the ancient forms of Pantheism. The modern forms
can easily be reduced to these first exvressions of the doctrine.
Sninoza and Schelling hold a doctrine that may be summéﬁ up as
Tollows: God becomes the world., Hegel teaches that the world
becomes God by an ascending scale of evolution which he conceives
from the point of view of an idealist., Heeckel, from the mater-
ialistic standpoint, maintains the same ascending evolution that
Hegel does. No matter what way we take it, Pantheism makes God
one with the world. ZEither God absorbs the world or the world
absorbs God.

It would seem a gsufficient refutation of this error to
establish positively that God is distinct from the world, as I

have already done. Nevertheleds, I shall say a few words in




refutation of the three forms of Pantheism mentioned above,
and furnish principles for tlhe refutation of the modern expressions
of the error.

In the first »lace, the netaphysical proof of God's existence,
given abhove, makes it clear that God is the supreme cause of all
perfection in the universe, and that He must be an absolutely
simple cause. If He were the soul of :the world, He would be
vart of a complex being, and therefore less nerfect than the
being of which He is said to be a part,

The arguments by which we established the existence of a.First
Motor, an Efficient Cause, and a Necessary Being, give us the key
to the solution of all difficulties arising from the teachings
of those who say that God& is the metter of the world. Ilatter
canmot be the principle of its own activity, etc.

So far as the last group, those who say thet God is the effbien#
cause of the world which he"producesinecessarily, are concerned,

final
our metaphysical vroof furnishes the principles by means of which

they are refuted. We have made it clear that every natural agent
needs to be directed by an intelligent first cavse, which cause
acts by intelligence and will, not by any necessity of its nature.
If God& acted by necessity of nayure, he would produce effects
specifically similar to Himself. Ve would have no explanation
of the variety that exists among His works. As God is infTinite
perfection, creation can add nothing to Him, and therefore there
can be no motive necessitating the creation of the gniverse.

The world cannot be an emanatixn??oanod, because God would
have to0 be material and divisible, for something of Himself to
Dass from Him into the world. We have shown that He is spiritual

"and indivisible. . Neither cah we be called accidents of the




divine substance, because the divine substance ig pure act in-
capable of receiving further determniation and therefore cannot
have accidenté.

This brief refutation of Pantheism is taizen, substantially
from Garrigou—zagrange p.784 - 786, and in giming it I have
aimed at pointing out where the pranciples are to be found rather
than at developing them. Any develovment would necessitate the
repftition of what has been sald already in establishing the

metaph;sical arguments.




ATHEISH.

A

What shall I say concerning atheism and Atheists ?

Athelsmi is hot so easy to define, as might appear at first
sight. .Vaguely it is understcod to be the doctrine of those who
ignore or deny the existence of God. Lortie divides atheists into
two griups:- practical .gtheigts and sneculative :atheists
Practical gtheigts he defines as men who are t tally indifferent
about the quesition of the existence of God - men who never occupy
their minds with the vroblem - men who live as though Gecd did not
exist. Speculative gtheists , 01 the other hand, he tells us, aee
thése who lack knowledge of the existence of CGod, either because

they ignore this sclence or deny it.  Those vho siiply ignore the

existence of God through ignorance of the reasoning or the
revelation that makes His existence knowm to us are called nega- j
tive 'gtheists and those who openly deny God's exlstence are

ca led positive atheists.

Are there really any atheists in the world ? fliortie has a
thesis:-"In homine ratione utente, dari non pnotestinvinceibilis
ignorantia existentiae Dei”™. In this thesis he vroves that any
ignorance of the existence of God that may be met withiﬁ indivi-
deals isvineible ignorance i.e., ignorance that can be overcome,
because of the fact that the arguments by which God's existence
is established are very easy to understand. The princinle of
causality is sv clear and evident that no man who uses his reason
can fall to arrive at the conclusion that there is a God.

The a posteriori denonstration of this +truth is so ciear bthat it
muzt at least leave in then minds of those who declare themselves
‘positive gtheigfg, a doubt, or a feapyof erro;. When there 1is

a fear of error in ones knowledge sthere is no certitude and



therefore there can be no positiveathelsts:, though it is
possible there can be many men WwWho are seriously of the opinion
that therc i1s no God, which is n:t the samne thing at all, for

opinion is not certitude, and wromg opinions can be corrected.

Hence it can be concluded that there can be no such thing as
invindiﬁle ignorance of God's existence for a man that vses his
reason.

What I have given so far is the speculative side of the
question. A study of the works of the more important cohtempor-
ary philosophers who do not admit our thesis, discloses the fact
that these men are not aétheists in the strict semese of the word,
i.e., they are not absolutely atheists. It does not follow,
however, that they ared atheists. They are neither one ncr the
other, They vwrite of God, dut £or them God is impersonal. They

role

geem to recanize a divime influwence in the worl@ but do not
adnita personal God. Their_teachings are not very easy to grasp
because they are not clearly defined, and they are constantly
changing. It is easier to pick out what truths they deny than
to find any positive doctrine among them. Of course wé mus®
remember that error cannot possess the quality of being clear.
Clearness be;ongs to truth and falsehood is always obscure.. All
systems opposed to truth find it simpler to deny than to affirm,

They substitute for the personal God distinct from the world,

what they call the Idea, the Unconscious,'the blind will or the
eternal axiom, .

Proclaiming one or all of these to be what we call God, these
men disclose that History and Psychology are opposed to our
teaching of a personal God but they fail to prove anything. Their

~statements are.very broad and general, and at te same time very




misleading. They wil. declare, Tor instance, that "Science
denonstrates clearly .that there is no God," forgetting the
distinction between science and sciences. Science is the certain
and evident knowledgé of a thing through its causes. Science is

knowledge that is certain and leaves no room for doubt,
Science gives us truth and truth is one and inmutable. Sciences,
on the contrary are teachings based on theories and hynotheses.

) long

Now a hypotireses is just a #44d word for a good guess. We
make a hypothes&s and build up a system upon it and arrive at
all kinds of conclusions, but our conclusions are of no more
value than their foundation, and this foundation is constantly
being shot from under our conclusicns because discoveries, etec.
show that the hyvothesis mpon which they rest is no longer
tenable. Another guess is made and it holds good until fuvrther
develcoments show that it is worthless., Thus our atheésts proceed
without any certitude regarding their conclusions and iliogically
endcavour Fo maintain then in the face of Iincontrovertible
metaphysical .rguments as well as in consradiction to'Rgvelation.
Here, of course, I musi limit nyself to the philosophidal'side
of the question. If the, said that there arc many ovinions
current that are contrary to the facts already established
concerning God's existence and nature, they would be speaking
correctly, but they are mest wvareasonable o0 sat opinions based
on theories and hypotheses against the established principles of
metaphysics and still.call themselves philosophers. Truth being
one cannol be 'in contradiction with itself. A truth of metaphy-
sics canrot be false in physics or chemistry or astronomy etc.
The trouble is that these writers do not Xnow their metaphysics

or have forgotten the limitations of their narticular sciences.




We cannot say, of covrse, that all proffessed atheists ignore
the arguments ihat d-nonsirate the existence of God. Those who
d.

ignore them, and those who do not desire to Learn them becaus

they prefer t. live as if God dia not exist, are not the most
interesting cases met with. There ore others who Xuocw our |
argumenfs end they are guite capable of understanding and of ex-
pounding them. Why do they not adnit then ? The most that can
be said is that these writers exanine our arguments nct for the
purpose of discerning trufh, but in a critical viay, seeliing fTor
their weak points. IT they displayed halfi the energy they use
in trying to denolish them, in an honest endeavour to clear UD
their do bits and establish truth, we would huve no adversaries
t: the thesis of the existence of Cod. Theirs is not so mmuch

2 defect of - . logic as a defect of.the will, Theyv have ceased
to velievebecause they no longer wish to believe. This general
statement is difficult to apply to particular cases. Therefore
I shall abstain fron £Lving examnles to illustrate the argament,
although many cow1ld be found. Then, of course, we mist renmember
Paul Bourget's famous sentence,~ "Quand on ne vit vas coﬁme

on pense, on Tinit par vouloir Penser comme on vit." It vould
be rash t. apnly this saying to all atheists, but it explains

the attituvde of 3 me of them 2t least.



