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Proofs for the Existence of God

Part I: A Metaphysical Argument 
Robert J. Spitzer, S.J.
Many metaphysical arguments for God’s existence have been offered since the time of Plato and Aristotle. This one attempts to incorporate three insights from 20th-century thought into the seminal insights of Plato, Aristotle, Augustine, Thomas, and their interpreters. The first insight is from Bernard J. F. Lonergan, who views "causality" as "an ontological fulfillment of a conditioned reality’s conditions." This broad view of causation can be applied to the domains of quantum and relativity physics as well as to locomotion and aggregation. The second insight comes from the famous mathematician David Hilbert, who showed the contradictory nature of an achieved infinity of dependent parts. The third insight comes from quantum theory, which gives a very lucid example of the traditional notion of ontological simplicity. These three insights strengthen and clarify not only the proof of an Unconditioned Reality but also the proofs for the absolutely simple, infinite, and unique nature of this Unconditioned Reality. This new version of the metaphysical argument consists of five steps: 
I.  Proof for the existence of at least one Unconditioned Reality.
II. Proof that Unconditioned Reality Itself is the simplest possible reality.
III. Proof that Unconditioned Reality Itself is absolutely unique.
IV. Proof that Unconditioned Reality Itself is unrestricted.
V. Proof that the One Unconditioned Reality is the continuous Creator of all else that is.

I: PROOF FOR THE EXISTENCE OF AT LEAST ONE UNCONDITIONED REALITY

This proof will consist of four sub-steps and a conclusion:
A) Complete disjunction elucidating the whole range of possibilities for all reality.
B) Proof that a finite number of conditioned realities cannot ground the existence of any conditioned reality.
C) Proof that an infinite number of conditioned realities cannot ground the existence of any conditioned reality.
D) Proof that a circular set of conditions is false for any conditioned reality.
E) Conclusion.

I.A: Complete disjunction elucidating the whole range of possibilities for all reality

In all reality (R), R could have either no Unconditioned Reality ("Hypothesis ~UR") or one or more Unconditioned Realities ("Hypothesis UR"), not neither, not both (complete disjunction). Both options cannot be false because the whole range of possibilities for R is covered by these two options. Both options cannot be true because this would violate the principle of non-contradiction. Therefore, one and only one option can be and must be true.
Definitions
"Conditioned reality": any reality (e.g., individual, particle, field, wave, structure, spatio-temporal continuum, spatio-temporal position, physical laws—e.g., E = MC2) which is dependent upon another reality for its existence or occurrence. For example, a cat is a conditioned reality because it depends on cells and structures of cells for its existence. Without such cells and their specific structure, the cat would simply not exist. Similarly, cells are conditioned realities because they depend on molecules and specific structures of molecules for their existence. Likewise, molecules are conditioned realities because they depend on atoms and structures of atoms. Atoms are dependent on quarks and structures of quarks, and so forth. (See Figure 1 below.)
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"Conditions": any reality (e.g., individual, particle, field, wave, structure, spatio-temporal continuum, spatio-temporal position, physical laws—e.g., E = MC2) upon which a conditioned reality depends for its existence or occurrence. for example, cells are the conditions of cats, molecules the conditions of cells, and so on. "Unconditioned Reality": a reality which does not depend on any other reality of any kind for its existence or occurrence.
Notice that the first option in the above disjunction (Hypothesis ~UR—"there are no Unconditioned Realities in all reality") can be restated as: "in all reality (R), there are only conditioned realities." For to say "there are no unconditioned realities in all reality" is equivalent to saying "there are only conditioned realities in all reality." (See Figure 2 below.)
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Notice, if option #1 is false, then option #2 must be true because one and only one of these two disjunctive options can be and must be true. The remainder of Step I will be concerned with showing that option #1 must be false for all reality. This will prove, by disjunctive syllogism, that option #2 must be true. Therefore, there must exist at least one Unconditioned Reality in all reality.
For any conditioned reality (CR), CR can depend either on a finite number of conditions or on an infinite number of conditions, not neither, not both (complete disjunction). Both options cannot be false because all possibilities are covered by these two options. Both options cannot be true because that would violate the principle of non-contradiction. Let us call option #1 "Hypothesis F" and option #2 "Hypothesis ~F." Substep I.B (below) will show that "Hypothesis F" must always be false for any conditioned reality. Substep I.—(below) will show that "Hypothesis ~F" must also be false for any conditioned reality. Therefore, no conditioned reality can exist under "Hypothesis F" or "Hypothesis ~F." If these two hypotheses cover the whole range of possibilities for any conditioned reality, then no conditioned reality can exist in all reality if there are only conditioned realities in all reality. Therefore, at least one Unconditioned Reality must exist. (See Figure 3 below.)
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I.B: Proof that "Hypothesis F" must be false for any conditioned reality (CR)

1) If any conditioned reality (CR) is dependent on only a finite number of conditions for its existence ("Hypothesis F"), then there would have to be a most fundamental condition ("last condition") upon which the CR depends. For example, a quark or some other more fundamental conditioned reality would have to be the most fundamental condition ("last condition") upon which a cat depends. This temporarily ignores the possibility of a circular set of conditions which will be disproved in I.D below. (See Figure 4 below.)
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 2) "Hypothesis ~UR" (under which "Hypothesis F" is being considered) asserts that there are no unconditioned realities in all reality. This is equivalent to asserting that there are only conditioned realities. Therefore, the most fundamental condition for any conditioned reality (CR) would have to be a conditioned reality (since we have hypothesized in "Hypothesis ~UR" that there are only conditioned realities in all reality). 
3) If we ignore the possibility of a circular set of conditions for the moment, then the most fundamental condition (last condition) must be a conditioned reality whose conditions are not fulfilled. The last condition must have conditions because it is a conditioned reality (according to "Hypothesis ~UR"), and its conditions cannot be fulfilled because it is the last or terminating condition (according to "Hypothesis F"). Therefore, the combination of "Hypothesis F" and "Hypothesis ~UR" requires that the last condition be a conditioned reality whose conditions are not fulfilled. But "a conditioned reality whose conditions are not fulfilled" is literally nothing.
4) If the combination of "Hypothesis ~UR" and "Hypothesis F" requires that the most fundamental condition be non-existent (nothing), then all conditioned realities hypothetically dependent on it would also have to be non-existent, in which case conditioned reality (CR) would never exist.
5) Therefore, no conditioned reality can exist under both hypotheses "~UR" and "F." Therefore, "Hypothesis F" under "Hypothesis ~UR" must be false for any conditioned reality (CR) in all reality. (See Figure 5)
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 I.C: Proof that "Hypothesis ~F" must be false for any conditioned reality (CR)

1) According to "Hypothesis ~F," any conditioned reality (CR) is dependent on an infinite number of conditions being fulfilled for its existence. This means that there is no "most fundamental condition" ("last condition").
2) If there is no "most fundamental condition," then the number of conditions upon which CR depends is always at least one more than can ever be achieved and is therefore unachievable.
3) If CR depends on an unachievable number of conditions being fulfilled for its existence, it will never exist (a priori). In other words, if CR (say, a cat) is dependent upon a dependent upon a dependent upon a dependent ad infinitum, then, it will never come into existence. Its conditions will never be fulfilled.†2
4) Therefore, no conditioned reality can exist under "Hypothesis ~F." Therefore, "Hypothesis ~F" is false for any conditioned reality.†3 (See Figure 6 below.)
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I.D: Proof that a circular set of conditions is false for any conditioned reality

It may at first seem that a circular set of conditions is an intermediate or alternative position to hypotheses F and ~F. As will be shown in a moment, it is not. "Circular set of conditions" means reciprocal conditionality, where CRa depends upon CRb for its existence, while CRb depends on CRa for its existence. It can be shown that "CRa’s dependence on CRb’s dependence on CRa, etc." would not allow either to exist, but in order to show the fallacy of circular conditionality within the context of hypotheses F and ~F, I have chosen the following argument.
1) Let us suppose that there is a circular arrangement of conditioned realities, where CRa is dependent upon CRb, which in turn is dependent upon CRc, which in turn is dependent upon CRa. (See Figure 7 below.)
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One may postulate any number of CRs in the circle that one wishes (even an infinity). The question is not how many conditioned realities are in the circle but rather how many conditions each conditioned reality is dependent on in the circle. There are, again, two disjunctive options which respond to this question: either each conditioned reality is dependent on a finite number of conditions (implying a last condition), or each conditioned reality is dependent on an infinite number of conditions (implying an unachievable number of conditions). This is completely disjunctive; therefore, both hypotheses cannot be false, and both hypotheses cannot be true. A circular arrangement of conditions must imply either that all CRs in the circle are dependent on a finite number of conditions (in which case there is a last condition) or that all CRs in the circle are dependent on an infinite number of conditions (in which case those conditions can never be fulfilled).
2) If it is postulated that the circle corresponds to "Hypothesis F" (that each CR in the circle is dependent on a finite number of conditions), then there must be a last condition in the circle. Let us say that the last condition is CRc (though it could be any CR one wishes to choose on any rotation through the circle). The last condition would have to be a "conditioned reality whose conditions are not fulfilled," in which case it would not exist (because, inasmuch as it is the last condition, its conditions will not be fulfilled). All other conditioned realities in the circle which depend on CRc (which would be all CRs in the circle) would likewise not exist. The circle would therefore not be able to come into existence. Notice that this is simply a restatement of the disproof of "Hypothesis F" in I.B above.
3) Let us suppose the other side of the disjunction, namely, that every CR in the circle is dependent on every other CR an infinite number of times (i.e., dependent upon the fulfillment of an infinite number of conditions). Since an infinite dependence is unachievable, every CR in the circle would have to be dependent on an unachievable number of conditions being fulfilled. Again, the circle would not be able to come into existence. Notice that this is simply a restatement of "Hypothesis ~F" given in I.—above.
4) Inasmuch as a circle must imply either that each conditioned reality is dependent on a finite number of conditions or that each conditioned reality is dependent on an infinite number of conditions (not neither, not both), and since both sides of this disjunction are false (i.e., will not allow any of the conditioned realities within the circle to exist), then a circle of dependent conditions cannot explain a true state of affairs.
I.E: Conclusion: there must exist at least one Unconditioned Reality in all reality

1) If hypotheses F and ~F are both false for any conditioned reality, and if hypotheses F and ~F represent the whole range of possibility for any conditioned reality, and if a circle is not an alternative position to hypotheses F and ~F (it is merely a restatement of either of them), then no CR can exist under either or both hypotheses.
2) If no CR can exist under either or both hypotheses, then there cannot be only conditioned realities in all reality.
3) Therefore, by disjunctive syllogism, there must be at least one Unconditioned Reality in all reality. To deny this would require affirming either hypothesis F or ~F, or both; but such an affirmation is absurd, for nothing, not even this writer, would then exist. (See Figure 8 below.)
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 II: PROOF THAT UNCONDITIONED REALITY ITSELF IS THE SIMPLEST POSSIBLE REALITY.
This proof will be set out in two substeps:
A) An explanation of the principle of simplicity.
B) Proof that Unconditioned Reality Itself must be the simplest possible reality.
II.A: The principle of simplicity.
"Absolute simplicity" may be briefly defined as "the absence of intrinsic and/or extrinsic boundaries (finitude) in a reality." The simpler a reality is, the fewer intrinsic and/or extrinsic boundaries it has. As we shall see momentarily, boundaries cause exclusion, that is, limit interaction and interrelation within a reality and with other realities. Hence, "greater simplicity" means "fewer intrinsic and extrinsic boundaries," which entails "less exclusion within itself and from other realities," which further entails "greater possibility for interaction and interrelationship within itself and with other realities."
This notion may be somewhat counterintuitive to a mindset that associates "higher orders of reality" with complexity. However, as contemporary quantum mechanics and field theory make clear, higher order reality can be attributable to simplicity (fewer intrinsic and/or extrinsic boundaries).
Let us begin with a simple postulate which can be clarified with a series of examples: boundaries, finitude, or restrictedness cause exclusion or incompatible states. This point might be clarified by a thought experiment using simple geometrical configurations. The boundaries of square (four inscribed right angles with four equal sides) exclude the boundaries of circle (no inscribed angles and no sides), so that one cannot have a square-circle of the same area in the same respect at the same place and time. It does not matter whether the boundaries of square and circle inhere in a block of wood, a block of metal, or even in my mind.
The boundaries of square exclude the boundaries of circle in whatever substance they might inhere at any given place and time.
Another example of how finitude, boundaries, or restrictedness exclude can be seen in elementary particles. A proton (which attracts electrons) cannot act like an electron (which repels other electrons) in the same respect at the same place and time. The restricted way in which protons act (i.e., attracting electrons) is incompatible with the restricted way in which electrons act (i.e., repelling other electrons).
A third illustration of finites producing incompatibilities may serve as an introduction to the principle of simplicity. It is taken from contemporary quantum mechanics. Waves are incompatible with particles. Waves defuse themselves (spread out), while particles are self-enclosed. Particles collide with each other; waves do not—they simply form interference patterns. A myriad of other incompatibilities between waves and particles leads to the conclusion that a particular reality cannot possess the boundaries of wave and the boundaries of particle in the same respect at the same place and time.
However, recent quantum experimentation (i.e., the Aspect experiment,†4 the single photon double-slit experiment,†5 and a variety of other experiments) reveals that the same physical phenomenon can give rise to both wave-like and particle-like effects. In the single photon double-slit experiment, for example, a photon behaves like a particle (a self-enclosed entity capable of colliding with other particles at a discrete position), at the beginning and at the end of the experiment but not in the middle. In the middle of the experiment, the photon displays interference patterns that can only be explained if the phenomenon were a wave in between its beginning and ending manifestations.†6 How is this possible if a single reality cannot have the boundaries of wave and the boundaries of particle simultaneously?
The answer lies in the principle of simplicity. There must exist a simpler quantum state which does not possess the boundaries of either waves or particles and therefore does not combine mutually incompatible states. The simpler state of the quantum system has fewer boundaries and therefore fewer incompatibilities (exclusionary properties) than waves or particles. Notice that the simpler state is not a "wavicle" (a combination of incompatible boundaries in the same respect at the same place and time). This would be tantamount to a square-circle or a proton-electron. In other words, in certain circumstances this simpler reality can take on particle-like boundaries (and therefore behave in particle-like ways), but when it does, it cannot act in a wave-like way. In other circumstances this simpler reality can take on wave-like boundaries (and behave in wave-like ways), but when it does, it cannot act in particle-like ways. Therefore, our simpler reality could be a particle as it moves into the black box, become a wave while in the black box (thereby forming interference patterns when both slits are open), and then emerge as a particle when interacting with the photographic plate. This would explain how a single photon acts like both a The principle of simplicity can also be used to explain fields (i.e., mediums through which incompatible states interact). Electromagnetic fields, for example, allow for the interaction of protons and electrons (positive and negative charges). Although protons are incompatible with electrons in the same respect at the same place and time, they do interact with each other in an electromagnetic field. These field states can be viewed as simpler than particle states, allowing opposite states to interact with one another instead of excluding one another. If an electromagnetic field were not simpler than either a proton or an electron, then it would have the boundaries (restrictions) of one of them to the exclusion of the other.
Electromagnetic forces also interact with space-time (the space-time continuum as described in the General Theory of Relativity†8). The field through which these seeming incompatibles interact (a unified field?) would have to be simpler than the opposed constituents.†9 (See Figure 9 below.)

III. PROOF THAT UNCONDITIONED REALITY ITSELF IS ABSOLUTELY UNIQUE

Throughout the course of the upcoming proof of the uniqueness of Unconditioned Reality Itself, I will use the metaphor of "tree of being."†12 This informal concept can be translated into the formal concept of simplicity (given in Step II above). Recall that "tree of being" refers to levels of simplicity. To say that a reality has a "higher place on the tree of being" means that it has fewer intrinsic boundaries or is conditioned by fewer magnitudes than the realities below it on the tree of being. This higher reality, then, excludes less from itself both intrinsically and extrinsically. Therefore, it is more inclusive than realities below it on the tree of being, making it compatible with those realities.
As we saw in Step II, Unconditioned Reality Itself must be compatible with all realities and therefore must have the highest place on the tree of being. All other realities must be below It. Bearing this in mind, we proceed to the five substeps in the proof of uniqueness.
1) Unconditioned Reality Itself must occupy the highest place on the tree of being because It must be compatible with all possible realities, and therefore It can have no real incompatible state (a real ~X on the tree of being—proved in II.B above). Therefore, if there is a multiplicity of Unconditioned Realities, they must all stand at the top of the tree of being. (See Figure 12 below.)
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2) But there must be some difference between these multiple instantiations of Unconditioned Reality; otherwise they would be the selfsame one. These differences imply incompatibility (exclusion) among the instantiations because they are all on the same level of simplicity (i.e., the highest level of the tree of being).
3) But Unconditioned
Reality Itself must be compatible with every reality (including multiple excluding instantiations of Itself). Therefore, Unconditioned Reality Itself must be simpler (higher on the tree of being) than any instantiation of It. (See Figure 13 below.)
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If It were not simpler than Its instantiations, It would not be compatible with all of them (see II.B above). For example, if Unconditioned Reality Itself were identified with instantiation #1 and if instantiation #2 must, in some respect, exclude instantiation #1, then instantiation #2 would, in some sense, exclude Unconditioned Reality Itself from Itself, in which case It could not exist.
4) Inasmuch as Unconditioned Reality Itself must be higher on the tree of being (simpler than any instantiation of It—which would multiply It), It must stand completely alone (with no other instantiations) as a single Reality at the top of the tree of being. The contrary (i.e., that there is more than one Unconditioned Reality Itself at the top of the tree of being) requires instantiations of It, which instantiations would have to be, in some sense, incompatible with each other. This places us squarely back into the contradiction elucidated in the above-mentioned substeps.
5) Any hypothetical instantiation of Unconditioned Reality Itself would therefore have to be a composite reality. It would be composed of Unconditioned Reality Itself and an instantiating element (which is less simple than Unconditioned Reality Itself). Not only is the instantiating element less simple than Unconditioned Reality Itself, but also the composite reality is less simple than Unconditioned Reality Itself.

CONCLUSION

What was proved in Step I above (i.e., that at least one Unconditioned Reality must exist) must be identified with a Reality which is compatible with everything which is real or really possible (proved in Step II above). This Reality must therefore be absolutely simple (i.e., occupying the highest level of the tree of being). As was seen above, It must occupy this highest level uniquely, for any instantiation of It (which would multiply It) would have to be less simple than It, requiring that this instantiation be lower on the tree of being. The denial of this conclusion requires one also to deny that Unconditioned Reality is compatible with whatever is real or really possible. This denial is shown in Steps I and II of this proof to be contradictory.†13
IV: PROOF THAT UNCONDITIONED REALITY ITSELF IS UNRESTRICTED.

If Unconditioned Reality Itself cannot have any incompatible states from Itself, then It cannot have any boundaries, finitude, or restriction that would give rise to an incompatible state. This may be set out in a formal modus tollens syllogism using the data and definitions given above:
If any reality X has a boundary, finitude, or restriction, then X would have an incompatible state from itself (see II.A above).
But, Unconditioned Reality Itself has no real or really possible incompatible state from Itself (see II.B above).
Therefore, Unconditioned Reality Itself has no boundary, finitude, or restriction (modus tollens).
The kind of "unrestrictedness" referred to here cannot be imagined, for Unconditioned Reality Itself is not an unrestricted magnitude (a divisible continuum such as a spatial or temporal continuum). When the words "unrestricted" or "infinite" are applied to magnitudes, they mean only the potential to keep on going spatially or temporally (i.e., indefinitely) in that magnitude. Notice that "unrestrictedness" is conditioned by the magnitude. But "unrestricted" means far more than this when applied to Unconditioned Reality Itself, for this kind of unrestrictedness is not conditioned by any spatial or temporal magnitude because Unconditioned Reality Itself is completely simple, whereas every magnitude is divisible and therefore not completely simple. It therefore does not refer to "the potential to keep on going in that magnitude" but rather to "the complete absence of boundary in the actuality of existence." This "negative way" of viewing unrestrictedness (i.e., absence of restriction) has no imaginable magnitude, component, or condition. The closest one can come to understanding this notion of unrestricted existence is either (1) to refuse to put boundaries on or in it, or (2) to see it in relation to everything that is below it on the tree of being (i.e., everything which is less simple than it). This will never be as satisfying as imagining an ongoing Euclidean plane, but in its vagueness it does get much closer to the truth. †14
COMBINED CONCLUSIONS OF STEPS I THROUGH IV

Step I proved that at least one Unconditioned Reality must exist. Steps II through IV showed that Unconditioned Reality Itself must be absolutely simple, unique, and unrestricted. Therefore, an absolutely simple, infinite, unique, unrestricted Reality (unrestricted existence) exists. If one is to deny this conclusion, one will have to:
1) affirm Hypothesis F (Step IB), and/or
2) affirm Hypothesis ~F (Step IC), and/or
3) affirm that Unconditioned Reality Itself has a real or really possible incompatible state with Itself (Step II), and/or
4) affirm that an absolutely simple reality (i.e., a reality which has no real or really possible incompatible state from itself) has two or more real or really possible instantiations (incompatible states)—Step III—and/or
5) affirm that an absolutely simple reality (i.e., a reality which has no real or really possible incompatible state from itself) has a restriction (Step IV).
If these five affirmations are inconsistent with rational and responsible belief, then one can rationally and responsibly affirm the existence of an absolutely simple, unrestricted, unique, unconditioned Reality (Unconditioned Reality Itself), which might be termed the "God" of metaphysics.

V: PROOF THAT THE ONE UNCONDITIONED REALITY IS THE CONTINUOUS CREATOR OF ALL ELSE THAT IS.

This argument may be broken down into two substeps:
A) The absolutely simple, unrestricted, unique, Unconditioned Reality must be the Creator of all else that is real.
B) The Creator must continuously create all else that is real.
V.A: The absolutely simple, unrestricted, unique, Unconditioned Reality must be the Creator of all else that is real.
Definitions
"Creation": the ultimate fulfillment of a conditioned reality’s conditions. The word "ultimate" is used here to differentiate creation from a proximate fulfillment of conditions. The existence and structure of a cat’s cells are the proximate fulfillment of the cat’s conditions. "Creation" refers to the fulfillment of the most fundamental or last condition.†15 As will be seen, this last condition can be fulfilled only by an Unconditioned Reality.
"Creator": the source (power or activity) of the ultimate fulfillment of a conditioned reality’s conditions.
1) In "all reality" (R), realities must be either conditioned or unconditioned. As proved in Steps I, II, and III, there can be only one Unconditioned Reality in "all reality." Therefore, all other realities in "all reality" must be conditioned realities.
2) As shown in I.B and I.C, conditioned realities cannot have their conditions ultimately fulfilled by conditioned realities alone. Even an infinite number of conditioned realities cannot ultimately fulfill the conditions of conditioned realities. Two conclusions will be drawn from this:
i) There must always be a most fundamental (last) condition to be fulfilled. Otherwise a conditioned reality would be dependent for its existence on an infinite (unachievable) number of conditions (see Hypothesis ~F in I.—above).
ii) This last condition must be fulfilled by the Unconditioned Reality. If it were not, this last condition would depend on a "conditioned reality whose conditions were not fulfilled" (i.e., a non-existent—nothing), meaning that no conditions would be fulfilled (see Hypothesis F in I.B above).
3) Since there must be a last condition, and since this last condition must always be fulfilled by an Unconditioned Reality, and since there can only be one Unconditioned Reality, and since everything in "all reality" besides the one Unconditioned Reality must be conditioned realities, then the one Unconditioned Reality must be the Creator (the source of the ultimate fulfillment of conditions) of all else that is real.†16
V.B: The Creator must continuously create (ultimately fulfill the conditions of) all else that is real.
This may at first appear confusing to those who interpret creation as creatio ex nihilo. Although this is a common meaning of "creation," this argument views "creation" in a broader way as "the ultimate fulfillment of conditions by the Unconditioned Reality." Naturally, this definition is not in conflict with creatio ex nihilo. It simply includes the possibility of the Creator (the source, power, or activity of the ultimate fulfillment of conditions) continuously fulfilling conditions ultimately and, as it were, "holding or conserving" conditioned realities in being.
1) No conditioned reality can ever become an Unconditioned Reality because there can be only one Unconditioned Reality (from Step III above).
2) Therefore, every conditioned reality must be dependent on the Unconditioned Reality for the ultimate fulfillment of its conditions at every moment that those conditions could cease to be fulfilled.
3) If the Unconditioned Reality does not ultimately fulfill the conditions of every conditioned reality at every moment they are dependent on such fulfillment, they would cease to be real.
4) Therefore, the Creator (the absolutely simple, unrestricted, unique, Unconditioned Reality) must be a continuous Creator (source of the ultimate fulfillment of conditions) of all else that is real at every moment of its reality.†17
CONCLUSION

Therefore, the absolutely simple, unrestricted, unique, unconditioned, continuous Creator of all else that is exists as defined. This is what is meant by the "God of metaphysics." To deny this reality would require affirming one of the five propositions listed in the Combined Conclusions of Steps I through IV above.

1. The reader may be accustomed to seeing the word "conditioned" used in an epistemological sense (e.g., in the works of Kant, or with respect to scientific judgments). I am using it in a definitively ontological sense here. This usage reflects the contemporary scientific understanding of physical laws and other forms of ontological dependency. A rather poignant example of this ontological use of "conditioned" with respect to physical schemes of recurrence may be found in Bernard J. F. Lonergan’s Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (Toronto: Univ. of Toronto Press, 1992) pp. 141–43.
2. The fundamental insight about the unachievability of infinite relationships of dependence comes from one of the 20th century’s most famous mathematicians, David Hilbert. In his article entitled "On the Infinite" in Philosophy of Mathematics, ed. Paul Benacerraf and Hilary Putnam (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1964) p. 151, Hilbert distinguishes between actual infinities and potential infinities. His basic idea is that an actual infinity is tantamount to achieving infinite dependence. This is an oxymoron because infinity implies "at least one more than can ever be achieved." Infinite relationships of dependence must always be unachievable, for an achievable relationship of dependence must have a terminus. A relationship of dependence without a terminus necessitates dependency upon dependency upon dependency without end, and it is therefore, a priori, unachievable.
Time, for example, is a relationship of dependence where T0 depends upon T-1, which in turn depends upon T-2 and so forth. Now, past time is achieved, while future time is always unachieved. If one applies "infinity" to "past time," one will assert an "achieved unachievable" (a contradiction). Past time must always be achieved, but an infinite series of dependence is, a priori, unachievable. This does not apply to future time because future time is always unachieved. To say "infinite future time," therefore, is to assert only an unachieved unachievable (which is not contradictory). Hilbert’s fundamental insight is applicable to this metaphysical proof because the relationship between conditioned realities and their conditions is a relationship of dependence. Therefore, if a cat is dependent on an infinite number of conditions being fulfilled, it will never exist because the cat will be dependent upon dependency upon dependency (ad infinitum) in order to come into being, in which case it will never come into being. An infinity applied to a dependent relationship must be unachievable. Many other mathematicians and philosophers have recognized this as well. See, for example, G. J. Whitrow, "The Age of the Universe," British Journal for the Philosophy of Science 5 (1954–55) 215–25; "Reflections on the Natural Philosophy of Time," Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences 138 (1967) 422–32; "Time and the Universe" in The Voices of Time, ed. J. T. Fraser (London: Penguin Press, 1968); and "Time and Cosmical Physics," Studium Generale 23 (1970) 224–33.
Of course, infinities can be applied to merely theoretical or abstract set theory (e.g., Cantorean sets or the Zermelo-Fraenkel universe of sets). See, for example, B. Rotman and G. T. Kneebone, The Theory of Sets and Transfinite Numbers (London: Oldbourne, 1966) p. 61: "the Zermelo-Fraenkel universe of sets exists only in a realm of abstract thought... the ‘universe’ of sets to which the... theory refers is in no way intended as an abstract model of an existing Universe, but serves merely as the postulated universe of discourse for a certain kind of abstract inquiry."
3. There is an obvious similarity here to the uncaused cause argument—the second way of Thomas
Aquinas (Summa theologiae I.2.3). But I have refrained from using the word "cause" in the proof here because "cause" has been interpreted by various philosophers in very narrow ways. It would not be useful, for example, to view "cause" simply as one billiard ball striking another or as an "aggregation of mass points."
If it is useful to interpret the concepts in this article in causal terms, I could define "proximate cause" as "a proximate fulfillment of a conditioned reality’s conditions." "First cause" could be defined as "the ultimate fulfillment of a conditioned reality’s conditions by an Unconditioned Reality." These definitions are not restricted to pre–20th-century views of physics and philosophy. By using the vocabulary of this article, "proximate cause" could refer to "the collapse of a wave function to an eigen state," to "the orientation of motion arising out of irregular geometries of space-time," to "plasma interactions," and even to "the creation of the entire universe by a Reality outside of space-time asymmetry."
4. See, for example, Alain Aspect, J. Dalibard, and G. Roger, Physical Review Letters 39 (1982) 1804; P. C. W. Davies and J. R. Brown, eds., The Ghost in the Atom (New York: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1986) pp. 17–19; John Gribbin, In the Search for Schroedinger’s Cat (New York: Bantam Books, 1984) pp. 226–27.
5. See, for example, Richard Feynman, The Character of Physical Law (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1967) pp. 130; Davies and Brown, pp. 6–9; and Gribbin, pp. 163–70.
6. Gribbin, pp. 6–9; Davies and Brown, pp. 163–70.
7. Contemporary quantum theorists have referred to this "simpler" reality as "an information field," "a field of quantum potential," "a quantum superposition," and so forth. They have called this simpler reality "mind-like," "implicate order," "pre-field," and so forth. They have endowed it with properties such as "non-location," "immediate transposition," and so forth. All such namings are attempts to deal with the paradox of two incompatible behaviors arising out of the same phenomenon. We may do well to go back to Plato and Aquinas in order to find the apparatus which can explain this seemingly impossible phenomenon (see II.B).
8. Albert Einstein, Relativity: The Special and the General Theory, trans. Robert W. Lawson (New York: Crown, 1961) pp. 136–37, 154–57; and Charles Proteus Steinmetz, Four Lectures on Relativity and Space (New York: Dover, 1967) pp. 67–68.
9. Aristotelians or Thomists might think that "simplicity" here refers to greater and greater potency (approaching pure potency or prime matter). Although it is easy to see how one could have this view, it is precisely the opposite of what this article and Aquinas intend (see note 11 below). The reason for the confusion is that there are two ways of producing simplicity (i.e., producing fewer boundaries): (1) fewer boundaries through less reality (e.g., zero has no boundaries because it has no reality in which a boundary could inhere), and (2) fewer boundaries without reducing reality (e.g., an unrestricted Reality has no intrinsic boundaries and therefore is higher on the tree of being than a reality with intrinsic boundaries). Another way of looking at these two definitions is as follows: the first definition means "less restricted act," whereas the second definition means "less restriction of act." If one identifies "simplicity" with the first definition, it would be like identifying "absolute simplicity" with "pure potency" or "prime matter." However, if one identifies "simplicity" with the second definition, it would be like identifying "absolute simplicity" with "pure act." The second way is the way in which "simplicity" is used in this article.
10. By using this definition, I avoid confusing Unconditioned Reality with a composite being. In Step I of the proof, it was proved that at least one Unconditioned Reality exists. We need now to explore what "Unconditioned Reality" is. The exploration of elements distinct from Unconditioned Reality (which might be combined with It) is irrelevant to the proof. Unconditioned Reality Itself (pure Unconditioned Reality) must exist through Itself. Notice that such a state does not arise out of an existent fulfilling its own conditions but rather through a Reality having no conditions of existence whatsoever. The fallacy of asserting that a reality fulfills its own conditions was traditionally called causa sui (a reality causing itself to exist). Causa sui is self-evidently fallacious, for a self-causing being would never be able to come into existence. It would have to exist before it existed in order to fulfill its own conditions of existence. Aquinas tried to elaborate the notion of "a reality existing through itself" through a pure extrapolation of the Aristotelian category of "act," which he called "pure act." He defines this as follows: "Though a being that is sometime in potency and sometime in act is in time in potency before being in act, absolutely speaking, act is prior to potency. For potency does not raise itself to act; it must be raised to act by something that is in act. Hence, whatever is in some way in potency has something prior to it. But, as is evident from what was said above, God is the first being and the first cause. Hence, He has no admixture of potency in Himself." Thomas Aquinas, Summa Contra Gentiles, trans. Anton C. Pegis (New York: Doubleday, 1955) I.16.3; hereafter SCG.
11. This argument goes back to Plato’s most profound metaphysical dialogue, the Sophist. There he is trying to define "the real," that is, "Reality Itself." He gives an argument sometimes termed the tertium quid (third thing) argument, which demonstrates that Reality Itself cannot be identical with anything which could have a real incompatible state. Using the example of hot and cold (hot always having an incompatible state of cold), he argues as follows: "You who say that hot and cold or some such pair really are all things, what exactly does this expression convey that you apply to both when you say that they both are ‘real’ or each of them is ‘real’? How are we to understand this ‘reality’ you speak of? Are we to suppose it is a third thing alongside the other two and that the all is no longer, as you say, two things, but three? For surely you do not give the name ‘reality’ to one of the two and then say that both alike are real, for then there will be only one thing, whichever of the two it may be, and not two.... Well then, do you intend to give the name ‘reality’ to the pair of them?... ‘But that again,’ we shall object, ‘will clearly be speaking of your two things as one...’" (243e). Plato discovered that Reality Itself had to be compatible with both hot and cold. Yet, It could not be identified with either in the pair (because that would exclude the other part of the pair from reality) or with both of the pair at the same time (because that would be a contradiction—hot-cold). He therefore concludes later that Reality Itself must be neither hot nor cold but a third thing which is compatible with both. This is precisely what is meant by "simplicity."
Later in the dialogue, Plato tries to describe the nature of this "third thing which is compatible with all real oppositions," and he identifies it with "unity," making the poignant observation: "Surely unity in the true sense and rightly defined must be altogether without parts.... Whereas a thing such as we described, consisting of several parts, will not answer to that definition.... Then, is ‘the real’ one and a whole in the sense that it has the property of unity, or are we to say that ‘the real’ is not a whole at all?" (245a-b). Reality Itself, it turns out, is not a whole of parts. In order to be compatible and in unity with all real oppositions, it cannot have any intrinsic boundaries or magnitudes which would make it incompatible with anything that could be real. Plato has discovered here a conceptual apparatus not only for defining "Reality Itself" but also for explaining the seeming unity of opposites manifested in quantum mechanics. The above translations were rendered by Francis Macdonald Cornford in Plato’s Theory of Knowledge: The Theaetetus and the Sophist (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1935).
Plato’s "unity" is interpreted as simplicity by Thomas Aquinas and other scholastic philosophers. In essence, simplicity refers to "a reality having fewer intrinsic boundaries which could give rise to exclusion and incompatibility." Hence, absolute simplicity would have absolutely no intrinsic boundary or magnitude which could give rise to incompatible states. It would not exclude restricted realities from Itself, but It would not be identifiable with any of them. Thus, Aquinas describes God (the simplest possible Reality) in this way: "The absolute simplicity of God may be shown in many ways. First, from the previous articles of this question. For there is neither composition of quantitative parts in God, since He is not a body; nor composition of form and matter; nor does His nature differ from His suppositum; nor His essence from His existence; neither is there in Him composition of genus and difference, nor of subject and accident. Therefore, it is clear that God is nowise composite, but is altogether simple." Summa Theologica, trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province (New York: Benziger Brothers, 1947) I.3.7; hereafter ST.
12. The concept of "tree of being" has proven to be a useful pedagogical device for both graduate and undergraduate students. The proof of the uniqueness of Unconditioned Reality Itself integrates three difficult concepts: simplicity, instantiation of Unconditioned Reality Itself, and the real distinction between Unconditioned Reality Itself and an instantiation of It. The "tree of being" helps students to visualize and therefore to appropriate the intrinsic intelligibility of these concepts.
13. Aquinas states the above fundamental insight through the notion of an "absolutely perfect Being." Such a Being would be identical with an absolutely simple Being because an absolutely simple Being has no intrinsic boundary or magnitude which would limit its perfection or power. If one substitutes "absolute simplicity" for "absolute perfection," one can see microcosmically the above five substeps in Thomas’s proof: "it has been shown that God is absolutely perfect, lacking no perfection. If, then, there are many gods, there must be many such perfect beings. But this is impossible. For, if none of these perfect beings lacks some perfection, and does not have any admixture of imperfection, which is demanded for an absolutely perfect being, nothing will be given in which to distinguish the perfect beings from one another. It is impossible, therefore, that there be many gods" (SCG I.42.3; p. 158).
14. St. Thomas Aquinas recognized this idea of infinity and carefully distinguished it from quantitative infinities and ongoing quantitative magnitudes. He refers to the magnitude of infinity as a "spiritual magnitude" which he references back to "power in a non-quantitative sense." This, of course, is corollary to the notion of absolute simplicity spoken of in Step II of the proof above. The following quotation elucidates the difference between "infinities of things, magnitudes, or quantities" (which are only potential infinities—see note 2 above) and "a Being without any intrinsic restriction or magnitude" (which must be absolute perfection or absolute simplicity): "Since, as the philosophers teach, ‘the infinite accompanies quantity,’ infinity cannot be attributed to God on the ground of multitude. For we have shown that there is only one God and that no composition of parts or accidents is found in Him. Nor, again, according to continuous quantity can God be called infinite since we have shown that He is incorporeal. It remains, then, to investigate whether according to spiritual magnitude it befits God to be infinite.... We must therefore show that God is infinite according to the mode of this sort of magnitude. The infinite here will not be taken in the sense of privation, as in the case of dimensive or numerical quantity. For this quantity is of a nature to have a limit, so that such things are called infinities according as there is removed from them the limits they have by nature; which means that in their case the infinite designates an imperfection. But in God the infinite is understood only in a negative way, because there is no terminus or limit to His perfection: He is supremely perfect. It is thus that the infinite ought to be attributed to God" (SCG I.43.1,3; pp. 165–66).
15. Recall that "last condition" here refers to "most fundamental condition." In the example given above, the last condition would be below the level of quarks and quantum fields. The proximate condition for the cat would be its cells and the structures of its cells.
16. Aquinas argues this point in much the same way. He first demonstrates the simplicity of self-subsisting Being Itself (ipsum suum esse subsistens—what has been termed in this proof "Unconditioned Reality Itself") and then argues the uniqueness of self-subsisting Being Itself, which implies that the rest of reality must be non-self-subsisting beings (which have been termed "conditioned realities" in this proof). This requires that the one self-subsisting Being Itself be the Creator of all else that is: "It must be said that every being in any way existing is from God. For whatever is found in anything by participation, must be caused in it by that to which it belongs essentially, as iron becomes ignited by fire. Now it has been shown above when treating of the divine simplicity that God is the essentially self-subsisting Being; and also it was shown that subsisting being must be one; as, if whiteness were self-subsisting, it would be one, since whiteness is multiplied by its recipients. Therefore all beings apart from God are not their own being, but are beings by participation. Therefore it must be that all things which are diversified by the diverse participation of being, so as to be more or less perfect, are caused by one First Being, Who possesses being most perfectly" (ST I.44.1).
17. Aquinas gives an elaborate proof of the necessity for God to conserve all created things in being. In ST I.104.1 he begins the proof by noting: "a thing is said to preserve another per se and directly, namely, when what is preserved depends on the preserver in such a way that it cannot exist without it. In this manner all creatures need to be preserved by God. For the being of every creature depends on God, so that not for a moment could it subsist, but would fall into nothingness were it not kept in being by the operation of the Divine power.... "


Robert J. Spitzer, S.J.: Proofs for the Existence of God, Part II

In the previous issue of the International Philosophical Quarterly, I wrote a metaphysical argument for God’s existence which included 20th-century discoveries in the area of mathematics (specifically infinities) and physics (specifically causation). My rationale for writing the following three proofs (Divisions One, Two, and Three below) is essentially the same. Each of the following proofs provides a different approach to God, thereby strengthening our understanding of God’s nature and relation to creation. The first proof shows the necessity of a Creator of past time which is not Itself conditioned by time. The second proof shows the necessity of an ultimate Cause of all else in reality, which must be unique, unrestricted, and absolutely simple. The third proof, inspired by Bernard Lonergan, shows the necessity of an ultimate Cause which cannot have any restriction or condition to Its intelligibility (i.e., must be a unique, unrestricted act of understanding). As in the metaphysical proof ("Proofs for the Existence of God, Part I"), a denial of these three conclusions leads either to an intrinsic contradiction or to a contradiction of fact.

DIVISION ONE: AN ARGUMENT FOR A CREATOR OF PAST TIME

Cosmological arguments begin with a datum from experience (such as time, motion, or change) and reason back to an ultimate source of this datum. This argument proceeds from a fundamental insight of David Hilbert about the impossibility of actual infinities of parts.†1 It applies this insight to temporality and shows that past time cannot be infinite. It then proceeds through the same Hilbertian insight to show the necessity of a Creator of finite past time which is not Itself in time.
Some traditional Aristotelians and Thomists may find this argument disconcerting because both great thinkers held out for the philosophical possibility of an infinite, temporally subordinated series (infinite past time). However, the vast majority of mathematicians, with the possible exception of Cantor, Dedekind, and Frege, †2 have seriously challenged this possibility (see notes 1 and 4). As will be shown in this article, the very concept of infinite past time is intrinsically contradictory and mathematically paradoxical, and it poses impossible conditions for history and a changing world order. In view of these paradoxes and recent mathematical developments, it seems logical for Thomists to adjust their position to correspond with that of Fernand Van Steenberghen.†3 The following rendition of the argument for a Creator of past time justifies this adjustment. This argument has three steps:
 I. Past time in any possible universe or system must be finite.
II. If past time is finite, it must be caused by something outside of itself.
III. The ultimate cause of past time cannot itself be in time.

 I: Past time in any possible universe or system must be finite.
There are two kinds of proofs for this proposition:
A) An analytical proof of the finitude of past time.
B) A mathematical proof of the finitude of past time.
Each will be explained in turn.

I.A: An analytical proof of the finitude of past time. Method

The method here will be reductio ad absurdum. The proposition "past time is infinite" will be shown to be inherently contradictory by analyzing its two constituent sides through a common conceptual base. In order to use this method, one need only:
1) Divide the proposition at the copula ("is") which functions like an "equals sign" in mathematics.
2) Find the common conceptual base through which to analyze both sides of the "equation." This is like finding a "lowest common denominator" in, say, adding fractions.
3) Test the resultant proposition for a contradiction. If there is a contradiction, the
proposition represents an impossible state of affairs (in all possible universes for all possible places and times). Therefore its contrary must represent a true state of affairs for all possible universes, places, and times. Recall that the demonstration of a contradiction represents a universal (not a particular) prohibition of existence. And its contrary, therefore, represents a necessary and universal (not a particular) state of affairs.

Proof

1) The proposition "past time is infinite" may be divided into two parts for analysis through a common conceptual base: past time and "infinite." (See Figure 1 below.)
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2) Several common conceptual bases can be adduced for this proposition. We will here use the base of "achievement."
Let us apply this base to the first part of the proposition, that is, "past time." Inasmuch as past time must have occurred (existed), it is necessary that past time always be achieved. This, of course, would not be the case with future time, which must always be unachieved since it cannot have yet occurred.
Now, if we look at the second side of the equation (i.e., "infinite"), it is clear that an infinity of dependent successive parts must be unachievable, for "infinity" necessitates "more than can ever be achieved." If an infinite succession were achievable, there would be no way of analytically distinguishing it from a finite succession.
If we return to the whole proposition, it is clear that the expression "past time is infinite" reduces to "the achieved is unachievable," an obvious analytical contradiction. (See Figure 2 below.)
 
[image: image11.png]Past Time s Infinite.
achieved

Figure2




 
Such a contradiction does not arise out of the proposition "future time is infinite" because future time is always unachieved. Therefore, the proposition "future time is infinite" reduces to "unachieved unachievable," which is perfectly permissible.†4 (See Figure 3 below.)
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As Hilbert notes, potential infinities (such as future time) are never problematic, for they never imply the achievement of an infinite succession (an unachievable succession).
3) Inasmuch as an analytical contradiction arises out of the expression "past time is infinite," it must be an impossible state of affairs in all possible universes for all places and times. Therefore, past time must be finite for all possible universes, places, and times.
The above is simply a formal analytical way of expressing the absurdity of the claim "an unachievable number of steps was traversed (achieved) to reach the present moment." Quite clearly, if "infinite succession" implies an infinite number of steps and if an infinite number of steps is unachievable, then the present moment could never be achieved, for that would mean that an unachievable number of steps was achieved. Now, an infinite succession must be unachievable in order to be distinct from a finite succession because infinity is always more than the finite, and the finite can always be achieved; therefore, the infinite must be more than can ever be achieved, i.e., unachievable (a priori). Many mathematicians and philosophers have also proved this point through ingenious paradoxes.†5
I.B: A mathematical proof of the finitude of past time.
Another common conceptual base revealing the same contradiction is "composition by constituent parts." A constituent part is like a building block. Its removal reduces the size of the whole. In contrast, a purely imaginary "part" can be removed without reducing the size of the whole. Thus, for example, one can remove any number of Euclidean points from a line segment without reducing the size of the segment. One could also theoretically remove any number of infinitesimal (infinitely small) parts from a segment without reducing the size of the segment.
Let us now return to the proposition "past time is infinite." It is clear that past time must be constituted by constituent (building block) parts, for, if seconds were merely imaginary, their removal would not affect the whole of history. But in fact the removal of seconds does affect the whole of history and even causes contradictions within history. If, for example, the seconds between Queen Elizabeth’s being alive and her being dead were removed, we would have the perplexing situation of her living death.†6 Furthermore, we would have temporally sequenced causes coincident with their effects (people being in vastly different places at one and the same time, and so forth). If seconds are not real constituent parts of history, then history is a morass of contradictions.†7
Now, if we move to the other part of the proposition (i.e., "infinity"), it is clear that any reality composed of an infinite number of parts cannot have constituent parts because the removal of such parts does not reduce the size of the whole. Let us suppose that there exists a real segment having an infinite number of parts. One could remove ten parts and still have an infinite number of parts. One could even remove a billion parts and still have the same infinite number of parts remaining. Indeed, one could remove an infinite number of parts (say, every other part) and still have an infinite number of parts remaining. Therefore, if one maintains the reality of an infinite number of parts, these parts cannot be true building blocks but only imaginary or theoretical constructs (like infinitesimals or Euclidean points).†8
If we assemble both sides of the equation to test for a contradiction through our common conceptual base, it becomes clear that "past time is infinite" is untenable because past time must be composed of constituent parts, while a segment composed of infinite parts implies non-constituent (merely imaginary) ones.†9
The proposition "past time is infinite" emerges as an inherent contradiction once again, showing that it signifies an impossible state of affairs for all possible universes, places, and times. This requires past time to be finite for all universes, places, and times.
This would not be the case for infinite future time, for future time does not imply a segment composed of an infinite number of parts but only a potential to keep adding parts ad infinitum. The removal of parts from such an ever-growing (but at any given time finite) segment would really reduce the whole finite segment. Infinite future time, therefore, never implies a reality composed of an infinite number of parts, which means that it does not fall prey to an inherent contradiction. 

A General Rule about Postulating Infinities

The above insight may be generalized beyond past and future time to formulate a general rule for using infinity with respect to successions. This rule can be explained by analyzing the two kinds of termini which may be attached to any succession: the terminus a quo (the terminus from which—the beginning point), or the terminus ad quem (the terminus to which—the ending point). An infinite succession occurs when one or both of the termini are missing. The absence of a terminus ad quem implies only a potential infinity (an unachieved unachievable), whereas the absence of a terminus a quo implies an actual infinity (an achieved unachievable—an inherent contradiction). Think about it. If a succession has a terminus a quo but does not have a terminus ad quem, it implies only that the succession can keep on going, not that an infinite number of steps has been achieved. However, if a succession has only a terminus ad quem (but no terminus a quo), it would imply that an actual infinite (unachievable) number of steps had been achieved. The resultant rule for proper demonstration might then be phrased as follows: infinite successions arising out of the absence of a terminus ad quem (e.g., infinite future time) are permissible as merely potential infinities, whereas infinite successions arising out of the absence of a terminus a quo (e.g., infinite past time) are not permissible because they always imply an inherent contradiction. For this reason, one kind of infinity cannot be a proper analogy for the other kind. One should never, therefore, analogize infinite past time through infinite future time or vice versa. 

II: if past time is finite, it must be caused by something outside of itself.
The following three deductions apply the universal and necessary conclusion about the finitude of past time (proved above) to the particular datum of our universe’s past time:
1) If our universe’s past time is finite, then it has a terminus a quo "before which" it was literally nothing (a priori). Notice that it is not merely the past time of our universe which was literally nothing, but also the universe itself. For, if our universe exists only in time (i.e., is not transtemporal) and its time is non-existent, so also must it be non-existent (a priori).
2) Our universe’s past time could not have caused itself to exist at the point when it was non-existent because, from nothing, nothing comes (a priori). Notice that it is not merely the past time of the universe which could not have caused itself to exist; the universe itself could not have caused itself to exist when it was nothing. As was noted in (1) above, if our universe’s past time is non-existent, so is the universe. And if the universe is non-existent, it cannot bring itself into existence since, from nothing, nothing comes (a priori).
3) Therefore, there must exist a cause of our universe’s past time which is not in our universe’s past time. This cause could not have been in our universe’s past time because our universe’s past time did not yet exist (a priori). So also, there must exist a cause of our universe itself which is neither in the universe nor in its past time, for the universe and its past time did not yet exist.†10
III: The ultimate cause of past time cannot itself be in time.
The question now arises about whether the cause of our universe’s past time is itself conditioned by time. In Step II above, it was shown that the cause of our universe’s past time was outside of our universe’s past time. But the cause of our universe’s past time might itself be conditioned by time and therefore might have its own past time quite independent of our universe.
From Step I above, we can know a priori that, if the cause of our universe’s past time were itself conditioned by time, its past time would have to be finite (because the conclusion reached in Step I is necessary for all universes, places, and times).
Now, if the cause of our universe’s past time is in time and if its past time is finite, then it must have a beginning (a terminus a quo) "before which" it was non-existent; and if it were non-existent, it could not have caused itself, and therefore, like our universe, it must have a cause of its past time. Let us call this "cause of the cause of our universe’s past time" "Cause #2."
Of course, the question will again arise: Is Cause #2 conditioned by time? If it is, the same set of deductions will again apply, and Cause #2 will have to be found to have still another cause (call it "Cause #3"). (See Figure 4 below.)
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The reader will by now know that the conclusion reached in Step I applies to "causes of causes" as much as it does to seconds and minutes. By conjecturing an infinite number of causes of causes, one restates what it means to have an infinity created by an absence of a terminus a quo (a beginning point). In short, if there were an infinite number of causes of causes of past time, then an unachievable number of steps would have had to be achieved in order for our universe’s past time to exist. But this clearly means that our universe would not be able to exist since an unachievable number of steps cannot be achieved. Therefore, there would have to be a finite number of "causes of causes" of our universe’s past time in order for our universe’s past time to exist. This requires that there be a first cause (a beginning cause) of causes of past time "before" which there can be no other.
This first cause cannot be conditioned by time. If it were, then its past time would have to be finite. If its past time were finite, then it would have to have a beginning. And if it had a beginning, it would be non-existent "before" its beginning. And if it were non-existent "before" its beginning, it would have to have a cause of its past time, meaning that it could not be the first cause.
The only way, then, in which the first cause can be truly first is if it is not conditioned by time. Therefore, there must exist a cause of our universe’s past time which is not itself conditioned by time.
Now, it may be asked: What does it mean for a reality "not to be conditioned by time"? I have attempted to answer this question extensively in other articles.†11 For the moment, suffice it to say that such a reality’s existence is not subject to any restriction or limitation which would require it to be caused or would make it changeable or subject to spatio-temporal limitation or capable of locomotion. All of these features would require that the reality be conditioned by time.
The reality in question, then, seems to resemble what the ancients and medievals would have called "absolutely simple." "Simplicity" means "less intrinsic and extrinsic restriction." Intrinsic restrictions cause beings to be divisible into parts, but such parts exclude other parts from themselves. A purely simple being would have no such intrinsic restrictions and therefore would have absolutely no parts. It would be completely transparent to itself, purely inclusive to itself, like a pure act of self-consciousness grasping itself grasping itself grasping itself, without "circling back," indeed, without motion, displacement, or spatio-temporal transference of any kind.†12
This reality supersedes the capacity of the human imagination, which experiences reality as fundamentally temporalized. Nevertheless, it can be proven to exist, and it can be understood to be free from any intrinsic or extrinsic boundary which would imply its being conditioned by time.
This is sufficient for showing that this reality possesses characteristics frequently attributed to God. Inasmuch as it does, this proof may be said to demonstrate the existence of "God." Therefore "God," as a transtemporal cause of past time, exists.
DIVISION TWO: FROM THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN ACTUALITY AND MERE POSSIBILITY
I give this proof not only because it provides a rational path to God but also because it reveals the complete intelligibility of being. It is, therefore, a startling expansion of one’s ontological and epistemological frame of reference. The proof has five steps:
I. A cause is necessary for the emergence of an actual state of affairs from a virtual infinity of equally logically possible states of affairs.
II. An infinite number of causes cannot have been achieved and therefore cannot ground the emergence of actual states of affairs from a virtually infinite range of merely possible ones.
III. The First Cause of the emergence of actuality out of mere possibility cannot have any intrinsic or extrinsic restriction (i.e., must be absolutely simple).
IV. The absolutely simple First Cause must be absolutely unique.
V. The one absolutely simple First Cause is the ultimate cause of all actual states of affairs.
I: A cause is necessary for the emergence of an actual state of affairs from a virtual infinity of equally logically possible states of affairs.
"Cause," in the context of this proof, means "that impetus or determining reality which gives preference to the actualization of one possible state of affairs in contradistinction to a virtual infinity of other equally logically possible states of affairs." For example, the constant c (186,200 miles/second as the highest attainable velocity in the universe) is an actual pervasive, controlling factor in all aspects of energy and momentum in the universe. But why should c have a value of 186,200 miles/second? Is not 188,000 miles/second equally logically possible? 200,000 miles/second? One mile/second? Of course, these different values would make for a very different universe, but that is not the question. The question is: Why is one equally logically possible value actual, and the other virtual infinity of equally logically possible values merely possible (but not actual)? There is nothing intrinsic to 186,200 miles/second which makes it more logically possible than any other value. Therefore, there must be some impetus or determining reality which gives preference to this value rather than to some other. Without this determining reality, all logically possible states of affairs would have the same ontological status, namely, merely possible (i.e., a possible which is not actual).
One need not say that this determining reality is intentional (i.e., premeditated), for it could manifest itself randomly or through a set of non-intentional determinant realities; but one must say that it is real, for without this determining reality there would be nothing to differentiate actual states of affairs from equivalent logically possible (but non-actual) states of affairs. A "merely possible" without anything extra to make itself actual is only a "merely possible." This "extra" factor which differentiates an actual state of affairs from all other merely possible states of affairs will be referred to as a "cause." If one were to conjecture that such causes need not be real, it would be tantamount to saying that an actual state of affairs had no differentiating factor from all of its equally logically possible alternatives. This would imply the absurdity that actuals and mere possibles are ontologically equivalent.
Notice that a cause need not be absolutely determinative. It could be probabilistically determinative. For example, a cause could make one emergence of an eigenstate (the position of a particle-like manifestation of a quantum system) more probable than other eigenstates (other positions). Notice also that any given actual state of affairs could have multiple causes, that is, multiple determining realities leading to the emergence of one actual state of affairs out of a virtual infinity of merely possible states of affairs. The actual position of a comet, for example, might be due to the way it originated millions of years ago, to the gravitational influence of the stars and planets on its trajectory, to its mass, and to a host of other factors.
Notice also that causes can come in many forms: the parameters of an electromagnetic field, the geometry of space-time, momentum and position from a previous moment, the peculiar dynamics within a quantum system, and even the intention of human beings which cause a baseball to be thrown to second base instead of first. Determining realities can be structures, positions, fields, universal constants, interactions, interrelationships, space-time coordinate structures, human intentions, and so forth. Without such determining realities the universe would be composed of only "merely possible states of affairs." In other words, the universe and all of its specific manifestations of force and structure would be quite literally nothing if it were not for causes which elevate one logically possible state of affairs over the rest of its equally logically possible alternatives.
Now, inasmuch as every cause is actual, it must itself have a cause if it has emerged amid a virtual infinity of equally logically possible alternatives. Let us suppose that an electron has taken a specific position (x, y, z) around the nucleus of an atom. There are billions of other equally logically possible positions which could have been actualized. Therefore, we know that there must be some real determining reality which caused its particular position instead of the billions of other equally logically possible positions. One of the causes is the laws of physics. Another might be the presence of other electromagnetic fields in the area.
The question now arises: Are these causes themselves only one possibility among other equally logical possibilities? Could the laws of physics have been other than they are? Are there other logical possibilities for the constants and interrelated variables represented by the equations of physics to be other than they are? Of course. All equations of physics represent an interrelationship among determining realities which are not logically necessary but only factually actual. The "equal sign" in the equations of physics is quite different from the "equal sign" in mathematics. In mathematics the "equal sign" represents necessity under certain axiomatic conditions. For example, once one accepts Euclidean axioms, Pythagoras’s A2+B2 = C2 is a necessary interrelationship among the sides of a perfect right triangle. But such is not the case with E = M c2, for the constant c could well have been any logically possible velocity whatsoever. Thus, the "equal sign" in physics represents a fact among other equally logical possibilities and is therefore not a logical necessity. Since c is not logically necessary, it needs a real cause. Indeed, since the laws of physics which determine the position of an electron are also not logically necessary, they too must have a cause for their emergence amid a virtually infinite range of other equally logical possibilities.
One could also ask the same question about the electromagnetic fields in proximity to the emergent electron. Is their presence logically necessary? If not, then their presence is an emergence amid a virtually infinite range of other equally logical possibilities, meaning that they require a cause to make their actuality distinct from all other equally logical possibilities.
In sum, every cause which is not logically necessary (because there are other equally logically possible alternatives) must itself have a cause (a real determining reality which distinguishes its actuality from mere possibility).
II: An infinite number of causes cannot be achieved and therefore cannot ground the emergence of actual states of affairs from a virtually infinite range of merely possible ones.
Now the question arises: Can one proceed to an infinity of "causes of causes"? No, because (as was made clear in Division One) this would imply an achieved unachievable (an intrinsic contradiction). Recall that an infinite series of causes is unachievable because infinity (within the context of a series) means "more than has been or can be achieved." If "infinity" does not mean this, it is simply indistinguishable from the parameters of any finite structure. In short, one would have reduced infinity to "finite." Henceforth I will refer to "infinity" (within the context of a causal or dependent series) as "unachievability."
Recall that "achievability" requires both a terminus a quo (a beginning point—a point from which) and a terminus ad quem (an ending point—a point to which). Without these two termini, a series would have to have "more steps than could ever be achieved." Close inspection of this insight reveals an important distinction by David Hilbert, namely, that there are two kinds of "infinity (unachievability) within the context of a causal or dependent series":
1) potential infinity (unachieved unachievability, which results from not having a terminus ad quem), and
2) actual infinity (achieved unachievability, which results from not having a terminus a quo).†13
With respect to the first kind of infinity, it was noted in Division One that the absence of a terminus ad quem (an ending point) means only that one can keep going forever. At any given point, however, one has only achieved a finite number of steps. The absence of a terminus ad quem, then, is an unachieved infinity, that is, an unachieved unachievable (which is perfectly acceptable).
Such is not the case, however, with the second kind of infinity (an infinite dependent series without a terminus a quo—a beginning point). Recall that the lack of a beginning point within an infinite dependent series means that an infinite (unachievable) number of steps must have been achieved in order to reach the terminus ad quem. But this is intrinsically contradictory because it is an achieved unachievable. An infinity within a dependent series is always unachievable, and reaching a terminus ad quem means achievement.
Returning to our previous conclusions: every actual state of affairs which is not logically necessary requires a determining reality to differentiate its actuality from all other equivalent logically possible alternatives. This determining reality was referred to as a "cause." This conclusion also pertains to "causes of causes," so that every cause which is not logically necessary must itself have a cause to differentiate its actuality from all other equivalently logically possible alternatives.
Inasmuch as an "infinite dependent series without a terminus a quo" is an "achieved unachievable" (an impossibility), one cannot coherently postulate an infinite series of "causes of causes." Therefore, there must be a first or beginning cause (a terminus a quo) for every causal series resulting in the actuality of states of affairs which are not logically necessary. As we shall see in the next step, such a first cause must be absolutely simple.
III: The first cause of the emergence of actuality out of mere possibility cannot have any intrinsic or extrinsic restriction (i.e., must be absolutely simple).
The obvious implication of Step II is that the First Cause must be logically necessary; that is, there can be no other equivalent logically possible alternative to it. If there were such an equivalent logically possible alternative to the First Cause, then the First Cause would need yet another cause to differentiate Its actuality from all of the other equivalent logically possible alternatives which could have been actual in Its stead.
What state of affairs could have no other equivalent logically possible alternatives to itself? A state of affairs which has no intrinsic or extrinsic restriction. The following will make this clear.
Notice that restrictions (whether they be intrinsic or extrinsic) give rise to other equivalent logical possibilities. For example, if c is restricted to a magnitude of 186,200 miles/second, then all other numerically possible magnitudes are equivalent logical possibilities for c. Similarly, if something has the boundaries of a triangle, then the boundaries of square, circle, trapezoid, and so on, are all equivalent logical possibilities for that thing. If one were to contend that this "thing" had no cause for its triangular shape, then there would be no way of ontologically differentiating the equivalent merely possible shapes from the triangular one. Think for yourself of any category of restriction—restriction as to quality or quantity, restriction as to substance or accidents, restriction of power or appearances, restriction of the magnitude of power, the charge of a particle (e.g., positive or negative), the geometry of space-time, the relative position of objects, trajectories, and so on. Wherever one set of boundaries or restrictions is actual, a virtually infinite number of equivalent logically possible sets of boundaries cannot also be actual and are therefore merely possible.
Now, if intrinsic or extrinsic restrictions always imply a virtual infinity of equivalent logically possible alternatives, the only way for a state of affairs to have no equivalent logically possible alternatives (and therefore to be logically necessary) is for that state of affairs to have no intrinsic or extrinsic boundaries or restrictions. This is a simple implicative syllogism, true by modus tollens:
If restrictions, [image: image14.png]


 equivalent logically possible alternatives.
No equivalent logically possible alternatives.
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 No restriction (modus tollens).
Let us now instantiate this syllogism with respect to the First Cause. Recall that the First Cause cannot be a First Cause if It has equivalent logically possible alternatives to Itself (because this would require yet another cause to differentiate its actuality from the merely possible alternatives). Recall also that, wherever there is a restriction (intrinsic, extrinsic, or both), there must also be equivalent logically possible alternatives. Therefore, the First Cause cannot have any intrinsic or extrinsic restriction which would require the "First" Cause to have a cause. The following implicative syllogism sums up this instantiation: 
If intrinsic or extrinsic restrictions, [image: image16.png]


 equivalent logically possible alternatives.
No equivalent logically possible alternatives to the First Cause.
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 No intrinsic or extrinsic restriction of the First Cause (modus tollens).
Now, how can a First Cause be unrestricted? We must be very careful in our use of the word "unrestricted" because it can be used of Euclidean planes, where one might be tempted to think that unrestricted means an unrestricted magnitude or continuum. But that is not what is being referred to here because every magnitude or continuum (in its dimensionality and divisibility) is restricted in itself. Thus, an unrestricted magnitude is really a hypothetical unrestrictedness of something which is intrinsically restricted. So also, "unrestricted" should not be used in phrases like "infinite velocity" or "unlimited gravitational force." For velocities are intrinsically restricted through the space-time coordinate system in which they occur, and gravitation is restricted to the system of physical laws through which it is manifest. Absolute unrestrictedness, then, cannot refer to "an unrestricted amount, extent, or degree of _ _ _." The "amount, extent, or degree of _  _ _" automatically implies intrinsic restriction.
So, how can absolute "unrestrictedness" be understood? I believe that the easiest way is to use a well-known medieval construct termed "simplicity."†14 The more simple a reality is, the fewer intrinsic or extrinsic restrictions it has. Restrictions not only give rise to equivalent logically possible alternatives; they also exclude those alternatives from themselves at the same place and time. Thus, for example, if an object has the restriction of a square, its square-ness not only produces equivalent logically possible alternatives like triangle and circle but also excludes these alternatives from itself in the same respect at the same place and time. Every equivalent logically possible alternative cannot coexist with its actual restricted counterpart. To say that it could would imply the reality of intrinsic contradictions, such as square-circles of the same area in the same respect at the same place and time. A restriction, therefore, is a mixed blessing. At the very moment it gives rise to equivalent logically possible alternatives, it excludes them from itself in the same respect at the same place and time.
We can therefore conclude that the fewer boundaries or restrictions a reality has, the less it excludes both within itself and outside itself. Another way of saying this is, the more simple a reality, the more inclusive it is, both inside and outside itself. Intrinsic simplicity or exclusivity means transparency of a thing to itself. Perhaps the best analogy for this is self-consciousness. We take for granted our ability not only to be aware of something outside ourselves but also to be aware of our awareness of that thing outside ourselves. This "awareness of awareness" is quite perplexing because it seems to suggest that one and the same act of awareness has captured itself. One might want to imagine the paradox of trying to put one’s briefcase inside of one’s briefcase or the paradox of the dog that not only caught up with its tail but actually swallowed itself in toto. This kind of activity seems inexplicable when one tries to postulate its occurrence in magnitudes, velocities, or space-time coordinate systems. One then has to make unusual claims like "the briefcase was traveling at an infinite velocity when it captured itself inside itself" or "the dog was at two places at the same time when it completely swallowed itself." It is perhaps much better to say that the reality through which self-consciousness occurs is so inclusive and so transparent to itself that it can "be captured and capturer" simultaneously. How is such inclusivity possible? Through a lack of intrinsic boundary. If self-consciousness is not subject within itself to any "degree, extent, or amount of _ _ _," it will not exclude one part of itself from itself and, hence, will be able to be transparent to itself.
The same holds true for extrinsic boundaries. An absence of extrinsic boundaries means an absence of all "degree, extent, and amount of _ _ _." Thus, an absolutely simple reality would not be subject to anything dimensional, divisible, or capable of being divided into amounts, parts, or degrees. One should not imagine this to be an infinite Euclidean plane or an infinite amount of a power capable of being quantified by degree, extent, or amount. An absolutely unrestricted Reality would therefore be pure being (power), completely free of any condition which would allow for the possibility of quantification, qualification, division, and dimensionality. It does not have a size because It is not subject to any condition which would allow for Its being quantified according to size. Although It is pure being (or power), It does not manifest Itself like a physical force, for It has no condition which would allow Its force to be quantified in degrees. All one can say is, "It is purely inclusive, pure being (power) which is not conditioned by anything allowing for restriction, partiality, quantification, or qualification."  This means that the Reality in question cannot be pictured or visualized, for every picture has a spatial magnitude. It cannot be compared to a physical force or indeed to any quantifiable force. It simply eludes the human imagination’s attempt to bring absolute simplicity under its control. Yet, It must exist in Its unpicturable, unquantifiable, unrestricted state; for, if It did not, the "First Cause" would have to have equivalent logically possible alternatives to Itself, requiring that It have yet another cause to distinguish Its actuality from Its merely possible alternatives.
IV: The absolutely simple first cause must be absolutely unique.
The fundamental argument for uniqueness of the First Cause is as follows:
Premise 1: If there is to be multiplicity, there must be at least one difference among the multiple beings.
Premise 2: But there can be no difference between two or more absolutely simple beings because a simple being cannot be subject to restriction, divisibility, magnitude, degree, partiality, quantification, qualification, or differentiation of any kind.
Premise 3: Now, a First Cause must be absolutely simple.
Conclusion: Therefore, there can be no multiplicity of first causes.
The first premise, brought to light by Parmenides and Plato, indicates the self-evident truth that, if there is absolutely no difference between two realities, they are the self-same and, hence, one. Therefore, without difference of any kind (e.g., difference of space-time point, quality, quantity, etc.), multiplicity is impossible.
The second and third premises can be adduced from the points made in Step III above. But they can be illustrated more deeply by recourse to a well-known neo-Platonic construct: the "tree of being." As will be shown below, the tree of being points to the two ways in which realities can be differentiated from one another: (1) differentiation through exclusion/incompatibility (on the same level of the tree of being) and (2) differentiation without exclusion/incompatibility (on different levels of the tree of being). The notion of the tree of being might be best explained through some concepts in elementary particle physics. Contemporary physical experimentation shows that photons (fundamental constituents of light) and electrons (negatively charged constituents of electro-magnetic energy) can have wave-like or particle-like manifestations.†15 This may at first not seem problematic until one considers that waves and particles are incompatible. Waves are diffuse (spread out), intermingle (by forming interference patterns), and therefore elude precise location.†16 In contrast, particles are self-enclosed (and therefore not diffuse), collide with each other (and do not intermingle), and manifest themselves in precise locations.†17 How could the same photon or electron have opposite boundaries or configurations? The answer lies in photons and electrons being simpler than their wave-like or particle-like manifestations. This simpler reality cannot have the restrictions of a particle (self-enclosed, collision mechanics, etc.) and act like a wave, nor could it have the restrictions of a wave (diffuse, interference patterns, etc.) and act like a particle. Therefore, we must assume that the simpler reality does not have the restrictions of either particle or wave intrinsic to itself. It can acquire these restrictions, but when it does, it cannot act in the opposite way. Hence, if the simpler reality takes on the restrictions of a particle, it cannot act like a wave while it has them, and if it has the restrictions of a wave, it cannot act like a particle while it has them. Thus, we would put the simpler quantum reality on a higher level of the tree of being than its wave-like or particle-like manifestations. (See Figure 5 below.)
 [image: image18.png]Simpler quantum reality

P

wave-like manifestation  particle-like manifestation

(boundaries of wave) (boundaries of particle)

Figure 5




 
As one moves up the tree of being from wave-like and particle-like manifestations of electrons, to electrons and protons, to electromagnetic fields, to a unified field, to animal consciousness, to human self-consciousness, notice that each higher level has fewer and fewer intrinsic and extrinsic restrictions/boundaries to being (or power). This produces less and less exclusion and more and more ontological inclusivity. (See Figure 6 below.)
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Notice also, that there are two kinds of ways in which beings can be differentiated from each other:
i) Differentiation through exclusion or incompatibility. These are always on the same level of the tree of being. For example, wave boundaries exclude particle boundaries because they are on the same level of simplicity.
ii) Differentiation without exclusion or incompatibility (as the simpler quantum reality is different from its wave-like manifestation and its particle-like manifestation). When the electron has the boundaries of neither wave nor particle, it is different from its wave-like manifestation but quite compatible with it. Notice that this kind of differentiation happens on different levels of the tree of being.
We may now return to the proof of the uniqueness of absolute simplicity. It has five substeps:
1) An absolutely simple First Cause (proven in Steps I-III above) must be at the top of the tree of being, for the top of the tree of being demarcates absolute simplicity. Were the First Cause not at the top of the tree of being, It would have equivalent, logically possible alternatives to Itself, which would require yet another cause to differentiate Its actuality from the mere possibility of the alternatives.
2) If there is to be a multiplicity of absolutely simple first causes, they will all have to be at the top of the tree of being.
3) If they are all at the top of the tree of being, then they will be on the same level of simplicity. Therefore, their difference will require that one exclude the other (because differentiation on the same level of being entails exclusion or incompatible boundaries—see above).
4) But it is impossible for two or more absolutely simple beings to exclude one another because they have no intrinsic or extrinsic boundaries through which exclusion can occur. Indeed, it is impossible for two or more absolutely simple realities to be differentiated from one another in any way, for such differentiation would require either a boundary or a condition allowing for a boundary, which would automatically give rise to equivalent logically possible alternatives to themselves, meaning that they could not be first causes. Hence, there can only be one First Cause (absolutely simple reality without any equivalent logically possible alternatives to Itself).
5) Therefore, if there is to be any differentiation from the one absolutely simple First Cause, it will have to be through the boundaries of realities on lower levels of the tree of being (i.e., less simple realities). Notice that the First Cause is so simple that It does not exclude these less simple realities from Itself. Nevertheless, the boundaries of the less simple realities differentiate the less simple realities from the absolutely simple First Cause without exclusion or incompatibility. Substep 4 above is sufficient to prove the second and third premises in the syllogism at the beginning of this section. The explanation of the "tree of being" is not required to prove these premises. It is given here only to clarify the two kinds of differentiation and the principle of simplicity. Thus, the simplest proof of these premises is as follows: an absolutely simple First Cause must be absolutely unique, for two or more absolutely simple first causes have no restriction (or condition allowing for a restriction) intrinsic or extrinsic to them to differentiate them from one another; thus, a second absolutely simple first cause must be hypothetical; to suggest otherwise would be to place a boundary (or a condition allowing for a boundary) on one of the absolutely simple first causes, which would, in turn, give rise to equivalent logically possible alternatives to itself; and this would be incompatible with its being a "First Cause."

V: The one absolutely simple first cause is the ultimate cause of all actual states of affairs.
Inasmuch as there is only one absolutely simple First Cause, and every causal series requires a First Cause, the one absolutely simple First Cause must be the ultimate cause of all actual states of affairs.
This last conclusion is quite fascinating when unpacked because the First Cause is the source not only of all actual states of affairs but also of all merely possible states of affairs. Indeed, when the First Cause creates the very first restriction to being which differentiates that first restricted being from Itself (without exclusion/incompatibility), the First Cause also creates the whole context through which the restriction is intelligible. For example, in order to create a single spatial boundary, the First Cause must create a spatio-temporal coordinate system in which a particular boundary can be intelligible. But the First Cause must also create the entire domain of metric, geometric, and algorithmically finite structures through which a single boundary within a space-time coordinate system can be intelligible. And still further, the First Cause must create the entire domain of mathematics and mathematical possibility through which algorithmically finite structures can be intelligible. Further still, the First Cause must also create the entire domain of quantitative and qualitative possibilities through which restrictions and contexts of restrictions (in general) are intelligible. In sum, the creation of the first restricted entity must simultaneously be the creation of the whole domain of intelligibility not only for that particular restriction but for restrictedness in general. When the First Cause creates a single restriction, it simultaneously creates the entire domain of finite intelligibility (which is required to make that one restriction intelligible). This gives rise to the domain of equivalent logically possible alternatives to every specific restriction. 
Notice that the First Cause is not creating the actuality of merely possibles. That would be intrinsically contradictory and therefore incoherent. Rather, the First Cause is creating the whole domain of intelligibility necessary to make one restriction intelligible. This whole domain of intelligibility is also the domain of logical possibility. The actuality of one restriction necessarily means the non-emergence of all the other possibilities in the domain of restricted intelligibility. The emergence of a single restriction requires a cause which is ultimately dependent on the First Cause. The non-emergence of other possibilities reduces them to the status of merely intelligible (merely possible) states of affairs.
The creation of a single restriction within a universe like our own would entail a procession or simultaneous causation of intelligible and actual contexts like those described in Figure 7 below.
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As Figure 7 implies, the First Cause would have had to have caused the whole order of finite intelligibility (and possibility) in order to create one restricted reality. For this reason, ancient, medieval, and contemporary philosophers have referred to the First Cause as an unrestricted act of understanding. This unrestricted act of understanding grounds not only the whole order of finite intelligibility but also the relationship between that finite order and Its own unrestricted, absolutely simple intelligibility (see below, Division Three).
This unique, absolutely simple First Cause of all restricted reality and intelligibility which embraces the complete intelligibility of reality is what is meant by "God."

DIVISION THREE: A LONERGANIAN INTERPRETATION OF THE PROOF FOR GOD’S EXISTENCE FROM THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN ACTUALITY AND MERE POSSIBILITY

As will become obvious, the primary inspiration for this proof is Bernard Lonergan’s Insight: A Study of Human Understanding.†18 Although I have assembled the constructs and parts of his proof in a different manner from that given in Lonergan’s chapter 19, I believe that all of the central insights given in this proof are at least implicit in his thought.
This proof may at first seem to be epistemological in orientation (stemming from the structure of human knowing), but further reflection reveals that it is grounded in the ontological prerequisites for human knowing. Although it speaks to the dimensions of human knowing, it does not ground its premises and conclusions in this but rather in the ontological order which is the very condition for the possibility of human knowing. For this reason, the proof given here parallels the proof for God’s existence given in Division Two above. I will occasionally make reference to it in order to clarify this one.
This proof has four steps, followed by a conclusion to the proof and a reflection:
I. Every coherent question has a correct answer.
II. To the question "Why?" there cannot be an infinite number of correct answers.
III. The originative (beginning) answer to the question "Why?" must be ontologically grounded in an intrinsically and extrinsically unrestricted Reality.
IV. The Unrestricted Reality/First Cause/Unrestricted Act of Understanding must be absolutely unique.
I: Every coherent question has a correct answer.
An incoherent question asks either about an intrinsic contradiction or about an unreal state of affairs. If I ask "Why does the circle have four inscribed right angles?", I will obviously not be able to get an answer. Similarly, if I ask "What are the structures and dynamics of the ether (the supposed medium through which light was thought to travel prior to Einstein’s Theory or Relativity)?", I would not be able to answer it because the ethereal medium of light does not exist.†19
The questions "What?", "Why?", "How?", "How frequently?", "When?", "Where?", and "Who?" all seek to relate data with other data. They seek a larger context which shows the unity (similarity) among data and simultaneously reveals the distinctive features (differences) among data.†20 The question "What?", for example, seeks to know how a datum formally relates to other data. If I see an elephant and ask "What is it?", I first relate it to other animals (because of its similarity to them) but then delineate the distinctive or even unique features of the elephant as compared to these other animals.
When I ask the question "Why?", I seek to know the cause of a thing’s existence.†21 In the previous proof of God’s existence (Division Two), I defined "cause" as "that impetus or determining reality which gives preference to the actualization of one possible state of affairs in contradistinction to a virtual infinity of other equally logically possible alternatives." One must say that such a cause is real, for without this determining reality there would be nothing to differentiate actual states of affairs from equally logically possible alternatives. A "mere possible" (a possible which is not actual) without anything extra to make itself actual is only a "mere possible." This "extra" factor which differentiates an actual state of affairs from all other merely possible alternatives will be referred to as a "cause."
If a coherent question "Why?" did not have a correct answer, it would be tantamount to saying that an actual state of affairs had no differentiating factor from all of its equally logically possible alternatives. This would imply the absurdity that actuals and mere possibles are ontologically equivalent.
The same holds true for all other questions which attempt to integrate a datum into a unifying context (e.g., maps—"Where?" or clocks—"When?") and distinguish it from other data within that context. The question "Why?" will emerge as the most important of these questions because it can demonstrate by itself the meaning and reality of the complete intelligibility of being.
II: There cannot be an infinite number of correct answers to the question "why?".
Inasmuch as every question "Why?" must have a correct answer, and each correct answer signifies a real and intelligible cause of the actuality of a state of affairs in contradistinction to all of its equally logically possible alternatives, we must now ask the following question: "Can the question ‘Why?’ be given an answer infinitely—that is, is there an infinite number of answers to the question ‘Why?’ or only a finite number?"
Inasmuch as each answer to the question "Why?" represents a cause in a dependent series, the answer must be that an infinite number of answers is incoherent, for an infinite number of answers requires an infinite number of causes to differentiate any actual state of affairs from all of its equally logically possible alternatives. But as noted in the previous proof, if an actual state of affairs depends on an infinite number of causes to be differentiated from all its equally logically possible alternatives, it will never be actual, for an infinite number of causes is unachievable. An infinite series of causes is unachievable because infinity (within the context of a series) means "more than has been or can be achieved." If "infinity" does not mean this, it is analytically indistinguishable from the parameters of any finite structure. In short, one would have reduced infinity to "finite."
Therefore, if the actuality of any state of affairs is to be dependent on an achievable number of causes, there can only be a finite number of correct answers to the question "Why?". Obviously, anyone can assert that he can ask the question "Why?" indefinitely, but this does not mean that he is asking coherent questions (i.e., questions about a real cause or state of affairs). Once one has reached the originative answer to the question "Why?", all other subsequent questions are incoherent because they ask about what is unreal. Notice that there must be an originative answer to the question "Why?" because a finite, dependent series must begin at some point.

III: The originative (beginning) answer to the question "why?" must be ontologically grounded in an intrinsically and extrinsically unrestricted reality.

The originative answer to the question "Why?" cannot be open to any further coherent question "Why?". Otherwise, it would not be originative. If it is not open to any further coherent question "Why?", then it cannot have any intrinsic or extrinsic restriction to its explanatory power. Such a restriction would immediately open the originative answer to a further coherent question "Why?", which would mean that it was not originative.
What does it mean to say that there exists "an answer with complete explanatory power"? It means "an answer grounded in an originative reality (i.e., a First Cause)." Inasmuch as this First Cause grounds an answer to the question "Why?" which is not open to any further question, It must be completely intelligible. It cannot, therefore, have any restriction within Itself which would give rise to further coherent answers to the question "Why?" about Itself.†22
The only way that there cannot be a coherent answer to any further question
"Why?" is if there is no equally logically possible alternative to the originative answer (and its ontological ground—the First Cause). Therefore, the originative answer (and its ontological ground) cannot have any intrinsic or extrinsic restrictions which would give rise to such equally logically possible alternatives. Therefore, the answer (and its ontological ground) is not only originative but also unrestricted (see above, Division Two, Step III).
In sum, if the ontological ground of the originative answer to the question "Why?" had any intrinsic or extrinsic restriction, it would also have equally logically possible alternatives to itself. This would give rise to the further coherent question "Why this actual state of affairs rather than those equally logically possible alternatives?". Inasmuch as this question seeks to know the cause (the extra factor differentiating the actual state of affairs from its equally logically possible alternatives), it would have to have a coherent correct answer. If this were so, the so-called "originative answer" could not be originative. Therefore, the ontological ground of the originative answer to the question "Why?" cannot have any intrinsic or extrinsic restriction.
The originative answer is unrestricted not only with respect to its causal intelligibility ("Why?") but with respect to its entire intelligibility. For, if there were a restriction of intelligibility with respect to the questions "What?", "How?", "When?", or "Where?", it would automatically give rise to a restriction of causal intelligibility as well (i.e., would allow for other equally logically possible alternatives). For example, if the originative answer had a restriction to the intelligibility addressed in the question "What?", that restriction would allow for equally logically possible alternatives (falling outside the restriction) to the originative answer. But if the originative answer had other equally logically possible alternatives, it would give rise to the question "Why is this answer true, and not one of the equally logically possible alternatives?". This, of course, would mean that the "originative answer" is really not originative.
Thus, causal intelligibility is linked to all other forms of intelligibility; therefore, a restriction to any form of intelligibility gives rise to a restriction of causal intelligibility. This, in turn, gives rise to equally logically possible alternatives which require an answer to a coherent question "Why?" beyond the supposedly originative answer. The originative answer and its ontological ground, therefore, must be unrestricted in intelligibility for the questions "Why?", "What?", "How?", "How frequently?", "Where?", "When?", and so forth.
What would such an unrestricted Answer be like? As noted above, It cannot refer to (be ontologically grounded in) a reality with internal or external restrictions. Such a Reality could not even be subject to a condition which would give rise to a restriction or to a distinction (e.g., a space-time coordinate system). It would have to be completely transparent to Itself since, if it were not, It would have an internal restriction which would immediately give rise to the further questions "What?" and "Why?". For these reasons, many philosophers have referred to this Reality as an "unrestricted act of understanding."†23
At this juncture, Lonergan’s transcendental approach offers a deeper awareness of the First Cause than can be gained through the purely apophatic (negatively phrased) judgment that the First Cause cannot have any intrinsic or extrinsic restriction. Although this statement is quite informative about the nature of the First Cause, it does not lead to a positive (kataphatic) understanding of the First Cause. By linking the First Cause to "the ground of an originative answer to the question ‘Why?’ ", Lonergan allows us analogously to "sense" the transcendental and unitive power of an unrestricted act of understanding whose complete intelligibility renders any coherent answer to any further question futile.
How can one "analogously sense" this transcendental and unitive power of an unrestricted act of understanding? By starting with the transcendental nature of understanding itself. As noted earlier, understanding is the grasp of a relationship among data. Thus, every act of understanding must go beyond what is understood. In order to achieve this relationship among data, one can use a higher viewpoint. These higher viewpoints integrate scores of data on lower levels. They can even integrate higher viewpoints of higher viewpoints. Thus, the calculus coherently relates and integrates data from algebra and analytical geometry, which, in their turn, integrate viewpoints, systems, and data on lower levels; and philological viewpoints relate and integrate Greek, Latin, and every other language. As one moves progressively through higher viewpoints, one can get the sense (though not a grasp) of what the transcendental and unifying power of a completely intelligible answer might be like.
For example, if one wishes to understand space-time points, one must transcend them and simultaneously grasp "relative position within a space-time continuum," for the former is unintelligible without the latter. Further, if one wishes to understand "space-time continua," one must go beyond them to a mathematical apparatus which will allow different continua to be compared (such as the tensor calculus/geometry), and so forth. As one moves through this exercise, one begins to shape an analogy of what the unrestricted Answer (grounded in an unrestricted act of understanding) might be.
Of course, we cannot really understand an unrestricted act of understanding without ourselves having one. However, we can begin to "sense" the absolute transcendence of all restriction as we move through the highest viewpoints for understanding finite reality. In "sensing" this transcendence, one can sense the "unifying power" of more and more comprehensive acts of understanding. This provides an analogous basis for abstracting to the complete unifying power of an unrestricted act of understanding.
This absolutely transcendent "unifying power" has no intrinsic restriction, but It provides the ground of intelligibility for restrictedness outside of Itself. It therefore causes and maintains another kind of intelligibility which must be intrinsically and extrinsically distinct from Itself. A restricted being’s intelligibility, therefore, always stands in both unity with and contrast to the unrestricted intelligibility of its origin.
IV: The unrestricted reality/first cause/unrestricted act of understanding must be absolutely unique.
The ontological ground of a completely intelligible answer to the question "Why?" must be absolutely unique, for two or more completely intelligible realities have no restriction (or condition allowing for a restriction) intrinsic or extrinsic to them that is able to differentiate them from one another. If there is no restriction of any kind (e.g., space-time point, quantity, quality, power, etc.), then there is absolutely no way in which they can be differentiated from one another. If there is no way they can be differentiated from one another, they must be the self-same one. Thus, a second completely intelligible reality must be merely hypothetical. To suggest otherwise would be to place a boundary (or a condition allowing for a boundary) on one of the completely intelligible realities, which would, in turn, give rise to equivalent logically possible alternatives to itself. These equally logically possible alternatives, in their turn, would be incompatible with the completely intelligible reality’s being originative (a "First Cause"), for they would necessitate a correct answer to a further coherent question: "Why is this reality actual instead of its equally logically possible alternatives?" The coherent answer that follows would preclude the so-called "First Cause" from being first.

Conclusion to the proof

The "unique, originative, completely intelligible reality grounding a completely intelligible answer to the question ‘Why?’" must be the First Cause of all restricted reality and intelligibility. It can be understood as an unrestricted act of understanding transcending all higher viewpoints about restricted intelligibility and as the unity of all restricted intelligibility. It is what is meant by "God." "God," as defined, must exist.

A Reflection on the presence of God in human consciousness

At the end of Step III, it was noted that the unrestricted act of understanding has no intrinsic restriction but provides the ground of intelligibility for restrictedness outside of Itself, for all restrictedness must be caused by It (as First Cause) and therefore is held in contradistinction to this unrestricted act of understanding. A restricted being’s intelligibility, therefore, always stands in both unity with and contrast to the unrestricted intelligibility of its origin.
This last contention gives one pause, for the only way in which a human being could then grasp the intelligibility of a restricted reality is to see it both in unity with and in contrast to the unrestricted intelligibility out of which it arises. Human beings must, therefore, have some kind of "awareness" of this unrestricted intelligibility; otherwise they could not understand restrictedness as giving rise to other equally logically possible alternatives. Indeed, they could not understand alternative possibilities at all. If this were so, they could not ask the question "What?" and certainly could not ask the question "Why?" because the question "Why?" requires an understanding not only of equally possible alternatives but also of the specialness of an actual state of affairs in contrast to them.
This "awareness" of unrestricted intelligibility acts as a "backdrop" to the apperception of any restricted intelligible. When the human agent sees the restricted intelligible in contrast to this backdrop, she becomes aware of a range of concepts through which she can question and understand restricted intelligibility (e.g., "restrictedness," "possibility," "a range of possibility," "equally possible alternatives," "actuality as distinct from mere possibility," all of which give rise to the questions "Why?", "What?", "Where?", "How?", etc.).
There is no content from the material world that would ever make the questions "What?" and "Why?" intelligible. One cannot learn them from the material world because they transcend the material world. They are beyond any questionable state of affairs in the material world. Besides, one would have to use them (ask them) in order to abstract them from a material state of affairs. This last, of course, is a vicious circle.
The questions "Why?", "What?", "How?", and so on, therefore, seem to be the source of the transcendent nature of understanding in human beings. When we ask them, the process of linking data to data or systems of data to systems of data in the pursuit of increasingly higher viewpoints begins to occur. These questions are not simply words. They are laden with content which initiates the process of understanding. Indeed, their content is the condition necessary for the possibility of unifying and differentiating data in increasingly higher viewpoints. This content (the power of the question to initiate understanding) transcends the material world and cannot, therefore, originate from it. It transcends all finite acts of understanding every time it initiates a question about them, by pointing to a higher viewpoint beyond them. It cannot be learned, therefore, from the material world nor from any knowledge beyond which it can go.
If human beings can ask coherent questions which require higher viewpoints (higher order unities) to the point of the highest possible viewpoint (highest order unity), then the intelligible content standing as a backdrop to human questioning must be none other than the highest order unity itself, the most transcendent reality (capable of unifying every actual and possible restricted and unrestricted state of affairs among each other).
In short, the human capacity to question to the highest possible viewpoint betokens a kind of "awareness" of complete intelligibility itself (which was linked earlier to "an unrestricted act of understanding"). What kind of "awareness" could this be? It certainly could not be a thematic awareness. That would imply that human beings have an actual, unrestricted act of understanding. Therefore, it must be some kind of tacit, notional, or pre-thematic awareness which stands as a "backdrop" to restricted data but which is not fully thematic in human consciousness.†24
The source of this awareness must be God (the unrestricted act of understanding/the completely intelligible answer/the First Cause), for God is unique in being completely intelligible and therefore is the only possible source of pre-thematic awareness of complete intelligibility in human beings.
Thus, human questioning and creativity are dependent upon God’s being present to us in a pre-thematic way. Were it not for this presence, we would never be able to unify systems of thought up to the highest possible viewpoint. We would not even be able to ask the questions "What?" and "Why?". We would be simple creatures of name recognition, imaginary perceptions, instincts, and memories of biological opportunities and dangers. If we were truly like this, then, in the absence of these biological stimuli, we (like other animals) would fall asleep instead of asking questions.†25 But we do not. The moment that biological opportunities and dangers pass us by, we ask theoretical questions which allow us to move to the highest possible viewpoint.
This brings us to our final question: "If God were not present to us, would we be able to ask questions about questioning and complete intelligibility sufficient to construct this proof?" Could a proof for God’s existence be constructed without the very internal presence of the One being proved? Is God both subject and object of the proof? The attempt to answer may present the reader with undeniable evidence of God’s presence to him or herself.
Notes
1. David Hilbert, one of the most famous mathematicians of the 20th century, states the matter boldly in a famous article entitled "On the Infinite" in Philosophy of Mathematics, ed. and with intro. by Paul Benacerraf and Hilary Putnam (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1964): "In summary, let us return to our main theme and draw some conclusions from all our thinking abut the infinite. Our principal result is that the infinite [in the sense of ‘an achieved infinite succession’ or ‘an infinite number of definite objects in a real set or collection’] is nowhere to be found in reality. It neither exists in nature nor provides a legitimate basis for rational thought—a remarkable harmony between being and thought. In contrast to the earlier efforts of Frege and Dedekind, we are convinced that certain intuitive concepts and insights are necessary conditions of scientific knowledge, that logic alone is not sufficient. Operating with the infinite can be made certain only by the finitary. [¶] The role that remains for the infinite [in the same sense mentioned above] to play is solely that of an idea—if one means by an idea, in Kant’s terminology, a concept of reason which transcends all experience and which completes the concrete as a totality—that of an idea which we may unhesitatingly trust within the framework erected by our theory" (p. 151, my italics).
2. I am indebted to William Lane Craig’s outstanding research on the mathematical elements of this proof. Here, as in other parts of this paper, he provides an excellent explanation of the various historical and contemporary mathematical viewpoints. See William Lane Craig and Quentin Smith, Theism, Atheism, and Big Bang Cosmology (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1993) pp. 4–6; hereafter Craig and Smith.
3. See, for example, F. Van Steenberghen, "Le ‘Processus in infinitum’ dans les trois premières ‘voies’ de saint Thomas,’ "Revista Portuguesa de Filosofia 30 (1974) 128.
4. Aristotle recognized this and used the insight extensively (for example, Physics 204b1–206a8). Later on, Newton and Leibniz (who used infinitesimals as the basis for calculus and the determination of instantaneous velocity and acceleration) recognized that the instantaneous velocity was not infinitely divided but rather was a theoretical expression of an asymptotic approach to a zero magnitude. The infinitesimal, therefore, was only an idealization of a potentially infinite division. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, Philosophical Papers and Letters, ed. and trans. R. Latta, vol. 2 (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 1956), states: "assuming not that the difference of magnitudes which become equal is already zero but that it is in the act of vanishing; and, similarly in the case of motion, not that it is zero in an absolute sense but that it is on the point of becoming zero" (pp. 586–87, my italics).
After the time of Cantor, infinite sets were given a kind of formal validity; see Georg Cantor, Contributions to the Founding of the Theory of Transfinite Numbers, trans. and with intro. by Philip E. B. Jourdain (New York: Dover, 1915) pp. 55–56. Unfortunately, this formal validity was thought to have a kind of objective reality by a variety of philosophers. p. Davis and R. Hersh, The Mathematical Experience (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1981), however, show that this ontological mistake has led to virtually every paradox in mathematics. The solution to these paradoxes can only come from removing the reality from the theoretical postulate of an infinity: "In formal presentation [the request to believe in an infinity] is institutionalized by axiomatization" (p. 154). Therefore, the only way to resolve mathematical infinities is to attribute formal validity to them without objective ontological status. By doing this, "the venom of contradiction [can be extracted from each paradox] and reduced to merely standard behavior in a non-standard [purely formal] environment" (p. 155). See also Leo Zippin, Uses of Infinity (Washington, D.C.: Mathematical Assoc. of America, 1962); K. Kuhnen, "Combinatorics" in Handbook of Mathematical Logic, ed. Jon Barwise (Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1977) pp. 371–401; and Abraham Robinson, Non-Standard Analysis (Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1966).
William Lane Craig has shown the preponderance of doubt among mathematicians about associating "the formally valid axiomatic use of ‘actual infinity’ in Cantor’s set theory" with "an occurrence of an actual infinite (unachievable) number of steps being traversed in the real world" when he notes: "According to Robinson, ‘Cantor’s infinities are abstract and divorced from the physical world’ [Abraham Robinson, "The Metaphysics of the Calculus" in The Philosophy of Mathematics, ed. Jaakko Hintikka (London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1969) p. 163]. This judgement is echoed by Fraenkel, who concludes that, among the various branches of mathematics, set theory is ‘the branch which least of all is connected with external experience and most genuinely originates from free intellectual creation’ [Abraham Adolf Fraenkel, Yehoshua Bar-Hillel, and Azriel Levy, Abstract Set Theory (Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1973) p. 240]. As a creation of the human mind, state Rotman and Kneebone,... when one selects from an infinite set an infinite subset, the actual possibility of such an operation is not implied. ‘The conception of an infinite sequence of choices (or of any other acts)... is a mathematical fiction—an idealization of what is imaginable only in finite cases’ [B. Rotman and G. T. Kneebone, The Theory of Sets and Transfinite Numbers (London: Oldbourne, 1966) p. 60]" (Craig and Smith, p. 10).
Many other mathematicians and philosophers have recognized this as well. See, for example, G. J. Whitrow, "The Age of the Universe," British Journal for the Philosophy of Science 5 (1954–55) 215–25; "Reflections on the Natural Philosophy of Time," Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences 138 (1967) 422–32; "Time and the Universe" in The Voices of Time, ed. J. T. Fraser (London: Penguin Press, 1968); and "Time and Cosmical Physics," Studium Generale 23 (1970) 224–33.
Of course, infinities can be applied to merely theoretical or abstract set theory (e.g., Cantorean sets or the Zermelo-Fraenkel universe of sets). See, for example, Rotman and Kneebone, p. 61: "The Zermelo-Fraenkel universe of sets exists only in a realm of abstract thought... the ‘universe’ of sets to which the... theory refers is in no way intended as an abstract model of an existing Universe, but serves merely as the postulated universe of discourse for a certain kind of abstract inquiry."
5. This distinction between the finite and the infinite as well as the demonstration of the inapplicability of infinity to past time can be seen through Whitrow’s interpretation of Bertrand Russell’s Tristram Shandy paradox: "Tristram Shandy, in Sterne’s famous novel, on finding that it took him two years to write an account of the first two days of his life, lamented that material for his biography would thus accumulate faster than he could deal with it, so that he could never come to an end.... Tristram Shandy was right in lamenting that he would never finish his autobiography, for this would be true even if he lived forever, since as time goes on not only does he get no nearer his goal but, on the contrary, it continually recedes.... If it were possible, in principle, to ‘live through’ an infinite sequence of future events, this sequence would have to comprise events, such as the completion of Tristram Shandy’s autobiography.... " G. J. Whitrow, Natural Philosophy of Time (London: Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1961) pp. 30–31.
If infinite past time really did occur, then despite the fact that Tristram Shandy should have an infinite separation between the events of his life and the events of his autobiography, the two would have been merged. In short, the occurrence of infinite past time gives rise to the intrinsic contradiction that an infinite interval is equal to nothing. If infinite time really occurred, then the infinite time of the interval would be reduced to nothing within the infinite time of history. Infinity = zero.
 This is correlative with the Hilbertian paradox (see note 1 above and 8 below) and many other similar absurdities (see note 4 above).
 6. Evidently, these seconds are ingredient to real events. To remove the seconds from real events in real history would imply removing real events from history or removing a real temporal separation between events in history. The former invalidates what happened in the past, while the latter produces contradictions. If seconds are not real "building blocks" (and are therefore merely theoretical), then every historical truth can be legitimately denied, and every historical change would be an intrinsic contradiction.
 7. It may be asked: "How are seconds real constituent parts of history? How is it that seconds can be a real separator of Queen Elizabeth’s being alive and her being dead?" I have attempted to give an explanation of this in an article entitled "Definitions of Real Time and Ultimate Reality" in Ultimate Reality and Meaning: Interdisciplinary Studies in the Philosophy of Understanding 23:3 (2000). For the moment, suffice it to say that time must be a real, non-contemporaneous separator of the opposed states inherent to change. If it were not, history would be a massive contradiction. Inasmuch as these real "separators" form a succession, they must be real building blocks of the unity of changing occurrences (i.e., history).
8. This paradox has been dubbed "Hilbert’s Hotel in reverse" after the famous mathematician David Hilbert, who likened the absurdity of adding guests to an already full hotel with an "infinite" number of rooms. A variety of mathematical paradoxes emerge which can only be made sense of in an imaginary world of purely potential infinities. See the example recounted by George Gamow in One, Two, Three, Infinity (London: Macmillan, 1946) p. 17. William Lane Craig uses an "infinite library" example to demonstrate Hilbert’s Hotel in reverse: "Suppose we... decide to loan out some of the books. Suppose book 1 is loaned out. Is not there now one book fewer in the collection? Suppose books 1,3,5,... [the infinity of all odd numbers] are loaned out. The collection has been depleted of an infinite number of books, and yet we are told that the number of books remains constant. The cumulative gap created by the missing books would be an infinite distance, yet if we push the books together to close the gaps, all of the infinite shelves will remain full (this is Hilbert’s Hotel in reverse)" (Craig and Smith, p. 15).
9. An infinite succession of distinct past events (all of which should be numberable) is mathematically equivalent to a segment containing an infinite number of parts. Even though the historical events do not exist simultaneously (as they do in the segment), they nevertheless constitute a whole composed of distinct, supposedly interdependent parts. Unfortunately, if any number of parts can be removed without affecting the whole, their distinct existence would be irrelevant, and they would not be interdependent.
10. The above three deductions are a restatement of the Kalam argument, which goes as follows: "(1) Everything that begins to exist has a cause of its existence. (2) The universe began to exist. (3) Therefore the universe has a cause of its existence" (Craig and Smith, p. 4).
11. See Robert Spitzer, "Proofs for the Existence of God, Part I: A Metaphysical Argument," International Philosophical Quarterly 41 (2001) 161–81, and also "Definitions of Real Time and Ultimate Reality."
12. Spitzer, "Proofs for the Existence of God, Part I."
13. The vast majority of contemporary mathematicians agree with this distinction and prohibit the existence of an achieved infinity of parts because it is an intrinsic contradiction (an achieved unachievable) and results in irresolvable paradoxes (such as Hilbert’s Hotel). See notes 4 and 8 above.
14. See Spitzer, "Proofs for the Existence of God, Part I," pp. 164ff.
15. Nick Herbert, Quantum Reality: Beyond the New Physics (New York: Anchor Books, 1985) pp. 66–67, 95, 128.
16. Ibid., pp. 74–79, 95, and 100–05.
17. Ibid., pp. 36–38 and 60–61.
18. Bernard Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, vol. 3 in Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan (Toronto: Univ. of Toronto Press, 1992).
19. Lonergan describes the process through which one discovers that a question is incoherent or that one’s method of answering a question is not workable as "an inverse insight": "While direct insight grasps the point, or sees the solution, or comes to know the reason, inverse insight apprehends that in some fashion the point is that there is no point, or that the solution is to deny a solution... the conceptual formulation of an inverse insight affirms empirical elements only to deny an expected intelligibility" (p. 44; see also pp. 43–50).
20. "[I]nasmuch as it is the act of organizing intelligence, insight is an apprehension of relations. But among relations are meanings, for meaning seems to be a relation between sign and signified" (Lonergan, pp. 4–5). He goes on to note (pp. 368–70) that questions seek relations between data and a questioner (descriptions) and relations among data themselves (explanations).
21. "In general, causality denotes the objective and real counterpart of the questions and further questions raised by the detached, disinterested, and unrestricted desire to know" (Lonergan, p. 674).
22. Lonergan calls this completely intelligible, unrestricted answer "the idea of being": "Insights and viewpoints can be transcended as long as further questions can be asked. But once all about all is understood, there is no room for further questions. We have extrapolated from the question What is being? to the absolutely transcendent idea of being.... Accordingly, we are led to the conclusion that, while man cannot enjoy an unrestricted act of understanding and so answer the question What is being?, still he can determine a number of features of the answer by proceeding on the side of the subject from restricted to unrestricted understanding and on the side of the object from the structure of proportionate being to the transcendent idea of being" (pp. 666–67).
Footnote Page 327
23. "[I]t seems equally clear that man can answer the question by working out the conclusion that the idea of being is the content of an unrestricted act of understanding.... Again, apart from being there is nothing. Therefore, the idea of being is the content of an act of understanding that leaves nothing to be understood, no further questions to be asked. But one cannot go beyond an act of understanding that leaves no questions to be asked, and so the idea of being is absolutely transcendent" (Lonergan, pp. 666–67).
24. Lonergan refers to this as "the notion of being," which he identifies with the pure, detached, unrestricted desire to know. In a very poignant passage in ch. 12, he discusses this central, transcendental attribute which differentiates human beings from mere sensate consciousness and awakens the very possibility of God’s presence in us: "Without the pure desire to know [the notion of being], sensitive living would remain in its routine of perception and conation, instinct and habit, emotion and action. What breaks that circuit and releases intellectual activity is the wonder Aristotle described as the beginning of all science and philosophy. But that wonder is intelligent inquiry. It selects data for insight, and by that selecting it underpins even the empirical component in our knowing. Still more obviously, all ideas and all concepts are responses to the desire to understand, and all judgments are responses to the demand for the unconditioned.... Secondly, the notion of being penetrates all cognitional contents. It is the supreme heuristic notion. Prior to every content, it is the notion of the to-be-known through that content. As each content emerges, the ‘to-be-known through that content’ passes without residue into the ‘known through that content.’ Some blank in universal anticipation is filled in, not merely to end that element of anticipation, but also to make the filler a part of the anticipated. Hence, prior to all answers, the notion of being is the notion of the totality to be known through all answers. But once all answers are reached, the notion of being becomes the notion of the totality known through all answers" (pp. 380–81).
If human beings cannot derive or learn this "universal anticipation" from the material world (because one would literally have to use it in order to derive it), one must ask: "What could be the source of a completely universal, completely transcendent awareness which must lie at the heart of every human question?" The answer would seem to be the tacit presence of the unrestricted act of understanding itself.
25. See Lonergan, pp. 206–07. 
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