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Analogy and godls Attributes

Analogy is responsible for a startling paradox: it both in-
creases and diminishes the nuaber of words in our everyday vocab-
ulary. It is only through its indispensable aid that we grasp the
essence of the gbsolute, and One Being: yeﬁ, this thing called an-
alogy drives us on to-speak,(and often think and act) as if the One
were actually made up of wany parts, which our limited winds have
seen fit to call atgributes. On the other hand, analogy permits ué
to view a multiplicity of really different things in nature: yet,
call them all "beings". In the. first case, 1t makes many concepts
jump .out of a magical hat which is really and sruly one thing; in
the second case, it makes a number of really distinct and multifar-
ious odds and ends, found on the magician's table, wystsriously dis-
appear into another hat which is not really the sawme trick,. nor
even very much similar to the first prestidicitationg which only
goes to show that this thing called analogy does some rather par-
adoxical 1egerdem?in with both ideas, and words, both inﬁreasing,
and diminisbing their number at wiil. Row is ﬁhis.possible? After
" the mind has grasped a nuvaber of djects in nature, and connecting
a different concept with each Jdifferent cbject 1t says that each
concept, SO dbtained, wust express itself in a singular word, an-
alogy( ever the friend of poetry and metaphysics)} shouts that we are
oﬁly wasting our thoughts and words in such a process. "pon'st you
See that all these things have something in common? Why not ex-
press this by the word "veing", always keeping in mind that there
1s a difference between !"being" and "veing"; just as there is a.

reseublance beiween"being” and "besing"? Now please do not wmisunder-



stand we, This erouping of concepts is not an arbitrary and grat-
uitous affair, as some shallow wmen would aver; but a grouping of
mental images according to the essences as they differ really, in
. the realm of nature. A4 short visit into the kingdom of our minds
will convince any sincere human being that this 'is trve. Thus it
is that analogy saves us words,and exira and vseless distinctions
in thought concepts, gathering all manifold and diverse cbjeczts
under the predicaté_"being" used as a noun., The prodigality of
words that analogy causes, comes about when we speak of god, Why is
this? Since god a absolutely Simple and One, no thought or express-—
ion about Fim is possible except "god is pod", thus echoling and re-
echoing the definition that Fe gave to Moses, "I am who am", through
all our literature and conversation, Surely thers is no waste of
words here; and we have used dnalogy in arriviang at the very notion
of @god, as Father phelan has so forcefully stated:
' "py reason of the analogy of being in be-irg, it is possible
to demonstrate the existence of godi; not indeed merely as the
prime analogue in attribution, but as the cavsel analogically
understood according to an analogy of proper proportionality)
of the being of all that exists. wor the very notion of cause
itself is an analogical notion; and any demonstration of the -
existence of the cauvse of being, although it may virtually con-
tain an analogy of attribution, derives its probative force 7
from the likeness of proportions which must exist between be-
ings which are only by participaticn and Being which is in its
orn right"(1)}

so whence cowes the superfluity of words? Analogy is a cowmparison

- e

gﬁ thé ﬁgsis of resewblance, and it 1s just this fact that gives
rise Lo expressions such as,"god is good, cod is just, CGod is om-
nipresent.”" After grasping the nature of fod as the cause of gll
things, we begin %0 analogically attribute the perfections found
in created things to Him, albelt ian a transcendeantal and eminent
saaner. Thus if men are so and so, we say that (od must also be

that, for did ke not make us, and is Ee not all that me
1 o 3 aree
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AS to the validity of.such arguments which human nature seeuws

to engage in so facilely, we will consider later. We shall also
inves;igate the tyée of-analogy that can alone be of wmetaphysical
value, but first let us take a look at the various types of anal-
ogy, after which we shall see and clagsify the attributes of cod
made known to us by this remarksble principle analogy.

Wie may the better see what analogy is if we first take a
‘look at two terws which form the extfemes of the zontrary of whieh
analogy is the middl?. mirst there is vunivoecity which is defined
as the use of one term: in exactly the same way; as predicating the
word radio, Of both a "grosley" and a "appex". 1In such a case we
have the same regson for célling one a radio, as we do:for the other,
Fquivocity is the use of ﬁwo terms alike in form, but different in
weaning, for example, we do not call a"bat™ that flies, for the
same veason that we call a "bat" tﬁat is an instrument for pound-
ing a baseball,  :These two concepts hafe nothing at all to do wiib
analogy and must aot be confused with it, Univocity is. one term
with one.meaningg equivocity is one term: with two altogether diverse
definitions~ now anaiogy is one term as far a form goes, with a
feason for its being calle& S0, parply the same and partly different,
as it is predicaced‘of two dbiects which are feally different, yet
have something in common which .warrants our applying the same word
to them. The wain point to rememwber is that there is but One Reing
yet'many beings participate in it, TIf we once grasp that notion ..
and train of thought and realize how utterly true it is, we might
be able té Spare the profound thought that 3t. Thowas musf have
had when he said: o

"1t is not diverse realities that fall under consideration in
analogicals, but diverse modes of the self-same reality.'(2)



wealizing the truth of this statewent, we see that if anything
exists or has eééence, it is by this vefy fact included in a re-
lationship with all othef thidgs that have being, and that relat-
ionship is at the very roots.éf'being. it is indeed analogical,
because each being participates in the self-saume Beiﬁg of god éc—
cording to its nature, and hence being for it is not identical,
nor yet entirely different frém other beings. Fere we must seée
the truth in wnat seews tO be & paradox. only things that differ
can be alike, and ohly like things can be different. The obvious
explanation is that the were fact that twro things areionly similar
is proof enough that they are not idénticél. (3) Father phelan
Says: : : | . .
Mrhe unity of being in being is necessarily an analogical unisy.
were it vunivoecal, diversity would bte vnintelligible; ware if
equivocal nothing would be intelligible." (4)
This wmeans tbaf‘if the word'being" as applied to all things, weant
no more than, for'example, the. word "bat" as'applied to an animal
and $t0O an iﬁshrpment'for hitting a baseball, thén,‘we ﬁovld not be
dealing with essences anymore, éo we migbﬁvas well call pencils,
trees, and trees, auvtomobiles. Of ccurse thege nawes are arbitrary
in so far as the agreewment. upon certain'letters to stand for defin-
ite ideas, that is'taken for granted; the point is that these ideas
are different, and could not be called the same, despite the juggl-
ing~of the names, Qﬁ the other‘hand, if beiag was appliéd.to'alll
.things in a Univocal’senée, all things céuld have only one weaning,
or one eisence, and hence all things would be identified- all things
'that\our senses report to us as multiple, would indeed be one, and
multiplicity would be unintelligible.  Since there is no other pos-
‘sibility at the excremes‘of tbe‘concrary, the agnswer must be in the

middlé. Vhen we attribute "being" to anything it is in an analog-
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ical sense, that.is the widdle of the extremes equivocity, and uni-
vocity., The term predicated of a certain essence finds its analogy
in the fact of likeness of relation between four terms that are al-
together univocal awmong tﬁemselves, whose essences hold a relation:
to their respective existences. In short,analogy has neither fo do
with the unity of being nor the plurality of being. It deals with
térms that are simply different, yet in a certain respect alike. It
is a proportion between two relations, each of which is expressible
in a ratio of two terms, each of which has a certain aspect to essence
and existénce. Exisfence and essénée must always be implied,. thus
rendéring analogy of proper portiOnality just as Wide'as being itself.
Father Phelan has this {0 say about the existence and essence of
things in relation to analogy: |
"aAn anslogy of proper proportionslity is founded on the ontolog-
ical relation in which each being stands to every other being in
virtue of the very act of existence whereby all that is, exists.
Beings are analogical in be-ing, that is to say every being ex-
ercises the act of existence in proportion to its essence." (5)
Having realized to some extént the value and indispensable char-
acter of analogy, let us now consider the three types, adding a pos-
sible fourth typé which is not sﬁrictly analogy at all. It oftén
parades under the name of analogy of ineguality. It is the attribut-
ing to two different essences the same term, for the same reason in
each case. The use of g term-iﬂ this way is certainly univocal., It
is indeed the use of a vailversal, predicated of its inferiors in ex-
actly thé Sawme Waj. ﬁniversals aré not analogical terms, for they
connote no_différences in the infériors. Analogical terms do includs
a difference, and the concepts cannot be called infe?iors. In this.
false type of analogy, St. Thomas deals with words as analogous in
gssence, but not in concept, and says that the two dbjécts are equally

analogous, but not equal. (6). 8t. Thomas realized that this was not



saying much; for we already know from the abéve—mentioned quotation
that anontological relationship existskbepween all things that exist
in virtue of their act of exisﬁencew The analogy.of inequality;

as a distinct type is outlawed, either because it is really univoe-
ity, as in the case of"aniwmal" as applied to a dog, 3ndj"animal" as
applied to a man, éince the term is predicated of each for the same
reéson, even thovugh the two cbjects are unequal in dignity; or be-~
cause this pséudo—typé is alreédy.included in the analogy of pro=-
'per p?oportionality, which méans nothing other than the applicat-
ion of the térm, "being" to all esSencés that participaté accord- .
ing to their very nature in the One, Qbsolute,'lnfinitely Perfect 
Beiné of @od, wé will pass over to the second type,'namely the
analogy of simple attribu;ieh..

Thé.seconﬁ type of analogy, although it céq brply be called
analogy, does not have any ontdlogical value, Fathef Fhelan has-
this to Say about ét; Thomas' essential aotion of trﬁe analogy:

"7The basic proposition in the doctrine of Thowistic analogy in
its strict and proper weaning, is that whatever perfection is
analogously cowmon toO two or wore beings is intrinsically pos-
sessed by each, not however by any tivto in the same way or mode,
but: by each in proportion to its being." (7)

This con51derau10n lets out the second type of analogy in 3%, Thom-
aaﬁ'stricu>notidn of it, for by very‘définition this kind of anal-
ogy attributes a characteriétic present in one dbject, intrinsical-
ly, and formally t0 another dcbject, even though that characteristic
is not possessed by that dbject.i gince a true analogy requires
that the gquality in question, be prééent in both hjects intrin-
sically and formally, analogy of siﬁple:attribution fails to wmeet’

the stipulation, for one object possesses the éaid'trait, extrin-

sically and denominatively, only, To say that a characteristic is



formally and intrinsically possessed by the object is equivalent

té saying that the characteristic is not sowething put to the'ob—
ject .from the outside, as a relationship of soﬁe kind, btut rather
that the trait ian gquestion belongs to the very eésence of the thing
and is present in it. For exaﬁple, thé-latin word "sanﬁs", meaning
healthy, derives 1its original, or first weaning from being used as
a predicate of a subject that is capable of pecssessing health, like
a wan, or animal; but when we begin to0 apply the word, "sanus" to
those objects, or activities that are productive of health in a liv-
subject, it is clear that we use the word only in a way that in no
way indicates the essence of a walk, or a meal. ‘The meaning that
the word receives 1s one put there by the miﬁd‘s reverting to the
formal meaning that "sanus™ has when used in its first weaning. The
second méaning is therefor called extrinsic , and denominative. It
-is this ﬁse of a term that we call the second type of analogy: that
of simple attribution. The weaning of the terw is fqrmal and intrin-
sic in one use; but eéxtrinsic, and denominative in the other, and
5ence no ontological value can be given £0 such analogy, aay wore
than we could reach a notion of a meail that anyone ate, if we were
simply told that it was a healthy weal. . In spite of the fact that
no ontological.valué can bé placed ia this typé of analogy, it is
nevertheless true analogy- not indeed like the first. type, whiéh
Was not analogy, as shown above - for it satisfies the defiaitiom
of analogy: a comparison based on resewmblance, §r,a cbncept or term
used in two senses, partly the same, aﬁd partly different. The re=
semblance, to be sure, is one of a certain relation that both the
meai, and the living body havé t0 health, one having, the other pro-

ducing it; but it is a relation which adds something more to the



concept that is in our wiands when we think about the two objects,
than was there before we attributed denominatively to the second,
that quality which the first already possessed essentially.
Now we must séy a fer words gbout thée type of analogy that
we will later employ in arriving'aﬁ the attributes of God, in ‘the
second part of the paper. rirst let us copsider the words of Jacques
Mariiain as hé analyzes the third kind of analogy for vs in a depth
of meaningful words that do dot suffer in clarity:
"Tn an analogy of proper proportionality, however, one has
to do with a concept which is analogical of itself and which
designates in each of the subjects of which it is predicated
something made knowvn by the likeness of the relations which
one of these subjects has to the term designated in it by this
very concept, on the one hand, and the relations which the oth-
er subject has to the term similarly designated ia it by the
self~ same concept. Cbviously, in this type of analogy, the
analogated perfection is known according to that which the con-
cept signifies forwally and that which. is signified by the con-
cept exists intrinsically and formally in each of the anal-
ogues.'(8)
In this kind of comparison, we have relations glaring at us from'
every angle: a relation between the two subjects, as well as between
the two predicated céoncdepts, both expreésed by theé word, "being",
A running commentary on what M. Maritain has(sb elegantly stated
above is now in order. First, he says that we have to do with a-
concept which is analogical of itself. That is the same as saying
that all things of which being can be predicated, participate in
the One Being, namely @od, the odly self-existent Reing, and that
the Qvedicate} "oeing" has a different definition as it is applied
to the different essences. Next, by saying that this concept of be-
ing designates in each of the subjects of which it is predicated,
somethiing wade knowvm by the likeness -of the relations which one of

these subjects has toO the term designated in it by this very concept,

he siwply means that if one of the subjects is8 god, and the other



subject is wan, then the predicate "being!designates a concept
in god that is defined as 'being in his own right"; while “béiﬂg"
desionates in man a concept that is defined as "being from another”,
and indeed both of these terms or definitlions are wade kaovn by
a likeness, or proportion of relation between a cause, and an ef-
feét - the cavse being god and the eéfect being man.f The words
.and’ the relations which the other subject has o0 the term sim-
iliérly designated in it by‘the self-same concept, ! simply refers
to the other half of the relation. 1In all this we truly reason b&
-analogy from the creature (effect) to the Creator ( cause), since
it is the effects apparent in the visible universe that cur cognit-
ive faculties touch and knowy not the Cause of all; but just as
truly as ve cannot help using our senses and believing them (for it
" is matural to do so; when they tell us that there are activities
going on ouvtside of us, sc we cannét help using aqd‘believing
our intelleéts when they tell us that these activigies arejeffects
that are not se1f~éxplénatory, but rather needful of a cause, nay
tO go a step further that there is an ﬁltimate"oause that is nog
oﬁly reéponsible fbr all being, but all order, beavﬁy and truth.
This natural prépensity of our natures has bezn exp“essed very well
by or. Rumble, the avthor of many radio sermons broadcast in Aus-
tralia in defense of- religion. |
"rthe vniversal ]udgment of wankind can no more be trong than
the instuition of an infant that food must be conveyed to the
mouth. The stamp of cod's handiwork is so clearly lwpressed
vpon creation and sbove all upon man, that all natlons instinct-
ively belleve that there is a god" (9)
Of course we must ailom for a seeming overstatb ement in the dlrect~
_ion of ontologism, or the "common 3ense" tenets of Reid and the |

’

Scottish school; but aside from that the point is well made that to



jo

‘use our senses, and judgment is natvral, nor can we possibly go

astray if we vse them directed toward their proper objects, An-
other modern philosopher has frawmed the beauties of the extramen-
tal world, in wore exasctly philosophical terws, when he pointed

to god as an analoglcal reality in these words:
1ife is too crowded with thlnds vhich have little relation 0
matter or chance to permit one's accepting such a stateuwent
/There is no god/. There are luve, loyalt by and patriotism which
transcénd .everything made of earth and alr and their tribustary
eléements. .....look aloft at the myriad lamps let down from the
ceiling of heaveri. vaster than the eairth which we inhabit, each
is a planet whirling through the coanfines of space during un-
measured years at a speed hardly computable.™ (10}

One wricer wants to wmaks 1t clear that the analogical relation
of cavse to effect is valid in reasoning tand he indicates exactly
where we are to lock for . the first part of the proportion in being
from which we will then be able to arrive by causality, to the
Ultimate Being in theése words: '
"hHuman reason is able to know god by contewplstion of his
creatures and to deduce his existence from certain facts
of the supernatural oa-der, Qur frlmary and proper medium
of cognition 1s the créated universe i.e. the waterial and
spiritual world," (11)
Now, the existence of the material and spiritval worlds, so surely
attested. to by ovr cognitive faculties, is a changeable, and contin-
ent existence that is continvally being reduced from some potency,
to its act, forming a chain of connected 1iw«s of thiags that exisy;
up which we can run to that being which is not being reduced, nor has

it ever been reduced from potency to act. Whatever act there is, it

has two possibilitiés for its reason. either it was alkays preseant,

or it originated , or came intoc being., If it cawe into being, it was
reduced from its potential existence to actval existence. If the act-
uar being that reduced it, was Iin turn reduced, we have already the

true analogical proof for’a being that was neéver reduced, which is the
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teing that is postulated ﬁy our intellects as the being responsible
for the chain of changing‘beings. The mere existance of change, pos-~
tulates the existénce of the unchangeable. It is not that we must
try to get to the very first link of that chain, but rather that we
see that all :the beings on that chaia, and that chain itself is de-
pendent upon something outside it for its very existence. The other
possibility of explanation for the existence of any actual being is
that it was always actual. Ia that case it3 act was naver brought
about by any oiher being in act - but such a being could not be on-
ly so much in act, and no further, as some empty heads who cannot
grasp the fact that god wust be actus Purus, would faln persvade
themselves, but rather entire1§ so, Why? It is because the only pos-
sibility that there is for act, as act to be anything but Fure act,
is that it be rsceived by potency. Since that idefinitely requires
an outside agent, existing prior to the being in question, and since
Cy our very postulate, there is no outside being prior to god, He
was not limited in Existence by bhaving EFis act recelived in Fotsnecy.
Bealizing~this we can readily see shat god is Fure Act, not received
in potency. The conclusion is, that analogy does truly lead vs to
the First gause, which gives us our connection with the second part
of.this paper, nawely: the attributes of anod. rRut first we must say
a few words about another type of analogy, and cite a few passages
from varicus places, i1llustrating the use of analogy in everyiay par-
lance, in the Bible, and in literature. after this, we eanter the part
of the paper dealing with the essence of nod, and the notions that
fiom from that essence.

The fourth type of analogy is called that of improper propor-

tionality. It 1s improper because the reason for the concept is con-
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tained not only.in a different‘manner, as islthe case with pro-

per prpportionality, but also in one only of the ratios, and not

in the other. The relatioan is indeed similar, but not intriasic in
in each case. This type of analégy is the same as simply attribut-
ion, differing in so far as it has four térms, while simple attri-~
bution has oaly two. In either case thz reason for the term is in
one mewber of the comparison férmally and intrinsically; but in the
other wmewber denominatively and extrinsically. In one case the mem-
ber in quéstion consists of ‘one term; in the other case the member:
is a relation of two terms, wor example: we call two quite different
objects by the term "face"; One the face of a wan - the other 5he
"face™ of é clock, Is this merely equivccity?“Face"in each case has
something in common: the cconcept of‘%hat which shows forth for othérs
to see:'so the term is not mwevrely equivocal. Our next question is
wThether the word is univocal, the use of an anaiogy of‘improper pro-

portionality, or one of simple attribution. ¥e can easily eliminate

~the first, and third; for the concept is not predicated in each case

for the same reason - nor does .the concept'bear a relation to a third
term, that i§ different in¢each;ins§aﬁce;®f its application to the
objects of which the concept is prediéated. Indeed the cenéept of
"face"-is an analogy of improper proportionality because there is a
likeness of relation'bétween "face as compared to clock; and "face"
as compared to man. The concept is forwally and intriﬁsically pred-
icated of the "face" of wman, and dernominatively and extrinsically
said of the '"face" of the dloék - that is, if we acdépt a definition
of "face" that only could épply to man prcperly. If'wevaccept a def-

inition that applies properly to the face of a clock, then the form-

“ality of the concepts will be just reversed; but the point is very
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well made in this example, that no matter which‘définition we. may

chose, it could not apply to each;, excépt by analogy. A sure test
for the distinguishing of simple attfibution’from the analogy of
improper proportionality is this: whenever a similarity of relat-
ions can be seen, it is improper proportionality; if the concept.,
in each.case of its applicatién to two‘dbﬁeots, has a relation to
a third term, different inéeach case ( "sanus" has a different re-
lation to health when it is applied to man} and food} then it must‘
be simple attribution.

In one Or tﬁéAother types“of analogy, we can put many‘of the
concepts signified by the words in everyday parlance;e,g,‘fhe book
of 1life, queen of the howme, king of beasts, lion of 7Tuda, turning
the pages of history, reading one's face like a bcok, the legs of
a table, the Cardinal of the Church as-a hinge of the Church, taken
from the1latin for hiﬁge, a family tres, a chain of events, founda -
tion as applied to an axion in logic, and a eement understructure of
a house, gate of heaﬁen; as applied to the Blessed virgin, and the
jamb of @od, as applied to OQur mlessed 3avioy. Indeed, ail these
examples only iandicate what pOSsibilifies there are for analogy in
everyday life énd language. Besides the types of analogy that we are
discussing here, we geed only think of the fact that all being, éven
though the terms signifying it Wave né; any other kind-rof analog& N
attached.to tham,fis?ﬂy very nature, analogical, and.we will visvgl=-
ize that analogy is a paft of our very life,

There 1s a passage in Eoly Scriptufe that requires analogy to
gi&e any weaning at all to the words of Qur Iord when Fe said, "yone

R :
is good but one, that is'godetggpecially when weé contrast 1t with

the statewent in (enesis, "ind cod saw the light, that it was good",('§)
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does 1t appear inekplicable. What are we to say without a knowledge
of the analogy of being? Is the light god? Is the world cod? vYet
that is exactly what the Bible states if there is no such defender

of Scripture like analogy to save us from a hundred contradictions.

Of course god is alone good, in thé univocal sense of the term.

"good", but if analogy is the'proportiqn~of two like relations on
the basis of existence caﬁpaﬁed to essence, thén many other essences
outside of god, can, and do participate in»@édfs Goédness, accord-
ing to their natures, In fact what else was God?s purpose in creat-
ing other than to allow créatures £o share ian Fis goodness, yes; to
Share in Bis Being, according to their limited essences? Anpther
example of an appareént poﬁtradiétidn is fbé‘userf the wordsiror I
came tb set a man ét variancg against hiswfather...” (14}, in

the face of the words, "And call ncne your father upon earth, for
one -is your father, who s in heaven." (lo, At flrbt we are sincere-
1y puzzled by such wordu and actions, for Qur lorﬂ teaches Eis jpos-
tles, about to go out iato the world to preach in His name, that
they are not to céll anyone atvall father, but Ee himself has refer-
red to a father on earth, in the first guotation (as ke, as well

as St. Paul, and thé other jspostles very often do in other pas 8 ges)

- and thus called some one.besides god, father. Ia another place,(18),

OQur Lord’makes a clear distincétion between His Heavenly Tather, and
our earthly fathers, when Ee says,”... how much more will your Féiher
who is in heaven, give good things to them ého ask Eim?" He said
these words immediately after referring to a father and son. parable.

The point is, that father is used analogically in these passages,

‘and the mweaning is to be,intérpreted in light of what Qur lord was

trying to teach at the woment., In the first instaace, the only sig-
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nificance that can be found in the words,"gall no man father," is
that the apostles, and we t00,are not to let our view of the not~-

ion "father", be limited to an earthly interpretation, to the for-

getting of our true Father, who is cod, alone, nor should we use

the term nfathefn in the sawme haughty sense that the Tews adiress-

ed to their Rabbis. In all these cases we can truly say that con-

-

cepts are being bandied about that are analogous in meani;g £0 the
point fhat needed to be stressed at the time. Again analogy has
come %O the rescue of'saﬁity.

ror an example of analogy in literaturé let us consider the

following, by 3helley: ‘
" 1 brigh fresh showers for the thirsting flowers
From the seas and the streaws;
I bear light shade for the leaves when lald
in their noonday dreaws."  (17) :

NeXt; we w111 160k at several lines from another of Shellv S oics
© "o west Wind, thou breath of sutumn's being,
» Thou, from whose unseen presence the leaves’ dead
Are driven, like ghosts from an senchanter fleeing
Yellow and black, and pale, and hectic red,". (18)

Filliam gatson has given us a. poem callei the "{eyboaﬂd"c

"Flve-and-Thlﬂty black slaves,

Kalf-a~nuadred white,

All thelr duty but to sing ' \
wor thelir aueen's delignt,

Now with. throats of thunder,

Now with dulcet llps,.

fnile she rules thim royally.

yiith her finger tips! ¥ (19}

The same author sSsewms tO be bathQtei with gooi analogies:
" april, aApril,
iavugh thy girlish laughter:
Then the moment after, '
vieep thy girlish tears" (20)
All throtghout literature the test of value has been the abiiity
of ‘the avthor to speak of ordinary or exotic subjects in a way that

atsracts, and the method for. doing tnis, is usually by analogy.
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of Ehe greatest woment for our present purpose is the use

that analogy enjoys in Nasural Theolqéy.’The body of srue iaform-
atlon that anélogy can give us, is defended in this paper against
aﬂyone who wouldlattempt tO start out with the premise that god
is unknowable because causality cannot be trusted, or that any par-
ticular faculty Cannoﬁ be relied upon. (21) we answer that if one
cognitive faculty can be doubted then ali faculties cah bz dovbt~
ed.(zé} If this were so, we would never know that our faculties
%ere unreliable. (23 ‘

fie find god in thfee ways: causallty, attributioﬁ, excell-
ence, and negation. By seeing god as ?irét Cause, attribuvting to
Ei@ all perfections in naturse, in a trancendent excellénce, and
tnen denying all dmperfection of Eim, we veach the lidea of the meta-
physical essence of the rFirst gavse. This is exprdssedias actus pur-

us. It is a concept arrived at by the motion and perfection found in

" the world.(24) Actus purus is the adequate name for od.(25) The

attributes then flow from the essence of god.(26; Since there is no
real disﬁinction bétweem what god is,and what Ee does, we need not
distinguish tbe”essentiai, from the operative attributes; and since
god is simp;y‘one pure act, we need not distinguish between immangnt,
and transient activities, but such a di&ision is Zatent in the divis-
ion that we have given.(27) pivision will<render the attributes of
god knowable to us, without having our eyes bliaded by the brillance
of God's infinity.(28) rirst thére are the absclute attributes 1i,e.
those belonging to god without reference to anything else outside Fim,
Ee has them of Himself before the world was made. They are further di-
vided into positive and negéﬁive attributes. The positive ones express

in positive terms- the negative, in negative terws, The absolute pos-



itive attributes are; divine iife, divine will, divine intellect,
and eternity. The fipestiwo are proved from the order and wotion
found in the univérsa. (22 The first is arrived at by the very v
notion of life which ﬁs saif-mOtiom. god, as the firStycause of
all motion, is in the.stricteSt sense living, since all motion ié
from Bim, yet Ke 1s His own Motion, receivins it from no other. re

possesses all these attributes in an infinite wanner, as qualities

Mgimpliciter simplex"” i.e. those attributes ‘that in any subject at

all, are better to be than not £0 be._?rbm actus purus, flows infin-

ity; indeed it is synonomous with it, and eternity flows from infin-

- ity, since eternity, being a perfection, wust be had by any being *

thiat is all-perfect, and without limits. Again, eternity is defined

as the duration of a being, wholly unchangeable; but if a. vbeing is

infinite, it is 2lso unchangeable, for a contradiction is involved
if we say that an infinite bveing, either gains or 1loses any perfect
ion, and that is ﬁhat change implies.

Next we find the negative attributes: infinity, immutability,
we have already treatedx‘but mention them for the sake of the divis-
ion integrity. Twmmensity, and simplicity still femain to be discus-
sed, Immensity, being the power of a'beiﬁg to be everywhere without
being limited by place, is clearly seen by the fact that cod is infin-
ite, and hence can be limited in no way whatever. The simplicity of
god is easily éeen by running through the two ways that things can

be. composite, and then denying them of god. ¢od has no parts physical-

"ly for ke is not amenable to the senses; Ee. does not have wetaphys -

ical parts, for His essence is pils Existence, and pure act, being no

essence subject to any type of development, wust,with certaianty, and
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of neceééity admit no division b§'potency and act; not yet by sub-,
stancé and accidents, for accidents cdn be lost and others gained
without harm tO the substance,‘but'whatever-éod is at one woment

Ee is at anouhef, and whatever He is, fe is by EKis very essence. ( 30)

The riext attribuue is one of the relative cres i.e. those that we

bhave knowledge of in god's. relation to other things. nawely Provid-

ence, It 1s god's dlrectlng all thiags to thelw end (31), and gov-
erance is the actual domlnatlwn over Cﬂeauures exeﬁclsed 1n time
by @od. While providence -is wholly.determined and unchangeable,

governance is undetermined and.changeable. (reation, conservation,

concurrence, and governance are all the one act of god moving all

thiﬁgs to act according to their nature - god never being the one
to change but yet chaaging all things outside Himself. Creation

is the initial'coming into being of dependent'things; conservation

a

is merely contlnuod creatlon, and slnce no 1ntellmctual being that

is ﬂeSponsible for the existence and actlv1ty of 31l thlngs could
possiblyiwgthdraw Eis>activisy from creatures and still have them

in ekistenée, and siance things do's§é§ in existence, god is defin-
itely difecting thew ﬁoward their end aé becomes an intelligent bte<
ing. "onGUffence is to the effect pFGdUCQd'by uha actlon of the prin-
cipal and secondafy causes ‘(each total in its own order) what phys~
ical‘motion is to the insturmental cause. pneis another way of say-
ing’that god is the cause of the cause as well as the effecf, while
the othér (concuéfenge).says that aod is~éfter all, s complete cause
of the effect in Eis own order, that the‘seconda?Y,CéU5? is also the
complete cause of in its omn ordev.(32)

The next thres attributes foruw a natural grouping for they are
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sometimes hard to reconcile from our point Of view. They are jusf
tice, mercy, and goodness, Eow qod can be just aﬁd merciful, at

the same time is actually not hard'to ekplain. we attribute jus-
tice to god not because Ke owes us anything, bUt because ke will
keep Bis promises after Be has wmade them tO us e.g. to give us heav-
en and complete happiness if we serve Him. This very justice is real -
ly wercy. God being simple is not partly merciful anﬁ partly just,
but simple pure act which is,deverything tha; it has. Goodnéss could
be considered under those attributes that are in god absolustely, for
bBe is good without reference t0 an§ creature, but. it is also permis-
sible éokspeak of goodness as a relative atcribute of cod.(33) We
defin; good as that which‘isudesiﬁablgﬁv”f;o,’but god is all aggg%;‘
ablg'té nimself, since BEe knows all truth in gpimself, and whatever is

true is also good,,to the extent that it exists, and fod is existéencse

Citself. (34)

Ubiquity is an attribute that god acquires when he is really
present everywhere. It is distinguished from immensity, in so far as

the latter is werely His power to be present in all places at once.

- god acquires ubiquity only when there is place for fHim to be presentg

in, but Be is Immense even beforée places eXis;ed.(’f)

All'tbé attributes discussed in the foreéoing lines are distinect
from one another by a distinctiom that calls for é difference in
concept itself, not merely in words. But does this not produce a
plurality in god? ManyAhave tried to say that since these attributes
are forwally present in god( as Thomists admit} therefore there are
divisions in god. This however is a falla¢y,.The seeming contradict~“

ion is simply answered thuss: god, teing pure act, cannot be appre--



hended\fully by our finife minds, 3o we make virtual Qiétinctions
about attributes that are formally present in Go@, even though
these .are: simpliciter simplex atﬁributes; attributes, being preéu
in god in an infinité way would be only so many";nfinites" runniﬁg
around unattached if they were not really identified in one sim-
ple essence. with‘this in mind we can see that identification in
one god, of 21l simpliciter simplices attributes 1s the.only way
that it could be possible for the attributes to be infinite, and
yet virtually distinct according to oﬁr limited Khowledge of them.
pefore our wminds consider thé@ there is no distinctiOn‘at all.

Of covurse there are wmixed attributes in ¢od also. For exam-
ple corpofeity is not forwally present in god, but only virtually
so, in so far as @god can cause it in others. ®ren these attributes
épe distinguished virtually from one anoiher.

‘Analogy has dong a vefy ndole work for the problem of the

seewing antinomies between the attributes of cod. The univocists

gaid that god's siuplicity was destroyed by having so wany attributes

predicated formall§ of vim. The equivocists said that if the differ-
ent concepts that we have of god's attribytes do not have any really

different forws in ¢od behind them, then the concepts are vain, and

- hence all concepts are not to be trusted. It required analogy to find

that the absolute attributes are preéant formally in ¢god, buvt virtual-
ly distinct, and that since god possessed these attributes in an in-
finite way, the only possible explanation to avoid a wultiplicity of
infinities was to adﬁit that they wmust by identified in an infinite

god; a solutién that is indeed a mystery, in preference to one that:

is a glaring contradictioca. (36)

finis
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(1) Phelan cerald, St. Thomas and analogy , (Milwaukee: Marquetts,
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(2} puoted from ibilem. p. 41
(3} Tbidem. ef. p 10
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(5) Ividem p. 39

() Ibidem, of. 31

(7) Ibidem. p. 23

(B}ilbidem. p. 56. Quoted from Maritain, pegrees of Knowiedge, pp. 82%-
' T 823

€} Rumble and Ccarty, Radio Replies,(St. ravl: cathedral pPress, 1838
' - chapter 1, question 2
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- 1g31; p. 23

(11} pohl Joseph, Qod; Eis Xnowability. Essence, and Attributss, (St.
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1ouis: Berder, 1921) P. 10
(12) st. Mark, chapter 10, v. 18.

(13) genesis, chapter 1, v. 4
(14 St. Matthew, cunapter 10, v. 35,
(1I5) St. Matthew, chnapter 23, v. €.

(18) St. Matthew, chapter 7, v. 11

(17} wiles, Fooley, and greenlaw, Literature snd liff;(05103902300tt:
Foresman and 00, 1835)rpt +425,:1Shelly!si"ghe cloud.”
(18) Tbidewm. sShelly's "Cde To the viest wind, " p, 428
(1¢) Ibidem, Viatson william,_"Keyboarﬁ"; b. 742
(20) Ibidem. "Song", by the same author. p 742
(21) "Qur idea ?f G?d is clear, distinct, uséble, and sufficient. 1t
1S a genulneé lidea, not a figment of the mind. for it is form-

ed by the mind's working on solid reality ani advancing al-

ong the solid paths of abstract reasoning.® Gléin Paul,



Theodicy , (St. louis: Eerder, 1844, p. 45

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25

»

"No cognitive facvlty faills ia the xnowledge of its Object;
save on account of being defective or corrupted, since by its

very nature it is directed to the knowledge of that dbject;

thus the sight does not fail in the perception of color, un-
less the sight itself is injured. Now every defect and corr-
uption is beside nature, becguse nature alws at the being

and perfection of a thing." St. Thomas, gontra centiles,(N.v:

Benziger urothers, 124} Bk. 3, chapter 1077 py 787

tgtudy of values is a scurtiny of ends ands and purposes. Study
of standards is .an attewpt to identify the way or possible ways
to an end. Together they must enzble us tO'Say,'ThiS builds

wan up,that tears him down'. as a rule and in the long run,
people must know what is perfective, and what destructive of
man, as simply as they know right from left or vp from down."
Viard 1eo, values and =ealities,(New york: Sheed and Ward, 1835)

' Tt page 3.

fie wust not demand any more of our faculties than they were
meant to do. ye 4o not complain that our eyss caanot hear,

nor that they canaot see everything at one glance. Never wmay
we dewand of our senses that they be something other than
senges, for that 1s a contradiction. On this point confer idem
21) p. 127. yie may not doubt our sense as long as they are
directed toward their proper objects, and our senses that are
naturally directed to the outside world tell us that there is
sowmething there to be seen, and our intellectual faculties that
are directed to invisible things tell us that there is such
a thing as causality and that cauvsality demands a God to create
the visible universe. 1t is suicide to do otherwise, as one

-philosopher has said,"If a man contravenes the law of health

and eats what is poisovous, he sickens or dies; and if he trans-
gresses the laws of thought and agrees on false prianciples, he
contradicts himself and cowmits iantellectuval suicide." hetting-
er Tranz, Natural wFeligion.(Cincinnati: fustet 0,18%0) from
the introducTion. p. 19,

"There are wany wWho see the absurdity of the extreme positivis-
tic position and these 40 a neat manedver and cowme up smil-
ing on a new atvack, They say that causality can indeed be
knovm but we cannot carry it beyond the realm of the phen-

omenal, you Zzan Know wWhat causes stomachache but not vhat caus-—
es the stomache - you way ask why of every atom that exists
except that last one which they foolishly suppose is going to
make the lieap between phenowmenal and ultimate primary causality.
hy? 1t seems that these peculiar people who limit causality
to the phenomenal world have théemselves explared the outer
and invisitle realm; .they have been there; they know 211 about
it and they tell ordinary people like you and we that we can
not to there."ldem (21) p. 48, Causality makes it possible
for us to realize the there must be a being that has no pot~
entiality at all - the best way that we can express this is

by "aActus Purus". aplso see ‘same book, pp. 138 ff,
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(28) Eowever we do not say that this essence is gained inten-

tionally by the mind in the first place, as someone has
written, "Wie do not therefore as the ontologists contend-
ed come to know of god's essence and attributés by a dir-
gct-intuition of Eis @ssence." Qarrigou-lagrange R. God:
Lis mxistence, and Nature,(St. Iovig: Herder,1936) pB7

(27) "although as we shall sege, the mind does make distinctions

in cod and we speak of different and distinct attributes
and perfections of god; and although the mind has some
ground and justification for such distinctions, the mind
nevertheless does not consider god in any sense as a couw-
9051te of all these perfections but always rewinds itself

that in God all these perfections are 1dent1f1ed " Tdew( 21)
p. 112 _

(28) "when theé 11uellect of wan 1s confrcnted with belng as such,

it 1s dazzled and can only hope to see by gazing vpon its
analogical reflections or participations in the things that
are, Those who in spite<of all have tried to look upon being

naked and unadorned have been struck with 1n+ellecuua1 blind-
ness." Idem.(1l) p. 8

(=22} There is however a -difference between god's knovlpdge and ours,

{ 30;

"god requires no ccgnitional 1mage from which to draw Eis plur-
ality of ideas, as we do, hence with pim there is no plurality
even thovgh He knows a plurality of things from our point of view.
The only species in god's mind is the divine essence itself which
is agbsolutely one; in this primary doject, ¢od knows all else.”
Idem 21, p. 203. "Since intelligent activity is in itself a

pure perfection it must be attributed in a transcendent way to
the wirst Being. nod must be the agens'per intellectum" par ex-
cellence, and this wmweans that the ideas of all creatable things

must be perfectly present in and of the divine essence from all
eternity." Idem(21) p. 202

Further- god's knovledge is ClaSbified as speculative or prac-

tical- necessary or free- gpproving or non-approv1ng— and know-
1edge of intelligence, and knoavledge of v131hn For explanat-
ion cf. Idem(28) p. 59 ff.

vie know that god has will because Ee must be a perfect agent
to bring things into existence. ¥nowing thewm alone would nev-
er produce thew, @od's will can be of gaod in general( anteced-
ent) or will of good in particular(consequent

1 3 l 17 1 '
Therefore if a thing were not its orm €8sence, there must

be sométhing in it besides its essence,
must Be a composition therein.
things it hasithe significance
Idem(Pz) Bk. 1, chapter 21.-

and consequently there
For which reason in composite
of a part as humanity in a man.”

i P B e, i ':‘\" S
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(31) "For we have proved that god by His pfovidence directs all

(32)

(33)

(34)

(3

5)

things to Eis goodness as their end; not indeed as though Eis
goodness gains anything from the things that are made, but in
orqer that the likeness of His acoodness way be lmpressed on

things as far as possiple.” Idem (22) Bk 3, chapter ©7, p. 47.

And here is the passage referred to above: "For EFe is the end
of all things; yet 30 as to precede all in being. Now there is
an end which though it holds the first place im causing for as
much as it 1s .in the imcention, 1s nevertheless last in execut-
ion, This applies to any end which the agent sets up by his act-

‘ion." Idem (22) Bk. 3, chapter 18,

"Indirect conservation is not sufficient to account for such
an effect as continued existence; direct conservation is re-
quired." Idem (21} p. 263 E :

"rrom the fact that they acquire the divine coodness, creatures
are wmade like unto god. wherefore if all things tend to god

as to their last end, so as to acquire pis goodness, it fol-
lows that the last end of . things 1s to become 1like unto god."
Idem (22) BkK. 3, chapter 19, p. 37 .

"Now creatures do not acguird goodness iy tMeway in which

it is in god; although each thing imitates the divine Good-
ness-according to its moede., For the divine goodness is Sim-
ple, being as it were all in one." Idem (22) Bk 3, chapter 20,
p. 38. ‘ : -

"god is near you;is within you, a sacred spirit dwells within
us, the doserver and guardian of all." From the 41st letter of
Seneca t0 lucilius, quoted from gibbons, Cardinal, Our Christ-
ian peritage,(Baltimore: John.Murghy Jo, -188¢) p. €17~~~

A . ot . et e e i el .

For a full explanation of the antinomieé Both the general and
special, cf. idem (26} p. 187 ff.
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