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The traditional dispute regarding the existence of God has historically hinged upon the foun-
dations of logic and epistemology, wherein principles such as causality and non-contradiction have
proven crucial for arguments both supporting and opposing divine attributes. Umberto Eco’s cri-
tique of theism, representative of Western rationalism, assumes a classical logic of universal and
timeless validity. However, recent advancements in multiscale thermodynamics, specifically the
concepts of Physica Mutabilis (changing physical laws) and Scientia Præteriti (structural time lag
between knowledge and the physical present of the universe), could potentially alter the very struc-
ture of logic. This paper explores a scenario wherein logic itself becomes contextually dependent,
rendering the coexistence of a proposition and its negation (Omnis Verum Simul) an ontological
possibility. Furthermore, it analyzes how this perspective challenges classical logical objections to
the existence of God (omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence) as advanced by Eco, suggesting
that logic, anchored to a particular set of physical laws, lacks absolute universality. The resolution
of apparent contradictions in divine attributes, such as simultaneous presence and absence, within
asynchronous causal frameworks is discussed. Moreover, the idea of external forces, characteristic of
the Principium Luxuriæ which permits Physica Mutabilis and the dynamics of the entities compos-
ing the universe, is posited as a factor that could enable the simultaneity of presence and absence
in an entity. Ultimately, while this work does not constitute proof of God’s existence, it is argued
that a dynamic universe necessitates a reconsideration of fundamental philosophical distinctions and
the very notion of existence under a temporally displaced logic, thereby reopening the metaphysical
plausibility of the divine and challenging the limits of a metaphysics predicated upon a static logic.

Keywords: Multiscale Thermodynamics, Logical critique of Theism, Evolving Physical Laws,
Omnis Verum Simul, Principium Luxuriæ, Scientia Præteriti.

I. INTRODUCTION

Throughout the history of Western thought, the ques-
tion of God’s existence has been profoundly intertwined
with the developments of logic and epistemology (the
branch of philosophy that studies knowledge) (e.g., [1, 2]
). In particular, the principle of causality (everything has
a prior cause) and the principle of non-contradiction (the
idea that a proposition and its negation cannot both be
true at the same time) have served as cornerstones for
philosophical and theological structures (e.g., [3–5]) his-
torically employed to defend the internal coherence of di-
vine attributes such as omnipresence, omnipotence, and
omniscience (e.g., [6–8]).

From Plato and Aristotle, who suggested the necessity
of an entity that orders pre-existing chaos (the Demiurge)
and the unmoved mover that sets everything in motion
(e.g., [9, 10]); through the attempts of Saint Anselm, who
sought to demonstrate divine existence through ontolog-
ical arguments (the study of being and its properties)
as a logical necessity (e.g., [11]); and Thomas Aquinas
with his first cause within his Quinque viæ (e.g., [12]), to
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Gómez Pereira, who points to a superior and necessary
principle based on our self-awareness and knowledge, ev-
idencing an immaterial substance that cannot originate
from the physical world, these are examples of efforts to
rationally ground the existence of God or an equivalent
entity (e.g., [13, 14]). Nevertheless, logical mechanisms
have also underpinned the refutation of such an entity.
Along these lines, Kantian objections underscored the
limits of pure reason by arguing that we cannot apply
the idea of cause and effect beyond the realm of expe-
rience (e.g., [15]). Therefore, it is logically unsound to
deduce a ”first cause” (such as God) for the universe
considered as a whole, since that ”whole” is not a possi-
ble object of experience. This view was shared by David
Hume, who argued that the principle ”everything that
begins to exist must have a cause” is not a necessary
truth but a belief induced by experience (e.g.,[16]). Con-
sequently, it cannot be used as a logical premise. From a
similar standpoint, Bertrand Russell ventured to attack
the concept of causality itself, considering it not a uni-
versal logical truth [17, 18]. He then argued that there is
no logical necessity for the universe to have a cause, let
alone a conscious or divine one. More recently, Richard
Dawkins has argued that a being capable of designing
the universe would, in principle, have to be at least as
complex as the universe itself and, therefore, less proba-
ble from a statistical or Bayesian probability perspective
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[19]. Despite this dismantling of logic as a representation
of reality, figures such as Galileo Galilei entered the de-
bate centuries ago by asserting that the world must pos-
sess a rational and ordered structure that could, in prin-
ciple, be described mathematically (e.g., [20]). For him,
logic and mathematics reflected a deeper reality, harmo-
nizing with his Platonic worldview [21]. This argumenta-
tion aligns with modern physical descriptions of reality,
which allow for the establishment of the universe’s causal
relationships through physical equations with great pre-
cision (e.g., [22]). This appreciation for the branches of
physics led Antony Flew, who was for decades one of the
most influential atheist philosophers, to change his stance
by accepting the existence of an intelligence or deity, al-
though not the personal God of classical theism [23]. He
reasoned that the complexity of the universe, and espe-
cially the origin of life, required an explanation that, in
his view, could not be adequately found in materialism
or absolute chance.

Within this context that validates logic as a tool for
discerning the existence of God, Umberto Eco, like mod-
ern philosophers such as Graham Oppy, aligns with one of
the most critical lines of thought, pointing to internal log-
ical tensions within the classical attributes of the theis-
tic God, particularly the apparent contradiction between
simultaneous presence and absence as a negation of om-
nipresence, which undermines other theistic properties
such as omniscience and omnipotence [24, 25]. Conse-
quently, Eco’s line of argumentation stands as one of the
most robust regarding the non-existence of God within
the framework of logic.

Despite this, few thinkers, such as the aforementioned
Russell, have delved into considering logic as an insuf-
ficient tool to explain the origin of the universe. How-
ever, these arguments are based on experience rather
than the incorporation of recent advances in physics. For
example, the work of Venegas-Aravena and Cordaro [26]
has proposed, based on multiscale thermodynamics, that
human knowledge of reality is intrinsically out of sync
with the present time, as they posit that the dynamic
evolution of physical laws could alter our conception of
the world. In this way, the amount of knowledge is re-
lated to a physical constraint inherent to the universe
and not to an epistemological inability or one related to
experience. Therefore, this work explores how a non-
stationary physics and temporally displaced knowledge
reconfigure the relationship between logic, causality, and
metaphysics, potentially altering the validity of the prin-
ciples upon which arguments like Eco’s are based. To
this end, section II presents Eco’s logical arguments re-
garding the non-existence of divine entities, while section
III describes the changes in logic within a universe with
evolving physical laws. Sections IV and V present the
discussions (implications) and conclusions, respectively.

II. FOUNDATIONS OF ECO’S CRITIQUE

Umberto Eco’s critique of the existence of God, par-
ticularly concerning the traditional attributes of the-
ism (omnipotence, omniscience, omnipresence), is framed
within a rationalist tradition that employs classical logic
as a criterion for internal coherence [24]. That is, Eco as-
sumes that classical logic is an absolute and immutable
frame of reference, applicable to both human discourse
and metaphysical entities. By this means, Eco does not
empirically demonstrate that God does not exist, but
rather points to the logical impossibility of a being pos-
sessing self-contradictory attributes. His critique is there-
fore a Reductio ad Absurdum (reduction to the absurd)
of the classical concept of God: if the definition leads to
internal logical contradictions, then the concept is invalid
or unrepresentable.
Specifically, Eco relies on the principle of non-

contradiction, originally formulated by Aristotle (e.g.,
[27, 28]), according to which a proposition (P ) and its
negation (∼ P ) cannot both be true simultaneously. This
principle is a cornerstone of classical logic and formal co-
herence:

∼ (P∧ ∼ P ) (1)

Based on this, Eco argues that divine omnipresence
(the attribute according to which God is present in all
places) logically breaks down if it is argued that God is
in a place without being perceived. This allows for the
establishment that if God is everywhere but is not per-
ceived anywhere, His presence becomes indistinguishable
from His absence, implying that He ”is and is not” si-
multaneously.
This formulation implies a direct formal contradiction

under the principle of non-contradiction:

• P (x) = ”God is present in place x”

• ∼ P (x) = ”God is no present in place x”

Consequently, asserting that both propositions are
simultaneously true in the same sense and with re-
spect to the same place violates the principle of non-
contradiction. Therefore, according to Eco, this attribute
proves to be self-contradictory. From the critique of om-
nipresence, Eco deduces the inconsistency of the other
traditional divine attributes:

• If God is not everywhere, then He cannot know
everything that occurs in those places (limitation
of omniscience).

• If He does not know everything and cannot access
all places, His power of intervention or control is
restricted (limitation of omnipotence).

Eco’s logic at this point is deductive and moves from
the base attribute (omnipresence) to the derived ones,
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applying a principle of systemic consistency: if one at-
tribute falls into contradiction, all those that depend on
it are also compromised. Thus, his critique is not based
on a lack of empirical evidence, but on the logical im-
possibility of entities defined by internally contradictory
properties existing.

From this perspective, incoherence can be established
using causality. Within his logical framework, if God is
the ultimate cause of everything that exists (A), then
He should be logically coherent with the effect (B), such
that:

A ⇒ B (2)

is entirely valid. However, if the cause (an omniscient,
omnipotent, and omnipresent being) necessarily leads
to contradictory effects (presence and absence, knowl-
edge and ignorance, power and limitation) given by ∼ B
(a universe governed by contradictory attributes), then
causality breaks down as a coherent logical relation,
which is described as:

A ⇒∼ B (3)

Since proposition A cannot imply both B and ∼ B
at the same time (they cannot both be simultaneously
true), God cannot be established as the first cause.

III. DYNAMICS OF PHYSICAL LAWS AND
TEMPORAL DISLOCATION OF KNOWLEDGE

From the perspective of thinkers such as Leibniz, Al-
fred North Whitehead, Charles Sanders Peirce, or Roger
Penrose, mathematical logic has a non-arbitrary origin
that reflects objective structures of the world, implying
that they are not merely formal conventions or human
constructs [29–32]. Within this current of thought is
Jean-Yves Girard, who suggests that logic may have a
closer correspondence with the behavior of physical sys-
tems, such as thermodynamics [33]. Within this disci-
pline, the dynamics of thermodynamic systems composed
of multiple scales and subjected to an excess of external
energy have been studied, which they termed Princip-
ium Luxuriæ [34]. Their findings suggest that the uni-
verse can be described by a parameter D (see Venegas-
Aravena et al. [35] and appendices in Venegas-Aravena
et al. [36] for the derivation of this parameter) which
evolves over time, suggesting that, to explain the com-
plexity of the universe dictated by the parameter D, the
laws of physics might change [26]. This concept of chang-
ing physical laws is termed Physica Mutabilis from the
Latin ’changing physics’. Note that other authors such as
Bassani and Magueijo [37] have also independently con-
cluded the Physica Mutabilis or changing physical laws.
A profound consequence of this model is that the knowl-
edge that can be had of the universe is never synchronized
with its current state. That is to say, only knowledge of
the past is available (in Latin, Scientia Præteriti).

Formally, the authors describe this desynchrony as fol-
lows: if R(t) represents physical reality at an instant t
and K(t) the human knowledge available at that same
instant, then (in their Equation 7 in Venegas-Aravena
and Cordaro [26]),

lim
t→t2

K(t) = R(t1) ̸= R(t2) (4)

This equation implies that at each instant t2, the knowl-
edge we possess actually corresponds to the state of real-
ity at a prior instant t1. Therefore, there exists a struc-
tural and non-epistemic time lag between reality and
knowledge.
This framework allows for a reinterpretation of the

type of logical problem that Umberto Eco poses regard-
ing the contradiction in divine properties, particularly
omnipresence. To illustrate this connection, consider two
physical events E1 and E2, where E1 occurs at time t1
and E2 at a later time t2. If both events belong to phys-
ical reality (E1 ∈ R(t1), E2 ∈ R(t2)), our knowledge of
them will inevitably be delayed: we will only know of
E1 at t2 (that is K(E1, t2)) and of E2 only at t3( that is
K(E2, t3)), with t1 < t2 < t3.
In a universe with stable physical laws, if E1 causes

E2, then the logical implication:

E1 ⇒ E2 (5)

(based on the laws we knew up to t1) is universally valid.
However, if physical laws change after t1, it may occur
that E1 no longer implies E2, but even its negation:

E1 ⇒∼ E2 (6)

(if the laws have changed such that E2 no longer occurs or
its negation occurs as a consequence of E1). This means
that at time t3 it is known that Equation 6 was valid
for time t2. However, at t2 the available knowledge is
still K(E1, t2) = R(t1), so both implications 5 and 6 are
logically possible from the point of view of the available
information. That is to say that E2 and its negation∼ E2

are logically possible at the same instant of knowledge t2.
Then, we will say ’Omnis Verum Simul ’ when E2 and
∼ E2 are valid, which means from Latin that everything
is true simultaneously.

In this context, the aparent logical contradiction (E2

and ∼ E2) does not arise from an epistemological error
or a limit in human experience, but from an ontological
property of the universe: the variability of its laws. That
is, the logical coexistence of E2 and ∼ E2 at t2, although
contradictory from the point of view of classical logic, is
physically consistent. Since t2 is an arbitrary time, the
Omnis Verum Simul condition is met at every instant of
time.

This can be schematically observed in Figure 1, where
the horizontal axis represents time. Prior to time t2, the
universe adheres to a logic wherein E1 implies E2 (lower
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greenish-yellow rectangle). However, from time t3 on-
wards, the universe exhibits a logic where E1 does not im-
ply E2 (upper greenish-yellow rectangle). Consequently,
time t2 represents the moment at which both implica-
tions are valid, which is depicted by the overlap between
the two rectangles indicated by the vertical dashed black
curves.

This example reveals that the stability of causal im-
plications (a necessary condition for E1 ⇒ E2 to have
universal logical validity) depends on the immutability
of physical laws. In particular, the principle of non-
contradiction must be understood relative to the system
of physical laws that governs at each instant. If such
immutability is not sustained, as Venegas-Aravena and
Cordaro suggest, the logic derived from them cannot re-
main fixed either, causing inferences based on classical
logics (such as those used by Eco) to lose their universal-
ity. Thus, if logic is conceived as a representation of real
relationships between physical events, and if in a uni-
verse with dynamic laws these relationships can adopt
forms that classical logic classifies as contradictory, then
classical logic itself becomes insufficient. This means that
Eco’s logical criticisms, built on a metaphysics of stable
laws, of the idea of God (based on principles such as non-
contradiction and stable causality) might not be valid
in a universe whose physical nature admits non-classical
logical transitions.

Under this extended logic, the coexistence of the pres-
ence and absence of God, as Eco poses it, ceases to be a
contradiction and becomes a structurally possible prop-
erty of the universe. This is not because God exists and
does not exist at the same time in the same sense, but
because what we call “presence” and “absence” depend
on distinct causal frameworks not simultaneously acces-
sible. That is to say that, at a given instant, God might
be present in a future logical framework but absent in a
present logical framework.

IV. DISCUSSIONS

The question concerning the existence of God has been
historically linked to the foundations of logic and epis-
temology, with principles such as causality and non-
contradiction serving as cornerstones for the defense or
refutation of divine attributes. The Western rationalist
tradition, exemplified by Umberto Eco’s critique of the
internal coherence of theism, assumes the universal and
timeless validity of classical logic as an absolute epistemic
framework. However, recent developments in multiscale
thermodynamics and the study of complex physical sys-
tems, such as those proposed by Venegas-Aravena and
Cordaro [26], challenge this assumption by suggesting a
structural lag between human knowledge and the physi-
cal present of the universe, conditioned by the potential
dynamic evolution of physical laws. Consequently, a mul-
tiscale universe formed by external forces (Principium
Luxuriæ) necessarily implies Physica Mutabilis and Sci-

entia Præteriti, the latter of which entails Omnis Verum
Simul.
In a universe where the laws governing causality and,

by extension, logic, are not static, logical principles cease
to be absolute and become contextually dependent on the
physical state at a given time (section III). From this per-
spective, logic acquires a local and temporal character,
relativizing the transcendent applicability of principles
such as non-contradiction. The apparent contradictions
in divine attributes, such as the simultaneity of presence
and absence noted by Eco, could be resolved by framing
them within distinct, non-synchronic causal frameworks
due to the structural lag of possible knowledge. What
static logic identifies as a paradox might be an epistemic
illusion derived from our inherent inability to synchronize
cognition with present reality.
While this line of reasoning does not constitute proof of

the existence of a deity, it does erode the solidity of clas-
sical logical objections that are based on the presumption
of a universal and immutable logic. It is pertinent to con-
sider the persistence of the principle of causality in the
physical tradition, from classical mechanics to quantum
mechanics. Although reinterpreted in the latter in proba-
bilistic terms, causality remains a fundamental objective
structure of the world, independent of human subjectiv-
ity. This robustness of causality, even within a quantum
framework (e.g., [38, 39]), suggests that causal relations
are inherent to the universe, even if their manifestation
and our understanding of them may evolve with the un-
derlying physical laws. If physics allows for Physica Mu-
tabilis, it would be expected that logic would also allow
for Omnis Verum Simul.

A. Parallels with Gödel’s Formal Logic

It is noteworthy that a parallelism exists between the
present work, albeit approached from a novel perspective
grounded in physics, and the endeavors of Kurt Gödel to
address the existence of God through formal logic. Gödel,
akin to thinkers who advocate for an intrinsic connection
between logic and the structure of the universe, posited
that mathematical logic could unveil profound metaphys-
ical truths [40, 41]. His renowned ontological proof, while
controversial and predicated upon a specific axiomatic
system, sought to demonstrate the logical necessity of
God’s existence based on certain definitions and axioms
concerning His essential properties [42]. Although the
current analysis does not delve into modal logic as Gödel
did, it shares the underlying premise that the nature of
reality, in this instance influenced by Physica Mutabilis
and Scientia Præteriti, bears direct implications for the
validity and applicability of logical systems within meta-
physics. That is to say, this work concurs with Gödel’s
notion that the limitations of a static logical system may
not be definitive in comprehending the possibility of di-
vine existence. The proposition of an Omnis Verum
Simul within a universe characterized by Physica Mu-
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the Omnis Verum Simul within a universe governed by Physica Mutabilis.

tabilis could be interpreted as a means of transcending
the apparent contradictions that arise within a fixed log-
ical framework, mirroring the spirit of Gödel’s pursuit of
coherence in a metaphysical domain.

B. Implications of the Principium Luxuriæ and
Cosmic Complexity

From this vantage point, the vast structural complex-
ity of the universe, manifested in the emergence of self-
organizing systems and multiscale hierarchies, could po-
tentially harbor as yet unknown physical structures that
functionally equate to a divine entity under the princi-
ple of Omnis Verum Simul. It is pertinent here to un-
derscore the physical nature of the Principium Luxuriæ,
which originates from open systems subjected to exter-
nal forces. Consequently, the dynamics of the universe,
and thus the behavior of its constituent entities, arises
as a means of dissipating this surplus of external energy.
In the case of the universe itself, there ought to exist
an entity external to the universe that triggers the ob-
served complexity and its sustained temporal dynamics,
thereby engendering the Physica Mutabilis and the Sci-
entia Præteriti. Indeed, it has been demonstrated that
the probability of assembling complex molecules dimin-
ishes in the presence of an external force, thereby val-
idating the notion that an external force can generate
the observed complexity within the universe. Therefore,
following this line of reasoning, the property that Eco
critiques, concerning an entity characterized by simulta-
neous presence and absence, is plausible when a universe
is subject to external influences. In other words, the
Omnis Verum Simul is realized due to the presence of an
external force acting upon the universe, over which there
is consequently no control.

C. The Principium Luxuriæ and the Origin of
Biological Complexity

This has significant implications, as the emergence of
complex structures within the framework of the Princip-
ium Luxuriæ arises from the influence of external forces
that diminish both the probability and, notably, the time
required for their assembly. This is of paramount im-
portance, given that researchers such as Stuart Kauff-
man indicate that the time needed to generate a com-
plex structure, such as a single simple protein composed
of 200 amino acids, through mere randomness is on the
order of the age of the universe multiplied by ten to the
power of thirty-seven [43]. This occurs because systems
must explore all possible configurations (an ergodic sys-
tem), a process that requires a greater amount of time
for systems composed of a larger number of elements.
The physics inherent to the randomness of the universe
consumes a quantity of time that is entirely unsustain-
able, as our very existence serves as a refutation thereof.
The basis of this analysis is also shared by natural se-
lection, which relies on the randomness of events such as
the formation of mutations and interaction with the en-
vironment (e.g., [44]). Therefore, if the Principium Lux-
uriæ reduces the formation time of complex systems by
decreasing the probability of generating complex config-
urations due to an external force [45], it becomes a more
parsimonious explanation than the randomness of natu-
ral selection. Consequently, the argumentation of some
thinkers, such as Graham Oppy and other critics, who
maintain that evolution by natural selection is a sufficient
explanation for biological complexity and does not neces-
sitate the intervention of an intelligent designer, stems
from ignoring the non-ergodicity necessary to sustain liv-
ing organisms, which originates from the existence of ex-
ternal forces given by the Principium Luxuriæ. While
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these external forces correspond to other subsystems and
not necessarily to the intervention of a divine being or
guided design as noted by Alvin Plantinga or Richard
Swinburne [46, 47], at the scale of the universe, this ex-
ternal force is unknown, thus precluding the dismissal of
an intervention by some entity. In this way, the Omnis
Verum Simul, upon which Eco’s logic falters, also weak-
ens Oppy’s argumentation.

D. Reopening the Space of Metaphysical
Plausibility

It is important to emphasize that while this possibility
of encountering an entity situated within a non-classical
logical framework that validates Omnis Verum Simul,
aligning with the ideas of Michael Rea or Edward Feser
[48, 49], does not constitute a categorical affirmation of
God’s existence. Rather, it represents a reopening of the
space of metaphysical plausibility that traditional logical
arguments had tended to foreclose. For instance, some
authors have contended that quantum mechanics allows
for the incorporation of a global consciousness that could
be analogous to that of a God [50], thereby permitting
a deeper exploration into the realm of physics less ac-
cessible to common experience. From the standpoint of
Scientia Præteriti, the inherent uncertainty existing at a
quantum level has been linked to the fact that we do not
possess complete knowledge at any given moment [26].
Consequently, the existence of ”complex mechanisms giv-
ing rise to complex structures” quantum scales could be a
natural consequence of broadening the metaphysical dis-
cussion through transitions in physical laws, suggesting
a fundamental organizing principle that transcends our
current logical understanding based on temporally dis-
placed knowledge and not necessarily contingent upon a
divine presence.

Consequently, this work problematizes the legitimacy
of denying the possibility of the divine by exclusively ap-
pealing to traditional formal logic. If the physical con-
ditions underpinning logic are inherently dynamic, the
conclusions derived therefrom lack an absolute character.
The concept of God, particularly if conceived as an emer-
gent structure or a principle of order within a dynamic
universe, regains plausibility as a possibility compatible
with non-stationary physics.

This reformulation carries broad philosophical conse-
quences, urging a revision of fundamental distinctions
such as necessary and contingent, logical and physical,
real and cognizable. In a scenario where knowledge is
structurally delayed with respect to reality, even onto-
logical questions about ”existence” require re-evaluation
under broader conceptual categories than those offered
by classical logic. What is considered an incoherence
within a timeless logic, such as the coexistence of being
and non-being at the same spatiotemporal point, might
find coherence within a temporally displaced logic, where
events are distributed across asynchronous causal frame-

works. This not only opens a physical possibility for the
existence of a deity but also invites a radical reconsid-
eration of the limits of metaphysics founded on a static
logic.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Eco’s critique of divine attributes, such as omnipres-
ence, is predicated on classical logic and the principle of
non-contradiction, which is assumed to possess universal
validity. However, if fluctuating physical laws (Physica
Mutabilis) deviate from classical logical causality, engen-
dering a disparity between knowledge and reality (Scien-
tia Præteriti), the co-occurrence of an implication and
its negation at a specific time becomes permissible (Om-
nis Verum Simul). Consequently, the strict application
of classical logic to metaphysical concepts is attenuated.
While this does not constitute proof of God’s existence,
it weakens classical logical objections, portraying logic as
a contextual instrument anchored to a particular, rather
than universal, set of physical laws. Therefore, the is-
sue of God’s simultaneous ”presence” and ”absence,” as
identified by Eco, might be resolved by considering a logic
within the present state of knowledge that dictates God’s
”absence,” whereas ”presence” would be determined by
a future logic for the same given time. The framework
in which Omnis Verum Simul occurs, termed Princip-
ium Luxuriæ, is characterized by the presence of exter-
nal forces, suggesting that the possibility of an entity
being simultaneously present and absent can be achieved
through the existence of an external force acting upon
the universe. Thus, a dynamic universe compels a re-
consideration of philosophical distinctions and the very
notion of existence under a temporally displaced logic,
opening a physical possibility for deity and challenging
the limitations of static metaphysics.
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