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In rnan there is an unquenchable thirst for knowledge. In ‘almost all
groups of men this thirst has centered primarily on the One whom they knew must
be the causs and reason for the reality tfmey knew through thelr own expseriencss.
First they want to know someﬁhing about this First Cause., After that they at-
tempt to discover how He 1s the cause and reason of the universe. Wany theoriles
have :oeen ad.vanc‘ed to answer the latter question; only one' is correct. However
among the erroneous theorises a prominen£ one is Pazifheism, or Monism,.

Panthsism is an gncient doctrine., At least as early as 1500 B.C. i’p
Wa:s a part of Indian philosophy and it wé,s the basis of Qo-Tsé's doctrine in -
China in 604 B.C. Pantheisnm haé’conti_nued, with a lull in the sarly éges of
Christlanity, until our own time, having nany famous and colorful supporters
throughout so many centuries. Deaplte its failacy, éanthaisra is an interssting
ocbject of study and is important yet today because of our comparative proximity
to some of the most influential Pantheists.

. Let us roughly divide the systems of pantheism into four kinds; (a)
Pantheism that teaches that God is the n;atter of the world; (b) Pantheism that
teaches that God is the fc;rm or soul of the world; (c¢) Pantheism that teaches that
God caused the world by a necsssity of his nature; and (d) pantheism tha‘(; teaches
that God and fhe world are one. In our study of the main pantheistic theoriss,
let us first study the ancient and medieval theories according to this division
and then go on to the modern proposals to ses how they can be reduced to the older
tlzeorieé.

Among thoss that held that God is the matter ‘of the world the first to
come to our attention is the Early Tonian School, especially Thales, Anaximander,
and Anaximenes.. We shall not be sb rash as to state definitely that this school
4 taught materialistic Pantheism, for which reason it may be wondered why it is

mentioned. The fact is they taught hylozoism in a form which mé.ny call pantheigm.



‘ Docmﬁent‘s ars rare ani so we cannot be certain of their theory, but it may be in-
: fera\d, that by 't;heir hylozoistic cosmology they believed God to be the substancs
of the universs.(l) ‘
If, ﬁowevar, the Early Ionians weres nét definitely ma,terialistic monists,
David of Dinant was, beyond doubt. TFor it was notvwithout reason that St. Thomas
so severely reprimended him with these words: "Tertius (errgr) ‘Puit Davidis de |
Dinando qui stultissime posuit Deum esse materiam primam.’“(zt): This pantheism of
David of Dinant is the most absolute materialism for i’c’pla«ces‘ God as the very prime
matter,of' ali_things. We learn from St, Thomas that included in this doctrine
ig this that there are thres cate‘gories of Being-~-gseparate eternal substances,
souls, and bodies--which réally are the same_:
Divisit enim res in par{:es tres, in corpora, animas et substantias
separatas, Et primum indivisibile ex quo constituuntur corpora
dixit Yle; primum autem indivisible ex quo constituuntur animae
dixit Noym, vel mentem; primim sutem indivisible in substantiis
asternis dixit Deum. Et hasc tria esse unum et idem; ex quo
iterum consequitur esse omnis per essentiam unum,(3) '
Amoqg the CGreelrs there also appsars a schéol teé.ching that God is the
form. of the world--the fxater Ionlan Philosophe;'s, founded by Heraclltus-ewho
held that "all ls becoming". With his doctrine of nothing permanent,-which Hera-
clitus held absolutely, and his doetrine of fire, by whicﬁ ‘he held that all
things are mde up of fire, ;:ve might lat first classify him as one who holds that
God is the matter of the world, 'But the doctrine is not simple as that, and
when we see that he posits divine fire as the constitutivé of the human soul, we
tend to put him in the secornd division.
The Stoics, of the 2nd cen‘tury, B.C., appear as the next important proponant
.of this type of monisrﬁ. They héld simply that God is at once the Author and the soul

of the universe. He is ths principle of all 1ife and motion, of all action,

Whether he resides in the earth they 4id not é,grse upon, though they were sure
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"that he diffused himself throughout all 'the univaerse. Yet here again classi-
fication is not sasy, for though God is the soul of the world, he is still all
material, for the stoics wefe pore materialists, Hence it is sesn why ﬁhsy called
God at‘dné time "Mind", and at another, "Fire!, "Ether", or "ﬁir".(4)~

Among the third gnoué of pantheists, those who hold that God necessarily
created the universe, we find the Iatin Lverroists, Though this is pot expressed
in their doctrine, it lies implicitély at least in the doctrine of Averroes himself,’
for he held that God creaﬂe@ the univarse from allvéterqity,~which doctrine, since -
Avserroes held it was necessary that God did crea%é from etarniﬁy, shows Averroes be-
lief that it was necsssary on the parf‘of God to crgate.

Anothe£ doctrine which holds that God necessarily created the world
is emaﬁationism which explains ail reallity as formed b& a. necessary emanation

‘of the supreme Pfinciple. Plotinus (205-270 A.D.) and.the Néo—Platonist§ posit
fourAdegrees in the scale of emanations, Fhe One, Intelligence, the World-Soul,
and Matter. (a) The One is the highest degree: 1t is the Sgprsme transcendént

 Essence which has all perfections. The One principiates, asAiﬁ,ﬁere (emanateg--

without diffusing the substance of the One!) the Intelligence(b), b& sﬁedding .
the Intelligence about‘itself. The Intelligence is inferior to the Ons bﬁ its
&ependant prinéipiétion, and it cannot contain all that it receifes from the One,
so that it Imows only by spreéding all into 2 multitude of ideas, through which the
One Imows itself. The Intelligence necessarily produces the World Soul(e), which
is some kind of nature containing ideas and forcss, and wh;&h in turn generates

Matter(d). Matter is merely a place for the forces of the World Soul, which 1is
really non-being, as Plato held, It is important, before condsmming this as pan-
theism, to détermine (which bas not been done) the type of production of the In-
telligénce by the One, for,

If we Inguire whether this philoéophy is a form of pantheism, we may
say that it is so if the Intelligence which the One voluntarily begets
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is regarded as one of its (own) energies; in any case the rest of

reality is a necessary effusion from Intelligence and hargs upon the

Mind's thought. (5) ' o o

| A second important exponent “o.f emahdtionistic Panthelsm was J ohn‘
Scoi;us Erigﬁna (800/15-»877). According to Erigena ’chez:.'e is on]:y oné being, God;
all other things proceed f‘rom Him as 1; by substantial emanations or p&rtici-
pations. He divides all reality into these four: (a) Natura quaa creat et non
craatur; (b) Natura quae creatur et creat; (c) Natura quase crea,tur et non creat;
an(i (4) TMatura quae nec ereatur nec creat. Thus the first is QﬂGéd, the principle
and source of alivthings. By Natursa quae creatur et creat Erigena understood God
as containing the primordial t;s;'pas of all things, and concelved as such he might
bé called the Word or Logos, ZXErigena states that; the pr;mord.ial tyne's or causes,
coeternal with Ged, flow from Cod, by which mode of -prac%es!s'ion the s;g'stem is

clearly pantheistic, Na.fura qué.e creatur et non creat is a pa,rt of God for if ils‘
. derived frem God, as by & mode of rerticipat iém in the divine rature. This is |
the world of phenomena, our; world, which is subjeét to cha,ﬁge. The fourth
division of naturs, I\Té,tura. quae nec creatu:;' nec creat, is God aé the end of all
things. Erigeﬁa saw that all things return fo God'as té their gqal.;-ffhis he saw
ir the universe, for the skies return to their original form every ':ﬁﬁenty-four
hours; the sun retﬁmé to its starting point every four years, etc. This he found
especially trus of man who will not rest until he ’retﬁrn to his end, to God.

And now let us turn to what we might call tozce.l'pé,nt‘heism: God and .
the world are one. The first important exponent of this ind c;f system was
Parmenid;ss (540 B.C.), most important in the Eleatic.School, and one‘ of the
first important metaphysicians in the history of phildsophy. Parmenides® problem
was that of Being, whic:h ‘he took in a purely uni?ocal, sense that led him directly

.to Pantheism. Willier Turner tells us of Parmenides' system:
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. The greatest error liss in treating Being and non-Being as the same. -
From this fundamental error arise the opinions of men., Truth lies
in thought, for "nothing can be but what can be thought“ The
senses lead to error. Being, therefore, is, and since net-Balng is
not, Being is ons, It is consequently unchangeable and unproduced
despite the testimony of ths senses to the contrary. For how could
‘Being be produced? Either from not-Belng, which does not exlist, or
from Being, in which case it was be fore it began to be. Therefore
it is unproduced, unchangeable, undivided, whole, homogenous,
squally balanced on all sides, like a perfect spere. (8)
Since the béing which is evident to us is evidently produce?, changeaﬁle,
divided, composite, and heterogeneous, our senses therefore deseive us.
In Medieval times we see the total pantheism of Amalric of Bene. The
following quotations from ‘the Oper& of Gerson show clearly what Amalric irtended°

Cum in Ipso sirt omnia, imo Ipse sit. omnia...non facile posse
negari Creatorem et creaturam idem esss.

‘Omnia esse urum. Doum esse essentiam omnium creaturarum et
esse unnm.(?) )

i

Gerson's account is substantiated by the testlmony of the conncil of Paris (1210)
Nhich condsoned Amalric.(8) '

Going on now %o the modern theories of paﬁﬁhaism our attention is first
dravm to the system of Giordanc Brunc (1548-1600). Accoraiﬁg“to Bruno God
an¥ the universe arevidentical, because tﬁe universe is infinite, and there can-
not| be two iéfinities. To explain this identity Bruno points out that God is the
ﬁ‘ ng; .all phenomena are but accidental férms of 3eing unfolding from the Qﬁigg.
Truly God is the matter -of the world (on this point he cites, and agrees with,
David of‘Dinant), and also the form of it, or the world soul~-hence we may come-

pare his doctrine to that of the Stoics. Turner points out that, according to

Bruno,

...theae two, matter, and form, not only interpenetrate each other,
but are absolutely fdentical. (9)



Wherefore we see that Gidrdano Brnﬁo carried his system out fﬁlly as an in»terpre;
tation of his first assumption, that God and the world are identical, on which
account we can feduce this syetgm primarily to tﬁe toﬁal pantl{eism of Parmenides
énd Aralric 'o*’ Bene who held 'that God is the wérld (10) B

From his ovm definition of substance Baruch Spincza drove straight
into tota.l panthelism, For,‘ ar.:cording to Spinoza, "Substantia est id quod in se: |
est et per s8 concipifuf." We fiﬁ& tha;t‘ he ﬁzeanﬁ to define substance as something
"la se" ilor' Gredt points out: “Spinoza énimé varb'ig tin se' et 'per se' excludere
intendit non subiectum inhassionis, sed 'éaﬁsam a re distinbtam.(ll) It is Qéefn:
that this dsfinition of substance is quite like that.made by Descartes, it was
in en attempt to bridge the antithesls placed by Desca.:éte;; betﬁéen mind and matter
that Spinoza so dsfined substé.ncs and worked out his systgm. Iﬁdeed he proved
the existence of God from hig ldea of; su'bvstance, for God ié substancs, and sub-
stance must exist. | | |

For Spinoza creation is impossible, because 'whétever l1sy is God. And
$0 ‘the" earth was not caused by any traﬁsisnt causal action, but God 1s the im-
manent cause of finite ‘ex:lstence, In this manner Spinoza thoﬁght he had a way to
I?ring togethsr the res extensa and the res; cogitaﬁs of Descs;r:tas, but of ceﬁrse
that is _notvpertinent.hera.(lz) Spinozé.'s doctriné also can be rédu¢ed to the
;ﬁbtal pantheism of Parmenides.

The monistic theory of ‘Fichte may rightly be called unique. For him
all realiﬁy is In the Ego. This system is thus shor’qu descri‘ped by Father‘
‘Boedder: ' : : ) , .

According to Fichte the ESo 1s the embodiment of all reality. A1l

individualsthings, to the existence of which consciousness and ex-

perience testify, are nothing but differsnt aspects of the infinite
- reality of the Ego, bound by fatal necessity to oppose itself to it-

self, Whatever thersfore man perceives is properly speaking in himself,
inasmich as his ovn being is one reality with the many«-sided Ego (13)
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Considered in the 11ght of the rest of Ficbte s phllosophy this is no
: surprise, for his is absolute 1aealism. This sys»em is 4if icult to reduce to |
" one of the ancient or medieval kinds of Mon;sm, but it may peghaps be comnared
to the total pantheism, that God is the world, but here God, or the world, is
the LEgo. |

A clese confemporafy of Fichte, George W.'ﬁegelg aiso derived a system
':df pantﬁeism.which is much like that of Parménidés iﬁ itsiorigiﬁ for it stems |
. from his notion of Being; The basis of this theory 1s that the universal really
| exista, ﬁhence it>follows that there is one coﬁcept whichrexpresses the moét univer-
sal object, namely Being'aé such. Since this is the concepf o0f the most unive:u
sal object it is the fgundation‘of'all realityne;ﬁdeed all things are a detenminaé@-
éion'of'that one Being. Hegsl calls -this Being' or 'Divine Essence', the l§§g° 
‘Thought and being are thé same thing, and so God is both Infiﬁite‘Being-aﬁd
'infinite Thought. Tﬂis Idea is itself infinite, generating b& its own nature ail
finite things.(14) ~ As this doctrine unfolds it resembles moré fhe ancient theor-
ies which hold that God necessérily‘created ortotﬁerwise formed'the universe.

Having thug far e#aminéd the more important paﬁtﬁegstic theories i% 'is
in place to refute them. But first it is interestiﬁg té;see th these theories
are advanced'in the first plaée. Three. reasons are advanced, wﬁich are really |
more in the nafure of objections to creation thaﬁ positive érguments for Pén—
thelsm, (a) Creation is not possible; (b) Efficient éguSality is imp;ssible if it

A
exlstencs of beings distinct from the infinite Being makes God irmperfect.

R ‘ whith :
amounts to transient action going between two substances are distinct; (c) the

‘These objections avail little. (&) That creation ig imnossible is
usually based on the dictum, "Ex nihilo nikil fit", 11 this be taken to under=-
stand that ewerything has a material cause it is only becauseewerythlng wé see

has a material cause, and every efficient agent we see operating we ses making
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something out of something materiale' There is no reason,'howeyer, to-suépose‘thets
sﬁifitual things demand material- causes onlthat account, nor iﬁ@eed to suppose
that spiritual causes need material causes with which to make something, let
aione that the.Infinite God need such. No, thefe is ﬁo'feasoﬂ to say that‘God
cannot make something "ez nihile", o
(v) Tfansient causal acfion is indeed a difficulﬁ problem of meta-
pllzysicsu But equally so ie the manner 1n.which (Mercier) "a euBEtantial agent
© influences en.aecident really dietinct from-itself or how one part ceh effective~
1& act upon another fart of the same whole", (15)-HJust as efficient causality -
denled in 1ts system results 1n occasionalism, 80 too a éanial of the distinction
between the substance of the universs and 1ts dccidents brings about phenomenal—‘
ism. | v ' | |
(e) If the things distinct from God were indeperdent ‘of Him, there
would be a limit to God's perfection, but ‘that God can_creaﬁelﬁeings distinet
‘from Himself, yef dependent on Himself,‘does not bespeak ahy impeffection 1ﬁ
Bim.(15) - . - |
To refute pantheism, theh, in all its forme, we pat -forth this pro-
ppsition: | .
GOD IS NOT THE MATTER OF THE WORLD, NOR THE SUBSTAJTIAL FORM OF THE %
WORLD; NEITHER DOES GOD ACT EX”ERJALLY BY A NECESSITY OF HIS NATURE; GOD
AND THE WORLD ARE DISTINCT.
Tﬁis shall be proved by parts,
~ Proof of Part I: GOD IS NOT THE MATTER OF THE WORID. It is impossiue
that God be the matter of the world for this reason that me.tterg which)from ex~
perlence we see in motion, cannot be moved excdpt by s0meth1ng other than itself,

as proved by the first agrument of St. Thémas for the existenee'of God, and ex-

pressed in the resulting dictum, "Quidquid movetur ab alio movetur." But if God



is the matter of the world, then by whom is this matter moved?

' Proof of Part II: GOD IS NOT THE SUBSTANTIAL FORM OF THE WORLD. God
cannot be the form of the World for then He would be scmsthing: participataau-ﬂa
would be a part of a cooposite. Now a part is always 1ess parfect than the whole .
of which it is a part. But God is omniperfect, as is evident from the Henologi-
cal proof of St. Thomas, and from the fact that God is puﬁe act., Turther than
this & composite requfres a cause, whereas God is uncaused, the Prima Causa effi-
ciens non effecta, as seen in the second proof of St. Thomas. Hence concerning
these_first two parts of the proposition St, Thomas says, "...nsque pqssibile.beum .
aligquo modo in compositionem alicuius venire, nec sicut prirncipium formals, nec -
sicut principium materiale",(16) .

Proof of Part III: GOD DOES NOT ACT EXTERNALLY BY A NECESSITY OF EIS
YATURE, This is proved by the order of agent causes whereby it is seen that
every natural agent acting toward an end is directed toward it by an intelli-
gent agent which itself must act by intellect and will and not by necegsity.i
This 1s shown more clearly by 5t. Thomas:
Respondso dicendum, quod necesse est .dicere voluntatem Dei agere
per voluntatem, non pers necessitatem nature, ut quidam existimaverunt.
«osCum enim propter finem agant intellectus et natura, ut prebatur in
. IT Physicorum,; necesse est ut agenti per naturam prasdetsrminentur .
finis et media necessaria ad finem ab aliquo superiori intellectu, sicut
sagittas praedeterminatur firis et certus motus 2 saggittands, Unde
necesse ost quod agens psr intellectum et voluntatem sit prius agente
per naturam. Unds cum primum in ordine agentium sit Deus, necesse est
quod per intellectum et voluntatem agat.(17)
Beyond this there 1s the difficuvlity, as Garrigou-Lagrange points
out,.that if the first cause acted by a'necessit& of its own nature, it would
produce something 1ike itself, just as an ox gererates an ox., But God evident~

ly has produced many very diverse things, 2ll inferior to Himself, Nbr could

he produce another like to Himself for then there would be two infinites §(18)
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. And again, God does not create because of a necessit& of His intsllect,
for there would be no motive n@cassitating Him to creat - There is not sven
the motive of greater perfection, for God is alrea&y 1nflritely perfect and hapmy,;
and carmot acguire any additiomal perfection.

Proof of Part IV: GOD AND THE WORLD ARE DISTINOT, To prove this 1t
wourld be best to use the formal proof édvanced'by Gredt to prove his thesis
XXXVII: Deus ost ens dlstinctum a mundo. Tt is quoted directly: |

MAJORQ Deus est ens maxime umwm, immmutabile, omnzno simplex, omni=-
perfectum, infinitum, necessarium,

MINOR: Atqui mundus non est maxime unus, immutabilis, omnino sim-
plex, omniperfectus, infinitus, . nacessarius.

‘ERGO.  (19) :

The major stems from our very-éotion of God as 1t is dembnstrated
throﬁghonx the study 6f'Theo&icy & revéew of which is net in place hecse., It is
proved mors partlcula?ly from the fact that God is pure act, wnenca it follows that
He is jmrmutable, Iinfinits, o mniperfact and. necessary.

: We may demonstrate the minor brief ly, though it is gquite evident frcw
experience, TFirst, the world is not mexime umus, but it is manifold and complex,
made up of many distinct and separated subs»anceo, Secondly, the world is 2
matable being, for mundane things are changeabls, accidentally, according to
‘place,:qﬁantityg and quality, etc., and substantially, according to generation amd
corruption. WNor, thirdly, is the world altogether simple, for even the very in-
dividual things within the world are themselves composed, metaphysically, of the
metaphysical grades of beingq and thysically, of quantitative parts, of matter

and formy, and of substance and accidents., Weither, fourthly, is the earth omni=
perfect for it ic composed of an aggregaté of imperfect thingég no rumber of which,

when gather@together, can form an omniperfect being., And finally, the earth is

not necessary, as is evinced from the fact that what changes is contingent., Tﬁs g
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world and God, therefors, cannot bé ldentical an any way, f;)r 'thisl;would. contra-
dict the attributes of God which are sufficiently supported by philos.ophical study
of God. ‘ |

.‘I‘here are indsed all sorts of‘ways‘of attacking panfh’eisfn bésifies those
used in proving the abovs éropositioﬁ. As aunthors have dope, ﬁe might first re-
fute idealistic é.né. then :ealis‘cic pantheism, Idé&listic'-pantileism is thus de=
geribed by Cardinal K’Iercier: "Idealistic .monism makes the o:iéin of all things to
consist in an indeterminate being called the Absolute-=which, on ‘acc'éunt of a law
of its internal etrolutioﬁ, isrever progressively differentiating itself and 'becom=
ing' all things."(20) o

TAhﬂis doctrine arises from applying being in a univocal sense to God and
to finite things. This of course cannot ba‘done,‘as metaphysics shows, One re=-
sult, among o’;hers‘, isg that we than apply the notion ‘of sit'nplicity t6 both God
and other beings in a nivocal gsense. This is done erroneously, fof finite things
are simple by wa;ﬁ of negation., Simplicity applisd to God is a posi’cive perfection.
But now idealistic evolution denies the real naturs of God, which, as already
noted, is amply deménst.ré.ted in Theodicy. For by ma‘ki‘ng God become all things
by internal necessity, His immatability is denied. And (Mercier) "if th.e 'resultv
of our investigat iéns must come to anything else ’;han é mature reasoned conv.iction
| that God exists who is at onee Pure Actuality, necessary, and infinite Being, we
‘ may as well renocunce all hope 9f being atle to deomonstréte the existence of God
Himself,' which is the object of all Theodicy."(21) ;

And those who hold real panthsism d;: n'_éi‘) posit é,ny becom:’mg or or 4if-
ferentiation, but rather they éay that the things of the wqu&are parts of Ged,
or manifesta’cions of Him. This general kind of pantheism is c;af course refuted By
.?art «IV‘of the above thesis, bﬁt it especially cannot be reconciled with the dif-
ficulty of change in the universe. A changeable being is contingeni;_ - but God -

must be necessary.

- Beyond this there is the difficulty of the consciousness of the irdivi-
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dval personality. ‘E{re‘ry man is consclous that he is a free agent, that he acts
freely, and independent of -other men. As Cardinal Mercier puts it, "Nothing in the
world can persuade me...that T am the self-exprgssign of somebody else. The very
fact thaf I can use of myself the word sgo in opposition td whatever is non-szo
implies that T am myself, that my being is‘ircon-municable."'(z.?.) : ‘I.‘his ig a great
stvmblix;g block af‘pantﬁeism. Another poir\t r«ot to be overlcaked 1s that all
fhings in the universs 4o not tend toward the ood of the worli but looZ: to their
oﬁm good first, This is especially true of men who can frustrate tn@ designs of
nature and certainly do what is not for the good of the universa. It woﬁld as=
suredly seem that if all things were a ;pa;ft éf one Being, they would éxist in
harmony and act only for the good of the Being of which they,.'w’era a'pa,ic't. ~ Evi=- |
dence to the contrary does ﬁot augur w_ell for Pantheisn;. | '

Turning back to’ the diffsrent Irinds of pantheism previquslyl outlihed, A
the refutation jﬁst completed can easily be applied individually. Thales, Anoxi~
mander, and Anaximenes, theGrdeks, it‘wiil be recalledgsheld, at least implilcitly,‘
that God is the matter of the world, as David of Dinant expressly held. ™is is
refutei by the first part of our tAhesis,_ and we c¢an but i?‘e;paat it that 1f God is
matter, thers would be nobne to move matter,

Those that held that God was the substantial form of the world are re-
futed by the sscond part of the. t‘nésis.’ Heraclitﬁs held that divine fire con-
stituted ths human soul, and for the Stoics He is the principle oanll motiqn and
life, neither of which is possible, for thay male God participated., As to Hera-
clitus again, 8%, Thomas says: |

Respondeo dicendum, quod dicers animam esse de substantia Dei, mani-
festam improbabilitatem continet. Ut enim ex dictis patet, anima

humana est quandoque intelligens in potentia, et scientiam quodammodo
a rebus acquirit, et habet diversas potentias, quae ommia alisna sunt

a Dei natura, qui est actus purus st nihil a‘qﬁlio accipiens et mullam
in se diversitatem habens. .. (23)


http:onL'YJ.ia
http:dicend.um

-13-

Among those holding that God creéted by a neésssitf of his nature we
first met Averroes whom we can first refute by.saying that tﬂsre is not_sﬁfficiént
reason,fdr’holding this, Enrthefmdre this necsssity wcul@ make'God imperfect
" and Mmited and would also deny the matural order of things by which all things

are uiti@ately moved by an agent who moves acdording to én intsllect and will, éhe
Emanationists, both Plotinus and Erigena, to w%om -reference has been mads, can be
refuted in their root idea of emanation by saying sunoly that emanation is entire«‘
1y incompatible with the unity in God, for He is "ens maxime umm", as shewn in
the Hénclogiéal proof for the existancg of God and He is actus purus, as shown ;n
- the 2nd proof wherefore He 1s not even mads composite by anyiadmixture of poﬁenéx
with act. |

| Parmenides, who held thax God ani the world are one, got érour& the

aﬁgarent dzsbemblencﬂ between the world and a true notion of ch by saying that cur
sonses decelve us. The reliability of the‘senses’is shown in scholastic psychology,
wherefore the fourth part of the thssis is applisd in itsifull senss., Amalric’of
3ena is‘simarly rofuted. | | '

Turning again to the modern pantheists we find Giordano Bruno in the -
same position as Parmenides and Amalric o: Bene, positing'idsﬁtity of God and the
Wwordd, and he is refuted in the same way. However, in the fifst place Brune be—j
gins with the supposition that the world is infidite, basing the identity on that.
Thétthe world is nbt infinite 1s evident from ocur owvm sxperisnce aﬁd from the
scholastic proof--for the world is composits,

Baruch Spinoza's pantheism is generally refuted by the fourt£ pargxof
our thaéis refutingvall total pantheism, 3But his basis~-his dafinition of sub=
stance~-must be-denied; there is no valid reason for qssuming it. Spinoza alsoi
had .difficulty with éreation; we'hava already shown creaﬁion ﬁos&ibie. Fichte's

pantheistic system, too, is already refuted. His idealism, in which it ie in-
! . .
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volved, is refuted In scholastié epistemology. The system of‘Heg.els whether
it be considereiraé total pantheism or as teaching that God cré&tad by & necesg-
sity of Hie nature, is refuted above. ,
" Pinally, as if to reduce pantheism to absurdity, it 15 asked what
would become of morality if pantheism were true? Cranted pantheism, there can be
no distinetion betwesn gooi and bad acts. The misér is to bé praised as the phil~
anﬁhropisf,'tﬁe coward as the hero, thevcriminal'as the honest. All human law 1s
‘ﬁhneéessaryg criminal detection pointlsss, and ﬁunishment of perverts'a most
ridiculous-~not to say unfalr--procsdurs. AllAacts are g@ca because they ars
all performed by what are p&rts.of one Reality ! ‘
And so we have seen that panthelism 1s a doctrine of no little féme. It
has bgeﬁ incoryorated'inbsever&l‘;gliéidns and has had mwany ardent‘supporfers
among.thesphiiosdphers.v The dburden of procf rests upon the proponents of pan-
theism, Many thought they proved it, but most of these based their proofs upon
falss éssuﬁpticns.. Many and varied though panthéistic theories 5e, they all joiﬁ ,\
the world to God, or idsﬁtify them, in a way which denies either the trus nature
of God or the true:nature of the world. All pahtheism can bs refuted. It can be
reduced to very ridiculous absurditiés, These theories have come and gone‘for
centuries; no doubt they will contims to do so. Their refutation, however,

will continue to stand,

. DEO GRATTAS !
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