2. The Analogy of Being.

a) - Tre Thesise

The thesis is the intellipi®ility of being.

One may con:elve being siwmnly as what 1s, the oprosite and
contradictory to whut 1is not.

Again, one may concelve belng as that which of its nature.
excludea not helng.

In the first case one takes the oprosition hetween being
and not being simply as a mtber of fact.

In the second case one mukes the ornoaibion hetween being
and not being a metrter of prircl-le: beirg of its nebure is what
excludes not veing. '

Now both the conceptims are lemitimate, each In its way.
But the fundamental importsnce of the second concertion is this:
1f we are to use onr Intellects with remard to heing, thst ls,
with roaerd to snfthing at &1l, then we wre boind to presuppose
that bel.g is intellilgible, thuat it is not a matter of chance,
of what simply hapoens, buf, no less then intellect 1tself,
subiject to the laws of intelliglibility. To subject being, then,
to the luws of intellisibility, we must conceive being mot as
what wmerely haprena not to be, but as what of 1ts nsture gxcludes
not hesing.

The thesls, therefore, from which we hegin our s peculation
is the intellisibility of being., A~d we express 1t thus:

Baixnxi

Being is what of its nature excludes not being.




b) The Antithesis.

The antlthesis to the concepblon of belng, ziven shove In the
thesis, 1s tte whole of exrerilence. Thers is no belnpg we know by
experience which s:tisfies the definitlon of intelligible being.

There 1s the being of the stor, of the rose, of a kititen, of
a boy. All of them are. All of them, so far from excludirg not being,
of thelr nature Include 1it.

To be a star is not to be alive. But rose, kiltten, and boy are
alive. To be a star is not to be rose, kitten, or boy.

Again, to Le uny star 1ls not to he ony other.

Similzarly, to be a rose ia nob to be gentient. Kitten and
boy ure seutient. 'To be a rese ls to be neither kitten nor boy.
Nor is it to be any other rose, And in the some way the kitten 1s
not & hoy, nor the boy a nure spirit, nor this kitten any other
kitten, nor this boy any other boy.

Yot star, rose, ¥itten, boy, all are. But in esch case of
belng we have congldered, az in the case of the being of any other
ohject of ex ~erience, belng involves not heing. To be this star
1s not to be uny other gtar, and it could be another only if 1t
ceused to he the one it is. Similorly for every obher object we know
Lumedistoly,

More gemerally, whenever being is a "beins something,” then
of its nzture it involves not being. It is the something, but it
is not anything else. The something is a 1imit: i1t is up to that
khe limit; beyond it 1t is not.

Thus so far from finding being to be whit of 1ts nature
exc ludes not beinpg, we Iind Ehat any irstance of 'beling something"

involves not being.
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¢) The Synthesis.

o have now from the thesis that "being is what of its nature
excludes not beling."”

e huve from the anbithesis that "being something of its nature
includes or involves not being.”

But if we work out the imnlications of the thesis, we will find
it involves a set of propertiss which no one would think of verifying
in the zhe world of exporience. This will nol merely ex»lain why
our definition of Intellinible heinm fuiled when an~lied to oblscts
we kmow Immediutely; 1t will leud to the determinsation of the kind
of intelliginblility thet bettonts to the beins of these oblects.

Let us now name the "being” of the thesis, Pure Belng, and define!
Pure Being is what of ibts nature excludes not belng.

First 1t im to be noted thot the definition 1s a double negotion,
telling us not what the nature of pure being is, bubt telling what
that nature is op: osed to, where what it 1s opwvosed to 13 not positiwve,
put the nerutlon ad "not being'.

Second, it is plain that pure being is not bsing something.

For pure belng exeludes not heing, while beinc something includes 1it.
3ti1l this pives rlse to a difficulty.

If we say that pure being "is not" belnss something, then we
nerute heing (the bel nn of belrp sometlInn) to the sublect, pure bheing.
But the sublect, pure being, ls what excludes nobt being, admlits no
negw “lve vredicablon. Therefore, 1t shoild seem that our conceptlon
of pure being, of being as intelligible, is an utter Impossibility.
Por pure being is found "to be not" just as belng something "is not.”

The arswer is contained in our first rewurk. Purve boing is
defined hy a double negaution. It admits the dafin nezatlon of a
negatlon, But to deny "being something" to pure being is to deny
a nesantion: If pure being were a being something, then it would
include not being as doss any "being something,” Pure being is not
a "heing somethirig," not becanse pu e being is not, but because the
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the being something is not.

Third, vure being is not nothing. It is.

By this, we do not wean to shew that pure helng exlsts., We simply
mean that the conception of vure beinn is not identical with the
conceptimm of nothing. Lpu1du U st drte Hhnt pns by Lasiel
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Fourth, since pure being is nelther nothing nor a being something,
it remains thut it is sxmpliCLter. It iz not beirg this or b inz that,
but the puve and unguallified plenitude of being.

Fifth, pure Dbeinm 1s Infinite, It excludes all not being, that is,
it excludes all 1Lm1tation of being. Bubt what exclndes all limitation
is necessarily infirite.

Sixth, pare beiup is supsr-eminent,

By thiis we mesn the pure beirg Includes all the being of whatever
is in so far as it is. To explain, we have s#id that "being something"
involved not heling; but it also ingolves some sort of beinﬂ. Here
e assert that the boing of "being something" apart from 1ts Implication
of not being 1s to be found in nuce being,

The proof of the surer-emirence of pure heinpg 1s simply that it
it 1s infinite. Were 1t not super-sminent, it would not he Infinite.

There 1s a further characteristic of super-eminsence. It 1s that
the sureor-eminent includes the heing of the less, not as it is in
the less, thnat is, with the iImpllicstilon of not being, but it a
different way and, since it excludes the implicetion of not heling,
in & higher way.

Seventh, pure being ls unique., Yere theve a second, 1t would
gither be the same as the first or different from it. Jere 1t the
game, it would not be a second. VYere 1t differsnt, it would have
to have sowe determinztion diiferentiating it from the first, and
then either the one or the ot“er would not be pure being but some
determination of belng.

The neceaslity of differentiating doterminstion ls that difference
has to hsve an intelli-rible ground. I two th ngs are exactly the




same 1In absolutely every way, then they camnot be two; they are one.

Eighth, pure beinpg is imnmutable. For if there was chunge in
it, then mibhemuaioosmon after the change it would be not pure
being but a "being something," For chanre presup-oses difference.
But pure beling cannot be a being samething: for beirng somsthing
includes not being, whilse pure bsi-n excludes it

Ninth, pure being is uncaused, For the infinite ¢ uld be
caused only by another infinlite. We have shewn there can be only one
Infinite bheling.

Tenth, puve beling necessarlly is. It 1s what exciudes not belng,
and thet of 1ts nature. What of ifbs natvre mxcludes not being, is
what of 1its nature cannot not be. Vhat cannot not be, is what must
be., Whet must be Is necessarily.

Eleventh, pure being exists.

Beinzs exlst. But thelr existence 1s unintellinible if there
1z no necessury being; for then they would all slmply happen to be.
But the only necessary belng ls pure heirg. For necessary
being is what must be. What must bhe, 1s what cannobt not be. What
cannot not be, 1s whst of its nuture excludes not being; that is,

it 1s pure being.

Twelftlh, pure being is unchanzed whether it wscets or does not act
outside 1ibtselfl,

Pure being must be the cause of all "beirs something," For
beiry something as we shzll show cannnot be the cruse of its mown
heing, yet there must hbe some cuuse.

0n the other hand, pure beinx ls lmmutable.

Tt rem:ing that pure being 1s unchansed by activliiy outside
itgelf. This recalls our second »oint above. There the ground of
negittive prodicotion about rure bheing was the negetlon of belng im
tha beins sonething., Here the ground of positive vredlcatlon about
pube being 1s not a formal chunse in the pure belng but a formal
chuen~e in what termin:tes i1ts activity. The purs being 1s a creator,
not because it chun<es, hHut becsuse something else chsnges In virtue
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of its creative activity.
But that creatlve actlvity involves no chenge in the cr=ator
moy 8till seem a stumbling-block. Consider then that chanpge in the
agent affects his activity, not positively bubt negatively. Actlvity
does not follow from copeclty to change, for thot capacibty 1s essentlally
passlve. On the contrary, copacity to change ia the 1limit to activity.

For a mun to move something, he has inso facto to move himself. Bub

the more his actlon is guided by intelli~ence, the less the motion
he produces In himself: the simlficance of all mechanical invention
ig that with less self-chance man secures an ecual or greater change
in other things, not thut man becomes less the ngent, but that he
becomes less limited In his actlvity.

Now if self-change 13 limitebtlon to ectivity, it follows that
the infinite canbe active with no self-chinpe at sll. For the Infinite
is the unlimited.
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of its creative activity,

How 1ts creative activity involves no chenge in 1tself finds
something of an andlogy in 1ts super-eminence. Crestures act In so
far as they chunge, and the limit to their action 1s thelr capacity .
{o change. Pure beling 1s bring without limit, suver-sminently containing
all being. As 1its being is without limit, so 1ls its actlon
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