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st somehow be prior to my grasp of the finite——my

anding of my-

o . ‘ doubt and desire,
that 1 am deficient and imperfect, if 1 didn’t h

of something more perfect to use as a stand

understanding ot God prior to my underst
i, For how could T understand that |

ave the idea
: ard of com-
parison’?
And, “"htkc ﬂw.i(%v‘“ ot hot and cold which 1 just dis-
cussed, the idea of God cannot be said to be materially
false and h‘cnvc tx\) cfmu‘ trom nothing. On the contrary' ;
since the {dva ol God is completely clear and distinct
and contains more subjective roalit) than anv other
idea, no id(ja, is truer per se and none less opm; to the
suspicion of falsity. The idea of a supremely perfect and
infinite entity is, I maintain, cnmplotcly true. For, while
| may be able to suppose that there is no such entity, |
can't even suppose (as I did about the idea of C()ldn;ss)
that my idea of God fails to show me something real.
This idea is maxima\l) clear and distinct, for it c‘(;ntains
evervthing that I grasp clearly and distinctly, everything
real and true, everything with any perfection. It doesn’t
matter that I can’t fully comprehend the infinite—that
there are innumerable things in God which I can’t com-
prehend tully or even reach with thought. Because of
the nature of the infinite, I who am finite cannot com-
prehend it. It’s enough that 1 think about the infinite and
judge that, if I grasp something clearly and distinctly
and know it to have some perfection, it’s present either
formally or eminently——perhaps along with innumer-
able other things of which I am ignorant—in God. If I
do this. then of all my ideas the idea of God will be most
true and most clear and distinct.

But maybe I am greater than I have assumed; maybe
all the pm:fcc'tions that 1 attributed to God are in me
potentially. still unreal and unactualized. I have already

seen my f;nm\’]cdgc gradually increase, and I don’t see
an ‘.ing to prey cx;t izs becoming greater and greater to
tmity. Nor do 1 see why, by means of such ,mcreased
‘UI\( I couldn’t get all the rest of Gf)d . PC"‘f‘C‘f'
s. Finally, if the potential for these pe’rfectlons 1sfm
. I don’t see why that potenrial couldn’t aCC(')unt or
the production of tiw ideas of these pcrfections n me.
First, while it’s true that my
vledge gradually increases and that 1 ha‘ve m'al’l}’ -
vl y s, none of this fits with fn,"
g is potentxal;

None of this is pnssiblc.

unactualized potontialitif
'of God, in whom absolutely nothin .
nowledge shows

“d, the gradual increase in my k 1
£ ven if my knowl-

*Lam imperfect. Besides, 1 see that, ¢ ¥

' were continually to become PopeEs. o~ .grt u]é

would never become actually infinite, since it WO
Vet become 86 great as to be unable to increas s
i m‘»}ge God 1o b(?. aaually inﬁnite 80 that rthhlﬂg can

e
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be added to his perfection, Finally, [ see that an idea’s
subjective being must be produced, not by mere poten-
tiality (which, strictly speaking, is“ofhing’), bbbyt
is actual or formal. : :

When I pay attention to these things, the light of
nature makes all of them obvious. But, when I attend
less carefully and the images of sensible things blind
my mind’s eye, it’s not easy for me to remember why
the idea of an entity more perfect than I am must come
from an entity that really is more perfect. That's ‘why
I'll go on to ask whether I, who have the idea of a per-
fect entity, could exist if no such entity existed.

From what might 1 derive my existence if not from
God? Either from myself, or from my parents, or from
something else less perfect than God—for nothing
more perfect than God, or even as perfect as Him, can
be thought of or imagined.

But, if I derived my existence from myself, I
wouldn’t doubt, or want, or lack anything. I would
have given myself every perfection of which I have an
idea, and thus I myself would be God. And I shouldn’t
think that it might be harder to give myself what I lack
than what I already have. On the contrary, it would
obviously be much harder for me, a thinking thing
or substance, to emerge from nothing than for me to
give myself knowledge of the many things of which I
am ignorant, which is just an attribute of substance.
But surely, if I had given myself that which is harder
to get, I wouldn’t have denied myself complete knowl-
edge, which would have been easier to get. Indeed, I
wouldn’t have denied myself any of the perfections that
I grasp in the idea of God. None of these perfections
seems harder to get than existence. But, if I had given
myself everything that I now have, these perfections
would have seemed harder to get than existence if they
were harder to get—for in creating myself I would have
discovered the limits of my power.

[ can't avoid the force of this argument by suppos-
ing that, since I've always existed as I do now, there’s
no point in looking for my creator. Since my lifetime
can be divided into innumerable parts each of which is
independent of the others, the fact that 1 existed a little
while ago does not entail that I exist now, unless a cause
“recreates” me——or, in other words, preserves me-—
at this moment. For, when we attend to the nature of
time, it's obvious that exactly the same power and ac-
tion are required to preserve a thing at ecach moment
through which it endures as would be required to ¢reate
it anew if it had never existed. Hence, one of the things
revealed by the light of nature is that preservation and
creation differ only in the way we think of them. -



