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Response: A Theistic Cosmological 
Theory Aligned with Principles of 
Thomism: The Holy Infinite Memory 
Model of Consciousness.

 This is an ambitious article, to say the least. It not only sets out to reappraise 
consciousness and redraw the map of certain basic principles of the relation-
ship between religion and science, it also implicitly endeavours to provide a 
novel account of creation and of the fundamental ontology of contingent being 
as such. While the article might be seen as somewhat lacking in argumentative 
rigour, it should rather be approached as a creative and experimental explora-
tion of conceptual possibilities, without necessarily attempting to prove any 
particular thesis. 

We should all be grateful to encounter such innovative efforts at systematic 
philosophy, not least in a culture that increasingly seems to be either character-
ized by a rigid conformism or an unprincipled arbitrariness.

That said, and with all the innovative merits of the “Holy Infinite Memory 
Model of Consciousness”, there are certain important issues besetting this ana-
lytical model that require clarification.

Breslauer’s article initially sets out through structuring an ontological mod-
el with a lofty appreciation of consciousness at its core, where self-awareness 
functions both as the ground of being as well as the point of contact between 
the eternal and the contingent. The initial suggestion is that God’s transcend-
ent nature is nothing other than His own undivided, infinite and absolute self-
consciousness, a position which at least on the face of it seems compatible with 
most mainstream Christian fundamental theology, and not least the Thomist 
approach which the author wants to stay close to.

But there are already here a few caveats around the attribution of conscious-
ness to the divine that we need to make note of. The author seems to use con-
sciousness in a univocal sense when referring to God and creatures, arguing 
that this ontological entity that we and other sentient creatures immediately 
possess is something essentially divine: ‘… a third theological-based explana-
tion of consciousness needs to be considered, as a central characteristic of God 
the Father. Therefore, this model assumes that consciousness has its origin 
beyond the universe in the immaterial realm of eternity and is why the study of 
consciousness, from a materialistic science perspective, has resulted in limited 
progress towards our understanding of its nature.’
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No account of theistic creation would disagree with the notion that con-
sciousness, like everything else, has its origin beyond the universe, but there 
seems to be a much stronger claim here. The unique, living immateriality of 
consciousness appears to be taken as an implication of its deeper, transcendent 
nature, and the author’s further reasoning gives us a view of consciousness as 
a sort of link between the divine and created nature, an innate and immediate 
participation in the divine essence by the human being.

This is more clearly laid out in the next step in the model, where both all of 
the interesting possibilities as well as the difficulties begin in earnest. On this 
notion of God’s essence as His own absolute self-consciousness is now added 
the further proposal that the Divine mind contains an infinite set of ‘self-mem-
ories’ which are all made up of God’s own immutable essence. At this point, the 
Thomist is likely to remark that we now also seem to have introduced composi-
tion (and an infinite one at that) into God’s ostensibly absolutely simple and 
immutable essence. I get the impression that the author wants to emphasize a 
transcendent complexity as both a mark of perfection (that which is absolutely 
complex is also the most perfect) and as a clear causal grounds for the var-
ied actualities of creation which on the face of it can be somewhat difficult to 
square with something like divine simplicity. The best example is probably the 
article’s suggestion that the Holy Spirit can be regarded as a substantial form 
(in the A-T sense, we may assume), which directly implies composition.

It seems to me that both of the aforementioned problems (univocity in refer-
ence to divine and created consciousness and the implied composition of the 
divine nature) with a bit of work can be effectively sidestepped from the point 
of view of a Thomist understanding of transcendence and its detailed account 
of actus purus, but the issue then is that such an approach risks undermining 
what I consider to be the article’s foremost contribution to the philosophical 
discussion, namely the innovative account of the relationship between the 
respective objects of theology and science. In other words, it’s specifically 
through the claims of identity between certain aspects of the objects of theol-
ogy and science that ground this article’s creative revision of their relationship.

And it’s in this regard that the author clearly comes into his own, elaborating 
a novel account of the complex relationship between contingent and neces-
sary being. One good example is the notion that processes and potentialities in 
nature are immanent reflections of the Divine’s self-recollection yet to be fully 
actualized as an emanation of God’s perfection. Quite elegant. One implication 
of such an interpretation of reality would be the eventual overlap between the 
potentially infinite actualities of the created universe and the transcendence 
of God that could serve as a conceptual bridge between theology and the more 
ambitious Theories of Everything of science.

The remaining question here is then whether the author’s approach to the 
dialogue between science and religion can be maintained without resorting to 
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a kind of univocity that’s problematic from a Thomist perspective; or whether 
other related approaches, such as Scotus’ or Bonaventure’s accounts of univoc-
ity can serve equally well.1,2 

But one can perhaps remain within the framework of Thomistic analogy and 
still retain the author’s innovative perspectives by arguing that the necessary 
claims of identity can be anchored indirectly, in something like the overlap of 
those distant truths towards which both theology and science are ultimately 
‘pointing towards’:

If, then analogical perfection is only proportionally one, it follows that when 
we speak of God, there is an infinite distance between the two analogues, that 
is, between God as wise, say, and man as wise, although the analogical idea 
(wisdom) is found in each, not metaphorically, but properly. Wisdom in God is 
infinitely above wisdom in man, though wisdom in the proper sense is found 
both in God and in man. This truth may surprise us less if we recall that there 
is already an immeasurable distance between sense cognition and intellective 
cognition, though each is cognition in the proper sense of the word.3 

1  Bonaventure, ‘Sermon for the Second Sunday of Lent,’ The Works of St. Bonaventure. St. An-
thony Guild (1960).
2  Ryan, J.K., Bonansea, B.M. (eds.) John Duns Scotus: 1265-1965. The Catholic University of 
America Press (2018), pp. 250-262  
3  Garrigou-Lagrange, R. Reality, London: Ex Fontibus Co (2012) p. 86.  


