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1. Introduction

faith is an old one. St. Augustine was confronted with

- it when he tried to evaluate the Platonic philosophy,
which he had studied, in the light of Christian faith to which
he was converted in later years. To Albertus Magnus and
Thomas Aquinas the problem presented itself as the necessity
of finding room within Christian thought for the—at least for
the Middle Ages—overwhelming riches of Greek-Arabian phi-
losophy, science and technology. With the rise of modern sci-
ence since the seventeenth century the relationship of faith and
science reached a critical phase. The new science contradicted
many points which were believed to be essentials of Christian
faith. Many scientists were confronted with the serious choice
of which to adhere to: their scientific conviction or their faith.
Later on it became clear that the contradictions were less real
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than they seemed to be at first sight. The friction between
science and faith diminished to such a point that it looked as
if science and faith had nothing in common. As a result the
Christian scientist had a feeling of living two different lives,
one as a scientist and one as a Christian. Dissatisfied with this
situation Christian scientists longed for a kind of synthesis of
faith and science, such as the Middle Ages had known. This
modern synthesis would, of course, differ from that of the
Middle Ages; its content should be adapted to modern scien-
tific insights, but its spirit could be the same.

In this paper we will try to show why such a modern syn-
thesis of faith and reason cannot be possible. This does not
mean, however, that science and Christianity have nothing in
common and that a Christian scientist is of necessity a split
personality. It would be wrong, however, to approach the prob-
lem of the relationship between science and Christian faith
only from the view-point of the desire of the Christian scien-
tist to integrate his personal life as a Christian and as a scien-
tist. The problem has wider dimensions. We are living in a
time in which Western science is rapidly spreading out over the
whole world. Western science is demonstrating that it is a
universal of culture and not just a specific Western cultural
product. Can the same be said of Christianity? Thus the two-
fold subject-matter of this paper is given. First we will examine
in what way science can be considered a universal of culture
and in what way Christianity can be considered a universal of
culture. The result of this examination will then enable us
to draw some important conclusions about the relationship of
both universals.

2. The Tensions in the Western Culture

The respective ways in which science and in which Chris-
tianity can be considered as universals of culture differ. This
may be gathered from the respective attitudes which non-West-
ern cultures take with respect to both universals. Roughly
stated, it may be said that confronted with Western culture,
in which science and Christianity form the basic ingredients,
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non-Western cultures do not hesitate to recognize science as a
universal of culture, whereas in their eyes Christianity seems
to be a typical Western brand of religion, not suited to their
needs. What is the reason for this different attitude? Does
it mean that Christianity and science do not belong together
and that their combination in Western culture is merely acci-
dental? The question is not so easy to answer. On the one
hand, it may be argued that the friction between Christian
faith and modern science, which since the rise of modern sci-
ence characterizes the history of Western civilization, proves
that Christianity and science in its modern form cannot be
ingredients of the same culture, at least not in a harmonizing
way. On the other hand, there is also historical evidence
that this very friction has all the characteristics of a friction
between parent and offspring. To mention only one point:
it was Christian theologians, such as Albertus Magnus and
Thomas Aquinas, who introduced Greek-Arabian philosophy,
science and eulture to Western thought. They acknowledged
the autonomy of human reason and experience, and created
room for the cultivation of profane knowledge along with the-
ology. They were convinced not only that both types of knowl-
edge did not contradict each other, but even confirmed each
other in such a way that a real synthesis could be formed.
When profane knowledge got the chance to grow up in a favor-
able spiritual climate and in the seventeenth century became
an adult science, what else could we expect than a conflict
between parent and offspring? This conflict does not in the
least prove that Christianity and science are incompatible.
Let us not, therefore, conclude too easily that there is no
intrinsic relationship between the two main universals of West-
ern culture. The matter needs further reflection.

However, before going into the question of the relationship
between Christianity and science, we should consider another
problem which is closely connected with it, and which enables
us to widen the dimensions of our investigation. Whatever
may be the relationship between Christianity and modern sci-
ence, this much is clear, Christianity is certainly not the only
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parent of modern Western science. Another parent is Greek
philosophy, the Greek view of man and of nature. The science
which medieval scholars took over from the Arabs found its
main source in Greek philosophy. It is interesting to note that
in modern European history not only Christianity and science
have not been on speaking terms. Not only they have formed
two cultures in Europe, the same holds true with respect to
the humanistic tradition and science. To be exact: if nowadays
the slogan of two cultures not being on speaking terms is
heard—I am referring, of course, to the famous booklet of
Snow '—the two cultures meant are not Christianity and sci-
ence, but the world of the sciences and the world of the humani-
ties, the world of material culture and the world of spiritual
culture.

The fact of two kinds of cultural dichotomy in Western cul-
ture warns us to be extremely careful in evaluating the tension
between Christianity and science. Part of the tension could
be caused by the tension between humanistic culture and sci-
ence. I am aware, of course, of the ambiguity of the term
“ humanistic culture.” The term could mean the cultural
movement in Europe beginning with the Renaissance. This
movement remained within the scope of Christianity, although
it was opposed to the medieval philosophical and theological
traditions which, in its eyes, had devaluated the Greek cul-
tural heritage. Humanism can, however, also mean the modern
movement whose basic philosophy is opposed to the very idea
of Christianity itself, at least with respect to its supposed super-
natural origin. To this last movement belong representatives
of both modern cultures. This simple fact shows how compli-
cated the cultural situation of the Western world is. There
are Christian humanists and Christian scientists as well as
humanistic scientists and non-Christian humanists,

Let us try to unravel the cultural Gordian knot, not by cut-
ting it, but by trying to find the historical threads out of which
it is made. The first point to command our attention is the

1 C. P. Snow, The Two Cultures and the Scientific Revolution, Cambridge, 1959.
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interesting fact that in history the first periods of culture are
indicated in terms of materials. We speak, for example, of
the stone-age, the bronze-age, the iron-age. The names are
sufficient proof to characterize these periods as mainly material
cultures. Later cultural periods, however, have quite different
names, we speak of Hellenistic culture, of Roman culture, of
Christian culture, of medieval culture, of the Renaissance, of
the age of reason, the age of enlightenment and so on. The
names may partly stem from geographical, political or his-
torical categories, but the cultural periods, thus indicated, have
in common that their main characteristic does not lie in a cer-
tain stage of technological evolution, but in some pre-eminent
spiritual value. Very recent periods, however, are again charac-
terized by more or less material cultural aspects. We speak,
for example, of the first or second industrial revolution, of the
technological, the atomic or the space-age. What does this
mean? Could it be that mankind, after having discovered
spiritual values as the main ingredients of culture, has relapsed
into some kind of material culture? After having given prefer-
ence to cultivating philosophy, science, art and religion, West-
ern civilization seems again to give material values the highest
priority.

There can be no doubt that the shift of emphasis from
spiritual to material culture has alarmed both Christians and
humanists, the new development seems a deviation from the
Christian and the humanistic tradition. This fact is one of
the causes of the typical internal uncertainty of Western cul-
ture, and the same uncertainty characterizes the university
and the whole academic world. It should not surprise us. The
development of modern science, especially of modern tech-
nology, has fundamentally changed our total cultural outlook.
In many respects the previous direction of attention has been
reversed: from the past to the future, from heaven to earth
and from theory to praxis.

8. The Cultural Situation of the Past

In order to evaluate correctly these changes of directions,
it is necessary to spend some thought on the cultural situation
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of Europe before the rise of modern science, and especially on
the main determinants of European culture. One of these de-
terminants has been the Greek ideal of knowledge. This ideal
was knowledge for the sake of knowledge, disinterested love
of truth. Truth made man happy, because it made him realize
what he was meant to be: not just a material structure amidst
other material structures in nature, not just an animal among
other animals, but that kind of being for which the whole
universe existed. Through cultivating science the human mind
could master the whole universe, man could appropriate it,
make it his own. To know, says Aristotle, is to become the
other. Consequently, the specific position of man in nature
was not to master nature in a material way, but to do so in
a spiritual way through knowledge. This Greek view of knowl-
edge was, of course, partly due to the fact that the possibili-
ties of mastering nature in a material way hardly existed in
antiquity.

In the Middle Ages the view of knowledge and of man hardly
differed from the corresponding view of antiquity. Man still
experienced in himself the great distance between, on the one
side, his intellectual and moral capacities transcending nature,
and on the other, the extremely limited possibilities of his body
which entirely belonged to the material world. Accordingly,
the Middle Ages did not see any really progressive perspective
for the life on earth. The scope of his life was forever deter-
mined by the immutability of material nature, which in its
autonomy lay far beyond the control of man. Man could
understand nature, but not change its course.

The Middle Ages had no reason to doubt the cultural view
of antiquity in the light of the Christian doctrine that the ulti-
mate destiny of man did not lie on earth, but in heaven. On
the contrary, it seemed as if this very doctrine confirmed the
Greek view which set the highest value on the contemplation
of the truth. The Church knew that it could give the final
answer to the questions the ancient philosophers had formu-
lated about man: about his origin and destiny. His origin
was God and his destiny would be that eternal life in which
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he would meet his Creator, the source of all reality. The aim
of knowledge, the contemplation of truth, would find its ful-
fillment in heaven, in the wvisio beatifica of God. In short,
Christianity did not change the fundamental orientation of the
Greek view of knowledge and of culture. This fact explains
why the Christian medieval theologians honestly could believe
in a synthesis of Christian faith, based upon divine revelation,
and of scientific knowledge, based upon the study of nature,
product of divine creation. The ultimate aim of both faith
and science seemed to direct man’s attention to his real life, the
life of the spirit. Even while man lived on earth his soul had
to be in heaven. :

The immediate consequence of this view of life on earth was
the dominant position of the Church not only in the field of
science, but in the whole of culture. Symbolized in the domi-
nating positions of its buildings—the cathedrals in medieval
towns, the churches in villages—the church patronized every
aspect of life: from educaton to economic life (the guilds);
from the arts to the care of the sick and poor. If life on earth
had no other aim than preparation for heaven and if the Church
represented heaven on earth, then the dominant position of
the Church in medieval culture is only logical. The theoretical
fundament of this position of the Church should be sought in
the synthesis of faith and science, in the fact that they mutually
confirmed each other with respect to the aim of human life
on earth.

The rise of modern science was destined to destroy the medi-
eval synthesis of faith and reason, because it contradicted one
of its essential assumptions. What was this assumption? It
was one that is characteristic of any synthesis, namely, the
conviction that the components of the synthesis are more or
less complete. This was believed to be the case with the medi-
eval synthesis of faith and science. With respect to the first
component, faith, there could be no possible doubt. Faith was
based upon divine revelation, which was completed by Christ.
Tts content was laid down in the Holy Scriptures and the tradi-
tion of the early Church. Nothing could be added to it. In
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revelation the definite Christian view of life on earth was given.
With respect to the second component, science, the situation
was, of course, different, at least in principle. Yet, according
to the best available evidence, it seemed that human knowl-
edge too had reached its natural fulfillment in Greek culture.
This is not to say that the Middle Ages were not convinced of
the relative value of the synthesis they had found. After all,
it was the work of man and what was human knowledge com-
pared to divine knowledge? The medieval scholars did not
doubt, however, that their synthesis was more or less final.

In judging this medieval view, let us never forget that the
idea of a truly progressive human knowledge could not yet
have arisen. It is true, of course, that already Aristotle was
aware of a certain historical development of science and phi-
losophy—he even carefully recorded its history—but Aristotle
thought of this history as a development to a certain fixed
maximum that could not be transgressed. Following his lead,
Thomas was convinced that in the past there had been a pro-
gression in knowledge, but Thomas was equally convinced that
in Greece this progression had already reached its natural ful-
fillment. The idea of a progression in knowledge and in cul-
ture that would go on forever could only come up after modern
science had revealed its possibilities. In this connection it is
interesting to note that Renaissance and humanism, notwith-
standing their criticism of medieval scholasticism, were no more
than the Middle Ages inspired by the idea of progressive evo-
lution. They too looked back to Greek culture. Although
their interest in Greek culture may have been broader than
that of the Middle Ages, their interest remained inspired by
the idea of the completeness of Greek culture.

4. The Rise of Science and Its Consequences

Let us now consider in what way, since its rise in the seven-
teenth century, modern science changed the whole situation,
and why science was destined to reverse the direction of cul-
tural attention from the past to the future, from theory to
praxis and from heaven to earth. At first sight these three
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different changes of direction are rather unconnected. Yet
the truth of the matter is that they are three aspects of one
and the same change and, to make matters still more compli-
cated, this change is, strictly speaking, no change at all. It
was simply the logical result of the very essence of both sources
of European culture: Greek philosophy and Christianity. In
order to prove my point, we must, of course, go to the heart
of the matter. From a superficial glance the differences be-
tween the Middle Ages and modern times seem great, indeed.
Science is no longer inspired by disinterested love for truth,
but seems to be in the service of technology. Pure theory
may still be important, but only insofar as it ultimately serves
practical aims. And practical aims are material aims. Theory
gives way to praxis. This praxis opens up new possibilities
for the life on earth; instead of the future in heaven for which
knowledge prepared, the future on earth becomes the center
of interest. Consequently, study at a university nowadays no
longer aims at mastering the cultural traditions of the past,
it means preparing for highly practical jobs. The university
is no longer reserved for the happy few who by birth could be
considered to belong to the cultural leading circles. In modern
times the university became the most powerful ferment in the
future development of science, of technology and of society
as a whole.

The changes are enormous. It seems as if the cultural ideals
of the past are definitely left behind. But what do we see if
we look below the surface? And whatever changes may have
taken place, looking below the surface will remain forever one
of the characteristics of the academic attitude of mind.

It is striking, of course, that the old sciences such as the-
ology, philosophy and mathematics made use of only a mini-
mum of material means, while modern physical science en-
deavors to use these means to the fullest extent. Could any
more persuasive argument, we may ask, be found in favor of
the thesis that the spiritual orientation of the old science has
given way to the materialistic orientation of modern science?
Yet, the simple truth is that it was his very desire to know
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that has forced man to appeal more and more to material
means. He gradually came to realize that the search for truth
was doomed to sterility if he did not make intensive use of
his senses. This realization meant a shift from contemplative
to empirical science, a shift which took place in the seventeenth
century. At the same time it became evident that to appeal
to the senses demanded instruments and experiments, i. e., man
had to interfere actively with his hand in material reality to
make instruments and to produce experimental situations. For
only in experimental situations could the senses discover what
the scientific mind is interested in. Thus it dawned upon
man that matter was not so much an impediment to knowl-
edge as an indispensable means to acquire knowledge, provided,
of course, that matter was handled properly.

This new insight is extremely important. Even if under the
threat of technological dangers or the materialistic aspects of
technology we should be inclined to do without technology as
much as possible, it would still remain true that this same tech-
nology cannot be dispensed with for the sake of pure and dis-
interested knowledge. And let us beware of thinking that it
is only physical science which needs technical means, because
its interest lies in studying matter. Anyone who is acquainted
with the history of Western philosophy knows to what extent
philosophical reflection is codetermined by the progress of
physical science and technology. The fact that nature was
formerly looked upon as a stable whole of fixed forms which
man could not transform explains why in Greek culture and
not only there, but in all higher cultures of the past, culture
was above all cultura animi, spiritual self-realization. The
supposed discrepancy between the spiritual and material possi-
bilities of man was the main argument for the dualistic con-
ception of man.

When man came to realize that nature was not a stable whole
of fixed forms beyond human intervention, but an infinite
realm of possibilities for transformation, this realization threw
a new light upon man himself. Man was not the dualistic
being he was supposed to be. His material position in nature
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did not fundamentally differ from his spiritual position. He
discovered that his task was to unveil the hidden possibilities
of nature and to bring them to actualization. At this stage
of the argument it should be stressed that the point at issue
is not the technological praxis as such, but the consequences
of the discovery of the technological possibilities for pure and
disinterested knowledge. Whatever the importance of tech-
nology may be in its own field, it has at least thrown new
theoretical light upon man himself and upon his position in
nature. Consequently, to say that modern science is subser-
vient to technology is true, but it is only half the truth. The
other half is that modern technology is subservient to pure
and disinterested science, even to philosophy (and we may add
“even to theology,” but that will have our attention later on).
In pursuing disinterested science man has discovered that his
cognitive and his technical grip on reality belong togther. With-
out technical grip there is no cognitive one, without cognitive
grip there is no technical one. This is the lesson the history
of science teaches us and it is an important lesson. We do not
know what the future may have in store—continued progress,
catastrophes, or a mixture of both—but one thing seems cer-
tain: the theoretical and practical grip on reality will be uni-
fied. Man has discovered that they intrinsically belong to-
gether. For better or worse, any new theoretical insight, any
new insight into reality, be it nature, society or history, means
a new way of mastering that reality. It could be that by a
future catastrophe scientific and technical achievements would
be lost, not just in one culture (as has happened in the past),
but even on a global scale. This much is certain: prompted
by his quest for knowledge man will again arrive at the same
unity of theoretical and practical knowledge. Consequently,
when we speak of universals of culture, which will be an ingre-
dient of any culture and therefore an inspiring force in the
coming world civilization whatever its concrete form, the mu-
tual interconnection between theory and praxis is such a uni-
versal. Or to put it otherwise: the development of science
shows a trend which is based on human nature. Man—spirit-
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in-matter as he is—is dependent upon both his cognitive and
operative contact with matter in order to find new possibili-
ties of cultural self-expression and self-realization.

The important point is, however, that the existence of these
possibilities could be known only after the actual development
of science has taken place. This is one of the consequences of
the unity of theory and praxis, of the cognitive and the experi-
mental grip on reality. Before this unity was known, there
seemed to exist a more or less restricted field of experience.
Once this field had been examined the science of it came to a
natural end, to its natural fulfillment. An experimental sci-
ence, however, does not know a restricted field of experience,
because such a science develops reality, it does not only study
reality as it is, but also the hidden possibilities of reality. With
the progress of science, reality shows new possibilities. These
in their turn furnish science with new data. This mutual de-
pendence does not only exist with respect to natural science
and technology. The same dependence exists with respect to
human knowledge in general. Former generations could not
know the intrinsie relationship of scientific theory and techno-
logical and cultural praxis before this relationship revealed
itself in the actual development of science. We can understand
why the Greeks partially misjudged the nature of scientific
knowledge, for only as the logical result of the Greek quest
for disinterested knowledge could the real nature of human
knowledge eventually be revealed. This simple fact also shows
why we were entitled to say that, notwithstanding the great
changes the development of science has brought about, strictly
speaking no change at all has taken place. Nowhere has a
deviation from the Greek initiative taken place, but now its
logical consequences have become visible.

However natural and logical the process which brought forth
modern progressive science may have been, Western culture
has nevertheless had great difficulty in accepting the conse-
quences of it. What was the reason? In the second part of
this article we said that the uncertainty of Western culture
was caused not only by the friction between Christian faith
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and modern science, but also by a friction between humanistic
tradition and modern science with its offspring, technological
culture. As a result of the foregoing consideration we have
come to the conclusion that if there seems to be a friction be-
tween the humanistic tradition and modern science, this fric-
tion cannot be based upon an intrinsic incompatibility. The
causes can only be accidental. Modern science and technology
serve the aims of Greek culture, the origin of the humanistic
tradition; they have made possible a new way of “ humanizing ”
the world. For this reason there can be no doubt that after
the development of modern science and technology the value
of the “ humanities ” has rather increased than diminished. For
how could we know what “ humanizing ” is, if we do not know
what humanity is? It should be clear, however, that a simple
passing on of traditional humanistic values is no longer enough;
a critical analysis is needed in the light of what later develop-
ments have revealed about human possibilities.

4. The Friction of Faith and Science

If the reason for our cultural crisis is not that modern science
is a deviation from the Greek cultural initiative, then the real
reason for this crisis must lie in the fact that the whole de-
velopment was a deviation from the way in which Christianity
“ baptized ” Greek humanism. This thought is confirmed when
we consult history. From the very beginning the Church has
been in conflict with the new science. The Church has opposed
not only the new cosmological world-picture, which was based
upon the astronomical theories of Galileo and Newton and the
biological theory of Darwin; but the Church has also opposed
the technical, political and social reforms resulting from the
possibilities opened up by the new scientific approach in which
theory and praxis implied each other. In the eyes of the Church
the history of modern times seemed to be determined by a
progressive worldly-mindedness, a choice for the earth against
heaven. Was not the driving force of the development a secu-
larization of the Christian idea of redemption, a redemption
to be attained by man’s own power? The new secularized
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culture did not believe in a “ paradise lost,” but in a paradise
to come, the result of man’s quest for knowledge and his relent-
less endeavor to master nature.

Yet these historical facts as such are not sufficient proof of
an incompatibility of Christian faith and modern world-pic-
ture. The historical friction could easily be explained by the
Church’s loss of its dominant position in culture, with the re-
sult that the Church was naturally disposed to distrust the
new developments. Much more important, however, is the
fact that in its own eyes the dominant position of the Church
was not accidental, it was based upon the conviction that life
on earth had to be orientated toward heaven. We have seen
that this view of life on earth was closely connected with
the medieval synthesis of faith and science. We have also
seen that this synthesis was based upon the assumption that
both revelation and human knowledge were complete. By
becoming progressive, science has been emancipated from this
assumption; but could Christianity ever change its conviction
about the uniqueness of Christ and the completeness of His
revelation? Could Christianity ever forget the past and direct
itself to the future? And with respect to that other charac-
teristic of modern science, its experimental character, must it
not be said that this too is incompatible with the very idea
of Christian faith? Faith is based upon certain dogmas, which
once and for all determine what must be held true. The spirit
of an experimental science and of an experimental attitude is,
however, to wait for the unknown, for what is not yet revealed,
but will gradually be revealed by the adventure that is called
human life. To sum up: Christianity may have had merits
for shaping Western culture in the past, it cannot be considered
as a universal of culture, not as an ingredient of a future world
civilization.

5. The Necessity of Re-interpreting Christianity

Is this conclusion unavoidable? In the eyes of many itis. Yet
it overlooks one essential point. The conclusion is only correct
insofar as it concerns Christianity as it has interpreted itself
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in the past. Or to put it plainly: if Christianity is to be a
universal of culture, it must be prepared to re-interpret itself
continually. However, such re-interpretation can make sense
only if readiness to continual re-interpretation belongs to the
very essence of Christianity. If not, the re-interpretation should
take place only from outside, only by way of adjustment and
not from internal development. In this manner the re-inter-
pretation would not only be artificial, but also remain sterile.
It would prolong Christian life, but not inspire it.

With respect to the mere possibility of an adaptive re-inter-
pretation of Christianity it is easy to show that this possibility
does exist. It is true, of course, that Christianity is inclined
to think that the Christian view of the world and of man can
be found in the Holy Scripture and in the decisions of the
Church. What we find there is, however, never the pure Chris-
tian view. It is always inserted in the view of the world and
the view of man which belonged to the cultures of the time
when the Holy Scripture was written or the decisions were
made. The way Christianity of a certain time understands
what revelation says about man and human life reflects the
way in which man understands himself. As long as science
did not show its progressive character, Christianity interpreted
divine revelation in accordance with the supposedly static char-
acter of knowledge. Divine revelation seemed to deal in this
more or less static character. There can be no doubt, there-
fore, that the possibility of re-interpreting revelation does exist.

The important question, however, is whether or not the
necessity of such a re-interpretation is caused by developments
which remain entirely outside revelation itself. It could be
that this necessity is the result of something brought about by
the dynamic character of the revelation itself. Only if the latter
is true, could it be said that the necessity of continual self-
re-interpretation belongs to the very heart of Christianity. We
must, therefore, examine whether or not the development of
science in the Western world has some relationship with its
being a Christian world. Christianity has been considered as
a conservative factor. But is it really conservative?
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In his book The Coming World Civilization the American
philosopher W. F. Hocking writes: “If we rightly read the
story of the genesis of modern science and answer the question
why its relentless logic appeared only in Europe, we shall see
that it is the religion of Europe which begot the empirical con-
science, and thus indirectly all its fruits. It is not an accident
that Bacon in formulating the principle of empirical observa-
tion fell into a form of words recalling the fundamental paradox
of Christian morals, ‘ He that loseth his life for my sake shall
find it.” Bacon’s words are: ‘¢ We cannot command nature ex-
cept by obeying her *—clearly the mental phase of that same
paradox.” 2

Let us follow this line of thought a little further. We have
seen that empirical science has quite naturally developed into
experimental science, and that the unity of the cognitive and
the technical grip, which at first was characteristic only for
modern natural science and technology, has proved itself to
be a universal attribute of human knowledge as such. As a
result, nature and society are no longer natural surroundings
for man. Man has to lose what seemed to be his natural life
in order to find his real life, i.e., a life of humanizing nature,
humanizing society and humanizing the whole earth; perhaps
he even has to lose the earth as his natural abode in order
to humanize the whole cosmos. ,

If we look back in history with the words of Christ ringing
in our ears we are astonished to find how well they have pre-
dicted human history. Again and again man has to lose his
life in order to find it. Of course, not all the consequences of
these words could be known at the moment they were spoken.
We can understand that in the beginning these words were
applied in a moral sense only, we can understand that they
directed the attention of man to his future life in heaven, but
this former limitation does not mean that Christianity must
stick to this limitation.

Unfortunately, it has only too much stuck to it. The Church

2 W. F. Hocking, The Coming World Civilization, New York, 1956, p. 60.
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had installed itself in medieval culture, believing in the syn-
thesis of faith and science, believing in its dominating position
in which it patronized the whole of culture: science and art
as well as diplomacy and the care for the sick and poor. The
Church had to lose its medieval life in order to find its real
life. Yet, if we want to be fair judges of the past, we must
take into consideration that the Middle Ages did not know
and could not know the dynamic and progressive character of
science. Consequently, we cannot blame the Church for having
interpreted revelation the way it did. However, once the truly
dynamic character of human knowledge and human life on
earth is understood, Christians should recognize this dynamism
as of Christian origin. It is not an accident that precisely in
Christian Western culture science showed its real face.

6. Science and Charity

This conclusion is confirmed when we consider not only the
dynamic and progressive character of science, but also its ex-
perimental character and especially the unity of theory and
praxis. We have seen that this unity was a logical and natural
consequence of man’s quest for pure science. For this reason
we have concluded that modern experimental science is not a
deviation from the Greek preference for pure and disinterested
science. It is obvious, however, that this way of approach was
one-sided, the result of this one-sidedness being that praxis was
made subservient to theory. And we may question whether
this is fair to praxis. Has praxis not its own authentic and
original value, not derived from its relationship with theory?
The answer must be in the affirmative and it is again Christian
inspiration, which gives an unsuspected dimension to our natu-
ral inclination to praxis. The most specific contributions Chris-
tianity has made to Western culture have been preaching, pro-
moting and practising charity. Christianity has taught the
world a new form of “ humanization,” namely, the care of the
sick and the poor. Christianity has taught charity simply
because Christ himself had declared that the care of the fellow-
man in need belonged to the very heart of His teaching. Chris-
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tianity did not believe that this care would cure sickness or
remove poverty; these were considered to be inevitable ingre-
dients of life on earth, they were natural conditions., However,
in this respect too, the teaching of Christ has shown dimen-
sions which surpasses all human understanding. Up till modern
times it seemed as if the care for the fellow-man in need could
only be ineffective, at least measured with the yard-stick of
earthly measures. Its only effectiveness seemed to lie in heaven.

Yet the “ disinterested ” care for the fellow-man in need has
been an important ferment in searching for means to make
the care as effective as possible. Thus the law of charity has
stimulated effective care. But not only that. When the time
was ripe, when science was emancipated and discovered the
unity of theory and praxis, when it became clear how effective
charity could be, the Christian law of charity was able to show
the real meaning of this effective unity of theory and praxis.
By this unity scientific and technological “labor” is closely
connected with the works of charity in the best sense of this
word. Formerly charity seemed to be related only to some
aspects of life. It had nothing to do with scientific research
or professional duties. Charity concerned the care of those
who stood outside normal life because they could not help
themselves. They were helped in free time (not paid for),
and with freely given alms. Consequently, charity was above
all the task of those who, belonging to religious orders, had
withdrawn from the “ world.” Nowadays the care of the fellow-
man in need has become part of professional interest.

At first sight this seems to point to a diminishing of charity
in modern society. On closer inspection, however, the possi-
bilities opened up by modern science and technology are point-
ing in quite another direction. Charity should inspire all our
work, especially our professional work. For it is precisely this
work, be it scientific research, education, designing or construct-
ing machines, building houses, plants or roads, growing crops,
legislation, or whatever it is—all leads in one way or another
to removing sickness and poverty: they all are “ works of
charity.” If this is true, then only one conclusion is possible.
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Charity should become a unmiversal factor in our whole life,
not just in that department formerly reserved for the works
of charity.

If we reflect a little further on this point, it becomes clear
that not only charity is able to show the real meaning of the
unity of theory and praxis, but also that this unity has given a
new meaning to the law of charity, because it has universalized
its cultural meaning. What we have shown with respect to
charity exemplifies the way we must consider the human value
of Christianity, its value as a universal of culture. Christianity
1s an invitation to man to transcend continually his own possi-
bilities, but in such a way that in each new situation he will
not be lost. He will have lost his former life, his former natural
situation, his former security and certainty; but he will find a
new life and a new task which he will recognize as a new dimen-
sion of what Christianity demands him to be. Looking back
he will discover that what he seemed to have lost was not lost
at all. In conclusion: there can be no doubt that Christianity
is a universal of culture and especially a universal which pre-
pares man for new tasks, i. e., tasks whose consequences we are
not able to distinguish clearly in advance, tasks presented by
modern culture whose development is caused by the possibili-
ties opened up by modern science with its experimental
character.

7. The Creative Possibilities of Man

It is precisely this conclusion which for many Christians
creates a problem. They will not question the conclusion
insofar as it shows that Christianity can be considered a uni-
versal of culture, but they are afraid that by considering
‘Christianity a universal of culture, its most specific character,
namely, its supernatural character, gets lost. They may ask
whether the final conclusion of this article should not be that
Christianity has lost its supernatural character. Does not this
whole article tend to secularize Christianity? The objection is
‘to the point. I did secularize Christianity, but this does not
mean that, by being secularized, Christianity would lose its



156 ANDREW G. VAN MELSEN

supernatural origin. If we really believe in this origin, then
what reason could there be to fear widening the worldly dimen-
sions of its doctrine? If the reason would be that this widen-
ing could endanger the supernatural dimensions of Christianity,
then there is only one answer—our idea of these dimensions is
too limited. We must rather think the other way around.
We must take for granted that our ideas and our dogmas con-
cerning God, Creation, Fall of man, Redemption and Eternal
life are too limited. Consequently, we should be grateful for
any development that helps us to correct our ideas. The new
dimensions of human life on earth are such corrective factors.
Let us never forget that the first thing which Christianity
teaches us about man is that man is created as an image of
God. And why should we then be afraid of the overwhelming
creative possibilities opened up for human life on earth? Not
that Christians know in advance all the answers. Christians
have believed this in the past, but it has been proved wrong.
God did not mean, by His revelation, to take away the adven-
ture from human life. Man has to find out for himself what
could be made out of his life. “ To be created as an image of
God ” is not just a word, it means that man has to create his
own world and his own future. Revelation did not set bound-
aries to this task; on the contrary, it showed perspectives other-
wise undreamed of.

It may be true, therefore, that, on account of the progressive
character of human knowledge, science and faith will never
reach again a synthesis such as the Middle Ages thought pos-
sible, but this does not imply that science and faith have noth-
ing to do with each other. Due to the new dimensions of human
life revealed by science we are able to deepen our understanding
of what God revealed about man, whereas divine revelation in
its turn can help us to understand better the true meaning of
the revelations about human destiny made by science. Let me
make one more comment on this point. The world today seems
to be in a pessimistic mood. Man is afraid that he cannot
cope with the task before him. He hardly believes in the future,
he does not even believe that human life has meaning.
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This does not necessarily mean that man would deny the
perspectives opened up by the unity of theory and praxis, but
he shrinks from the responsibilities, because he does not trust
himself. To all appearances man is simply too small for the
task which by his own doings he has gradually discovered.
The whole historical process which has led to the scientific and
technical explosive development, seems to be without sense,
if man is not able to cope with the moral responsibilities of his
new type of life. Of course, he will continue to cultivate sci-
ence and technology, he will teach other cultures the blessings
of science, but what would be the point? And we may add:
even if the whole world would accept not only science but
also that other universal of Western culture, Christianity, what
would be the point? What has been the result of twenty cen-
turies of Christianity? Two world-wars, the possibility to de-
stroy the whole world and a wave of materialism.

In the light of these facts there seems to be every reason
for pessimism for Christians and non-Christians alike. And
are hard facts not more decisive than more or less idealistic
philosophical discourses about the universal cultural values of
science and Christianity? Hard facts have the last word indeed,
but let me also add that it is not so easy to evaluate facts. For
example: we have spoken about the fact that man is too small
for the tasks he has discovered. But what do we really know
about the creative possibilities of man? Man, as he is, is too
small, but can he already be considered an adult? ® The facts
would force us to be pessimistic if man were the static being
that former generations had reason to think he was. The con-
clusion of our examination of the two universals, science and
Christianity, has, however, been that man is not such a static
being. He has to lose his static life, in order to find his real
life: a creative one, in which his main creative task is not
humanizing the world, important as that may be; his main
creative task will be that of humanizing himself. By follow-
ing the precepts of Christ to help our fellow-man in need, we

3Cf. A. G. M. van Melsen, Evolution and Philosophy, Pittsburgh, 1965, Ch. VIII.
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have discovered that we all are men-in-need and not only those,
who are subject to the classical forms of need, the sick, the poor
and the disabled.

The creative process that lies before man is not a kind of
hocus-pocus, it is a long-range program. For this reason the
fact that twenty centuries of Christianity may seem to be a
failure does not say anything, for what are twenty centuries?
We simply do not know. Insofar as we do know something
through our knowledge of evolution, there is every reason to
believe that twenty centuries are just a few minutes. In the
perspective of the time scales by which evolution is measured,
man 1s extremely young.

Moreover, if it is true that “ man is created as an image of
God,” and if the way in which science is creative may be con-
sidered the indication of the human way of being creative, then
there is every reason to expect that the process of Christianizing
the world will take time. The process of humanizing the world
has just started, why should it be different with the process of
Christianizing it? In the light of what the universals of cul-
ture reveal about these radical possibilities, there is no reason
to be pessimistic, even if we do not know the future. For what
we know and what we believe is sufficient to inspire our work
and our life.

ANDREW G. vAN MELSEN

University of Nijmegen,

The Netherlands



THE SITUATION OF HEIDEGGER IN THE TRADITION
OF CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY

(o

only in its language, but in its effect upon philosophers
of the most diverse orientations. As is well known, he
has caused reactions ranging from adulation to virulence. But
within scholastic circles both philosophical and theological, as
well as among Protestant intellectuals, his writings seem to
have created more than anything else a ferment and stirring
of ideas already bearing rich fruit through influences felt in the
writings, among others, of Rahner, Bultmann, and a number
of fine scholars of Louvain. This sphere of influence, particu-
larly within scholasticism, provides some important clues as to
the nature of Heidegger’s “ Thought of Being.” Dondeyne,
Rahner, De Waelhens, and the centers of thought they repre-
sent—all were profoundly influenced by the scholasticism of
Joseph Marechal in its overriding concern with the history and
theory of the problem of knowledge.! In these currents of
Marechalian scholasticism Heidegger’s notion of Being has re-
mained, as elsewhere, disconcertingly enigmatic, but with this
difference: the notion somehow seemed to match the mood and
share the spirit of that thought which first brought scholas-
ticism into confrontation with the full complexity and radical
concerns of the epistemological problematic. It is by no means
incidental to note that the deepest influence of Heidegger has
been in this circle of scholasticism.
Another quite distinct and highly influential circle of scholas-
ticism is that of Gilson and Maritain, which has primarily
affected the intellectual clime in America (even as Marechal’s

THE THOUGHT of Martin Heidegger is strange not

1 According to Joseph Donceel, the ““school ” of Marechalians “ has begun to
call itself the Thomasian system of philosophy or transcendental Thomism.” * Phi-
losophy in the Catholic University,” America, 115 (24 September, 1966), 331.

159



160 JOHN N. DEELY

strongest influence has been toward Germany), and where the
Heideggerean thought of Being has found little resonance or
deep sympathy. This scholastic circle was stirred in its depths
and centered originally not by Kantian critical philosophy, as
was the case for Marechal’s research, but by Bergson: “ What
Baiies considered the correct interpretation of the Thomistic
notion of being has been spontaneously rediscovered by some
of our own contemporaries, and it is worthy of note that among
these there is hardly one who, at one time or another, has not
been under the influence of Bergson.” 2 What is important to
us is the difference in primary concern separating these men
from the Marechalian circle. It is the domain of conscious
awareness taken precisely as such: primary in Marechalian
thought, it definitely plays a secondary role in the thought of,
say, Maritain.

True enough, a major work of Maritain is titled The Degrees
of Knowledge, and even states at one point that “ ‘ philosophy
of being’ is at once, and par excellence, ‘ philosophy of
mind.’”?® But this affirmation must be seen in context, as
an affirmation of the organic place of noetic within the larger
and more fundamental concerns of Metaphysics: “ Critique of
knowledge or epistemology does not exist as a discipline distinct
from metaphysics.” * Moreover, “ the task of critique is purely
and exclusively reflective and secondary (not only in the order
of time but by its very nature as well) .”® The vocabulary of
Metaphysics “has to do with the operations and means of
knowledge taken in their relation to extramental being.” ® What
would happen if a methodology were founded which precisely
circumscribed and in that sense isolated the full noetic prob-
lematic as such from, or better, within metaphysics? “To

® Etienne Gilson, The Philosopher and Theology, trans. by Cecile Gilson (New
York: Random House, 1962), pp. 157-8.

® Jacques Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge, trans. from the 4th French ed.
under the supervision of Gerald B. Phelan (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons,
1959), p. ix.

¢ Ibid., p. 80.

5 Ibid., p. 75.

® Ibid., p. 398.
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give it a separate existence is to set a third term between
realism and idealism, between yes and no.”” We shall return
to this.

The Thomistic scholasticism of Joseph Marechal faces the
problematic of human awareness more directly and radically
than that of Jacques Maritain. One the other hand, Maritain
is more careful to locate and sketch the exact perspective which
that problematic presents within the larger ‘framework,” or
better, the spiritual organism ® of Thomistic philosophy. With
the help of Maritain’s careful sketch, I shall show why Hei-
degger’s way of philosophizing thrives best in the scholastic
atmosphere of a Marechal; but I shall do this by locating that
area of philosophical reflection where Thomas’ analyses and
the thought of Heidegger literally share a common concern.
That is what I mean by the situation of Heidegger in the tradi-
tion of Christian philosophy.

The core of the analysis I shall undertake here was originally
developed in a paper under the less ambitious title, “ Heidegger:
Phenomenological Thought of Being.” There, my sole concern
was to touch on the primal intuition or experience at the origin
of Heidegger’s thought—indeed, it was Heidegger who verified
for me the truth of Bergson’s reflections on the philosophical
mind gathered under the title “ Philosophical Intuition

You recall how the demon of Socrates proceeded: it checked the
philosopher’s will at a given moment and prevented him from act-
ing rather than prescribing what he should do. It seems to me
that intuition often behaves in speculative matters like the demon
of Socrates in practical life; it is at least in this form that it begins,
in this form also that it continues to give the most clear-cut mani-
festations: it forbids. . . . Is it not obvious that the first step
the philosopher takes, when his thought is still faltering and there
is nothing definite in his doctrine, is to reject certain things de-
finitively? Later he will be able to make changes in what he affirms;
he will vary only slightly in what he denies.®

7 Ibid., p. 80.

8 Ibid., p. xiii.

® Henri Bergson, The Creative Mind, trans. by Mabelle L. Andison (New York:
The Philosophical Library, 1946), pp. 108-10.
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Bergson’s observations are certainly verified in Heidegger.
Heidegger’s initial and continuous experience of the Being-
question (“ Seinsfrage ) forbids him to accept its formulation
in Aristotle. In terms of Heidegger’s original flash of intui-
tivity, Aristotle’s question concerning the ultimate nature of
Reality overlooked and bypassed the phenomenon of Being,
literally forgot Being (“ Seinsvergessenheit ). For many, this
profound opposition of thought still remains more or less con-
cealed in the language superficially common to the two lines
of thinking. Because I was concerned in my original essay
with bringing out both that and how the question of Being as
Heidegger experiences it is different from that framed by Aris-
totle and subsequently advanced by Aquinas, I was likewise
concerned with the radically anti-philosophical opinion which
still enjoys some currency that Heidegger’s fundamental orien-
tation to the Being-question cannot be achieved outside the
cultural angle built into the German philosophical language.
Although Dasein is an everyday word in Germany and had
been in use in German philosophy for many, many decades
before Heidegger, I was convinced that his employment of the
term stands apart from both of these usages in an altogether
proper appropriation. For the Heidegger of Seirn und Zeit, the
idea of Dasein (therefore of Being) and the idea of Phenomen-
ology stand in a reciprocal relationship. The former can only
be understood in terms of the latter, as a hat must be under-
stood in terms of a head. It seemed to me that Dasein as
Heidegger fashioned the notion should be characterized as a
new point of departure for a new way of thought, much more
concrete in the sense of prior to, because more fundamental
than, the initial concerns of both Idealism and Realism. For
the very same reason his notion is incapable of housing the
ground-question of Thomistic metaphysies or occupying a share
of its primary concern. All this seemed to me important and
worth bringing out in view of the fact that these several key
points seemed to be nowhere taken together or consistently
understood by scholastic thinkers of either the existentialist—
in the sense of “esse ”—orientation (Maritain) or the cogni-
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tional, “ transcendental,” orientation (Marechal). Let me pro-
vide some justification for this allegation.

Gilson achieved a decisive insight when he wrote that “ the
phenomenology of Dasein is without a counterpart [in any
genuinely thematic sense] in the doctrine of Saint Thomas.”
But in a certain sense he betrays this same insight when he
writes in the very next sentence: * Concerning the notion of
Being itself, and that of metaphysics which is bound up with
the notion of Being, the comparison is on the contrary pos-
sible and the Heideggerean language is perfect.” Basing his
remarks on the text of Heidegger, Was ist Metaphysik, Gilson
considers that “ the terminology of the new Metaphysic is com-
parable to that of tradition. Heidegger distinguishes in effect
between existence or ‘ to be’ (Sein) and being (das Seiende) .
This is the Thomistic distinction between esse and ens. . . .7

Following up this false lead of Gilson, Lotz, in a fascinating
and provocative analysis, attempts to show that latent in
Thomas’ use of ens is the Sein of Heidegger—and Lotz, of
course, in one kind of accustomed Thomistic form proceeds to
bring out this virtuality. Having done this, Lotz is able to
reach some remarkable conclusions. The relation between
Being and beings in Heidegger’s Ontological Difference is re-
vealed as “ the force behind all the proofs for God’s existence,
including the ‘ quinque viae’ of Aquinas.”** Moreover, “in
this process ” wherein Being “ offers itself to the view of the
mind,” says Lotz, “ reflection is first. . . .”** Being (ens) in
fact “ does not stand over against consciousness as other, but
is basically one with it.” ** And of course, Aquinas stands out
from the history of Western ontology as the sole thinker not
guilty of the forgetfulness of Being, not to be considered there-

1 Ftienne Gilson, I’Etre et Uessence (Deuxieme edition; Paris: Librairie Philo-
sophique J. Vrin, 1962), pp. 866-7: my translation.

11 Johannes B. Lotz, “ Being and Existence in Scholasticism and in Existence-
Philosophy,” trans. by Robert E. Wood, Philosophy Today, X (Spring, 1964),
pp. 16-17, 34 fn. 1, 88 fn. 54, esp. 39 in. 67, 41 fn. 68, esp. 41 fn. 69.

12 Ibid., p. 43 fn. 81; cf. 43-4 fn. 85.

3 Ibid., p. 28.

3 Ibid., p. 20.
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fore under the indictment covering the metaphysics of sub-
jectivity.'

Apart from the fact that Lotz’ reading of Heidegger’s onto-
logical difference in Thomas can in nowise account for Hei-
degger’s identification of Being with Non-being,® one might
have expected Lotz’ ‘ exculpation ’ of Aquinas from the forget-
fulness-of-being charge to have accounted for Heidegger’s ex-
plicit inclusion of Aquinas among the guilty.’’

Lotz’ attempt to situate Heidegger in terms of Aquinas
achieves certain insights which come close to the heart of the
matter,*® but this is done at the cost of blurring certain dis-
tinctions and insights at the center of Thomism. We must
say to him what Maritain said to Sertillanges: “ Ambiguity is
not a philosophical instrument, and the conciliation of Thomism
with certain modern systems would be too dearly paid for were
it to be bought at the price of equivocal language.” **

In another recent article on “ Heidegger’s Theory of Being,”
Thomas F. Rukavina submits “a fresh attempt toward an
easier understanding of Heidegger’s views on Being, by using a
scheme of interpretation which, unusual as it may seem, recap-
tures, I am confident, the dynamics of Heidegger’s thinking and
provides, I hope, a rather simple insight into the otherwise

15 Ibid., pp. 18, 86 fn. 32, 37 fn. 51, 43 fn. 82.

18 See ibid., p. 48 fn. 83. “ There is ignorance in knowledge as well as knowledge
in not-knowing. Thus the tension between the conceptual grasp and superconceptual
manifestation is always with us. We might circumscribe the problem better by say-
ing that the superconceptual manifestation is knowledge in the guise of not-knowing
since the inexpressibly manifest Being is still not known expressibly or conceptually;
and that the conceptual grasp is not-knowing in the form of knowledge since Being
as expressly or conceptually known is necessarily borne and colored by Being as
inexpressibly manifested. . . . In manifestation Being’s plenitude is revealed,
but it is not really thought out; in the concept Being is truly thought out but
its fulness is never attained ” (pp. 24-5). Just how equivocal this ‘ identification ’
ig in terms of Heidegger is shown unmistakably when Lotz remarks in a later
note (p. 43 fn. 83) that the core of the “treasure of knowledge” is “ hoc prin-
cipium [per se notum], quod affirmatio et negatio non sunt simul vera.”

17 See Martin Heidegger, An Introduction to Metaphysics, trans. by Ralph Man-
heim (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1959), p. 17.

18 See Lotz, art. cit., esp. pp. 19-24.

3® Degrees of Knowledge, p. 429.
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opaque content of his doctrine on Being.” > However Prof.
Rukavina’s confidence and hope were dashed almost from the
beginning. Like Gilson, Rukavina touches on a decisive insight,
then loses the contact before a paragraph is finished: “ Rich-
ardson takes Heidegger’s concept of Truth as ° lighting process,’
as the essence of what Heidegger has had to tell us about the
nature of Being. . . . The idea of Truth as lighting process is
certainly the most adept metaphor for clarifying the nature
of knowledge, but as a means of making clear the nature of
Being it succeeds only in raising grave questions.”

Thus between my previous paper and this article a great
deal of reading and thought intervened to convince me of the
need for locating the focus of Heidegger’s thought in the con-
text of Aquinas without doing violence to either. All that I
said in that earlier paper has remained with me; but what has
become increasingly clear is the very great need of showing
the precise character of the relation which may be established
organically, that is, as an inner continuity between the analyses
of Aquinas and the Being of Heidegger. The newness of Hei-
degger’s way is in one sense or another apparent to all. The
problem is that human intelligence is of such a nature that it
cannot enter into an understanding of the new until it has suc-
ceeded somehow in accurately relating this novelty to the
already-considered. It is never a question of reduction, but
precisely of relating. Thus, if Maritain is correct in seeing the
true progress of philosophy to consist in continuous deepening
of insights, then to say that Heidegger’s dominating insight
is in Aquinas (contextualized and emphasized differently, of
course) is not to ‘pigeon-hole’ and dismiss the thought of
Heidegger: for the proper question is not whether Heidegger’s
central insight and concern was touched on by Aquinas; but
rather, the question is whether this insight is deepened as it is
recovered and considered anew through Heidegger. In this way
the historical character of Thomas’ thought may be scrupu-

20 The New Scholasticism, XL (October, 1966), 425.
2 Ibid., p. 424.
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lously respected, while its philosophical character is likewise
maintained.

There is a great need for an analysis of this kind. We will
see why at a number of places along our path, but here we
must at least point out that in dealing with a body of thought
such as Heidegger’s, that is a body of thought endowed with a
literally inexhaustible complexity and subtlety, we are in one
sense free to pursue just about any line of discussion which
might strike our fancy. Interesting and lively as such ex-
changes might be, their value would be very diminished if we
do not first take the greatest care to achieve a basic orienta-
tion within the Heideggerean problematic: and not indeed a
basic orientation, but Heidegger's basic orientation. And to
do this an accurate perspective within the considerations of
previous philosophy is required, a proper acoustical setting for
hearing in its uniqueness Heidegger’s central theme.

This is not easy to achieve—a fact already confirmed by the
proliferation of interpretations and adaptations which not only
conflict among themselves, but are generally repudiated by
Heidegger himself.*

This situation is puzzling on first encounter. On the one
hand, Heidegger claims that the unique thought of Being which
he has from the first attempted to express and striven to achieve
is something simple.”®* On the other hand, Heidegger himself
has not been able to carry through adequately the original
project proposed in Sein und Zeit. Although there remains a
profound continuity between the “early ” and “later ” Hei-
degger, so vital that the latter cannot be understood save on
the basis of the former, nonetheless a hiatus disrupts the effort
at reversal, at shifting the emphasis and focus from Dasein
to Being itself.** Moreover, how could so many men of keen

22 Qee Herbert Spiegelberg, The Phenomenological Movement (2nd ed; The
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1965), vol. I, pp. 288 fi.

23 See Martin Heidegger, “ Letter on Humanism,” trans. by Edgar Lohner, Phi-
losophy in the Twentieth Century, ed. by William Barrett and Henry D. Aiken
(New York: Random House, 1962), vol. IIL, pp. 283, 301. Hereafter referred to
as HB.

24 Tn a recent book, Heidegger's Philosophy (New York: Macmillan, 1964), p. 83,
Magda King gives this succinct characterization of the difference between Heidegger
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insight and sustained reflection have failed to lay hold of a
philosophical perspective which is strange, according to its
originator, only in its simplicity?

Tue ProBLEM oF LANGUAGE

From the outset, Heidegger realized clearly that his thought
threatened to founder on the shoals of language.”® Thus in
the “ Introduction ” to Being and Time he made this significant
observation: “ With regard to the awkwardness and inele-
gance ’ of expression in the analyses to come, we may remark
that it is one thing to give a report in which we tell about
entities, but another to grasp entities in their Being. For the
latter task we lack not only most of the words, but, above all,
the ¢ grammar.” ” *

Twenty years later, looking back over the mighty intellectual
effort formally initiated with Being and Time, Heidegger felt
constrained to remark not altogether happily:

Thinking which tries to think forward into the truth of Being in
the struggle of the first breakthrough expresses only a small part of
this entirely different dimension. . .. In order to make this at-

I and II: “ What changes in Heidegger’s later works is his way of ‘ getting into
the circle”: Being is no longer approached through man’s understanding, but
rather it is man’s understanding which is approached through the manifestations
of Being.”

% See Spiegelberg, pp. 273, 810-11, and 351.

28 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. by John Macquarrie and Edward
Robinson (New York: Harper & Row, 1962), p. 63. Hereafter referred to as SZ.
The text is a capital one. Let us note it well. The vocabulary proper to the
Metaphysics of St. Thomas, to Thomistic “ thought of being,” has to do directly
only “with the operations and means of knowledge taken in their relation to
extramental being ” (Maritain, DK, p. 898}, i. e, to what taken in itself “ does not
belong to the realm of logic or to that which is properly constituted by the life of
reason ” taken in any phase or at any level (ébid., p. 91). The Being of entities
which Heidegger wishes to thematize, however, precisely lacks as yet a developed
and recognizably proper vocabulary. Thus in 1957 he writes: “ The difficulty is
one of language. Our occidental languages are in one way or another languages
of metaphysical thought.” Identitit und Differenz (Pfullingen: Neske, 1957),
p. 72: my translation. Cf. Martin Heidegger, Essays in Metaphysics, trans. by
Kurt F. Leidecker (New York: The Philosophical Library, 1960), p. 66. Also
Wm. J. Richardson, * Heidegger and God—and Professor Jonas,” Thought, XL
(Spring, 1965), 87-8.
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tempt of thinking recognizable and understandable within phi-
losophy, it was possible at first to speak only within the horizon
of the existing philosophy and within the usage of the terms familiar
to it.

In the meantime I have come to be convinced that even these
terms must immediately and inevitably lead astray. For the terms
and their corresponding conceptual language were not rethought
by the readers from the thing which had-to-be-thought first [sc.,
Being]; instead, this thing was imagined through terms maintained
in their usual signification.?

I cite this passage despite its length because I am convinced
that it provides all the clues we need {or establishing an appre-
ciation of the unique character of the Heideggerean problematic,
a character which can never be perceived at ground level unless
we are first able to step outside scholastic categories of tradi-
tional expression. The terminology in which the Heideggerean
question of Being is initially framed is almost materially iden-
tical with the terminology employed by, for example, Thomas

*THB, pp. 297-8. The text again is a capital one. As we shall see, Being is
precisely what beings are not, yet it is only in and through beings that Being is
manifested. “De ce que nous ne pouvons parler de 'Etre qu’a partir de ce qui
n’est pas lui, il s’ensuit encore que nos discours sur I’Etre seront toujours indirects:
I’Etre ne peut étre visé et nommé que comme le terme d’un long chemin, encore
qu’il soit vrai également que ce terme en est le point de départ” (A. Dondeyne,
“ La différence ontologique chez M. Heidegger,” Révue Philosophique de Louvain,
LVI (1958), Part 1L, p. 283. Cf. Identitit und Differenz, p. 49).

“ Suppose one attempts to make a transition from the representation of beings
as such to recalling the truth of Being: such an attempt, which starts from this
tepresentation, must still represent, in a certain sense, the truth of Being, too;
and any such representation must of necessity be heterogeneous and ultimately,
insofar as it is a representation, inadequate for that which is to be thought. This
relation, which comes out of metaphysics and tries to enter into the involvement
of the truth of Being in human nature, is called understanding. But here under-
standing is viewed, at the same time, from the point of view of the unconcealed-
ness of Being. Understanding is a pro-ject, thrust forth and ecstatic, which means
that it stands in the sphere of the Open. The sphere which opens up as we
project, in order that something (Being in this case) may prove itself as some-
thing (in this case, Being as itself in its unconcealedness) is called the sense,
(Ct. SZ, p. 151.)  The sense of Being’ and ° the truth of Being’ mean the same.”
(“ What is Metaphysics: Introduction,” trans. by Walter Kaufmann, Existen-
tialism from Dostoevsky to Sartre, Walter Kaufmann, ed., New York: Meridian
Books, 1956, pp. 216-17.)



HEIDEGGER IN THE TRADITION OF CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY 169

Aquinas as we have already seen through the texts of Gilson
and Lotz. The greater number of terms seem at first glance
and in a primary sense interchangeable. The fact of the matter
is that they are not interchangeable: the secondary mean-
ings of the terms, e.g., “ being,” “ ontological,” “ existential,”
“ world,” “ meaning ” or “ sense,” as employed by scholasticism
in the lineage of Aquinas become the primary meanings in the
technical usage of Heidegger. At the same time, their employ-
ment by Heidegger is not always technical, especially in the
case of the later Heidegger, so that it is not always clear when
they have reverted to traditional emphases.

Tue NEED FOorR A RE-TRIEVE

Accordingly, what I propose for these pages is that we at-
tempt something like what has come to be called a ““ Re-trieve ”
of the early Heidegger. The basic idea here is simple and rich
with promise. It gives a precise and formal sense to the possi-
bility of respecting integrally the historical character of thought
without thereby denying or vilipending its philosophical (trans-
cultural) validity once it has reached a certain depth of intel-
ligibility:

By the re-trieving of a fundamental problem we understand the
disclosure of those original possibilities of the problem which up to
the present have lain hidden. By the elaboration of these possi-
bilities, the problem is transformed and thus for the first time is
conserved in its proper content. To preserve a problem, however,

means to retain free and awake all those interior forces that render
this problem in its fundamental essence possible.?®

Re-trieve is achieved simply by allowing the original aware-
ness or experience of a thinker to come again (future) through
what has been said (past), and bringing this experience of
‘the way things are’ to expression in a renovated discourse
(present) . This is the basic effort of what the later Heidegger
designated Foundational Thought, i.e., the effort of human

%8 Martin Heidegger, Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, p. 185, as taken
from Richardson, Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1963), pp. 93 & 29. )
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understanding (noein) that lets the unseen plenitude come
again through the said.*

Our own attempt at something like a re-trieve of Heidegger’s
original problem-experience is all the more necessary in view
of the loss of rigor which characterizes the hermeneutic con-
ceptualizations of the later as compared with the early Hei-
degger.® Sensuous metaphors such as Heidegger II employs

® Some remarks should be added here, at the risk of running a bit ahead of our-
selves. First of all, the notion of re-trieve “ is based upon the principle that Dasein,
as transcendence, transcends first of all and most profoundly the subject-object rela-
tionship.” (Richardson, “ Heidegger and God-—and Professor Jonas,” p. 34.) Conse-
quently, as we remarked on our own right in the text, “ thought of this nature that
is structured by the unity of future-past-present is profoundly historical thought >
(sbid., p. 86). And finally and most importantly, let us remark the provocative
correspondence of the structure of a Re-trieve to the structure of Dasein. (The sig-
nificance of this correspondence in our context will emerge from the fact that re-
trieve is an effort of thought, once we have explained in fuller scope our identification
of Dasein with what we shall characterize the  intentional life ” of man adequately
considered, i. e., considered as the integrity of the life of the human spirit at all three
levels, the unconscious and the preconscious as well as the conscious.) “ Dasein is
finite transcendence and its ultimate meaning (that is, the source of its umity) is
time. As transcendence, Dasein is continually passing beyond beings to Being, that
is, continually coming to Being in such a way that Being is continually coming to
Dasein. This continual coming is Dasein’s future. But Being comes to a Dasein
that already is, and this condition of already-having-been——this is Dasein’s past.
Being, then, comes as future to Dasein through Dasein as past. Finally, because
Being comes to Dasein it renders beings manifest, that is, renders them present to
Dasein and Dasein to them. That is Dasein’s present. Now the unity of future-
past-present constitutes the unity of time so that the source of unity of Dasein is
the unity of time itself.” (Ibid., p. 33-4.)

3 This must be said in spite of our concurrence with Dondeyne’s experience:
“ En préparant cette étude nous avons eu plusieurs fois I'impression que les textes
les plus révélateurs sur la conception heideggerienne de la vérité se trouvent en
réalité dans les ceuvres mineures, telles les études sur lorigine de I’ ceuvre d’art,
la signification originaire de la chose et de la technique, la structure onto-théo-
logique de la métaphysique.” (“La différence ontologique chez M. Heidegger,”
Part II, p. 272) Indeed, even Fr. Richardson admits in prefacing his treatment
of Heidegger’s Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics as “ the classic type of what
Heidegger I (1929) calls ¢ re-trieve ° and what Heidegger II (1950) calls ‘ dialogue,””
that “ unless we watch him [Heidegger] go through the process at least once, we
might be tempted to think that the *rigor’ (Strenge) of which he will speak later
is either platitude or sham ” (Wm. J. Richardson, Heidegger: Through Phenomen-
ology to Thought, p. 106). Demske is doubtless right in remarking that “to do
justice to’ Heidegger’s total effort one must consider some of what he has written
since Being and Time”; and doubtless correct in suggesting accordingly that any
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to characterize the relationship between the essence of man and
Being should, like the myths of Plato, make one suspicious
that they cover up a break in the thought. If indeed as Rich-
ardson states the whole of Heidegger II is “a re-trieve of
Heidegger I * it would serve a real purpose if this un-said
could be retrieved somewhat differently than Heidegger him-
self has done, for the ambivalence of metaphorical formulations
can hardly provide adequate guidelines for any serious attempt
to reference philosophically a theological project. Indeed, in
reading certain sections of The Later Heidegger and Theology,
one sometimes gets the impression of a man muttering “ My
God! ” as he stands bewildered in the midst of a Sahara sand-

appraisal of Heidegger’s philosophy is incomplete if it is restricted to Being and
Time alone (James M. Demske, “ Heidegger’s Quadrate and Revelation of Being,”
Philosophy Today, 7 [Winter, 1963], 245, 255-6 fn. 1). But it is even more cor-
rect to remark that any appraisal of Heidegger’s philosophy which is not primarily
referenced by Being and Time will find few thinkers ready to consider seriously
its conclusions. Heidegger makes both points with equal emphasis: “ The dis-
tinction you make,” he writes to Fr. Richardson, “ between Heidegger I and IT is
justified only on the condition that this is kept constantly in mind: only by way
of what Heidegger I has thought does one gain access to what is to be thought
by Heidegger II. But [the thought of] Heidegger 1 becomes possible only if it is
contained in Heidegger II” (“ Preface ” to Heidegger: Through Phenomenology
to Thought, p. xxii). Does this not accord strictly with what Bergson had to tell
us about philosophical intuition?—* the first step the philosopher takes, when his
thought is still faltering and there is nothing definite in his doctrine, is to reject
certain things definitively, Later he will be able to make changes in what he
affirms; he will vary only slightly in what he denies.” Heidegger is separated from
Aristotle and Aquinas phenomenoclogically (as we shall see) by the “ gulf between
the conditions or mode of thought and the conditions or mode of the thing” (cf.
The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 86) and metaphysically by the chasm of act-potency
(cf. DK, 106-7); but his original flash of intuitivity into Sein as die Sache des
Denkens, into the praecognitum priority of intentionale over entitativum (see fn. 48
below) never ceased to forbid him to accept the Being-question formulated by
scholasticism as accurately rendering into language his original problem-experience.
Probably the most consistent explanation of the inner necessity of Heidegger’s
“ reversal ” is that given by Ralph Powell, that it consists in the gradual elimina-
tion of the covert act-potency distinctions which were part of the fabric of Sein
und Zeit. The fact remains that if left to rest solely on the post-SZ writings, the
philosophical stature Heidegger has achieved would soon diminish spectacularly,
if not vanish altogether.

31 William J. Richardson, Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought (The
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1968), p. 625. Hereafter referred to as Heidegger. . . .
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storm. It is all well and good to talk about Being, with or
without a capital “b ”’; but unless one has a determinate spe-
cification or two to boundary the discussion, it is difficult to
see how much can really be accomplished.

In any even, the effort of re-trieve which defines foundational
thinking rests on the fact that in whatever is said, a hidden
plenitude is left unsaid. Heidegger claims to have made a new
departure in Western thought by raising a radically new prob-
lem. Our effort in this essay therefore must aim at a disclosure
of this problem, and how it differs from the central problem of
traditional philosophy. How, when Heidegger raises questions
about the ontological status of the world centered on an inquiry
into the Being of the things that are, is a radically new prob-
lematic nascent? Has it not always been the central concern
of philosophy to inquire into being? Indeed, St. Thomas iden-
tifies philosophy in its most proper sense with Metaphysics,
and by Metaphysics he understands the study of ens inquan-
tum ens.

The fact is, however, that Heidegger from the very first
never moved on the level of metaphysical inquiry in the sense
given it by Aquinas. As we shall see, it cannot even be said,
at least as far as Thomistic thought is concerned, that Hei-
degger’s task may be unequivocally considered as “laying the
foundation (digging the ground) for metaphysics.” Gradu-
ally, Heidegger himself came to a similar realization. One sees
this awareness dawn rather dramatically in following the re-
issues of his 1929 lecture, “ What is Metaphysics? ”, which first
defined itself as a discussion of a definitely metaphysical ques-
tion. In 1948 a “ Postseript ” to the essay suggested that
instead of posing a decidedly metaphysical question, the essay
had arisen rather “ from a way of thinking which has already
entered into the overcoming of metaphysics.” ** And finally,
in an “ Introduction ” to the 1949 text, Heidegger discloses the
full realization that his thinking (in contrast to metaphysical

32 M. Heidegger, “ What is Metaphysics: Epilogue,” trans. by R, F. C. Hull
and Alan Crick, Ewxistence and Being, Werner Brock, ed. (Chicago: Gateway,
1949), pp. 849-50. Hereafter referred to as WM:Ep.
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thinking) “is directed toward a different point of origin,” and
“with its first step it immediately leaves the realm of all
ontology ” * in the traditional sense of that word.

Heidegger asks “ what is called Being? ” and with this initial
step engages a problematic which, he says, has never been
engaged in these words before. That this is really possible is
a consequence of what has been recognized by all thinkers as
the poverty of language.®* The whole structure and possibility
of the Heideggerean Re-trieve can be found liminally in St.

Thomas’ study De veritate:

A word which comes to expresson in us by reason of an actual
consideration, issuing as it were from some consideration of prin-
ciples or at least from habitual knowledge, does not take possession
of all that is in that from whieh it arose: for the intelligence ex-
presses in the conception of a word only some facet of what it holds
in an habitual awareness. Similarly, in reflection upon a conclusion,
the entire force of a principle is never expressed.?®

Consequently, if we are to achieve a foundational clarification
and understanding of the Heideggerean problematic, we must
give ourselves over to the experience which gave the original
impetus to Heidegger’s thought. We must determine this ex-
perience in the light of Heidegger’s texts, surely; but this obvi-
ously involves more than what any given text directly says.
Heidegger’s lines must be read against the realities of sharable
human experience over which they were initially drawn, in
terms of which alone can his experience be re-captured and
subsequently re-trieved. In short, a philosophical reading—
that is, a thoughtful reading—must penetrate to what does
not stand in the words and is nevertheless said, to the unspoken
which is entangled in the spoken, to the culturally expressed

3 Martin Heidegger, “ What is Metaphysics: Introduction,” trans. by Walter
Kaufmann, Ezistentialism from Dostoevsky to Sartre, Walter Kaufmann, ed.,
(New York: Meridian Books, 1956), pp. 212 and 218, respectively. Hereafter
referred to as WM:In.

34 T, g., of. Cajetan, Commentaria in summam theologicam, I, Q. 25, art. 1. Also
Karl Menninger, The Human Mind (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1964), pp. 297-8.

35 De wveritate, Q. 4, art. 4.
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reality which is not itself entirely cultural. Our understanding
of this difficult thinker will not be true if it assumes a perspec-
tive into which the prima facie sense of the words channel it,
especially if this perspective or line of sight is taken to be cor-
rect since it presents itself as comfortable (familiar) and self-
evident (agreeing with what we have long thought to be the
case). On the contrary, we must relentlessly question the seem-
ingly customary perspective because conceivably—and in this
case actually—this line of sight does not lead to what Hei-
degger himself has directly in view. We will not succeed in
this effort, however relentless, unless we ourselves really ask
Heidegger’s initial (therefore determining) questions and in
this very asking create our own perspectives as it were for the
first time. In scholastic circles, we say that an answer is tran-
scendentally related to its question. Heidegger provides a rare
opportunity to discover what this really implies.

We shall no doubt work a certain violence on Heidegger’s
thought in terms of its temporal maturation through our at-
tempt to lay hold of the original problematic of Heidegger in
its experiential fullness. But such * violence,” as Heidegger him-
self acknowledges, is an essential characteristic of any genuine
Re-trieve. Besides, with the appearance of such a masterful
study as Fr. Richardson’s Heidegger: Through Phenomenology
to Thought, which traces the stages of Heidegger’s development
with tireless attention to its full complexity, detail, and sub-
tlety, the danger of distortion in our own very different effort
is pretty well allayed. Let us consider directly, then, the ex-
perience which first set Heidegger along the paths of philosophy.

Tur ForGOTTENNESS OF BEING

Philosophy, it has been said, takes rise from attentiveness to
the mystery of totality as such. This is at least verified in
the case of Heidegger’s philosophy, and it explains why he at
first confused his probing of the Being-question with a meta-
physical inquiry.

Man poses questions which ‘react’ even against the privi-
leged role of the questioner himself because these peculiar ques-
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tions regard all things equally (including therefore the ques-
tioner himself) inasmuch as they are. Such are the so-called
metaphysical questions, questions which go beyond this or that
region of the real to interrogate being as such. But the young
Heidegger did not overlook the fact that such questioning
‘“has always to be based on the essential situation of existence
which puts the question.” ® In other words, Heidegger asks,
what about the fact that the placing of a metaphysical ques-
tion not only points toward the existence of the rocks, trees
and stars, but simultaneously points “back” to the phe-
nomenon which makes such a question possible in the first
place?

This phenomenon consists in the awareness that “in some
way or another, the human mind is all things” (anima est
quodammodo omnia) ; ** and Heidegger was so struck by this
realization that he called it ““the ground phenomenon of our
Dasein,” i.e., of the condition of human awareness.?®

¢ Martin Heidegger, “ What is Metaphysics,” trans. by R. F. C. Hull and Alan
Crick, Existence and Being, Werner Brock, ed. (Chicago: Gateway, 1949), p. 825;
p. 844. Hereafter referred to as WM.

37 St. Thomas Aquinas, In III de anima, lect. 13, n. 787; Summa theologica, I,
Q. 16, art. 8; De veritate, Q. 1, art. 1.

%8 WM, p. 334; also p. 348. Cf. SZ, p. 34. Also “ On the Essence of Truth,”
trans. by R. F. C. Hull and Alan Crick, Existence and Being, p. 315. Here we
must make a brief aside. Heidegger characterizes the Being of man, réalité humaine,
as Dasein. By and large, “ Dasein ” means man’s more or less explicitly conscious
but always historical existence in a (cultural) world, which is always dominated
by anticipations as well as by present concerns and past memories, i.e., it is
always a “ project ” to-be-realized, always projected into a ‘there’ (non-spatial)
beyond its ‘here’ (spatial). “Being as it comes to Dasein renders all beings
(including itself) manifest as present to Dasein. This presence is Dasein’s present.
What gives unity (therefore ultimate meaning) to Dasein is this unity of future,
past and present, i.e., the unity of time itself. Dasein, then, is essentially tem-
poral. Because temporal, it is also historical, and this historicity is the foundation
of history. And because Dasein is never solitary but shares transcendence with
other Daseins, it also shares their common history.” (Wm. J. Richardson, “ The
Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,” Review of Euxistential Psychology and
Psychiatry, V (Fall, 1965, 286). What is all-important to realize—and I have
never seen this brought out in any of the English literature—is that Dasein is a
phenomenal structure (therefore Being likewise), that is, it designates that aspect
of the phenomenon of man which the phenomenological gaze first encounters when
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As certainly as we shall never comprehend absolutely the totality
of beings [das Seiende, “ what-is ”’], it is equally certain that we find
ourselves placed in the midst of beings and that they are somehow
revealed in totality. Ultimately there is an essential difference be-
tween comprehending the totality of beings and finding ourselves
in the midst of beings-in-totality. The former is absolutely impos-
sible. The latter is going on in existence all the time.?®

In a certain sense, one can discern in this * essential differ-
ence ” the entire preoccupation of Heidegger I, because in medi-
tating this difference one comes to realize in an initial way what
Heidegger means by the forgottenness of Being.

In the course of lived experience we find ourselves in the
midst of what-is-in-totality, wholly pervaded by it. However
distracting our daily preoccupations may become (the “ every-
dayness of Dasein ), they are still maintained within the unity
of a whole, within a World-horizon.

Now if we attend to this phenomenon of World carefully, we
discover the rather startling fact that our awareness of it is
permeated by a peculiar concealment or negativity: the fact
that beings always stand out from a background of totality,
although we never comprehend this totality in an actual way,
culminates in the realization that even though Being reveals
itself in revealing beings or “ entities,” it cannot be seized for
and by itself in any positive way, and therefore conceals itself
in the very beings to which it somehow ° gives rise.” Heidegger
discovered that this ‘ concealment > aspect of the disclosure of
beings, though certainly implicated in the question of the na-
ture of Being, was ignored in all the philosophers whose works
he could lay his hands on: “So it happened that the first

it enters upon research into the human condition: animal rationale is the phe-
nomenon of man; but it is Dasein alone which is the phenomenological phenomenon
of man. We shall return to this fact that Dasein represents a first product of
the employment of the method of phenomenology when we take up Heidegger’s
attempt to formalize his experience of the forgottenness of Being a as question (see
text ad fn. 171). For the nonce, it will suffice to equate “ Dasein ™ with the con-
dition of human awareness in all that that implies.
39 WM, p. 833: emphasis supplied.
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experience of the Being-question was followed quickly by the
experience of the forgottenness of Being.” ¢

This peculiar ‘ reticence * of Being is a striking phenomenon,
and it is perhaps surprising that it had never been thematized
as such prior to Heidegger. We may remark, however, that it
did not go entirely unnoticed in traditional philosophizing. St.
Thomas described this striking phenomenon in an equally
striking formula: the “ contraction ” of Being into the modes
of discourse, that is, the categories of language.®* It is worth

* Wm. J. Richardson, “ The Place of the Unconscience in Heiddegger,” Review
of Existential Psychology and Psychiatry, V, 3, Fall (1965), p. 269.

“* De veritate, Q. 1, art. 1; In V Met., lect. 9, nn. 889-894, esp. 890. According to
Heidegger, the Not (“a thing cannot both be and not be at the same time under
the same aspect”) doesn’t come into Being through negation as an intentional act
of some ‘ knowing subject’: rather, negation as a conscious intentional act is only
possible on the basis of the Not which derives from the nihilation of Nothing, i.e.,
from the ‘ withdrawal’ of the totality, i.e., the contraction of Being into a lan-
guage-category (cf. WM, pp. 831, 338, 341-2). “ As Heidegger goes about medi-
tating the process of a-létheia, this strange paradox (bidden from the metaphysi-
cian) that Being contracts into the beings it makes manifest and hides by the very
fact that it reveals, never loses its fascination for him. He interrogates Being pre-
cisely inasmuch as it is hidden always in on (yet different from on), for it is ‘ upon
the hidden [dimension] of on that metaphysics remains grounded ... (WM, p. 20).
We find striking confirmation of this in the inaugural lecture at Freiburg (1929),
when, in posing the question that gives the lecture its title, ‘What is Meta-
physics?,” he meditates the sense of Non-being (Nichts). The hiddenness of Being
(in beings) is, then, for Heidegger as essential a part of his experience as Being
itself.

“ What we call here the ‘ hiddenness’ of Being (in beings) may be understood
in terms of a ‘not’ that contracts Being in beings and at the same time differen-
tiates it from them. Since the function of Being is simply to en-light-en beings,
then this contracting ‘not’ is inirinsic to its very nature. For want of a better
word, let us call the ‘not -character of Being ‘ negativity.” Then the manifestive
power that shines forth in beings as beings we may call ‘ positivity” Once we
comprehend this fusion of positivity and negativity into the unity of a single
process, we begin to grasp what Heidegger understands by Being as the process of
truth. For truth, understood in th eradical sense of a-létheia, is literally non-
(a) concealment (léthe). Being as the process of non-concealment is that which
permits beings to become non-concealed (positivity), although the process is so
permeated by ‘not’ that Being itself remains concealed (negativity). To think
Being in its truth, then, is to think it in terms of both positivity and negativity
at once,

“In the simplest of terms: Heidegger’s whole effort is to interrogate the posi-
tive-negative process of a-létheia, insofar as it gives rise to metaphysics. (Richard-
son, Heidegger . . . , pp. 8-9. Ci. fn. 48 below.)
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noting that this formula of St. Thomas is roughly equivalent
to what Heidegger characterizes as “ the permeation of Da-sein
by nihilating modes of behavior,” which “behavior” alone
“brings Da-sein face to face with what-is [das Seiende] as
such.,” ** We have here some first indication that to think
Being as such (in Heidegger’s sense), then, will be to think
it is as in some manner (as yet unspecified) concealed: what
permeates the Horizon of Totality as the defining condition of
its comprehensibility as such and in every particular sector?
Hence Heidegger’s otherwise puzzling remark: “In the dis-
closure and explication of Being, entities are in every case our
preliminary and accompanying theme (das Vor- und Mitthe-
matische) ; but our real theme is Being.” **

This same realization can be achieved in a number of ways.
The notion of Being, insofar as it is manifested (or ° verified )
in any particular entity, has a confused intelligibility which
indistinctly mingles everything that is actually found in the
entity. We must go so far as to say that entities as particular
beings could not even be experienced ¢ factually > unless Being
itself were previously grasped in a way that is very different
from conceptualizations of this or that kind of being.** * Only
because Being is ‘in the consciousness —that is to say, only
because it is understandable in Dasein—can Dasein also under-
stand and conceptualize such characteristics of Being as inde-
pendence, the ¢ in-itself,” and Reality in general. Only because
of this are ‘independent’ entities, as encountered within-the-
world, accessible to circumspection.” *®

2Cf. WM, pp. 843 and 339, respectively. Such seems to us the truest sense in
Dondeyne’s remark to the effect that “ si on peut parler ici d’oubli (Seinsvergessen-
heit), cest en ce sense seulement que dans la métaphysique traditionelle la différ-
ence ontologique n’a pas été suffisamment thématisée, prise pour théme explicite des
méditations, ce qui, au dire de Heidegger, a conduit &.la confusion de 'étre et de
P’étant. . . > (“La différence ontologique chez M. Heidegger,” Part 1, p. 49.) We
state again that “D'é&tre et I’étant” cannot be read legitimately as “esse et
essentia "—cf. fn. 48 below.

¢ SZ, p. 95.

# Cf. John of St. Thomas, Cursus Phil., II, Q. 1, art. 3; SZ, p. 363.

¢ 8Z, p. 251,
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Thus, while everything that we can know, feel, or experience
in any way is understandable to us in terms of its state of
Being, Being itself transcends, goes beyond any possible beings
or class of beings. “ Being in its manifestations is necessarily
finite. Hence it withdraws behind the beings to which it im-
parts presence, concealing itself in its own revelations. This
self-concealing revealment is precisely what Heidegger under-
stands by the mystery of Being.” ** Gazing through the revela-
tion of what-is at any moment into the mystery, says Hei-
degger, “is a questioning in the sense of the only question that
exists: What is that which is as such in totality? ”* One
begins to feel the justice of Fr. Richardson’s counsel to be
“ extremely cautious in seeing a correlation between what Hei-
degger means by Being and any sense that the scholasties, such
as St. Thomas Aquinas, gave to the term.” **

*® Richardson, Heidegger . . ., p. 448.
“WW, p. 319.
% Richardson, Heidegger . . ., p. 320, fn. 27. Yes, but in the very extreme of

our caution let us set down several points of remarkable coincidence which turn
up along a line of analysis terminologically not indicated prima facie by the usual
thrust of properly metaphysical analyses; points that may serve to aid us in seeing
aright the unusual perspective Heidegger is seeking to establish through and (he
would almost say) in spite of “ metaphysical ” terminology, terminology which,
directed as it is straight to the beings in the first instant, does not primordially
intend that which Denken des Seins must keep principally in view. Suppose we
were to say that Heidegger is concerned with the inner nature of that which we
call thought or knowledge, and suppose we were to make some preliminary assess-
ment of the analytic approaches which Thomistic philosophy affords for this prob-
lem. What would such an assessment show? To keep within the limits of a
note on the text, we will only use two sources for the purposes of quick comparison:
Maritain’s The Degrees of Knowledge (DK) and Heidegger’s Being and Time (SZ).

In any such assessment, it would first of all have to be pointed out that “it is
a kind of existence which defines knowledge ” (DK, 112-8) which the scholastics
called “ esse intentionale” (DX, 114), the very notion and whole meaning of
which “ first came to it from its opposition to the esse entitativum of the extra-
mental thing ” (DX, 103: the “Ontological Difference? ”); moreover, this origi-
nal notion of esse intentionale is not *“an explanatory factor already known and
clarified by some other means” (DX, 115); for everything our intellect knows
“it knows by referring it in some way to the sensible things of nature ” (DK,
182), which are precisely not intentionalia’ (ontic and not ontological?)—i.e.,
the ens of esse intentionale is never given directly in our experience of entities,
“rather, it is anything that makes known, before itself being a known object.
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For Heidegger, “that which never and nowhere ‘is’ dis-
closes itself as that which differs from everything that ‘is,” i.e.,

More exactly, let us say it is something that, before being known as object by a
reflective act, is known only by the very knowledge that brings the mind to the
object through its mediation. In other words, it is not known by °appearing’ as
object but by °disappearing’ in the face of the object [Ontological Difference?],
for its very essence is to bear the mind to something other than itself 7 (DX, 119-
20). Thus, thought ““ has no need to get outside of itself to attain the thing that
exists or can exist outside knowledge . . . because the very glory of the imma-
teriality of thought is not to be a thing in space exterior to another extended thing,
but rather a life which is superior to the whole order of space . .. & higher life
which perfects itself by that which is not it, itself, even without going outside
itself ” (DK, 104). Similarly, “ when Dasein directs itself toward something and
grasps it, it does not somehow first get out of an inner sphere in which it has
proximally been encapsulated, but its primary kind of Being is such that it is
always ‘outside’ alongside entities which it encounters and which belong to a
world already discovered ” (SZ, 89). * Intentionality is not only that property
of my consciousness of being directed transparency, of aiming at objects in the
depths of itself. Above all, intentionality is a property of thought, a prerogative
of its immateriality, whereby being in itself, posited °outside it,” i.e., being which
is fully independent of the act of thought, becomes a thing existing within it, set
up for it and integrated into its own act through which, from that moment, they
both exist in thought with a single, self-same suprasubjective existence ” (DX, 103).
Asks Heidegger: “ Whither and whence and in what free dimension could the
intentionality [taken as no more than that property of my consciousness of aiming
at objects in the depths of itself-—which is only a limited aspect of esse intentionale,
as Maritain indicates] of consciousness move, if instancy [i.e., ¢ the open-standing
standing-in in the unconcealedness of Being, from Being, in Being’] were not the
essence of man in the first instance? ” (WM: In, pp. 214-5.)

In short, *“it is within thought itself that extramental being is grasped ” (DK,
104), but precisely and only insofar as this ‘-extramental being’ has entered upon
the intentional mode of existence: “Thus we must distinguish between the thing
as thing—as existing or able to exist for itself [secundum esse entitativum}—and the
thing as object—when it is before the faculty of knowing and made present to it
[secundum esse intentionale sub aspectu specei expressae]” (DK, 91). Heidegger
writes: “ Entities are, quite independently of the experience by which they are
disclosed, the acquaintance in which they are discovered, and the grasping in which
their nature is ascertained. But Being ‘is’ only in the understanding of those
entities to whose Being something like an understanding of Being belongs” (SZ,
228). “And the possibility of error arises simply from the disparity in the way
things exist in these two worlds,” spec., the ‘ world ’ of thought and the ‘ world’
of nature. “ That indicates that thought is not referred to the thing as a material
transfer that coincides with its model: there is a gulf between the conditions or
mode of thought and the conditions or mode of the thing” (DX, 86). Precisely
as intentionally present, i.e., if we consider the ens of its esse intentionale, “ the
concept is so Little a thing or object that to say it is attained by understanding
is to say that the thing, and not it, is known as object. It is known (in the
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what we call ‘Being.’”* For Heidegger, “ Being is not an
existing quality of what-is, nor, unlike what-is, can Being be
conceived and established objectively. This, the purely  Other ’

direct act of understanding) only insofar as it is the actualizing form of the under-
standing of the object ” (DX, 894-5). Thus, the ens of esse intentionale has already
been grasped preconceptually in the experience of entities. It is known in advance,
beforehand, a-priori, and in a non-conceptual or preconceptual manner. “ All this
amounts to saying that the concept [considered in the character of being which
is proper to it as manifestive, sc. esse intentionale] is a formal sign. Like every
sign, it is a praecognitum, but in this case it is not only necessary to say that the
sign is first known, with a simple priority of nature and not of time, but it should
be added that it is known formaliter, in virtue of its being the actualizing form
of knowledge—and not foreknown denominative as an object attained by knowl-
edge” (DK, 894). This notion of esse intentionale as a-priori in our encounter
with beings, as signum formale praecognitum, “has been ‘made to measure’
according to the exigencies of an analysis that respects the proper nature of knowl-
edge. It belongs there and there only ” (DK, 120). Heidegger says: “Only
because Being is ‘in the consciousness —that is to say, only because it is under-
standable in Dasein—can Dasein also understand and conceptualize such charac-
teristics of Being as independence, the ‘in-itself,” and Reality in general. Only
because of this are ‘ independent ’ entities, as encountered within-the-world, acces-
sible to circumspection ” (SZ, 251). “Hence Being can be something uncon-
ceptualized, but it never fails to be understood ” (SZ, 228).

Most important of all, perhaps, is the observation that esse intentionale taken
in its proper sense is not an accident, not a modification of a subject. “ For after
all, the scandals suffered by the principle of identity can only be apparent, and
it is certain that, if it is proper to the knower to be another thing than what it
is, we must needs, to avoid absurdity, distinguish two ways of having existence;
we have to conceive of an esse that is not the proper act of existing of the sub-
ject as such or of its accidents” (DK, 114). “ Taken purely in itself [the act
of knowing, of thought] does not consist in the production of anything, even within
the knowing subject ” (DK, 118). In fact, of course, there is mental productivity
implicated in all human awareness; but that inner production is not formally the
intentionale of awareness, not that which makes thought to be thought. It is
precisely in the order of esse intentionale that the subject-object relation is main-
tained without being in any proper sense primary—for the subject-object dichotomy
is the product of entitative (ontical) not intentional (ontological) analysis: “ St.
Thomas warns us that knowledge, taken not as an accident of the knower (a
condition for the entitative order implied by all creative knowledge) but as a
relation to the thing known and in the pure line of knowing, is not in the soul as
in a subject in the entifative sense of the word ‘in.” (This is so because it is
outside any and every order of the entitative.) °‘Secundum quod comparatur ad

cognoscendum, [notitia] . . . inest cognoscenti sicut accidens In subjecto, et sic
non excedit subjectum, quia nunquam invenitur inesse alicui nisi menti. . . .
Secundum quod comparatur ad cognoscibile, . . . sic non habet quod insit, sed

quod ad aliud sit. INlud autem quod ad aliquid dicitur, non habet rationem acci-
dentis ex hoe quod est ad aliquid, sed solum ex hoc quod inest. . . . Et propter
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than everything that ‘is,’ is that-which-is-not (das Nicht-
Seiende). Yet this ‘ Nothing’ functions as Being,” ** and

hoc notitia secundum considerationem istam non est in anima sicut in subjecto;
et secundum hane somparationem excedit mentem inquantum alia a mente per
notitiam cognoscuntur. . . . Et secundum hoc etiam est quaedam aequalitas
notitiae ad mentem, inquantum se extendit ad omnia ad quae potest se extendere
mens’® (Quodlib., VII, a. 4). This does not, however, prevent things known being
in the soul in the intentional meaning indicated in the text, and not in any entita-
tive sense” (DX, 85 fn. 2). And that characterizes something very much like
the phenomenological World!

Thus we would have to say that for the scholastic to inquire thematically and
directly into the ens of esse intentionale would be analogous to Heidegger’s funda-
mentalontologie or Daseinsanalyse taken as research into that which renders pos-
sible (ontological truth) our encounter with entities (ontic truth), taken as inquiry
about die Sache des Denkens. 'The distinction between the entitative and the
intentional orders, which literally cuts man in two (ontic and ontological dimen-
sions?—* intelligere et esse non sunt idem apud nos” [De veritate, Q. 4, art. 4),
is analogous to the Ontological Difference of Heidegger. And man insofar as he
leads an intentional life which is defined precisely by way of contradistinction to
his existence as ‘a thing of nature’ (and we remark again that all and only that
which has entered upon the modes of intentional existence is capable of contributing
to the formation of the knower as such—and this holds equally regarding the
awareness of the self by the self) corresponds to the notion of Dasein. As a first
approzimation, we say: The ens of esse intentionale seems to us to be the Being
(Sein) of which Heidegger speaks. In the situation of awareness this ens (primum
tamquam prae-cognitum) is hidden concealed, léthe, in the very beings which
emerge into the definiteness of knowledge. Being-as-it-is-in-our-mind then is the
constitutive unity of real beings which are disclosed only insofar as they entered
into the intentional life of man, i.e., insofar as they have been brought into the
mode of intentional existence—sicut habens esse intentionale. * Entities are,
quite independently of the experience by which they are discovered, and the grasp-
ing in which their nature is ascertained. But Being ‘is " only in the understand-
ing of those entities to whose Being something like an understanding of Being
belongs. Hence Being can be something unconceptualized, but it never completely
fails to be understood. In ontological problematics Being and truth have, from
time immemorial, been brought together if not entirely identified. This is evidence
that there is a necessary connection between Being and understanding, even if it
may perhaps be hidden in its primordial grounds” (SZ, 228). In fine: what is
the character, the Sinn, of the Ens out of which the esse of esse intentionale takes
rise?

Thus we locate Heidegger in the categories of scholasticism. Such seems to us
the truest sense of Dondeyne’s observation: “Nous venons de voir que, par le
théme de la différence ontologique, la pensée heideggerienne prend place dans la
grande tradition de la philosophia perennis. Nous devons examiner maintenant
par quoi elle se distingue & lintérieur de cette tradition” (“ La différence onto-
logique chez M. Heidegger,” p. 49). For it is obvious that the comparisons we
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“ shows itself as essentially belonging to what-is [das Seiende]
while this is slipping away in totality.” *

This unusual manner of articulating Being (as the compre-
hensibility of things, or the ground of all awareness) gives us
the widest possible concept of beings as such: they are some-
thing and not nothing. A delusion, the meaning of a poem,
God, an isolated love, hope, thinking, seeming, becoming, feel-
ing, dreaming—all are evidently something and not nothing,
although they are not concrete, sensible things in the (meta-
physically) primary sense of the word—i. e., although they are
not ‘ substances.” Starting from the idea of something, a “ real
thing ” is no longer played off against an “ ideal thing ” and the
one measured by the other: both are set off against Nothing
as the totally other to all things, and understood in their most
fundamental character as “ not nothing.” Heidegger’s idea of
Being formulates the demand that the “thought of Being”
start from the widest and deepest of all distinctions— the dif-
ference between something and nothing.”> With this start, the

have drawn only situate Heidegger: they do not encompass his thought. Before
that can be attempted, we shall have to “broaden and deepen ” the problematic
of St. Thomas’ esse intentionale—and that cannot be done in a footnote.

4 WM:Ep, p. 353.

50 Ibid.

' WM, p. 338.

52 Regarding this methodologically grounded manner of drawing the distinction
of “something” over against “ nothing,” and allowing for all the very real and
deep differences between the phenomenology of Heidegger and that of Husser],
the criticism levelled by Maritain makes some telling points: ““it does seem that
from the very outset phenomenology went along on a kind of unnatural cross-
breeding between ontology and logic. It is a serious matter for a philosopher
not to be able to distinguish between ens reale and ens rationis. He runs the risk,
in spite of all his protests against constructionism, of setting about the task of
‘ elucidating * a universe of fictions, and of leaving aside the proper task of a
straightforward philosophy which is to assign the reasons for what is given to it
and to gain an understanding of that datum. Other drawbacks, too, were bound to
arise. In doing away with the transobjective subject the proper eflects of materi-
ality are introduced into the very world of intelligible essences and of the a prior.
1t is vain to try not to treat this world in empiricist fashion as those do who mis-
understand intelligible necessities and think with their eyes and treat of the world
of sensible, concrete things with their hands. For if, in its own proper life, intel-
lect is pure { I do not mean purified of what experience brings to it and whence
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problem of the nothing is drawn into the very center of the
philosophical project—and yet this “ Nothing ” is the veil of
Being itself.®

Heidegger asks, “ Why are there beings, why is there any-
thing at all, rather than nothing? ”, and he characterizes this
as the most far-reaching, deepest, and most fundamental of all
questions because through this question what-is-in-totality “is
for the first time opened up as such with a view to its possible
ground, and in the act of questioning it is kept open.” %
Richardson formulates the question this way:

How is it possible that beings (independently of “ where” they
might have come from, “ who” or “what” may have “caused”
them, as metaphysics understands these terms) can be (manifest)
as beings. . . . Heidegger himself expands the question thus:
“. . . How does it come about that everywhere {about us] beings
have the primacy . . . while that which is not a being, which is

it draws all its riches; I mean, rather, purified of all material co-action and of all
empirical enslavement), it is because whatever is contingent, potential and ma-
terial, the whole mass of inertia that can be defined through its resistance to intel-
lizibility, forms part of the world to which intellect is applied and which it
knows. But that world is located outside intelligence as is this world itself. On
the other hand, by the fact that the essences perceived by the mind are no longer
grasped in transobjective subjects existing outside the mind and themselves in-
volved in the flow of time, the extra-temporal objects of the intellect are, through
an unexpected return to Platonism, separated from real temporal existence. And,
to regain that existence once more, there is nothing left to do but to invert the
intellect by giving time precedence over being, either by seeking to substitute time
for being with Mr. Bergson or by striving to rest being on time with Mr. Heidegger.
And that is to guarantee realism by destroying its primary foundation.” (The
Degrees of Knowledge, pp. 106-7.) The positive factors of Heideggerean methodo-
logical considerations which such criticism leaves out of account we shall try to
highlight throughout our study.

% Adapted from XKing, Heidegger's Philosophy, p. 11. See WM, pp. 847-8:
“Only because Nothing is revealed in the very basis of our Da-sein is it possible
for the utter strangeness of what-is to dawn on us. Only when the strangeness
of what-is forces itself upon us does it awaken and invite our wonder. Only
because of wonder, that is to say, the revelation of Nothing, does the “ Why?”
spring to our lips. Only because this “ Why ” is possible as such can we seek
for reasons and proofs in a definite way. Only because we can ask and prove
are we fated to become enquirers in this life. The enquiry into Nothing puts us,
the enquirers, ourselves in question.”

S¢EM, p. 4; cf. pp. 1 and 2.
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thought of as Non-being in the sense of Being itself, remains for-
gotten?” . . 53

Being for Heidegger is precisely that (ground of comprehensi-
bility or awareness-possibility) which, from the standpoint of
things (beings) is precisely Non-being.*® This experience of
the forgottenness of Being was brought clearly into language
by Heidegger in 1949. “In its answers to the question con-
cerning beings as such, metaphysics operates with a prior con-
ception of Being. . . . To metaphysics, the nature of truth
always appears only in the derivative form of the truth of
knowledge. . . . it is by its very nature excluded from the
experience of Being; for it always represents beings (on) only
with an eye to what of Being has already manifested itself as
beings (a on). But metaphysics never pays attention to what
has concealed itself in this very on insofar as it became uncon-
cealed.” ** The point is clear:

If Being is not a being, nor the sum total of them, the process
of nonconcealment (truth or truth-ing) has a built-in “not ” char-
acter to it that contracts, constricts, or hides it within the beings it
lets be (manifest). As a result, if we try to describe Being merely

%% Richardson, Heidegger . . ., p. 14. Cf. “ Heidegger and God,” pp. 27-8:
“ For Leibniz, or course, the formula asks effectively about a Supreme Being that
grounds all other beings and therefore is an eminently metaphysical question. For
Heidegger, the question means: How is it possible that beings, independently of
‘ where ’ they might have come from, ‘ who’ or ‘ what’ may have ‘caused’ them
as metaphysics understand these terms, can be (manifest) as beings? In other
words, it is a question about the coming-to-pass of the nonconcealment of beings,
about the emergence of the ontological difference.”

58 Cf. Richardson, pp. 200, 424, 564, 572. Also Dondeyne, “ La différence onto-
logique chez M. Heidegger,” p. 278: “ Comme il a été dit plus haut, c’est parce
que homme se tient en quelque sorte dans le néant, qu’il peut rencontrer 1’étant,
le ¢ laisser &tre,” lui laisser dire ce qu’il a & dire (entgegen-stehen-lassen). Ce néant
n’est pas le “ Nichts schlechthin,” avons nous vu, la suppression par la pensée de
la totalité de I’étant, mais la possibilité toute positive, originelle et transcendentale
de se tenir ouvert pour la rencontre de Pétant, or, ce qui revient au méme, de
“ former,” de ‘projeter,” de °tenir ouvert V'horizon dans lequel ’étant pourra étre
rencontré dans son étre” Ce pouvoir fondamental de °se tenir ouvert en projetant
un horizon de rencontre,” Heidegger I'appelle: * das Grundvermbgen einer entgegen-
stehenlassende Zuwendung zu. . . > 1l est le correspondant de la corrélation tran-
scendantale kantienne, la ¢ Beziehung auf den Gegenstand iiberhaupt = X”

5T WM:In, pp. 210 and 218.
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in terms of the beings that it is not, then the most we can say about
it, perhaps, is that it is not a being; and if for a moment, and simply
for purposes of exposition, we call every being a ““ thing,” then Being
is not a thing, it is No-thing, it is Nothing (Nichis). Being (Sein)
and Nothing (Nichts) are one.’®

Perhaps this is sufficient to effect the first phase of our re-
trieve of the early Heidegger, namely, the re-call of the experi-
ence of the forgottenness of Being.

Heidegger’s guide-question is: What is it that is called
Being? “1If it does not concern itself with beings and inquire
about their first cause among all beings, then the question must
begin from [i. e., designate] that which is not a being. And this
is precisely what the question names, and it capitalizes the
word: the Nothing,” * or, as we might write it, “ the No-thing.”

But “ to keep to the problem of Nothing ” as the problem of
Being itself (or ‘as such’), “necessitates changing man into
his Da-sein.” ** Heidegger I came to regard as a decisive factor
in the effort to recover Being from its forgottenness “ the essen-
tial experience that only in and from Dasein, as a thing to
which we have entry, can any approximation to the truth of
Being evolve for historical man.” *

Why so? And how is man “ changed ” into his Dasein? By
what method was Heidegger able to effect this ‘ essential trans-
formation,” to precise the notion of Dasein as the focus for any
progress in formalizing the Being-question? This is a facet of
the original Heideggerean problematic set forth in Sein und Zeit
that is important on two counts. First of all because the pre-
liminary notion of Dasein can hardly be appreciated fully ex-
cept through a clear insight into Heidegger’s understanding of
phenomenological research. And secondly because much of the
difficulties of Heidegger II are the consequence of his failure

5% Richardson, *“ Heidegger and God,” p. 25.

5 WM:In, p. 220.

% WM:Ep., p. 837.

** Heidegger, “ On the Essence of Truth,” trans. by R. F. C. Hull and Alan Crick,
Existence and Being, Werner Brock, ed. (Chicago: Gateway, 1949), p. 323. Here-
after referred to as WW,
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to clarify the relation between man in his Dasein and man as
entity (animal rationale), that is, the ontic-ontological struc-
tural interarticulation which gives rise to the possibility of a
categorical as well as an existentialistic understanding of human
being.**

From Max anDp THE “ Cocrro Sum ” To DasEin

Heidegger struggled over a long period of years with the
problem of formalizing his basic experience of the forgottenness
of Being in such a way that the materials of this experience
could be rendered suitable for research into the meaning (or
‘sense’) of Being itself. In other words, he struggled with the
problem of reducing or converting his primal intuitions into a
status quaestionis.

“To gain this clarity,” Heidegger informs us, “ three insights
were decisive, though, to be sure, not yet sufficient for the ven-
ture of analysing the Being-question as a question about the
sense of Being.” ®® The first of these was his personal encounter
with Husserl, which brought him his first acquaintance with
phenomenology. The second insight derived from a renewed
study of the Aristotelian texts (esp. Book IX of the Meta-
physics and Book VI of the Nichomachean Ethics), and con-
sisted in the interpretation of the Greek concept of (original)
truth “ as a process of revealment (alétheuein) and in the char-
acterization of truth as non-concealment, to which all self-
manifestation of beings pertains.” ®* The third decisive insight
was the recognition of the fundamental trait of ousia, the Being
of beings, as Presence, because “ the disquieting, ever watchful
question about Being under the guise of Presence (Present)
developed into the question about Being in terms of its time

%% A possibility readily recognized by Heidegger himself: cf. SZ, pp. 71, 81, 155.
83 « Preface ” to Fr. Richardson’s Heidegger . . . , p. x.
% Ibid., pp. xi-xit. Says Fr. Richardson: “I take Heidegger to mean here:
the process that lets beings manifest themselves as what they are is Being itself
. so that the Being-process as alétheuein must be conceived as the coming to
pass of truth.” (“The Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,” p. 284. Cf. also
p. 269, and “ Heidegger and God,” p. 24.)



188 JOHN N. DEELY

character ”: “ Time became questionable in the same way as
Being.” ¢

Before these three insights became sufficient for even the
initial formalization of the Being-question ‘ as a question about
the sense of Being,” it was necessary that they first come to-
gether and take on a unified consistency as Heidegger’s grasp
of the meaning and scope of the principle of phenomenological
research (“to the things themselves ) tightened in his em-
ployment of the phenomenological method. It is true that
Heidegger eventually broke with Husserl and even came to
dissociate himself from the general phenomenological move-
ment; but one must realize that this dissociation was called
for only by what Heidegger regards to this day as “a more
faithful adherence to the principle of phenomenology.” ¢

Thus Richardson remarks that “it is singularly important
to realize that Heidegger never abandons the phenomeno-
logical attitude that seeks only to let the phenomenon mani-
fest itself ”; ¢ and this is so because “ his conception of Being
in the later period is a rigorously phenomenological as it was
in Sein und Zeit. By that I mean that whatever is said about
it is said in terms of that process of a-létheia that lets beings
be un-concealed to Dasein.” *® It is this attitude which alto-
gether determines the orientation of the original Heideggerean
problematic in relation to the Being-question and makes pos-
sible the initial conception of man in terms of There-being
(Dasein) . Whatever the relation of Dasein as a phenomenal
structure to man as an ontic reality may be, “man is the
There through whose Being the manifestive irruption among
beings takes place ” only “on the basis of [his preontological
or preconceptual or °presuppositional ’*] comprehension of
Being.” * This means that in posing the question of the Being
of things-in-Being Heidegger is concerned only with the process

5 Ibid., p. xii.

8¢ Ibid., p. xiv.

8% Richardson, Heidegger . . . , p. 47; cf. pp. 627-631.

¢® Richardson, “ Heidegger and God,” p. 68.

¢ Ct. SZ, pp. 27-8.

7 KM, p. 206 of German ed., as cited in Heidegger . . . , p. 44.
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by which beings are lit up and reveal themselves as what they
are for and to man. “What about beings before There-being
discovers them "—the traditional interpretation ™ of the Being-
question? “ The question cannot be asked ” without aban-
doning the attitude of phenomenology as Heidegger under-
stands it.”

Being then is the lighting-process by which beings are “lit
up ”; and whether these beings be subjects (men) or objects
(things) , the light itself is neither one nor the other but “ be-
tween ” them both, as the possibility for encounter.”

We may attempt (careful not to push that attempt too far)
to illustrate this with an analogy. Imagine a streetlight cast-
ing its glow in a heavy fog. The illumination suffuses the fog
itself, lighting it up, and discloses perhaps the outline of cer-
tain buildings or other objects that lie within the circle of
illumination the lamp casts. In this analogy, the fog (as suf-
fused) would symbolize the World; the buildings, etc., would
symbolize what-is, das Seiende; the lamp itself would stand for
man; Being is the very lighting up, the very suffusion-which-
discloses; and the circle of illumination would represent Dasein.
Thus both Dasein (as horizon) and Being (as ground of re-
vealment) stand between man and the beings. * Dasein is
transcendent, that is, it passes beyond all beings (including
itself) , beyond that level where beings are conceived as objects
opposed to subjects (that is, beyond all subject-object po-
larity) to the Being of beings.” ™ Notice that, phenomeno-
logically speaking, the circle of illumination presents itself as a
constitutive state of the lamp, yet is not disclosed as originat-
ing in the lamp. What the light, i.e., the illumination, in

7 “ We can think being,” concludes Maritain, “ only by thinking it as distinct
from knowing.,” The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 226.

72 See Richardson, Heidegger . . ., pp. 44 and 627. See esp. pp. 109 fn. 8,
149-50, 892, 419. “* The nature of reality > as elucidated by Heidegger is  reality ’
as experienced by the phenomenologist, wherein beings ‘ are’ insofar as they appear
to man.” (“Heidegger and God,” p. 80.)

8 See Richardson, Heidegger . . ., pp. 6, 101, 154-5, 176, 386, 478, 486, 488;
HB, 293, 296.

¢ Richardson, “ Heidegger and God,” p. 33.
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itself is or what the lamp (the projecting “ There ”) in itself
might be, independently of the manifestive process in which
they cooperate, is simply not a part of the phenomenologically
articulated problem.™

Being is not a being, because it is that which enables beings
to be (present) to man and men to each other. It is nearest
to man, because it makes him to be what he is and enables
him to enter into comportment with other beings. Yet it is
farthest removed from him because it is not a being with which
he, structured as he is to deal directly with only beings, can
comport himself.” “ From the point of view of beings, Being
encompasses them all, just as a domain of openness encom-
passes what is found within it. Being is a domain of openness
precisely because it is the lighting process by which beings are
lit up. If these beings be °subjects’ or ‘objects’ then the
light itself is neither subject nor object but ‘ between’ them
both, enabling the encounter between the subject and object
to come about.” ™

This understanding of the initial conception of Dasein as
the immediate °precipitate,” so to speak, which results from
beholding the human reality through a purely phenomeno-
logical gaze is all-important for grasping the original Heideg-
gerean problematic.”® (See fn. 29, above, and text ad fn. 17.)
We might almost say that the very success of our re-trieve
ultimately rests on this.

On this way—that is, in the service of the question concerning the
truth of Being—it becomes necessary to stop and think about
human nature; for the experience of the oblivion of Being . ..
involves the crucial conjecture that in view of the unconcealedness
of Being the involvement of Being in human nature is an essential

8 Cf. Richardson, Heidegger . . ., p. 59 fn. 68.
® Richardson, Heidegger . . ., p. 6. Cf. “ Heidegger and God,” p. 25. HB,
p. 282: “. .. ‘Being’ is not God, nor [some] ground of the world. Being is

broader than all beings—and yet is nearer to man than all beings, whether they
be rocks, animals, works of art, machines, angels or God. Being is what is nearest
[to man]. Yet [this] near-ness remains farthest removed from him. .. .” (Trans.
mine.)

77 Richardson, “ Heidegger and God,” p. 25.

8 See SZ, p. 61; Richardson, “ The Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,” 284-5.
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feature of Being. But how could this conjecture, which is experi-
enced here, become an explicit question before every attempt had
been made to liberate the determination of human nature from
the concept of subjectivity and from the concept of ““animal
rationale ”’? To characterize with a single term both the involve-
ment of Being in human nature and the essential relation of man
to the openness (“there”) of Being as such, the name of “ being
there ” [Dasein] was chosen for that sphere of being in which man
stands as man. . . . Any attempt, therefore, to re-think Being and
Time is thwarted as long as one is satisfied with the observation
that, in this study, the term “ being there ” [Dasein] is used in place
of “consciousness.” As if this were simply a matter of using dif-
ferent words! As if it were not the one and only thing at stake
here: namely, to get men to think about the involvement of Being
in human nature and thus, from our point of view, to present first
of all an experience of human nature which may prove sufficient
to direct our inquiry. The term “ being there ” [Dasein] neither
takes the place of the term “ consciousness ” nor does the “ object ™
designated as “being there” [Dasein] take the place of what we
think of when we speak of “ consciousness.” “ Being there ” [Dasein]
names that which should first of all be experienced, and subse-

quently thought of, as a place—namely, the location of the truth
of Being.™

We may say by way of approximation that, if transposed
into St. Thomas® perspectives, the notion of Dasein would be
more or less equivalent to the intentional life of man. But
we must be careful to point out that “ intentional ” here must
be understood in the Thomistic sense of esse intentionale as
developed especially by Maritain, and not in the Husserlian
sense of intentionality as the basic structure of consciousness-
as-produced or derived from the subjectivity of a transcen-
dental ego.® The locus of intentionality in this latter sense
definitely occupies a subordinate position in Heidegger’s prob-
lematic, and rightly so.®* 1In this transposed perspective, Being

™ WM: In, pp. 212-18.

8 J. Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge, pp. 108-4: “The very notion of
intentionality, in passing from the hands of the great scholastic realists [on this
historical point, see fn., 87 below] to the hands of contemporary neo-Cartesians
(as E. Husserl describes himself in his last work), has lost its effectiveness and
value. And how could it be otherwise since its whole meaning first came to it
from its opposition to the esse entitativum of the extramental thing? Intention-
ality is not only that property of my consciousness of being directed transparency,
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as the lighting-process would point in two directions: it would
point on the one side toward the lines of analysis which de-
lineate the nature and function of the illuminating or acting
intellect, the intellectus agens; ** and on another side it would

of aiming at objects in the depths of itself. Above all intentionality is a property
of thought, a prerogative of its immateriality, whereby being in itself, posited ‘ out-
side it,’ i.e., being which is fully independent of the act of thought, becomes a
thing existing within it, set up for it and integrated Into its own act through which,
from that moment, they both exist in thought with a single, self-same suprasub-
jective existence.

“If a person does not go that far, if he refuses to the mind the power (which
is only real if being itself is real) of ‘surmounting’ being and rendering it in-
ferior to itself, the pure transparency of intentionality is inevitably materialized by
looking upon intentionality as a °constituent’ of the object through its °struc-
tural rules,” * by requiring it to constitute the other and to confer its proper mean-
ing upon it ‘ beginning with my own being,’ ® whereas, on the contrary, intention-
ality brings the other into me °beginning with > its own otherness and makes me
be the other. And even though, as it so often seems to happen to E. Husserl, he
seems to be brushing the skirts of the true nature of knowledge, so to speak, in
the final reckoning he always misses the great secret. He does not see that knowl-
edge has no need to get outside of itself to attain the thing that exists or ean
exist outside knowledge—the extramental thing which, because of this preconceived
notion, must be got rid of. The real or metalogical thing is touched and handled
right within the concept; it is seized there; the mind feeds upon it in its own home,
because the very glory of the immateriality of thought is not to be a thing in
space exterior to another extended thing, but rather a life which is superior to
the whole order of space. For the very glory of the immateriality of thought is
to be a higher life which perfects itself by that which is not it, itself, even without
going outside itself, by an intelligible reality whose fertile substance the mind
grasps through the senses, that fertile substance drawn by the senses from actual,
existing (material) things. The way to make the proper mystery of knowledge
vanish is precisely to get rid of extramental being, to suppress those ontological
(metalogical) “for themselves, fully independent of my thought, and which my
thought makes its own by making itself them. . ..”

81 Qee Richardson, Heidegger . . . , esp. pp. 178-9, but also pp. 98, 146, 153,
206, 253, 339, 370, 380, 420; and WM:In, pp. 214-15. Cf. Jean-Marc Laporte,
“ The Evidence for the Negative Judgment of Separation,” pp. 27-8: “ The prob-
lem of knowledge, of transcendence within immanence, is insoluble on the precritical
level of imagination. If a knowing subject imagines himself as some tangible con-
crete ‘ thing,’ the known material object as another tangible concrete °thing’ of
the same type, and wonders how the extramental ° things’ can possibly be inside
the mind his puzzlement will necessarily turn into the despair of solipsism.”

82 This first direction indicated is suggested also by D. M. De Petter, “De
oorspong van de zijnskennis volgens de H. Thomas van Aquino ” dans Tijdschrift
voor Philosophie (Juin, 1955), pp. 217, 249. And by Dondeyne, “La différence
ontologique chez M. Heidegger,” pp. 255 fn. 11, 269 fn. 49, 271, and 285. “ Mais
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simultaneously point up the need for a thorough reinterrogation
of what John of St. Thomas referred to in an important treatise
as the “ celebrated problem > of the primum cognitum.®* Simi-
larly, “ beings ” would signify extramental reality precisely and
only in the measure that it had entered upon intentional exist-
ence, had become esse intentionale, i. e., only as it had entered
into the intentional life of man. Whatever Fr. Richardson’s
own meaning, it is in this sense that we would employ his
statement that it is the intentionality of Being’ (. . .) that
at all times was the unsaid of Heidegger I, rendering possible
the entire structure of concern.” *

The matter is difficult and important enough to justify, if
not demand, a digression, “ for a wave of the hand away from
Husserl and toward Maritain is not quite enough to supply
apodictic evidence. . . .7 %

ce n'est pas pour s'évader du monde ou se replier sur lui-meme que I’homme est
porteur d’un lumen naturale, ou, plus exactement, qu’il est porté par lui et en
quelque sorte ‘retenue en lui’ Il en est de cette lumitre comme de lintellect
agent chez Saint Thomas: elle n’est rien sans les étants, encore qu’elle rende pos-
sible que les étants soient, aus sens phénoménologique de ce terme, c’est-d-dire
au sense de ‘ devenir manifeste’ et se ‘ montrer comme tel.” Se libérer de I'emprise
du milieu envirronnant et ‘laisser-8tre’ (sein lassen = frei lassen) les étants, est
un seul et méme événement: lavenement de la verité” (p. 271: my emphasis).
“Si l'on veut trouver dans la scolastique un correspondant de la problematique
heideggerienne de 'origine de la vérité, c’est au probleme de Pintellect agent qu’il
faut songer” (p. 285).

82 See Cursus Phil., II, q. 1, art 8. Some indication of the complexities of such
a reinterrogation can be garnered from the analysis of conflicting Thomistic views
put forward by Jean-Marc Laporte, “ The Evidence for the Negative Judgment of
Separation,” The Modern Schoolman, XLI (November, 1963), pp. 28-35. Accord-
ing to Laporte, two equally legitimate senses should be recognized in the notion of
ens ut primum cognitum, * one explicit and restricted, the second implicit and
transcendental "—a distinction which Laporte suggests as able to resolve the con-
flicts. Cf. Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 215; L. M. Regis, Epistemology
(New York: Macmillan, 1959), pp. 284-9; G. P. Klubertanz, Philosophy of Being
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1955), pp. 89-40, 45; L. Lachance, L’étre et
ses propriétés (Montreal: Levrier, 1950), pp. 17-40. Several of the relevant texts
in St. Thomas must also be noted: Summa, I, q. 5, art. 2; q. 79, art. 7; q. 84, art.
7 q. 87, art. 3 ad 1; q. 88, art. 8. De wveritate, q. 1, arts. 1 & 2 ad 4; q. 8, art. 15;
q. 18, art. 8 ad 4. In Met, I, lect. 2, n. 46; IV, lect. 6, n. 605. De trin., q. 6,
art. 4.

8¢ Richardson, Heidegger . . . , p. 627.

85 Parsonal letter from Fr. Richardson dated August 1, 1966.
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DaseiNy As tHE INTENTIONAL LirE or MAN

If we ask ourselves where for St. Thomas the subject-object
dichotomy is transcended, where it at once disappears in order
to become derivatively (analytically) possible, it must be an-
swered that subject-object considerations are *“ swallowed up ”
in that unique kind of existence which is neither the proper
act of existence of the subject knowing or subject known as
such (object), nor of their accidents. This altogether and irre-
ducibly unique order of things was called by St. Thomas the
intentional order, the sphere of esse intentionale, sometimes esse
immateriale or (less properly) esse spirituale. Subject-object
thinking is not adequate to the problematic constituted by the
question directly interrogating the ens of esse intentionale pre-
cisely because intentionality in its proper office is neither a
thing in itself (substance) nor the modification of some thing
(accident) . The basic incommensurability of subject-ist think-
ing to this order of things is clear on two counts. First of all,
“ even when esse intentionale has nothing to do with the world
of knowledge, it is already a way for forms to escape from
[entitative] entombment in matter ”’; * and secondly, even when
esse intentionale is considered relative to the world of knowl-
edge as the kind of existence which defines its possibility, “ St.
Thomas has never made understanding consist in the intellect’s
being (entitatively) informed by the word or representative
quality, but rather in its being (intentionally) informed by
the object or res intellecta ” by means of the word as vicar of
the object and medium quo of knowledge.® Even in the con-

88 J. Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 115. “ We think it would be of
great interest to philosophers to study the role that esse intentionale plays in the
physical world itself wherein there undoubtedly arises from such existing, that
sort of universal animation whereby motion puts into bodies more than they are,
and colours the whole of nature with a semblance of life and feeling undoubtedly
derived from it.* However this may be, what is important for us at this moment
is its role in knowing and in the material operations of knowing, the intentional
presence of the object in the soul and the intentional transformation of the soul
into the object, both a function of the immateriality—imperfect for sense, abso-
lute for intellect—of the cognitive faculties.” As we shall see further on, this
resolute dichotomy between sense and intellect is resolved and overcome at the
single root of the soul’s powers.

8" See John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theol., I P., q. 27, disp. 12, art. 5, n. 11. In



HEIDEGGER IN THE TRADITION OF CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY 195

text of thought and knowledge therefore “it is a capital mis-
take to confuse the (intentional) information of the intellect
by the object, thanks to the concept, with the (entitative)
information of the intellect by the concept.”

his History of the Phenomenological Movement, vol. I, p. 40, fn. 2, Spiegelberg
gives a brief presentation of the sense of intentionality according to the usage, sup-
posedly, of St. Thomas Aquinas. It is unfortunate but perhaps inevitable that
in such an encompassing work of scholarship occasional earicatures will occur.
They cannot for that reason be pardoned, the less so the more fundamental they
are. It must be said that the presentation of St. Thomas’ usage by Spiegelberg
bears no readily recognizable relation to St. Thomas’ actual usage. And the rela-
tion does not become any more discernable with a second scrutiny. Many of the
relevant texts from St. Thomas’ works which treat of this matter have been
gathered together by Jacques Maritain in the first Appendix to The Degrees of
Knowledge, *“ The Concept,” pp. 887-417. A careful reading of these texts renders
inadmissible Spiegelberg’s characterization of the scholastic intentionale as *a
kind of distillate from the world outside ”; or his statement that secunda intentio
refers “ to logical categories ”’; or his claim that, as regards the various kinds of
intentio distinguished by Aquinas, “ Never is there any suggestion of a reference
to an object as the distinguishing characteristic of these ‘ intentions’”; and even
his claim that the notion of an “intentional relation ” has ‘“no standing among
the genuine Scholastics.” It is regrettable that Professor Spiegelberg should have
chosen, even indeliberately, the easy method of historical distortion in order to
bring out Brentano’s originality in appropriating the term * intentional.”

8% J, Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 404. Cf. p. 118: “ The act of
knowing is none of the actions we customarily observe round about us; it is not
part of the category °action ’—nor of the category ° passion '—in Aristotle’s table.
Taken purely in itself, it does not consist in the production of anything, even within
the knowing subject. To know Is to advance oneself to an act of existing of
supereminent perfection, and that, in itself, does not involve production.

“In fact, there is a production of an image in sensitive knowledge and of a
mental word, or concept, in intellectual knowledge; but that inner production is
not formally the act itself of knowing. It is at once a condition and a means, and
an expression of that act.

“That is why the ancients said the act of knowing is a properly immanent
action, a perfectly vital action, belonging to the category ‘quality.””

On the production of the mental word by the act of intellection, an act which
though immanent as such is virtually productive, see Cajetan, In sum. theol, I,
q. 27, art. 1; q. 84, 1 ad 2; John of St. Thomas, Cursus Phil., III P., q. 11, art. 1;
Cursus Theol., I P., q. 27, disp. 12, art. 5 (Vives, T. IV). Also The Degrees of
Knowledge, pp. 898, 395, 409, 411.

Dondeyne, “La différence ontologique . . . ,” p. 266: “Pour Heidegger, lex-
périence donatrice originaire du ‘ faire-étre’ se situe & un niveau autre que P'action
productrice au sens habituel de ce terme; elle se confond avec notre expérience
originaire de présence-au-monde et le ‘ Sein-lassen * libérateur qui en constitue en
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Considered with reference to the one who knows, thought is in the
knower as an accident is in a substance, and in this context it does
not surpass the boundaries of subjectivity, because it is never found
anywhere other than in some mind. ... But considered with
reference to that which is knowable . . . in this context it is not
said that thought is in something, but that it is in a relation to
something. That which is said by way of relation, however, does
not have the defining features of an accident from the fact that
there is a relationship, but solely from the fact that it is in (some-
thing). . .. And for this reason thought considered in what is
proper to it is not in the soul as in a subject; in this context it goes
beyond the confines of subjectivity insofar as something other than
the mind is apprehended in the medium of thought. . .. And in
this respect too there is a certain equality of thought to the mind
inasmuch as it embraces everything to which the mind is able to
extend itself.®®

The kind of existence which defines not only the possibility
of thought and knowledge but their actuality as well, die Sache
des Denkens for St. Thomas, is esse intentionale, that order of
reality wherein subject and object are united in a single, supra-

quelque sorte U'essence intime. C’est dire déja qu’elle est de I'ordre de la ¢ parole’
ou, ce qui revient au méme, de la ‘ vérité > entendu au sens heideggerien de alétheia
(dévoilement: Entbergung). L’avénement de la vérité (das Geschehen der Wahr-
heit), grice au laisser-étre libérateur (Sein-lassen) est, pour Heidegger, ’événement
significatif premier (das Urgeschehen): c’est 1& que tout d’abord quelque chose
‘ se passe,’ ‘ se produit,” La réside le fondement de toutes les modalités du produire
et des innombrables sense que I'expression ‘faire &tre,” ‘ fonder’ peut revétir: ‘Im
Entbergen grindet jedes Her-vorbringen’ (Die Frage nach der Technik, dans
Vortrige und Aufsitze, Giinther Neske Pfullingen, 1954, p. 20). C’est pourquoi
Pactivité réalisatrice par excellence n’est pas la fabrication des machines mais la
création de l'ceuvre d’art, le dire des pottes et la pensée du penseur original. Ce
n'est pas sans raison que, pour désigner ces formes soi-disant improductives de
Paction, le langage courant se soit toujours servi du terme °création.””

8 St. Thomas, Quodlib., VII, art. 41 “ Secundum quod comparatur ad cogno-
scentem, [notitia] . . . inest cognoscenti sicut accidens in subjecto, et sic non
excedit subjectum, quia nunquam invenitur inesse alicui nisi menti. . . . Secundum
quod comparatur ad cognoscibile, . . . sic non habet quod insit, sed quod ad aliud
sit. Illud autem quod ad aliquid dicitur, non habet rationem accidentis ex hoc
quod est ad aliquid, sed solum ex hoc quod inest. . . . Et propter hoc notitia
secundum considerationem istam non est in anima sicut in subjecto; et secundum
hanc comparationem excedit mentem inquantum alia a mente per notitiam cogno-
scuntur. . . . Et secundum hoc etiam est quaedam aequalitas notitiae ad mentem,
inquantum se extendit ad omnia ad quae potest se extendere mens.”
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subjective mode of existing, in an actus perfecti which is pre-
cisely other than the actuality either of the subject known or
of the subject knowing—other even from the mind (anima)
of the subject (actually or possibly) knowing. And if in the
consideration of the intentional life of man we methodologically
preclude all entitative considerations, whether they be anterior
or concomitant to this intentional life (which, as we shall see,
is precisely what phenomenological research as Heidegger con-
ceives it in principle achieves); if moreover we call this inten-
tional life man’s ontological dimension, and call his natural or
entitative being (in the sense of suppositum: the human sub-
stance concretely considered as exercising esse) his ontic dimen-
sion; and if we are concerned here only with placing Heidegger’s
thought according to what is proper to it along the main lines
of Thomistic philosophy; then it will be seen that we have
come a considerable way toward establishing in the language
of Thomism the proper sense of Dasein.

Being-in-the-World, transcendence, existence—all these are one,
namely, Dasein, which, as comprehension of Being, designates the
essence of man. . . . It will be noticed that in all these formulae
there is implied a double dimension in Dasein: that dimension
according to which Dasein is a being among the rest and like the
rest, simply because it is; that dimension according to which Dasein
differs from all other beings, because it has a privileged com-pre-
hension of Being. Heidegger characterizes this double dimension
by two sets of formulae. One set is geared to the word “ existence.”
That dimension according to which Dasein is a being like the others
is called “ existentiell,” and that according to which its structure is
open to Being is called “existential.” The second set of formulae
comes from the Greek word for being: on. Accordingly, the exis-
tentiell dimension is called “ontic,” the existential dimension is
called “ ontological.” These two dimensions (levels) of Dasein are
distinet but not separate. The ontic-existentiell level cannot be at
all unless it be structured; reciprocally, unless there is a being for
which the existential-ontological may serve as structure, it cannot
be a structure.®®

Still, one severe shortcoming remains in our characterization
thus far of Dasein as Intentional Life of man. Even though

¢ Richardson, * The Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,” p. 278.
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the texts we have cited thus far go beyond subject-object
polarity and by that very fact require a non-subject-ist (and
a-fortiori non-subjective) analysis, still, insofar as they make
reference to the world of awareness, they do so by reference
to concepts, elements of explicit awareness (albeit as pure
media quo) . Therefore, though they doubtless indicate a gen-
erally unthematized dimension in Thomism, they do so at the
level of our “ontic comportment with beings.” To simply
identify Dasein with the intentional life in these terms, at the
level of explicit thought, is to destroy the very possibility of
an authentic re-trieve of Heidegger 1.** Thus Fr. Richardson,
in a critique particularly of the section headed “ From Man
and the ‘ Cogito Sum ’ to Dasein ” as it appeared in my original
essay, ‘“ Heidegger: Phenomenological Thought of Being,”
made these telling observations:

I would be more willing to concede that “ Being-as-it-is-in-the-intel-
lect [see fn. 130 below]” is probably the closest approximation in
Thomistic terms to what Heidegger is talking about than I would
that the two problematics are one. . .. it seems to me that the
openness of Dasein (as phenomenal) to Being (as phenomenal)
is deeper than (and antecedent to) access of the intelligence to its
own primum cognitum. It seems to be the openness of the entire
man (not just of his intelligence) in his very source (Wesen) to
that process which lets beings be accessible as beings on any level—
even in non-intellectual, i.e. pre-intellectual, contact. In this
sense, I think it misleading to speak of Dasein as a field of “ aware-
ness ” for this suggests that Dasein is no more than a subject,
whereas In-der-Welt-sein is profoundly transcendence.®?

It is necessary to remark here what we have already referred
to, namely, that esse intentionale as the constitutive Being of
a ‘ field of awareness’ is precisely other than the proper actu-
ality of the subject known or of the subject knowing, and
therefore other than the mind (whether taken as intellectus,
mens, or anima) of the subject (actually or possibly knowing) .
But even with that precision added to our meaning, the admoni-

1 WM:In, p. 213. See text, at fn. 79.
2 Personal letter of August 1, 1966.
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tions of Fr. Richardson and Heidegger are not yet taken seri-
ously enough, because the intentionality (even in the esse
intentionale sense) of conscious considerations “ is not identical

with transcendence ”—which Dasein in the first place is—
“much less the origin of it ”’; *

All consciousness presupposes ecstatically understood existence as
the essentia of man—essentic meaning that as which man is present
insofar as he is man. But consciousness does not itself create the
openness of beings, nor is it consciousness that makes it possible
for man to stand open for beings. Whither and whence and in
what free dimension could the intentionality of consciousness move,
if instancy were not the essence of man in the first instance? . . .
To be a self is admittedly one feature of the nature of that being
which exists; but existence does not consist in being a self, nor can
it be defined in such terms.%*

To get to the root of the notion of Dasein we must pass
beyond the intentionality of conscious awareness to that which

% Richardson, Heidegger . . . , p. 178.

® WM:In, p. 214-5. Here we must keep in mind the structure and scope of
Heidegger’s critique of Husserl: “ At a given point in the argument of the essay
On the Essence of Ground, Heidegger remarks, almost unobtrusively, ‘ If we char-
acterize all comportment with Being as intentional, then intentionality is possible
only on the basis of transcendence . .. (Vom Wesen des Grundes, p. 16). The
remark, innocuous as it appears, yields the following inferences: First of all, the
intentionality of consciousness as Husserl describes it (whether this intentionality
be explicitly thematized, or remain unthematic and functional) is a relationship
between beings, i.e., between a being as intentional consciousness and a being as
intended as the immanent term of the conscious act. In other words, it is a com-
portment on the ontic-existentiell level. Secondly, the text suggests that this ontic-
existentiell comportment with beings is first made possible by the ontological dimen-
sion of Dasein, by reason of which Dasein is open to the Being of these beings and
thus can comport itself with them as beings. Thirdly, the text suggests that to
conceive man in Husserlian fashion as merely a being who is the subject of con-
scious (or, for that matter, unconscious) acts is to forget the true dimension
that gives man his primacy among beings, namely, his comprehension of Being itself
(in other words, it is another sign of the forgetfulness of Being). Fourthly, the text
suggests that this com-prehension of Being characterizes Dasein’s structure as a
being, and when, as a being, Dasein enters into comportment with other beings, thus
becoming a conscious subject, it is Dasein’s ontological structure that lets it be a
subject and lets it be conscious, but as structure is not conscious at all. Finally, the
text suggests that Dasein, as Heidegger conceives it, is a self, to be sure, but not a
conscious subject. It is a presubjective, onto-conscious self.” (For the sense of
the neologism “ ontoconscious,” see text ad fn. 98.) Richardson, “ The Place of
the Unconscious in Heidegger,” p. 279.
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makes the emergence of such awareness a possibility in the
first place. Thus Heidegger denounces almost violently any
attempt to interpret his thought on the primary basis of inten-
tionality.®® Intentionality for Heidegger of course is primarily
the intentionality of the phenomenologists, and of Edmund
Husserl’s phenomenology in particular. In this respect (and
the above passage only serves to underscore the point) there
can be no questioning the verdict of Fr. Richardson: “In
analysing finite transcendence, Heidegger is trying to under-
stand that which renders all intentionality possible by explain-
ing the structure of that being which is simultaneously ontic
(therefore intentional) and ontological (therefore ‘transcen-
dentally constituting’).” ** Taken in its totality and as such,
Dasein is a self but not a subject. It is “ a non-subjective,
rather trans-subjective, or even pre-subjective self, se. tran-
scendence.” ** And if Dasein must be related to the conscious
self, then Fr. Richardson’s terminology is better than most:

°® E. g., cf. Heidegger, Vom Wesen des Grundes (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1955),
pp. 15-16, 44; WM:In, pp. 214-5. Also Richardson, Heidegger . . ., esp. pp.
178-9.

% Richardson, Heidegger . . . , p. 179 : emphasis supplied.

°TWW, p. 101: “ This self, however, even in the moment of its authenticity,
always remains existentiell as well as existential. This is why we may legitimately
speak of it as a ‘subject,” provided we understand that this terminology is limited
to the ontic level and does not include the ontological perspective which constitutes
the genuine primacy of There-being (cf. SZ, pp. 110, 111, 227, 229, 382). But
such a manner of speaking has nothing to do with subjectivism, if this term be
understood to designate an interpretation that restricts itself to the purely ontie
dimension of There-being as a subject. “. .. If ‘subject’ be conceived ontologi-
cally as existing Dasein whose Being is grounded in temporality, . . .” then the
term °subjective’ has the same sense as °transcendent’ and, in this sense, the
World, too, is ‘subjective” ... But then this ‘ subjective” World, insofar as it
is temporal-transcendent, is more ‘objective’ than any possible ‘object’” (SZ,
p. 366).

“ Transcendence, then, is more subjective than any subjeet and more objective
than any object. There-being is not a subject in relation to an object but it is
this relation itself, sc. that which is ‘ between * subject and object. This ‘ between ’
is not derived from, and therefore subsequent to, the juxtaposition of subject and
object, but is prior to the emergence of this relation, rendering it possible. Tke
problem of transcendence, consequently, is not to explain how a subject goes out
of itself in order to establish contact with an object, where object, understood as
the totality of objects, is identified with the world, but how it comes-to-pass that
There-being as to-be-in-the-World encounters other beings and then, once having
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Dasein is not (necessarily) a conscious self, nor is it a pre-con-
scious or unconscious self in the Freudian sense; rather, it is a
self that can become conscious as an ego, it is the ontological
dimension of the conscious subject as conscious—it is (if we
must call it a “ self ’) the onto-conscious self.*®

Would not therefore any interpretation of Dasein in terms
of man’s “ intentional life ” necessarily fly in the face of Hei-
degger’s entire effort to “loosen up ” (destruieren) the history
of Western ontology, to overcome subjectivism and subjective
thinking? Would not, in short, any such interpretation from
the first betray itself to the proclivities of subject-ist meta-
physics?

By now the proper sense of these questions should have come
to the fore: before an affirmative answer ought to be admitted,
it would have to be shown that the Thomistic notion of esse
intentionale is no richer than the Intentionelitit of Phenome-
nology. On this score, two points must be admitted from the
beginning. First of all, there is no doubt that the intentionality
defined by Husserl is incapable of accounting for and assessing
any unconscious dimension of the mind, without first being
extended and transformed.®®

discovered them, constitutes them as objects (SZ, pp. 132, 366).” (Emphasis
supplied.) For Heidegger’s own discussion of the emergence of the subject-object
relation out of original transcendence, see SZ, pp. 59-62, 148-60, 223-225.

8 See Richardson, “ The Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,” p. 280: “It
will be perfectly clear to Heideggerean scholars that the term ° onto-conscious’
has no textual foundation in Heidegger to recommend it. What it is intended
to express, however, is quite simple. Dasein as a self that is not a (conscious)
subject is very Heideggerean. It is one of the important themes in Sein und Zeit,
but to call it simply ‘non-subjective’ is more misleading than to call it ‘ pre-
subjective,” for it is a self that can become conscious as an ego. If by the same
reasoning process we call it  pre-conscious,” we run immediately into difficulty,
for °pre-conscious’ (after Freud) has a consecrated meaning that is not at all
what is intended here. We say ‘ onto-conscicus’ for want of something better, to
suggest that the self in question is the ontological dimension of the conscious
subject as conscious, the Being-dimension of Dasein by reason of which it is the
‘ There’ (Da) of Being among beings. This dimension is not conscious, there-
fore may be called ¢ unconscious,’” for the same reason that Being is not o being—
in other words, because of the ‘not’ that differentiates Being from beings and
constitutes what Heidegger calls the ‘ ontological difference.”” On this last point,
see esp. Heidegger, Vom Wesen des Grundes, p. 15.

% This is clear from the efforts made along this very line by such competent
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Secondly, it must be noted that there have been scholastic
authors who saw in the notion of esse intentionale little more
than the explicit consciousness of Husserl, the present-ative
thought of Heidegger. Thus Fr. M. D. Simonin considered
that “ the intentio intellecta alone is in esse intentionale. . . .
Only the word, the term of understanding, belongs to the inten-
tional order.”*® Yet according to the truth of the matter,
“if such an assertion were taken literally, it would utterly
destroy the whole Thomistic doctrine of knowledge at one
stroke of the pen.” **

No doubt for St. Thomas the concept is the highest level
of intentional actuation; but that is very different from con-
sidering it as the only level. In point of fact, Thomistic phi-
losophy requires the immaterial existence of esse intentionale
for any function of knowing.**® Let us make the point as force-

thinkers as A. De Waelhens, “ Réflexions sur une problématique Husserlienne de
Pinconscient, Husserl et Hegel,” in Edmund Husserl, 1859-1959 (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1959), pp. 221-237, esp. p. 225; Paul Ricoeur, “ Philosophie de
la volonte et de I’action,” Proceedings of Second Lexington Conference on “ The
Phenomenology of Will and Action,” Lexington, Ky., May 14-16, 1964: cited
according to original French ms., pp. 24-6 (Proceedings are being prepared for
publication by Duquesne University Press, Pittsburgh). See also Richardson, “ The
Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,” p. 288.

19 «“ La notlon ['intentio,” Revue des Sciences et Théologiques (July, 1930),
pp. 456-7.

101 J, Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 406, fn. 1. See also Scholasticism
and Politics (New York: Image Books, 1960), pp. 140-42. The closest analogue
in Thomistic scholasticism to the phenomenological ego of Husserl which is “no
longer a human ego ” (cf. Spiegelberg, I, p. 802) is the notion of “ esse cognitum
seu objectivum, whereby the thing existing by and for thought, precisely as known,
is purely ideal and brings no real determination either to the thing or to the mind
(except by presupposition, insofar as the objects being-thought supposes the mind’s
thinking). It is ideal existence, or the existence of the signified reduplicative ut sic
(The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 123 fn. 1; see also p. 133 fn. 2). ” Cf. John of
St. Thomas, Cursus Theol., I P., q. 12, disp. 15, art. 3; R. Dalbiez, ““ Les sources
scolastiques de la théorie cartésienne de Détre objectif,” Revue d’Histoire de la
Philosophie (Oct.-Dec., 1929). Similarly, some first indication of the locus of the
notion of Husserl’s eidetic and phenomenological reductions (respectively) in schol-
asticism is provided by St. Thomas, In Met., 1, lect. 2, n. 46; IV, lect, 6, n. 605,
lect. 7, n. 616; and In IV Met., lect. 4, nn. 574 and 577.

192 And for that very reason alone there is an inner contact between Thomism
and the Heideggerean Thought of Being. Let us illustrate the parallel textually.
“ Huiusmodi autem viventia . . . habent duplex esse. Unum quidem materiale,
in quo conveniunt cum aliis rebus materialibus. Aliud autem immateriale, in quo
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fully as we can: all and only that which has entered upon the
mode of esse intentionale is capable of contributing to the for-
mation of the knower as such and at every level.

communicant cum substantiis superioribus aliqualiter. Est autem differentia inter
utrumque esse: quia scundum esse materiale, quod est per materiam contractum,
unaquaeque res est hoe solum quod est, sicut hic lapis non est aliud quam hic lapis;
secundum vero esse immateriale, quod est amplum, et quodammodo infinitum,
inquantum non est per materiam terminatum, res non solum est id quod est, sed
etiam est quodammodo alia . . . Hulusmodi autem immateriale esse habet duos
gradus in istis interioribus. Nam quoddam est penitus immateriale, sicut esse
intelligible. . . . Esse autem sensibile est medium inter utrumque. Nam in sensu
res habet esse sine materia, non tamen absque conditionibus materialibus indi-
viduantibus, neque absque organo corporali. Et quantum ad hoc duplex esse, dicit
Philosophus in tertio huius (nn. 787-8, 790), quod anima est quodammodo omnia ™
(Saint Thomas, In II de anima, lect. 5, nn. 282-4).

“ As an existentiale, ‘ Being alongside > the world never means anything like the
Being-present-at-hand-together of Things that occur. There is no such thing as
the ‘side-by-side-ness’ of an entity called ‘ Dasein’ with another entity called
‘world.” Of course when two things are present-at-hand together alongside one
another, we are accustomed to express this occasionally by something like ‘ The
table stands “by ” (“bei’) the door’ or ‘ The chair “touches” (‘berithrt’) the
wall” Taken strictly, ‘touching’ is never what we are talking about in such
cases, not because accurate re-examination will always eventually establish that
there is a space between the chair and the wall, but because in principle the chair
can never touch the wall, even if the space between them should be equal to zero.
If the chair could touch the wall, this would presuppose that the wall is the sort
of thing ‘for’ which a chair would be encounterable. An entity present-at-hand
within the world can be touched by another entity only if by its very nature the
latter entity has Being-in as its own kind of Being—only if, with its Being-there
(Da-sein), something like the world is already revealed to it, so that from out of
that world another entity can manifest itself in touching, and thus become acces-
sible in its Being-present-at-hand. When two entities are present-at-hand within
the world, and furthermore are worldless in themselves, they can never ‘touch’
each other, nor can either of them ° be’ * alongside’ the other. The clause ‘ further-
more are worldless’ must not be left out; for even entities which are not world-
less—Dasein itself, for example—are present-at-hand ‘in’ the world, or, more
exactly, can with some right and within certain limits be faken as merely present-
at-hand. To do this, one must completely disregard or just not see the existential
state of Being-in” (SZ, pp. 81-2). Thus Heidegger distinguishes two states in
which entities stand, one according to which they are isolated unto themselves
alone (are ‘worldless’ or °present-at-hand’ merely); and another according to
which they, some of them at least and Dasein above all, are enabled to become
aware not only of themselves but are open to encounter with other entities as
well. Thus, for example, “ hardness and resistance do not show themselves at all
unless an entity has the kind of Being which Dasein—or at least something living—
possesses ” (SZ, p. 130: emphasis supplied). Cf. also pp. 130, 139, 150, 248,
inter alia.
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It is therefore the proper and authentic sense of esse inten-
tionale, particularly in its extension beyond as the prior basis
for the possibility of conscious awareness, that we intend when
we say that Dasein is the intentional life of man adequately
considered, i.e., considered in its integrity and at its source:
in its integrity—account must be taken of the spiritual uncon-
scious in its priority of nature and time over the logic-domi-
nated sphere of controllable awareness, as well as in its primacy
over the automatic unconscious; *® and at its source—the role
of the “formative ” or “illuminating ” or “ acting ” intellect
(intellectus agens) must be taken up anew and thematized
as such.

Recalling once again the primary correspondence of Thomas’
entitativum~-intentionale distinction with Heidegger’s ontic-
ontological distinction, the validity of Heidegger’s claim to
problematic originality stands out at once as verified: “ Da-
sein’s ontico-ontological priority was seen quite early, though
Dasein itself was not grasped in its genuine ontological struc-
ture, and did not even become a problem in which this struc-
ture was sought.” *** Thomistic thought recognized full well

198 See Jacques Maritain, Creative Intuition i Art and Poetry (New York:
Pantheon Books, 1953), chs. ITI and 1V, esp. pp. 90-110.

10487, p. 34. And perhaps here the root of the dilemma of contemporary the-
ology over the question of “original sin ” waits to be uncovered. For here we
must make note of a most remarkable point, the significance of which we are not
prepared at this time even to attempt to estimate. True as Heidegger’s claim to
problematic originality is, so far as Thomistic thought is concerned, the ens of
esse intentionale was made the key consideration not only for one phase of Critica,
but in at least one area of Thomistic theology as well, namely, the problem of the
sense in which grace may be said to make us gods by participation, consortes
divinae naturae (II Peter, 1, 4). The answer of scholastic theology on this ques-
tion is perhaps more pregnant with significance for understanding and explaining
the nature of revelation, inspiration, the relation of nature to grace, the distine-
tion between the natural and supernatural orders which is at the very heart of
the Catholic faith—in short, more pregnant with theological implication and intel-
ligibility than has to now been realized. How can man receive a communication
of what properly belongs to God alone? How, that is to say, can a finite sub-
ject of existence formally, i.e., physically and literally, participate in the nature
of the infinite Ipsum Esse Subsistens? * Thomists give the answer: the soul is
thus rendered infinite in the order of its relation to the object. A formal par-
ticipation in Deity, which would be impossible were it a question of having Deity
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that “intelligere et esse non sunt idem apud nos.” *** But
the main thrust of Thomistic analysis has always been di-
rected to esse, and to intelligere only insofar as it verified
esse (“ Critica ”). Is there any need to point out that history,
and with it, historical, cultural, social, and psychological de-

for its essence (. . .), is possible if it is a matter of having Deity as its object.”
Without slightest shadow of pantheism (and this precisely because the whole
character of intentionale is specified by existence in other than the entitative mode),
“by vision, the creature becomes the true God Himself, not in the order of sub-
stance, but in the order of that immaterial union which constitutes the intellectual
act,” in the order, that is to say, of esse intentionale. “ That is how grace, while
leaving us infinitely distant from pure Act (in the order of [entitative] being), is
still (in the order of spiritual operation and relation to its object [therefore
intentional being) a formal participation in the Divine Nature, Moreover, there
is nothing metaphorical in this, nothing merely moral: it is a  physical’ reality,
as the theologians say, that is, an ontological reality, all that is most positive and
effective, the most solid of all realities ” (J. Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge,
PP. 254-5; see also pp. 256-9, 269-70). On this difficult topic, see the following
classical texts: John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theol., I-II, q. 72, disp. 17, a. 8, n. 28;
q. 110, disp. 22, a. 1 (Vivés, t. VI, pp. 564 and 790 ff., respectively); I P., q. 58,
disp. 22, a. 8 (Vives, t. IV); St. Thomas Aquinas, In I Sent., dist. 14, qq. 1 & 2;
Summa theol., 1, q. 48. Consult also the remarkable work, classical for the modern
context, by Francis L. B. Cunningham, The Indwelling of the Trinity (Dubuque:
The Priority Press, 1955), e.g., p. 823: “A purely assimilative union on the
ontological plane (as distinguished from the intentional) cannot explain this new
presence which specifies the mystery, since on that level man is not united to
God Himself but only to a similitude of Him.”

We are not trying to push a point too far. There is no question here of attempt-
ing to introduce a slightest confusion between the intellectuality we have by
nature and that which we have by grace, for we are not blurring the formal
objects which distinctively specify each in its own order. What seems to us
needful of consideration anew in this area is simply the mode of esse intentionale
which, according to what is proper to it, establishes that irreducible order or mode
of things through which God makes it possible for man to come to Him. And
we ask too about the possibility of applying a concept which theology has found
so useful in securing an understanding of our supernatural destiny to a problem
concerning which theology still seeks to secure an understanding and which pre-
cisely is crucial to the nature of our supernatural origin, so to say, namely, the
problem of * original justice” or “sin.”

Perhaps such an attempt calls for nothing less than a thorough rethinking of
the nature of grace itself and the manner and modes according to which it is at
work in the human spirit. The initial perspective would displace emphasis on
any concern with grace as an entitative habit inhering statically in the essence of
the soul, since accidental modification of a subject is but a condition for the
entitative order implied by—therefore secondary for,—all finite awareness. The
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terminisms are little more than strangers in the Thomistic
house? Human solidarity, personality in culture, subconscious
determinisms, creative intuition in art and poetry, the meta-
physical character of motivation and meaning—all these are
fundamental data of the human condition which find their pri-
mary basis in the mode of being human not from the side of
the esse of existentia ut exercita but from the side of the esse
of ens intentionale, from the side, that is, of a Daseinsanalyse.
To see how this is so, it is necessary that we incorporate
into this excursus some decisive but not generally considered
textual considerations concerning Intentional Life, not this time
in its character as a wholly suprasubjective medium of union,
but rather in its source, in the dynamic process of its origin
at the single root of the soul’s powers. The following texts
may be considered most profitably in the comparative context
of the Kant book rather than that of Sein und Zeit, both by

new emphasis wowrd turn to what is directly primary, namely to grace as a rela-
tion to divine realities, and in the pure line of awareness-possibility (intentionale),
in which respect it would not be in the soul as in a subject in the entitative sense
of the word “in” (cf. The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 85 fn. 2). And we show
intrinsic methodological cause for suggesting this displacement of emphasis. Un-
doubtedly, the sharing in the intimate and proper life of God enjoyed by the
graced soul involves a problem of relationship between God and the rational crea-
ture. “From this aspect, since predicamental relations are specified by their
fundament considered in relation to their terms (as John of St. Thomas has
explained [Cursus Phil, Logica, II, q. 17, a. 6 (ed. Reiser, I, pp. 602-3)]), the
problem would consist first of all in the proper determination of the term implied
by this new presence [of God in and to the graced soul] (. . .) and only after this
in the specification of the fundament [in this case, the entitalive consequences of
this presence through gracel—even though in this fundament the formal reason
of the new relation would be found [see Leo von Rudloff, O.S. B., “ Des heiligen
Thomas Lehre von der Formalursache der Einwohnung Gottes in der Seele der
Gerechten,” Divus Thomas (Fr.), 1930, pp. 181-2].” It is the localization of the
term, in short, which properly specifies and determines the problematic in ques-
tion. “Once the term in question is specified, however, the true formal explana~
tion remains to be found.” (From Cunningham, The Indwelling of the Trinity,
p. 10)

In any event, we suggest, it is here that Heideggerean thought may be of service
to theology, and not in hopelessly clouded efforts to link up the Sein of Heidegger
with the esse naturae of Thomas, and still less in the effort to somehow identify
Sein with Esse Per Se Subsistens.

%% De veritate, q. 4, art. 4.
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reason of its more traditionally toned terminology, and in
view of its articulation of Dasein as the transcendental or
“ pure ” imagination, i.e., as the common source of all that
comes to pass in sense and understanding. Beyond this sug-
gestion, these texts we shall cite should call for little comment
to those who have pondered the Heideggerean writings. These
texts should in short serve to justify and clarify adequately
what we mean by proposing that the intentional life of man
is that area of philosophical reflection where Thomas’ analyses
and the thought of Heidegger share a common concern. To
keep our citations sufficiently brief, we will confine ourselves
to the primary source, Jacques Maritain’s Creative Intuition
in Art and Poetry; and we will make our selection strictly in
terms of the originating structure of Intentional Life.

It is difficult to speak of this problem. . . . We risk, moreover,
being misled by the words we use. I would observe especially that
the word unconscious, as 1 use it, does not necessarily mean a
purely unconscious activity. It means most often an activity which
18 pnnczpally unconscious, but the point of which emerges into con-
sciousness. Poetic intuition, for instance, is born in the uncon-
scious, but it emerges from it; the poet is not unaware of this
intuition, on the contrary it is his most precious light and the pri-
mary rule of his virtue of art. But he is aware of it sur le rebord
de Uinconscient, as Bergson would have said, on the edge of the
unconscious.

My contention, then, is that everything depends, in the issue we
are discussing on the recognition of the existence of a spiritual
unconscious, or rather, preconscious. . . . There are two kinds of
unconscious, two great domains of psychological activity screened
from the grasp of consciousness: the preconscious of the spirit in
its living springs, and the unconscious of blood and flesh, instincts,
tendencies, complexes, repressed images and desires, traumatic
memories, as constituting a closed or autonomous dynamic whole
[the Freudian unconscious].

Yet both of these domains at their own level and in their
own ways are constituted according to what is proper to them
within the irreducible order of esse intentionale, the former
by virtue of that immateriality engendered by the dynamisms
of spirit, the latter by virtue of that immateriality engendered
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by certain dynamic organizations of the material order itself.
Yet too, by reason of that very unity of esse which entitatively
grounds them both in the human mode of being,

“these two kinds of unconscious life are at work at the same time;
in concrete [existentiell] existence their respective impacts on con-
scious activity ordinarily interfere or intermingle in a greater or
less degree; and, I think, never—except in some rare instances of
supreme spiritual purification—does the spiritual unconscious oper-
ate without the other being involved, be it to a very small extent.
But they are essentially distinct and thoroughly different in
nature,” 10

To gain a preliminary insight into what is at stake here, “ it
is enough to think of the ordinary and everyday functioning of
intelligence, insofar as intelligence is really in activity, and of
the way in which ideas arise in our minds, and every genuine
intellectual grasping, or every new discovery, is brought about;
it is enough to think of the way in which our free decisions,
when they are really free, are made, especially those decisions
which commit our entire life ”’; it is enough, in a word, to con-
sider with care the everydayness of Dasein, *“ to realize that
there exists a deep nonconscious world of activity, for the
intellect and the will, from which the acts and fruits of human
consciousness and the clear perceptions of the mind emerge,
and that the universe of concepts, logical connections, rational
discursus and rational deliberation, in which the activity of
the intellect takes definite form and shape, is preceded by the
hidden workings of an immense and primal preconscious life.
Such a life develops in night, but in a night which is translucid
and fertile. . . .” "

Reason does not only consist of its conscious logical tools and
manifestations, nor does the will consist only of its deliberate con-

19¢ Creative Intuition in Art and Poetry, pp. 91-2: emphasis supplied.

1°7 Ibid., pp. 93-4. This text holds particular significance in correlation with
the early Heidegger’s observation that the procedures of scholasticism include
“ elements of phenomenological intuiting, perhaps more than any other.”” Die
Kategorien- und Dedeutungslehre des Duns Scotus (Doctoral dissertation of 19186),
p. 11. Ci. SZ, p. 295.
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scious determinations. Far beneath the sunlit surface thronged with
explicit concepts and judgments, words and expressed resolutions
or movements of the will, are the sources of knowledge and crea-
tivity, of love and suprasensuous desires, hidden in the primordial
translucid night of the intimate vitality of the soul. Thus it is
that we must recognize the existence of an unconscious or precon-
scious which pertains to the spiritual powers of the human soul and
to the inner abyss of personal freedom, and of the personal thirst
and striving for knowing and seeing, grasping and expressing: a
spiritual or musical unconscious which is specifically different from
the automatic or deaf unconscious. 08

If then we wish to enquire as to the nature of this uncon-
scious which becomes at its summit or point the conscious self,
into this “ onto-conscious ” self, where ought we to look for
historical antecedents of the notion?

“The notion of the psychological unconscious was made
into a self-contradictory enigma by Descartes, who defined
the soul by the very act of self-consciousness.” *** “ Thus we
must be grateful to Freud and his predecessors for having
obliged philosophers to acknowledge the existence of uncon-
scious thought and unconscious psychological activity,” *** and

108 Tbid., p. 94: emphasis supplied.

190 Thid., p. 95. Cf. Richardson, *“ The Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,”
pp. 280-82: “ To understand this notion of Dasein as a presubjective, onto-con-
scious (unconscious) self, let us recall for a moment Heidegger’s polemic against
subjectivism. He engages it in two ways: in Sein und Zeit by the conception of
Dasein as transcendence (Being-in-the World); in the later works by his effort to
overcome metaphysics, which, he maintains, since Descartes has been profoundly
subject-ist. . . . The ego, whose existence for Descartes is certified in the act
of thinking, is for the first time in the history of thought conceived as a sub-
ject, something that ‘lies under’ everything else—in this case, that underlies all
truth. In other words, the ego that is aware of its own existence is a ° subject ’
for the very same reason that it is a ° foundation ’ of truth. But if we go one step
further, we see that everything that is not the thinking subject becomes some-
thing about which the subject thinks, i.e., an ‘object’ of thought. As a result,
everything that is becomes either a subject or an object of thought. As a matter
of fact, the world itself is nothing more than the sum total of the objects of thought,
a sort of Collective Object. In a word, the first consequence of Descartes’ discovery
of the unshakable foundation of truth in the self-awareness of the thinking ego
is that all reality becomes divided into subjects and objects. . . . The marvelous
mystery of presence—i. €., of Being—is forgotten.”

110 Ibid.
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more grateful still to Heidegger for having obliged philosophers
to go beyond simple recognition by thematically considering
this sphere according to its own irreducibly proper (spec., non-
entitative) kind of Being.

But if it was principally Descartes who made the uncon-
scious (and therewith the onto-conscious) self into an anti-
nomy, what about philosophy prior to Descartes?

Before Descartes, the human soul was considered a substantial
reality accessible in its nature only to metaphysical analysis, a
spiritual entelechy informing the living body, and distinct from its
own operations; and this, of course, made a completely different
picture. The Schoolmen were not interested in working out any
theory about the unconscious life of the soul, yet their doctrines
implied its existence. What Thomas Aquinas teaches about the
structure of the intellect seems to me especially significant in this
regard. The question does not have to do with poetry, but, on
the contrary, with abstract knowledge and the birth of abstract
ideas. But for that very reason we find there basic views about
the spiritual preconscious life of the intellect, which can be utilized
later on with respect to poetry.

The intellect, as perennial philosophy sees it, is spiritual and,
thus, distinct in essence from the senses. Yet, according to the
Aristotelian saying, nothing is to be found in the intellect which
does not come from the senses. Then it is necessary to explain
how a certain spiritual content, which will be seen and expressed
in an abstract concept [ontological truth], can be drawn from the
senses, that is, the phantasms and images gathered and refined in
the internal sensitive powers, and originating in sensation [ontic
truth].

In a word, what primordial power brings together pure sense
and pure understanding in such a way as to render the ‘ unity
of transcendental apperception’ comprehensibly possible?

It is under the pressure of this necessity that Aristotle was obliged
to posit the existence of a merely active and perpetually active
intellectual energy, nous poietikos, the intellect agent, let us say
the Illuminating Intellect, which permeates the tmages with its
pure and purely activating spiritual light and actuates or awakens
the potential intelligibility which is contained in them [Ontological
truth as the basis for the possibility of ontic truth). . . . It was
the work of St. Thomas to show and insist that, because the human
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person is an ontologically [entitatively] perfect or fully equipped
agent, master of his actions, the Illuminating Intellect cannot be
separate, but must be an inherent part of each individual’s soul
and intellectual structure, an inner spiritual light which is . . .
through its pure spirituality ceaselessly in act, the primal quicken-
ing source ! [of that process of transcendence of man relative to
beings which has come to be called “ Dasein ”].

On the one hand, our intellect is fecundated by intelligible germs
on which all the formation of ideas depends. And it draws from
them, and produces within itself, through the most vital process,
its own living fruits, its concepts and ideas. But it knows nothing
either of these germs ot receives within or of the wvery process
through which it produces its concepts. Only the concepts are
known. And even as regards the concepts, they cause the object
seen in them to be known, but they themselves are not directly
known; they are not known through their essence, they are known
only through a reflective return of the intellect upon its own opera-
tions; and this kind of reflective grasping can possibly not occur.**?

Thus Phenomenology, which is the methodological restric-
tion of considerations to beings as appearing, must seek to de-
termine primarily and above all—at least to the extent to
which it has ‘ become conscious of itself >—that which is con-
stitutive of such appearing; that is, it must concern itself not
with the beings but with the Being of beings, with beings as
they have entered upon the mode of esse intentionale: and
the first requisite for securing such a standpoint is precisely
the phenomenological ‘turn of sight’ or ‘reflective gaze,” by
virtue of which “ the Being of all that which for the subject
can be experienced in a different way, the transcendent in the
broadest sense, is constituted.” **3

On the other hand, and this is the fundamental point for me, we
possess in ourselves the Illuminating Intellect, a spiritual sun cease-
lessly radiating, which activates everything in intelligence, and
whose light causes all our ideas to arise in us, and whose energy
permeates every operation of our mind. And this primal source

11 Ibid., pp. 96-7.

122 Tbid., p. 98: emphasis supplied.

118 Husserliana, Herausgegeben von Walter Biemel (Den Haag: Martinus Nijhof,
1962), Band IX, Ergéinzender Text von Martin Heidegger, p. 257: my translation,
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of light cannot be seen by us; it remains concealed in the uncon-
scious of the spirit.

Furthermore, it illuminates with its spiritual light the images
from which our concepts are drawn. And this very process of illu-
mination is unknown to us, it takes place in the unconscious; and
often these very images, without which there is no thought, remain
also unconscious or scarcely perceived in the process, at least for
the most part.

Thus it is that we know (not always, to be sure) what we are
thinking, but we don’t know how we are thinking. . . .

I have insisted upon these considerations because they deal with
the intellect, with reason itself, taken in the full scope of its life
within us. They enable us to see how the notion of a spiritual
unconscious or preconscious is philosophically grounded . . . being
one with the root activity of reason. . . . Well, if there is in the
spuritual unconscious a nonconceptual or preconceptual activity of
the intellect even with regard to the birth of the concepts, we can
with greater reason assume that such a nonconceptual activity of
the intellect, such a nonrational activity of reason, in the spiritual
unconscious, plays an essential part in the genesis of poetry and
poetic inspiration.tit

Let us take up these same considerations under another
aspect. Let us consider how the powers of the soul emanate
from the soul. St. Thomas states that in the order of natural
priorities the more perfect powers emanate before the others,
and that in this ontological (entitative) procession one power
or faculty proceeds from the essence of the soul through the
medium or instrumentality of another. The more perfect
powers are the principle of others, both their end and their
‘ active principle,” or the efficacious source of their existence.
Thus in the order of natural origin the senses proceed from the
essence of the soul through the intellect (cf. Sum. theol., I, 77,
4,6,& 7).

“ Consequently, we must say that imagination proceeds or flows
from the essence of the soul through the intellect, and that the ex-
ternal senses proceed from the essence of the soul through imagina-
tion.” 118

14 Creative Intuition in Art and Poetry, pp. 98-100: emphasis supplied.
% Ibid., pp. 106-7: emphasis supplied.
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It is by reason of man’s spiritual (i.e., non-genetically or
physiologically circumscribed) esse that human awareness is
transcendent. If there is a sense in which it is proper to speak
of the imagination as transcendental, it is, in this perspective,
a consequence of its emanation from the center of man’s being
through or ‘ by way of ’ the Illuminating Intellect.

What matters to us is the fact that there exists a common root
of dall the powers of the soul, which is hidden in the spiritucl uncon-
scious, and that there is in this spiritual unconscious a root activity
in which the intellect and the imagination, as well as the powers
of desire, love, and emotion, are engaged in common. The powers
of the soul envelop one another, the universe of sense perception is
in the universe of imagination, which is in the universe of intel-
ligence [all together constituting the single universe which exists
according to what is proper to it in the mode of esse intentionale,
and which is in virtue of this fact rightly designated the Inten-
tional Life of man. And this universe, these universes within a
single universe] they are all, within the intellect, stirred and acti-
vated by the light of the Hluminating Intellect.*s

Thus it is that “ the Being of Dasein, upon which the struc-
tural whole as such is ontologically supported, becomes acces-

118 Ibid., p. 110. See p. 109: “ The life and activity of Intellect or Reason are
not to be viewed only in the circle of the conceptualized externals of Reason.
They are an immense dynamism emanating from the very center of the Soul and
terminating in this circle of externals.

“The life and activity of Imagination are not to be viewed only in the circle
of the organized externals of Imagination. They are an immense dynamism
working upwards and downwards along the depths of the Soul and terminating in
this circle of externals.

“As to the life and activity of the External Senses, it takes place, no doubt,
at the level of the intuitive data afforded by Sensation—there where the mind is
in contact with the external world. But it radiates upwards into the depths of
the Soul; and all that it receives from the external world, all things seized upon
by sense perception, all treasures of that sapid and sonmorous and colorful Egypt,
enter and make their way to the central regions of the soul.

“ Finally we can delimit . . . the region of what I have called the Spiritual
Unconscious or Preconscious [as well as] the area of the Animal or Automatic
Unconscious, So the fact is represented that concepts and ideas as well as images
and sense preceptions can be contained in these two obscure areas. And as for
images, they can be considered in three different states. They can belong in the
field of consciousness (a), or in the field of the Automatic Unconscious (b), or
in the field of the Spiritual Preconscious (c). This is 2 point which can be re-
membered for some further discussion.”
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sible to us when we look all the way through this whole to a
single primordially unitary phenomenon which is already in
this whole in such a way that it provides the ontological founda-
tion for each structural item in its structural possibility.” ***

And indeed in this ‘looking through’ the basic meaning of
Dasein as a structural totality gradually takes form and
emerges into the light.

In the spiritual unconscious the life of the intellect is not entirely
engrossed by the preparation and engendering of its instruments
of rational knowledge and by the process of production of concepts
and ideas . . . which winds up at the level of the conceptualized
externals of reason. There is still for the intellect another kind of
life, [still intentional but] which makes use of other resources and
another reserve of vitality, and which is free, I mean free from
the engendering of abstract concepts and ideas, free from the work-
ings of rational knowledge and the disciplines of logical thought,
free from the human actions to regulate and the human life to
guide, and free from the laws of objective reality as to be known
and acknowledged by science and discursive reason.” 11

Suppose that here, in this free life of the intellect which
enfolds a free life of the imagination, at the single root of the
soul’s powers and in the unconscious of the spirit, suppose
that here

in the density of such a secretly alive sleep and such a spiritual
tension, emotion intervenes (whatever this emotion may be; what
matters is where it is received). On the one hand it spreads into
the entire soul, it imbues its very Being, and thus certain particular
aspects in things become connatural to the soul affected in this
way. On the other hand, emotion, falling into the living springs, is
received in the vitality of intelligence, I mean intelligence permeated
by the diffuse light of the Illuminating Intellect and virtually turned
toward all the harvests of experience and memory preserved in
the soul, all the universe of fluid images, recollections, associations,
feelings, and desires latent, under pressure [in this pulsing sphere
of esse intentionalia] . . . and now stirred. And it suffices for
emotion disposing or inclining, as I have said, the entire soul in a
certain determinate manner to be thus received in the undeter-

1787 b, 226.
118 Creative Intuition in Art and Poetry, pp. 110-11.
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mined vitality and productivity of the spirit, where it is permeated
by the light of the Illuminating Intellect: then, while remaining
emotion, it is made—with respect to the aspects in things which
are connatural to, or like, the soul it imbues—into an instrument
of intelligence judging through connaturality, and plays, in the
process of this knowledge through likeness between reality and
subjectivity [achieved thanks to the mediating mode of esse inten-
tionale], the part of a non-conceptual intrinsic determination of
intelligence in its preconscious activity. By this very fact it is
transferred into the state of objective intentionality; it is spiritu-
alized, it becomes intentional [according to this most perfect of
the intentional modes], that is to say, conveying, in a state of
[pure] immateriality, things other than itself. It becomes for the
intellect a determining means or instrumental vehicle through which
the things which have impressed this emotion on the soul, and
the deeper, invisible things that are contained in them or connected
with them, and which have ineffable correspondence or coaption
with the soul thus affected, and which resound in it, are grasped
and known obscurely.!'®

Thus poetic intuition, which in itself is an intellective flash,
is born in the unconscious of the spirit. And thus it is finally
that Dasein’s structure “ is essentially the process of transcend-
ence that comes-to-pass in the profoundly unified fashion that
is concern ” (Sorge) .**°

If the reader keeps well in mind that we are not concerned
with reducing Heidegger to scholastic categories but only with
the possibility of locating what is proper to his thought within
the perspectives of Thomistic philosophy, he will see that the
sense of our “thus it is” is not at all reductive but intending
rather to show the relation of Dasein to the notion of man’s
intentional life adequately considered.

The problem obviously is that Intentional Life, in this sense
of the “ ontological ” dimension in man which is Dasein, has
never even been thematically, let alone adequately, considered
in Thomism before. It may be conjectured that this is largely
behind the dilemma (or, in certain individuals, the hostility)
of scholasticism in the face of contemporary historical, cul-

1% Ibid., pp. 122-3.
20 Richardson, Heidegger . . . , p. 179.
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tural, and social thought. But it is precisely the deepened
insight into the ontological character (this time in the sense
of entitas) of esse intentionale, and the rendering of that dimen-
sion in the mode of being human fully thematic—both thanks
largely to Heidegger—that may equip scholasticism to inte-
grate more adequately than has been possible up to now the
social and cultural and historical phenomena which are pri-
mary functions of human reality not in the dimension of esse
(sensu traditionalt) directly but in the dimension of intelligere
(sensu latissimo) .

“1If so, this could go very far: for one might be able to find
here an ontological ground, i. e., ground in an ontological uncon-
scious, for such classic phenomena as illogicality, distortion,
displacement, ambivalence, resistance, etc., and all that these
mmply.” ***  After all, is it not precisely in becoming a conscious
self that man undergoes the subtle, but profound, influence of
cultural, social, and historical determinisms? “I am thinking
of the facticity of Dasein’s thrownness into a situation of con-
crete possibilities—some bequeathed, some imposed by milieu,
some chosen by Dasein itself.” *** “T am thinking of the fact
that Dasein for Heidegger is not only singular but plural and
therefore that its onto-conscious dimension is [in a very real
sense] not only individual but collective.” *** 1 am thinking,
in short, of Dasein as culture-bearer, of man as culture bearing,
from which standpoint it is apparent that Dasein is the soil
and foliage of what Dilthey called “ the historical world.” For,
if the process in Dasein by which it discovers beings as they
are—in their Being, through their Being, and by their Being
(which is exactly what is meant by transcendence) —is more
fundamental than truth in the sense of judged conformity which

%1 Richardson, “ The Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,” p. 289.

122 Ibid., p. 288. Cf. Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 282.

128 Thid., p. 289. It can be seen by the thoughtful reader that the division of
human being into an ontic or existentiell over against an ° ontological ’ or existen-
tial dimension bears a certain intrinsic, though surely not commensurate, analogy
to the distinction Maritain attempts to draw between individuality and person-
ality: of. SZ, p. 78 in the context of The Person and the Common Good, trans.
by John Fitzgerald (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1966).
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touches the very esse exercised by things independently of their
manifestation, truth in the sense of the discovery by Dasein
that the being that is judged is (manifest) as it is judged to
be; if, that is to say, so far as conscious, explicit knowledge
is concerned (to say nothing of unconscious and ontoconscious
knowledge) “the proper existence things possess in order to
maintain themselves outside nothingness ” (in the sense of inde-
pendently of the mind ¢n rerum natura) is posterior to and
dependent upon esse intentionale as “ the existence that super-
venes upon things in their apprehension by the soul in order
that they may be known,” *** upon esse intentionale as the
necessary but not sufficient condition for the accessibility of
the esse entitativum of things to the consideration of intelli-
gence and the decision of judgment; and if we call this process
in Dasein through which beings become open to circumspec-
tion “original truth ”; then it must be said that “ original
truth,” as that openness into which the truth of knowledge
(judged conformity) can only enter derivatively, is identical
with Dasein’s existence; “then everything that the analysis
has so far yielded concerning the structure of Dasein now char-
acterizes the nature of truth,”**® as least so far as the origin

124 Cf, The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 86.

125 Richardson, “The Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,” p. 287. Cf.
Dondeyne, “La difference ontologique chez M. Heidegger,” pp. 286, 285: “En
d’autres mots, la problématique heideggerienne de I'essence de la vérité pourrait
g'exprimer comme suit: comment décrire, définir et nommer ce qui rend possible
en nous Pavénement de la vérité, entendu que, d’'une part, pour reprendre le jeu
de mot de Paul Claudel, la vérité est d’abord co-naissance’ (Seinlassen) avant
d’&tre connaissance,  8tre avec ’ avant d’8tre * pensée sur les choses’ et que, d’autre
part, si la part de I'homme est immense dans l'avénement de la vérité, & telle
enseigne qu'elle représente I’événement humain par excellence, 'homme n’en est
pas pour autant auteur purement et simplement mais plutét le gardien et le
prophite, encore que cette vocation prophétique ne soit pas encore celle de la
Bible, sans quoi il faudrait bien dire que c’est Dieu méme qui parle dans la parole
de Vartiste et du podte et du penseur. Mais alors Qui parle dans cette parole?
Comment le nommer? Ce n’est pas une superpersonne, par exemple le Dieu de la
Bible ou de la philosophie scolastique (qour saint Thomas non plus intellect agent,
source premidre en nous de la vérité, n’est pas Dieu), et cependant, il s'agit de ce
qui est & Porigine de toute parole personelle et révélatrice. Quand on tient compte
de tout cela, il parait déje moins déconcertant que chex certains auteurs—dont
Heidegger—le vocabulaire philosophique traditionnel, qui le plus souvent se situe
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of its possibility is concerned. Behold in man’s intentional
life integrally taken the structure and compass of the Historical
World:

Dasein is finite transcendence, whose ultimate meaning—i.e.,
whose ultimate source of unity—is time. As transcending exist-
ence, Dasein is always coming to Being through beings, and it is
thus that Being comes continually to Dasein. This coming is
Dasein’s future. But Being comes to a Dasein that in the matter-of-
fact condition of its throwness is already existing. This condition
of already-having-been is Dasein’s past. Finally, Being as it comes
to Dasein renders all beings (including itself) manifest as present
to Dasein. This presence is Dasein’s present. What gives unity
(therefore ultimate meaning) to Dasein is this unity of future, past
and present, 1.e., the unity of time itself. Dasein, then, is essen-
tially temporal. Because temporal, it is also historical, and this
historicity is the foundation of history. And because Dasein is
never solitary but shares transcendence with other Dasens, it also
shares their common history.}%

So much for our excursus translating the proper sense of
Dasein into the notion of man’s intentional life adequately
considered. Suffice it to remark some final points relevant to
the “ Thought of Being.”

This order of esse intentionale * constitutes unto itself a
whole metaphysical order apart.” *** The moment one neglects
or forgets the irreducible originality of matters affecting aware-
ness, all genuine rapport between Heidegger and Thomistic

13

au niveay de la consideration de U'étant comme tel et en totalité, soit tenu pour
insuffisant et céde place ¢ un langage plutét poétique, voire mythique” (my
emphasis) .

120 Richardson, “The Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,” p. 287. Here
can be felt something of the power of “ the essential experience that only in and
from Dasein, as a thing to which we have entry, can any approximation to the
truth of Being evolve for historical man. Not only is every sort of ¢ anthropology ’
and every sort of subjectivity (of man regarded as subject) abandoned, as was
already the case in  Sein und Zeit,” and the truth of Being pursued as the ‘ ground’
of a fundamentally new attitude to history, but an effort is made in the course
of this . . . to think in terms of this other  ground,” i.e., Dasein” (WW, 323-4).
As to how the perspective on this Historical World shifts when re-set in the “ re-
versed ” vantage of Heidegger II, see Richardson’s “ Heidegger and God,” pp. 34-5.

127 Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 117.
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thought becomes impossible. Since as a matter of fact most
philosophers have not effectively recognized this irreducible
order of esse intentionale over against the order of esse naturale
(witness the disappearance from philosophy of the idea of
intentionality after Aquinas, a notion reintroduced only with
the advent of phenomenology—and then only in a very anemic
condition) , it is small wonder that Heidegger’s thought is so
perplexing and enigmatic to most, labelled everything from
myth and mysticism to vain display. Finally, let us note that
even in the traditional perspectives of authentic Thomism, this
problem of the nature of thought taken in itself according to
what is proper to it “ is the most important of all the problems
of noetic, and one that can only be treated as it should by
bringing into play the most delicately refined metaphysical
equipment.” “ Before tackling it,” notes Maritain, St. Thomas
and his greatest commentators “ warn us that we must raise
our minds, because we are entering quite a different order of
things, et disces elevare ingenium, aliumque rerum ordinem
ingredi. Errors, that are so frequent in this realm, arise from
the fact that too often we confuse a spiritual event, like knowl-
edge, with the material events by which our ordinary experi-
ence is nurtured.” ***

We might re-express using Heidegger’s words what seems to
us the same admonition:

Every formulation is open to misunderstanding. In proportion to
the intrinsically manifold matter of Being and Time, all words
which give it utterance (like reversal, forgottenness and mittence)
are always ambiguous. Only a [commensurately] manifold thought
succeeds in uttering the heart of this matter in a way that cor-
responds with it.

This manifold thought requires, however, not a new language
but a transformed relationship to the essencf[-ing] of the old one.*?®

In any event, Dasein is what man endures in existing **° as
the field of awareness-possibility as such, and here we must

1%8 Ibid., p. 112.

120 < Preface ” by Heidegger to Richardson’s Heidegger . . . , p. xxii.

130 4B, p. 280; cf. p. 298. “ All of our . . . knowledge is a process of bringing
gradual distinction into our primitive concept of the primum cognitum ens, which
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keep in the fore an explicit advertance to the fact that this
“field ” always embraces far more than the factors explicit in
consciousness strictly so called.!® Never found apart from
man, Dasein is nevertheless not identified with him, because
“intelligere (sensu latissimo) et esse (sensu traditionali) non
sunt idem apud nos.” Or, as Fr. Richardson expresses the
point, “ Dasein is different from other beings—not in its ontic
but in its ontological dimension,” in the dimension, that is to

is utterly confused. . . . The process of bringing distinction never eliminates all
confusion from [even] our intellectual knowledge, so that all our knowledge remains
more or less confused [recall the passage cited earlier from the De wveritate, q. 4,
art. 4, which disclosed the ineluctable disproportion between the knowledge ex-
pressed in an act and the object and principles of that act]. On this basis we
distinguished being-as-known-to-us, which is always confused and hence non-being,
from real-being which is distinct in itself. . . . For our knowledge cannot be re-
stricted to the mere knowledge of being-as-it-is-in-our-intellect since that would
shut us up in non-being. . . .

“ Now we must go further by observing that it is by means of being-as-it-is-in-
our-intellect [Heidegger’s Being, Sein] that we know real-being-distinct-in-itself
[Heidegger’s das Seiende or things-in-being]. Indeed being-as-it-is-in-our-intellect
becomes mere non-being if we attempt to isolate it from real being which it
makes known. . . . Therefore, the confusion of being-as-it-is-in-our-intellect cannot
terminate thought in an ultimate manner. ... Being-as-it-is-in-our-intellect is
unthinkable except as an intermediate term distinguished from the real being
which renders being-in-our-intellect itself thinkable and thought possible. Being-as-
it-is-in-our-intellect must not only be distinguished against real being in order to
be thinkable, it must be considered as virtually containing real being. For it is
only as virtually containing real being that it is distinguishable from real being.
For we have no other contact with real being except from within being-as-it-is-in-
our-intellect. . . . In short, inasmuch as our intellectual knowledge is knowledge
of real being distinct from itself, it is intentional being, intentionally identical with
real being. Because it is merely intentionally identical with real being, it must
participate in real being, and it is therefore passive towards its object” (Ralph
A. Powell, Truth or Absolute Nothing, River Forest, Ill.: The Aquinas Library,
1952, pp. 35-6: emphasis supplied).

“ Nihilation is essentially in Being itself and by no means in the Dasein of man,
insofar as this is thought as subjectivity of the ego cogito. The Dasein by no
means nihilates, insofar as man as subject performs the nihilation in the sense of
rejection, but the Dasein nihilates, insofar as, as essence, herein man ex-ists, it
itself belongs to the essence of Being. Being nihilates—as Being. . . . The nihilat-
ing (das Nichtende) in Being is the essence of what T call the Nothing. Because
it thinks Being, thought thinks the Nothing ¥ (HB, p. 299).

181 Cf, Vincent Vycinas, Earth and Gods (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1961),
p. 32.
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say, according to which man precisely is not a substance, but
“a process of transcendence. . . .”*** Dasein is that consti-
tutive state of man by which he stands in an original relation-
ship to a World in virtue of the modal disclosures of Being;
it is simply the There of Being thrown among beings as that
being among the rest through which all (itself included) are
lit up as beings.*® In fine: “ Dasein is its world existingly.” %
Being itself is the original process of knowing in which the
known shines forth,'* by which beings emerge into non-con-
cealment; and this non-concealment is the genuine meaning of
truth as an original possibility **

The subject-object dichotomy occurs “ within” Dasein as
field-of-awareness-possibility, but only because Dasein itself is
phenomenologically prior to the heterogeneity of representa-
tional ‘intentions”: “all ‘outside’ is ‘inside’ in respect to
Dasein.” *** Thus Fr. Richardson comments: “The known is
differentiated from the knowing self by an through the know-
ing which simultaneously is, at least implicitly, a Self-knowing.
This differentiating belongs to the very nature of Awareness,
whose own unity makes it from another point of view no dif-
ferentiating at all.” And Heidegger ‘ adds’; “ As this differ-
ence that is no difference, Awareness is In its essence ambiguous
[for both the self and the other as ‘ objects’ are modalizations
of ens intentionale, which itself wells from a hidden spring].
This ambiguous condition is the essence of presentation ”—
therefore of present-ative thought (an essence, therefore, which
must be thought beyond and through) .**® That this interpre-
tatorily confirmative citation cannot be dismissed as mislead-
ing (since, in context, it purports to interpret Hegel in Hei-
degger’s terms precisely as in the mode of non-foundational or

<

132 Richardson, ““The Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,” p. 280. Cf.

Richardson, Heidegger . . ., pp. 97-108.
%3 Richardson, Heidegger . . . , p. 409.
13437, p. 416.
135 See Richardson, Heidegger . . . , p. 345.

%% See ibid., p. 873.
137 Vycinas, Earth and Gods, p. 33.
1% See Richardson, Heidegger . . . , pp. 346 ff.: emphasis supplied.
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‘ presentational ’ thinking) is clear from the following statement
by Fr. Richardson: “ Dasein as a self that is not a (conscious)
subject is very Heideggerean. It is one of the important themes
of Sein und Zeit, but to call it simply ‘ non-subjective * is more
misleading than to call it ‘ pre-subjective,” for it is a self that
can become conscious as an ego.” **°

We can go no further in clarifying our apprehension of the
original Heideggerean problematic unless we secure an under-
standing of how Dasein came to be established as the (neces-
sary) phenomenal basis for developing the Being-question; and
this is the same as requiring that we work toward an under-
standing of Heidegger’s basic conception of Phenomenology as
the final step in our work of re-trieve.**

PrenoMmEeNoLocy: TeHE MEDIUM OF THE BEING-QUESTION

We have already had occasion to remark the importance of
the phenomenological attitude in the development of Heideg-
ger’s thought of Being. It is time for us to precise this atti-
tude especially as adopted by the so-called early Heidegger.

“With the question of the meaning of Being,” writes Hei-
degger, “ our investigation comes up against the fundamental
question of philosophy. This is one that must be treated phe-
nomenologically.” *** The statement is a strong one. It indi-
cates that heretofore the fundamental question of philosophy
has never admitted of adequate treatment, because heretofore
failure to settle methodologically the philosophical task has
made it impossible to delineate in a recognizable and proper
sense a sphere or domain or area of possible investigation which
would be at once open to philosophical investigation and closed
in principle to the research-modes of endlessly multiplying and
diversifying positive sciences guided by formal aspects of
things, by object-domains. In a word, the preliminary clari-
fication of Being as the Problem Area constantly attended to
by philosophy becomes possible for the first time, according to

332 Richardson, * The Place of the Unconscious in Heidegger,” p. 280.
10 Cf. 87, p. 61.
141 57, pp. 49-50: emphasis supplied.






