On Perfection Per Se
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ird version of perfection. It stresses the realm of
can be actualized. This realm may be seen as
an infinity of possible worlds in the divine mind. According to this
version of perfection, God contains an endless supply of resources and
possibilities. He 1s adequate because he is an infinity.
Without going into great detail on points of conflict among these three
versions of perfection, I wish merely to note that the first one stresses
order, form, and limits, whereas the last one stresses limitlessness. Now
clearly, a Being who has no limits as to what he will actualize cannot be
regarded as supremely good, for he will make no value judgments. To
have an infinity of possjbilities is possibly to be a greatly evil being,
depending on the particular possibilities to be actualized. But to actualize
only some potentialities is to suppress certain others. Moral and aesthetic
perfection must be discriminating and evaluative—hence placing limits on

the infinite realm of possibilities.

As for the Neo-Platonic unity,
must be superior to plurality. It all
and purposes to be served. For some purposes, unity is a certain area is
to be preferred, whereas other needs and desires require plurality and
diversity. Total unity per se has been designated as “perfection,” but
there is no convincing reason for accepting this designation.

If we take perfection to mean total, all-inclusive unity, then the God
of classical theism must be judged as imperfect, since the universe is

d as outside this God’s own being and is not a part of his unity.
nity, but not an all-inclusive unity.
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inclusive Being cannot create a world outside himself, he is limited in

power. Hence, God may be regarded as either perfect or imperfect,
depending on the version of perfection we use as the standard of

judgment.

It might be argued that God must reveal to us the version of
perfection to be used as the general standard. The trouble with this
argument is that we would need to know whether this alleged God is

really God. Even assuming for the sake of argument that a very powerful
Being could reveal to us some version of perfection, how could we know
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the means of satisfaction, but creating from scratch, ex nihilo, the very
needs and desires themselves. In its attempts to deal with theodicy,
classical theism has always explicitly denied the existence of anything

outside the Creator’s mind that would condition or constrain his creative

act. Tt has affirmed nevertheless the vague but powerful implication that
there are conditions inside the Creator’s mind that both set the stage and
constrain the supreme act of creation. The constant controversy about the
nature and character of these internal conditions makes the notion of the
Creator’s perfection relative and increasingly difficult to bring into steady
focus. What one party of theists portrays as the internal quality or
attribute of holiness and justice, for example, is portrayed by another
party as not a divine attribute at all but a crude projection of human

aggression.
In the Christian tradition, if I may speak broadly, believers often
select Christ as their model of divine perfection. Whatever does not

harmonize with this model is judged as lacking in divine perfection. Of
course, there is a wide range of disagreement among believers as to what
the Christ-ingredients are. The Christ of Falwell and Swaggart is not the
Christ of Fosdick. The Christ that is pieced together as the model of

perfect divinity often reflects the values and ideals of the believers at
least as much as that of an objective model independent of the believers’
subjective states. Indeed, I have in mind to write eventually an article

entitled, “Christ Is a Rorschach Test.” But, of course, it is only fair that
I, too, be required to take the Rorschach test that I invite others to take.
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