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Christian Apologetics  – Fall 2012
Critical Thinking Overview
Kevin Lewis

I. The Presuppositions 
& Presumptions of Theology

The Bible assumes that (1) God exists and that (2) He has revealed Himself to humanity.  Scripture nowhere attempts to prove these two presuppositions.  These two presuppositions are considered self-evident facts by the biblical writers and, therefore, the human authors of Scripture felt no need to prove either of these presuppositions.

A. Definition of a Presupposition & Presumption
1. Presupposition

2. Rebuttable Presumption

3. Irrebuttable Presumption
B. Revelational Presuppositions

1. God needed to reveal Himself to us because His infinite nature is incomprehensible to the finite mind (Job 11:7-9).

2. God’s revelation of Himself in the words of man is inerrantly reported in the Scriptures (i.e., in the Autographs).

3. The Scriptures contain all the facts of theology.

a. Conservative Protestants have a Single source approach to theology.

b. Catholics and other groups have a multiple source approach to theology.



C. Epistemological Presuppositions 
(Gk., episteme, “knowledge” or “science”) 

Epistemology deals with the origin, nature and limits of knowledge.  In relation to theology, epistemology emphasizes theory of religious knowledge or Christian truth (i.e., how do we gain true knowledge of God?)
1. Introductory Comments (Lecture)

a. Truth Distinguished from Knowledge

b. Foundationalism v. Methodism

c. Particularism

d. Properly Basic Beliefs

e. Warranted Beliefs

2. The Human Mind  

a. Empirical Input

(1) Humans can receive reliable sensory perceptions.

(2) E.g., Paul could study the Old Testament.

b. Rational Thought  

(1) Humans can comprehend the external facts received from their reliable, accurate sensory perceptions and engage in trustworthy noetic (mental) operations.

(2) Humanity may gain genuine knowledge through proper use of the laws of logic (cf. Section on the Laws of Thought, Distinctions and Logic).

c. Deduction, induction, cause - effect relationships, etc.

(1) Humanity may accurately derive generalizations (or doctrines) from biblical facts.

(2) The necessity of the ministry of the Holy Spirit to receive and understand spiritual reality in Scripture (John 16:13-15; 1 Cor. 2:9-16).  Sometimes this is referred to as Pneumatic Epistemology.

3. Pneumatic Epistemology (1 Cor. 2:9-16)

a. The Holy Spirit (unlike any human without divine aid–cf. vv. 11, 14)  knows the spiritual things of God (vv. 10-12).

b. The Spirit can reveal and teach the spiritual things of God to the believer (vv. 12-13 cf. vv. 15-16).

c. The Christian has the Spirit of God (v. 12).

d. Therefore, the believer (in contrast to the unbeliever) can know the spiritual things of God (vv. 10, 12, 14-16).

e. The human mind must be illumined by the Spirit of God and  subjected to the Word of God.

f. The Holy Spirit does not alter or add to biblical revelation.  Therefore, inscripturated revelation is complete.

4. Concerning Truth

a. The Correspondence Theory

(1) Definition:  A statement (proposition, thought, belief) is true if what it refers to (corresponds to) exists, or, to state another way, truth is a property of propositions that correspond to reality, that is, a mind-independent world..
(2) That to which a statement corresponds is called a fact.

(3) The process of finding a correspondence is called verification.

(4) Example:

b. The Coherence Theory

(1) Definition: A statement (proposition, thought, belief) is true if it can be put logically, systematically, and consistently into a coherent body of knowledge.

(2) Example:

c. The Pragmatic Theory

(1) Definition: A statement (proposition, thought, belief) is true if it works or has practical results.

(2) Example:

5. The Primary Laws of Thought

a. Introduction

(1) They date back to Plato and Aristotle.

(2) They are Cognitively Necessary.

(a) No consistent thinking is possible without their use.

(b) Their denial presupposes their use in denying them.

(3) They are Definitionally True.

(a) Tautologous = True by definition

(b) They are irrefutable.

b. The Laws

(1) Law of Identity

(a) If p is true, then p  is true.

(b) If p is false, then p  is false.

(c) A is A

(d) Everything is what it is and cannot, at the time it is what it is, be something else.

(e) Example:  God is God and not something else.

(2) Law of Noncontradiction

(a) p cannot be both true and false (at the same time and in the same respect).

(b) A thing A cannot be both A and not A  (at the time it is A).

(c) Example:  Jesus cannot be God and not be God at the same time and in the same sense.

(3) Law of Excluded Middle

(a) Either p is true or p is false; one or the other, but not both at the same time and in the same respect.

(b) A thing is either A  or it is not A.

(c) Example:  Jesus is God or He is not God, but not both at the same time and in the same respect.

D. Basic Informal Logical Fallacies

1. Formal Fallacies 

a. Definition:  These are invalid arguments or errors in deductive logic in which the conclusion does not follow necessarily from the premises.

b. Formal Fallacies are committed only in deductive arguments.

2. Informal Fallacies 

a. Definition:  The conclusion is not adequately supported and does not necessarily have to be the conclusion which is drawn.

b. These are associated with inductive arguments.  

3. Some Common Informal Fallacies

a. Abusive ad hominem
(1) Attacks the person, not the argument.

(2) Example:  After you have given a reasonable, cogent argument for God’s existence, your adversary replies, “You’re just an ignorant fundamentalist!”

b. Ad Baculum
(1) Appeal to force

(2) Example:  Medieval Christian pilgrims given the choice to believe in Islam or die.

c. Ad Populum
(1) Appeal to the people

(2) Everyone believes it!

(3) Example:  Everyone believes in naturalistic evolution.  Why would you believe in special creation?

d. Appeal to Authority

(1) Sometimes legitimate

(2) Authority makes you right

(3) Example:  Leading scientists and philosophers with Ph.D.s from Harvard and Yale have said that God does not exist.

e. Appeal to Pity

(1) Appealing to pity in order to have your point accepted.

(2) Example:  If I go to prison for the murder I committed, my children will starve.  You should aquit me of the charge.

f. Argument From Ignorance

(1) If it has not been proven false, it must be true.

(2) Example:  The existence of an extraterrestrial Vulcan race has not been disproven, therefore Vulcan must exist.

g. Black and White 

(1) Any middle point between extremes is one  of the extremes.

(2) Example:  If she is not a member of my church, she must be an atheist.

h. Blinded With Science

(1) Use of technical jargon or high-tech methods in place of an argument.

(2) Example:  Mormons using satellite mapping in an attempt to prove the historicity of the Book of Mormon.

i. Circular Reasoning

(1) Assuming the conclusion or part of the conclusion in the premises of an argument.

(2) Example:  

(a) The New World Translation is a scholarly translation of the Bible produced by Watchtower Bible scholars.  

(b) Only Bible scholars are able to produce a scholarly translation of the Bible. 

(c) Therefore, the NWT was produced by Bible scholars at the Watchtower.

j. Circumstantial ad hominem
(1) Because of your circumstances, you should believe me.

(2) Example:  The LDS Church is the true church. My family was in a mess, I converted to Mormonism, and it made my life and family better.  Your family is falling apart as well; you should convert to Mormonism.

k. Complex Question

(1) Answer to an unasked question contained in a question.

(2) Example:  Have you stopped cheating on your Christian Thought exams?

l. False Cause

(1) To mistake a false cause for the real one.

(2) One Type:  Post hoc, ergo propter hoc (After this, therefore because of this)

(3) Example:  Everytime the rooster crows, the Sun rises.  Therefore, the crowing of the rooster must cause the Sun to rise.

m. Faulty Analogy

(1) Two things are alike in some respects, so they must be alike in other respects.

(2) Example:  Jehovah’s Witnesses believe the Bible is inerrant and have a strong emphasis on evangelism.  My church believes the same thing.  Therefore, the Jehovah’s Witnesses must believe in the Trinity and Salvation by Grace alone like we do.

n. Hasty Generalization

(1) A general statement is asserted based on limited information, inadequate evidence, or an underrepresentative sampling.

(2) Example:  I know two people who go to every Promise Keepers event.  They do not keep any of the Seven Promises.  Therefore, all Promise Keepers are hypocrites (Promise Makers only).

o. Homo Plenus Delicatessio
(1) The man is full of baloney.

(2) Example:  “If you send in a $1,000 vow of faith, God will multiply it up to a hundredfold back to you” (Robert Tilton).

p. Is-Ought 

(1) Because a thing now is, that is the way it ought to be.

(2) Example:  Abortion on demand is the law of the land, therefore, it should be the law of the land.

(3) Historical example:  Slavery is the law of the land, therefore, . . .

q. Moderation

(1) Truth is in the middle of two extremes

(2) Example:  Torturing babies for fun on pagan feast days is:

(a) Extreme Position One:  It is always right

(b) Extreme Position Two:  It is never right

(c) Moderate Position:  It is sometimes right.

r. Straw Man

(1) Caricature the opponent’s argument; then refute it.

(2) Example:  You Trinitarians believe in three gods in one God.  That is unreasonable (Jehovah’s Witness argument)

s. Tu Quo Que (You Too)

(1) Arguing that a person’s views are not consistent with his or her actions, hence, the view is wrong.

(2) Example: Jimmy Swaggart acted immorally; therefore, his gospel message was false.

E. Methodology for Rebuttal & Refutation

1. Presumptions in the Arguments

a. Opponents of the deity of Christ commonly presume that any limitation affirmed of the Person Christ precludes Him from being deity.

b. However, these genuine limitations simply prove His real humanity.  For one to refute the deity of Christ by proving some sort of limitation in the Person of Christ, one must demonstrate that it necessarily follows that Christ cannot have a divine nature if He has a human nature.

c. This would be analogous to asserting the notion that it is impossible to have a soul or spirit if one has a physical body.

F. Burden of Proof & Persuasion

1. In the law of evidence, this is the necessity or duty of affirmatively proving disputed facts.  This duty is usually divided into the burden of production and burden of persuasion.

a. Burden of Production or Going Forward with Evidence-This is the duty of a party to produce evidence for all elements of the case.  If there is no offer of evidence for each element, the party with the burden risks a directed verdict against him.  This burden may shift between parties during a trial.

b. Burden of Persuasion-This is the duty of the party with the burden to persuade the trier of fact of all elements of the case.  This duty, generally, does not shift between parties.

c. Quantity or Level of Proof-This category relates to the quantity or level of proof required to prove the existence or non-existence of the fact in issue.  The levels are as follows.

(1) Beyond a Reasonable Doubt-This means the trier of fact is fully satisfied, entirely convinced, or satisfied to a moral certainty that the fact is true. This is the standard for criminal cases.

(2) Clear and Convincing-The trier of fact is convinced the truth of the fact asserted is highly probable.  This standard requires more than the preponderance standard, but less than the reasonable doubt standard.

(3) Preponderance of the Evidence-The trier of fact is convinced the truth of the fact asserted is more likely true than not.  This is the standard for most civil cases.

2. Application of the Burden Rules

(1) The one asserting the position, e.g., Jesus is not God, carries the burden of proving his case.  

(2) One should not begin to refute or rebut the claim until the opponent has actually made a credible argument.

G. The Duty of Intellectual Inquiry

1. The PxG=B Formula:  Probability x Gravity = Burden (i.e., Level of Duty of Inquiry)







2. Applied to the Deity of Christ Issue







H. Distinctions for Theology Proper & Trinitarianism 

Below are basic definitions of the five most common types of distinctions employed in Theology Proper discussions.  These are used to distinguish within a single thing and to distinguish between multiple things.
Real or Essential Distinction

a. This is a distinction between two independent things, that is, two distinct essences (or, more precisely, two substances).

b. Example: A Cat and a Dog

Formal Distinction

c. This is a distinction between two or more formal aspects of the essence of a thing.

d. Example:  Intellect and Will are not separate things, but distinguishable faculties within a single thing—in this case, the soul or spirit.

Modal Distinction

e. This is a distinction between various modes of subsistence of a thing or the various ways in which a thing can exist.

f. Logically, there is not much difference between this distinction and a formal distinction.  The nature of the object being analyzed will determine which type of distinctions should be employed.

g. Example:  The three Modes of Water

2. Distinction by Reason of Analysis (rationis ratiocinatae)

a. This is a rational distinction that has its basis or foundation in an external thing.  It is not merely an intramental, rational distinction.

b. The distinction expresses a genuine distinction in an extramental reality.

c. This type of distinction is closely related to a Virtual Distinction.

d. Example:  The Attributes of God

3. Distinction by Reason Reasoning (rationis rationans)

a. This is merely a rational distinction grounded solely in the operation of reason, that is, it is merely intramental.

b. It is not grounded in an external thing.

Example:  A distinction between a Unicorn and a Pegasus 

I. “Substance” & “Person” Terms for Trinitarianism 
Note that the definitions given below are not the only definitions for these metaphysical terms and concepts.  The definitions are derived from the common definitions use by confessional Protetsant Scholastic theology.  Note that the nature language is employed to describe the true God in His oneness, while the person language is employed to describe the Three Persons of the Trinity.
1. Nature Language

a. Essence (essentia)

(1) Essence is the whatness or quiddity of a thing.  

(2) It is those properties or qualities that make a being or thing precisely what it is, and not something else.
(3) It distinguishes the genus of the thing.
b. Substance (substantia)

(1) A substance is the essence of a thing plus existence (esse).

(2) Substance is the underlying “stuff” of things that exist.  The emphasis is on the concrete reality of the thing as distinct from “essence,” which simply indicates what a thing is (Genus).

(3) Substance can indicate the formal and material reality held in common by all members of a genus as well as the formal and material reality of an individual thing.
(4) Substance is the “stuff” in which the properties of the thing inhere and a substance maintains its identity through change, that is, gaining or losing accidental properties.
c. Nature (natura)
A third term used in speaking of God is the term “nature” (from Latin natura).  There are three basic uses of natura in theology. 

(1) Some use it as a synonym for the terms “essence” and “substance.”
(2) Some use the term to refer to a particular kind or species of essence in actual existence.
(3) Some use it to refer to the entire created universe and its phenomena.
d. The words “essence” and “substance” and “nature” are commonly used by some as exact synonyms when discussing the Being of God, but there are important distinctions one should make when using the terms.  See the definitions above.
2. Person Language

a. Person (Persona or Prosopon)

(1) These terms indicate a dramatic role, or, more precisely, a mask worn by an actor in playing a role.  
(2) They later indicated the individual character in the play and thereby had an objective significance.
b. Subsistent (Subsistentia or Hypostasis)

(1) This term indicates a particular being or existent.

(2) Also, it indicates an individual instance of a given essence.
c. Mode of Subsistence (modus subsistendi)

(1) This term indicates the mode or manner of the individual existence of a given thing.

(2) This term is used to describe the individual Trinitarian Persons.

(3) Note that this concept is distinguished from Modalism or Modalistic Monarchianism, a Trinitarian heresy.

d. Intelligent, Self-Subsistent Being (suppositum intelligens)

(1) This term also indicates an instance of a rational substance.

(2) The terms individuum and suppositum are synonyms, indicating an individual thing.
e. Being (ens)

(1) The term ens indicates an existing thing.

(2) In Protestant Scholastic theology, ens is the most simple predicate.  It indicates the coincidence of esse, the act of existing, with essentia, the whatness of the thing.

(3) The terms ens and its synonym, res, commonly translated into English as “thing,” both indicate an existent in the basic sense.
3. Mutual Indwelling Language

a. Coinherence (Circumincessio (L), Perichoresis or Emperichoresis (G))

(1) These terms relate the concept that the Persons of the Trinity coinhere in the divine essence and in each other.

(2) Thus, the Persons of the Trinity are understood as indwelling each Other.

II. The Knowledge of God 
& Free Choice

A. Relationship of the Knowledge of God to the Decree

1. God’s knowledge can be divided into two or three categories, depending on one’s view of human free agency.  Theological systems that reject libertarian agency commonly distinguish God’s knowledge into two species:  necessary or natural knowledge and free or consequent knowledge.  Some who hold to libertarian agency, and currently a few compatibilists, posit a third species, middle knowledge, between the aforementioned categories.

2. The decree was eternally formed when God chose, out of His natural knowledge, by an act of His perfect will, based upon his wise counsel, what He wanted to bring into realization, and, thus, formed His eternal purpose.

3. The decree is the foundation of God’s Free Knowledge.

4. God’s knowledge and providential governance is certain. (Is. 46:8-11; Acts 2:23)

B. Types of Divine Knowledge

1. Necessary or Natural Knowledge

a. Definition:  Absolute, unbounded, unqualified knowledge that God has necessarily according to His nature and by which God perfectly knows Himself and the whole range of possibilities.

b. It is an antecedent knowledge that logically precedes the eternal decrees.

2. Free or Consequent Knowledge

a. Definition:  Free knowledge is knowledge of all actual things brought freely into existence by the divine will operating within the range of possibility perfectly known to God.

b. It is a consequent knowledge resting on the divine will.

c. Nothing is outside of God’s knowledge because all things rest on the divine will.

d. Contingent events belong in the realm of the permissive willing of God and the providential concurrence of God.
3. Middle Knowledge

a. Selected Definitions  

(1) Middle knowledge is conditioned and consequent knowledge of future contingents by which God knows of an event because of its occurrence.  It is a type of knowledge that is consequent on, and causally independent of, events in the created world.  The results of free choice condition the divine will and God’s activities in the creation (opera ad extra).

(2) Middle knowledge is the knowledge God has of what every free creature would freely do in every possible situation.  

(3) Middle knowledge is divine knowledge of conditional future contingent events, that is, of what persons will freely do under any possible set of circumstances.  On this, God can arrange for human acts to occur by prearranging the circumstances surrounding the choice without determining the human will. 

(4) Middle knowledge is the kind of knowledge where God knows what each creature would do in each situation of libertarian free choice in which it could possibly find itself.

C. The Freedom of the Will 
as it Relates to the Knowledge of God

1. The Nature of Practical Freedom—Two Key Elements

a. The first element is the absence of absolute or hard determinism, which holds that all events are the inevitable consequences of antecedent sufficient causes.  Hard or Absolute determinists deny the possibility of free will or free choice.
b. The second element is that the free choices and acts are those of the agent, that is, that the free agent is the efficient cause of the movement of the will.

2. The Various Views of Free Choice

a. Determinism (Hard or Absolute)—Every event or state of affairs is brought about by antecedent events and states of affairs in accordance with universal causal laws that govern the world.  Since human choices are causally determined by antecedent, external causes, genuine freedom is an illusion.  
b. Libertarianism
(1) Free choice is determined by an agent who is not caused by an external cause to make it.  The idea of the counterfactuals of freedom is affirmed in this view as necessary to preserve genuine freedom.

(2) Regarding the definition of counterfactuals, the definition employed in the theological discussion of the free will or free choice question is “an action is free only if the agent could or would have done otherwise if he had wanted to.”
  Thus, the subjunctive (possible) becomes the indicative (reality) based on the free operation of the self-moved will.  And the agent could always choose otherwise.

c. Compatibilism (Soft Determinism) 
(1) In agreement with Libertarianism, Compatibilism affirms that practical freedom means being able to do what one desires without external causation (i.e., immediate, efficient causation) of the will. Thus, what one wants—as expressed by one’s personality or character—is determined by external events such as genetics, culture, or upbringing, but as long as the agent is able to act consistently with the choices made and the will is self moved or self caused, the agent is free. 

(2) This position is called Compatibilism or soft determinism because it, like hard determinism, acknowledges that all events, including human free choices, have causes. However, soft determinism allows for free actions when the actions are caused by one’s own choices rather than external causes (i.e., an external, immediate efficient cause).

(3) Thus, in this view the idea of practical freedom and responsibility is consistent or compatible with the concept of determinism, which is understood as every event being caused.  Liberty is the power of doing or refraining from doing an action according to what one wills, so that by choosing otherwise, one would have done otherwise.  Agents fail to have liberty when either prevented from acting as one chooses or compelled to act in a manner contrary to what one wills.

(4) Regarding compatibilism and causation, Reformed theologians such Richard Muller define free choice (liberum arbitrium) as the will being “free from external constraint (coactio) [i.e., co-action] and from an imposed necessity” and the “will itself [i]s the sole efficient cause of its choice.”
  Thus, the choice is efficiently caused by the agent choosing and not by any external agent acting upon the one choosing as the immediate, efficient cause of the choice. 

3. Additional Theological Considerations for a Free Choice Analysis
a. Seven Factors: The free choice question regarding how one is to distribute liberty and necessity is often divided into six or more theological sub-categories or headings, that is, one considers the question with regard to: (1) external agents, (2) material and internal causes, (3) God, (4) the practical intellect, (5) the goodness or evil of the object, (6) the event itself, or (7) existence.

b. Clarifying the Type of Cause:  Some theologians and philosophers use the term “cause” without a qualifying adjective, such as “efficient,” “impelling,” “proximate,” or “material” and can leave the reader perplexed about what the author intended to communicate.  These notions require clarification.  Specifically, one needs to clarify who or what is the “efficient cause” of a choice and the role of the external agent in the choice.
c. Coaction?:  Finally, an important theological issue in the discussion regarding practical freedom is the notion of liberty and necessity of coaction by an external agent. 
D. Definitions of Contingency & Necessity
Commonly Employed in Free Choice Analyses

1. A contingency is a thing or event that is neither impossible nor necessary.

2. Necessity can be distinguished in a number of ways, including:

a. Absolute Necessity (necessitas absoluta)
(1) A thing is absolutely or simply necessary if its opposite or denial is self contradictory.

(2) Thus a thing is necessary if it is impossible to be otherwise.

b. Necessity of the Consequent (necessitas consequentis)
(1) This is also a type of absolute necessity.

(2) A necessity of the consequent arises out of the connection of necessary causes with the effects that must follow.

c. Necessity of the Consequences (necessitas consequentiae)
(1) This is a necessity brought about or conditioned by a previous contingent act or event so that the necessity arises out of the contingent circumstance.

(2) This is also called Conditional Necessity or Hypothetical Necessity.
d. Necessity of Nature (necessitas naturae)
(1) This is a limit of thought and action grounded in the being itself.

(2) It is not an externally imposed type of necessity.

(3) This means no being can act against its own nature.

e. Liberty of Nature (libertas naturae) 

(1) This is the freedom that is proper to a being given its particular nature.

f. Necessity of Coaction (necessitas coactionis)
(1) This is a necessity imposed on a thing, agent, or event by an external cause not in accord with the will of the thing or agent on which it is imposed.

(2) The type applies only to created beings.
E. Definitions of Efficacy & Causation 
Commonly Employed in Free Choice Analyses
1. Definitions

a. A cause is that which brings about motion or mutation. 
b. Power is the capacity or ability to effect the motion or mutation.
2. Types of Causation

a. Material Cause

(1) This is the substantial basis for the motion or mutation.  It is the material on which the efficient cause operates.

b. Efficient Cause

(1) This is the productive or effective cause which is the agent productive of the motion or mutation in any sequence of causes and effects.

c. Deficient Cause

(1) This is a kind of causation employed by Augustinian theologians.  They reason that since God created all things good, there can be no evil thing that exists as an efficient cause of sin.  Thus, sin must arise out of a deficiency of willing, rather than an efficiency of willing, that is, a willing of something not as it ought to be willed.
d. Formal Cause

(1) This is the essence (essentia) of the thing and determinative of what the thing caused is to be.

e. Final Cause

(1) This is the ultimate purpose for which a thing is made or an act is performed.

f. Impelling or Impulsive Cause

(1) This kind provides and opportunity for the efficient cause.  It is a cause that precedes and prepares, but is not efficient.  For example, human misery is an external impelling cause of divine mercy.
g. Proximate Cause

(1) This, generally speaking, refers to a closely related cause.

h. Remote Cause

(1) This is a cause not closely related to an effect.

i. First or Prime Cause

(1) This is a description of God as the cause of all things.  Specifically, God is the uncaused cause or noncontingent, necessary Being whose causal activity sets in motion all contingent causes and their effects.

j. Secondary Cause

(1) This is the effecting of the divine will in and through the finite order of creation.

(2) Generally, God acts mediately through secondary and instrumental causes.

k. Instrumental Cause

(1) This is the means used to bring about a desired effect.
l. Free Cause

(1) This is a cause that operates not out of necessity or compulsion, but freely.

(2) For example, God is the cause of man’s salvation insofar as God is not compelled by necessity to be gracious to His fallen creatures

m. Meritorious Cause

(1) This is an instrumental cause that contributes to a desired effect by rendering the effect worthy of taking place.  For example, the death of Christ is the meritorious cause of salvation.
3. Agent Causation & Efficacy

a. Regarding free choice, God effects the decree by permitting the free operation of secondary causes.  

b. In each instance of free choice of His creatures, God upholds the efficiency of the decree and the freedom of his creatures by decreeing the circumstances and conditions of the event.  For example, to have a particular instance of free choice, God decrees the following:

(1) The agent’s volitional faculty shall be free, but limited by the nature of the agent.

(2) The antecedent conditions and circumstances shall be what they are.

(3) The present conditions and circumstances shall be what they are.

(4) The choice of the free creature shall be spontaneous and free.
III. Types of Presence

A. Local or Circumscriptive Presence

1. Local Presence is the mode of presence of finite, physical things.

2. This type is also designated as Circumscriptive Presence.

3. Human bodies, as an example, are present locally and circumscriptively. 

B. Spiritual or Virtual Presence 

1. Introduction

a. A Spiritual or Virtual Presence is the mode of presence of any spiritual being, such as a soul, an angel, or God.

b. Since a spiritual being is non-physical, it must manifest its presence in the physical world by a power (virtus) of operation.

2. Types of Spiritual or Virtual Presence

a. Illocal or Definitive Presence

Illocal or Definitive Presence is the mode of presence of a finite, spiritual being, which cannot be circumscribed or assigned to a spatially defined place (locus). 

(1) This mode of presence is limited or defined (definitiva) by the finitude of the being in its power of operation.

(2) Human souls, angels and demons are present illocally and definitively.
b. Repletive Presence, Immensity & Omnipresence

(1) Repletive Presence is the mode of presence of God, the infinite, spiritual Being who fills (repletiva) every place, but cannot be contained or defined in any way by the place.

(2) Repletive presence is conceptually related to immensity and omnipresence.

(a) Immensity means God’s essence is unlimited or immeasurable.  It is an immanent, non-relative attribute of God.  It is God’s essence considered apart from any relationship to creation.

(b) Omnipresence is used to indicate the spiritual presence of God in all created places. It is a relative attribute of God.  It is God’s essence considered in its relationship to the creation.  

Omnipresence may be distinguished from Repletive Presence in the sense that Omnipresence affirms that God is present in every place in the creation, while Repletive Presence affirms that God is everywhere present in the creation, while transcending the creation in His Being.  Thus, the created universe and the divine Being are not co-extensive.
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