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TO MOLTMANN’S THEOLOGY OF HOPE?
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the important exception of the canonical writers, the ex-

plication St. Thomas gives of Christian hope proves more
sensitive and more thorough than that of any other theologian
in the Church.* Since the article appeared in 1947, however,
Thomas’s pre-eminence has been challenged, even for Catholics,
by the emergent cluster of “theologians of ‘hope’.” > Within
this group I have chosen to focus upon the major work of
just one—namely, Moltmann’s Theology of Hope—as a man-

IN AN impressive essay W. M. Conlon intimates that, with

1 Walter M. Conlon, “ The Certitude of Hope,” The Thomist, X (1947), 75-119,
226-252. Though his emphasis remains on the narrower question of “ certitude,”
the implications are clear also that Thomas’s understanding on other matters
pertaining to hope surpasses that of other men, an intimation spelled out for
“ certitude.”

2 See, for example, Gerald G. O’Collins, “ Spes Quaerens Intellectum,” Interpre-
tation, XXII (1968), 85-54.
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ageable, if not totally representative example.®? My question
of relevance has likewise been put to one work also—Summa
Theologiae—as a representative, if not totally manageable ex-
ample of orthodox apologetics.* In terms much too broad for
the present essay, the question is being asked, as perhaps never
before, of all Christian orthodoxy, of the entire tradition. But
for the present, the narrow query is made: does the Summa
say anything to Theology of Hope?

Moltmann himself, in a recent position paper, has seemingly
answered in the negative: the Summa can say little if any-
thing.®* He speaks of the traditional Christian dialectic, ex-
pressed in the vocabulary of the medieval Church, as that
between sacra doctrina and prima philosophia. More recently
the same statement has been made in terms of historical the-
ology on the one hand and dogmatic theology on the other. To
Christian theology, both gave a traditional unity. As a result
of the Copernican revolution, the modern obsession with opera-
tional questions and the rise of relativism, Moltmann, however,
has found the dialectical unity disintegrating for contemporary
man. Man is no longer asking the conventional questions of
cosmological teleology. In his words:

The old forms, according to which God was thought of as the
absolute, the universal, that which always pertained to everyone,
are no longer accepted as a matter of course. The cosmological
proofs for God’s existence which related God’s divinity to world
experience accessible to everyone have lost their convicting power,
ever since man no longer understands himself as a part of a world
striving for God. . . .

That Thomas in his Summa conceived of the meaning of
human existence primarily in terms of cosmological teleology

3 Jirrgen Moltmann, Theology of Hope (New York: Harper, 1967), translated
by J. W. Leitch.

¢ Saint Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica (New York: Benziger Brothers,
1947), translated by the Fathers of the English Dominican Province, 8 volumes.

® Moltmann, “ Hope and History or Theology as Eschatology.” Unpublished
position paper for the Duke Consultation on the New Tasks of Theology, April
4, 1968; cf. Theology of Hope, 272-280.

¢ Moltmann, “Hope . . .,” p. 2. This statement reveals that, in spite of
criticism levelled against him, Moltmann does indeed offer a teleology.
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cannot be seriously doubted. The goal of the world in all
respects remained in rejoining God who had given it existence.”
More particularly, in the words of P. Kiinzle, what is “ especial-
ly characteristic for Thomas’s moral theology is that the life
of a Christian is conceived of as a return to God from whom he
has gone out.”®* According to Kiinzle, Aristotle’s teleological
Ethic gave rise to this concern on the part of Thomas. What-
ever its source, the dichotomy still remains; and the resultant
chasm in theological methodology between Thomas and Molt-
mann cannot be bridged by any simple synthesis.

Nevertheless, even after the Copernican revolution, the
technological obsession of modern man, and the ascendency of
relativism have been granted their appropriate places of im-
portance, and after the affirmation of “ meditation ”—that one
heart believing can always speak to another in belief—has
been accorded due respect, I would assert that the Summa can
speak in several respects to the Theology of Hope. Before
analyzing Thomas’s relevant understanding of hope, and before
enumerating some of the areas in which the Summa sounds a
warning to the Theology of Hope, I need necessarily define,
in sketchy and tentative terms at least, something of Thomas’s
perspective on two terms requisite for any discussion on this
subject: hope and eschatology.

I

For Moltmann, the terms eschatology and hope approach
equivalency in their respective meanings:

In actual fact, however, eschatology means the doctrine of the
Christian hope, which embraces both the object hoped for and also
the hope inspired by it. From first to last, and not merely in the
epilogue, Christianity is eschatology, is hope, forward looking and
forward moving, and therefore also revolutionizing and transform-
ing the present.’

? Summa Theol., 1, q. 103, a. 2.

8 Pius Kiinzle, * Thomas van Aquin und die moderne Eschatologie,” Freiburger
Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie und Theologie, VIII (1961), p. 113.

® Moltmann, Theology . . ., p. 16.
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The movement of God’s power, as for the “exodus church
of Israel,” comes from before the people in clouds of hope
and pillars of promise. God is the coming God, with futurity
as the mode of his being-for-men.

For the Summa, on the other hand, eschatology is viewed
more narrowly, as the doctrine of the knowledge of ultimate
realities, the final judgment and Parousia for eternity.*® Bouyer
maintains that even the inclusion of the ultimate realities
themselves within the rubric of eschatology has already ex-
tended the term beyond its primary meaning, with a resultant
danger to its verbal clarity.'* But Bouyer also declares, and
appears to echo Thomas, that the “ perpetually imminent
eschatological perspective is that which communicates an in-
comparable intensity to each moment of the life of the church
and of the Christian.” ** In the words of Saint Thomas himsel{,
the principium in practical matters which are the object of
practical reasoning is the last end; and the last end of human
life is bliss or happiness. . . .”*®

As R. Petry has shown, whatever the limits of the term
eschatology for Thomas, it can never be conceived of as
primarily “individual ’; corporate life remains crucial in all
aspects of eschatology. He declares:

In the third part of his Summa, Thomas states even more flatly
his convictions on the Mystical Body of Christ. . . . In the case
of the Mystical Body, the end to which it moves is that of divine
fruition and blessedness. To this ultimate end, with its full so-
ciality, both angels and men are destined.**

1° Important to remember is the fact that, since Thomas never finished his
Summa, this tract has been supplied by editors (and extrapolators). Cf. Summa
Theol., I-11, q. 1, a. 5, for a telescoping of his position.

11 Touis Bouyer, Dictionary of Theology (New York: Desclée, 1965), translated
by C. U. Quinn.

12 Ibid., p. 141.

18 Summa Theol.,, I-I1, q. 90, a. 2. Cf. L, q. 2, a. 7; and q. 69, a. 1.

**Ray C. Petry, Christian Eschatology and Social Thought (Nashville:
Abingdon, 1956), p. 256. What happens to the Mystical Body in particular can
be applied to the general understanding of eschatology on the part of Thomas.
See also Petry’s “The Social Character of Heavenly Beatitude according to the
Thought of St. Thomas Aquinas,” The Thomist, VII (1944), 65-79.
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Thus, for Thomas, eschatology delineated, at least minimally,
the knowledge of final things, comparable to the “ first things ”
(principium) , and social in all its aspects.

Hope, in contrast to eschatology, has been meticulously
defined by Saint Thomas. Among his variety of expressions,
the briefest yet encountered is the simple, “ hope is movement
towards good. . ..” * As Conlon has demonstrated, this under-
standing of hope hardly proves to be an innovation; Hugh of
Saint Victor, among others, had already propounded it. In
addition, the theoclogical tradition evidently provided much of
the material on the subject and object of hope which Thomas
stimply collated.*

Hope as an irascible passion has its subject in the appetite,
while the theological virtue of hope has its subject in the will.
In both cases man’s activity is presupposed.’”

The four characteristics of any object of hope remain con-
stant, though the actual objects vary with the type of hope
under scrutiny. An object of hope must always be: (1) good,
(2) in the future, (8) difficult to reach, yet (4) possible to
attain.®* On its highest level, as a theological virtue, hope
can no longer include reliance upon one’s own power of attain-
ment. The human being finally relies totally on the power
of another (God’s grace) to bring him to hope’s object (God
himself) »* Hence Thomas can formulate concise definitions
of hope, such as the following:

The hope of which we speak now, attains God by leaning on His
help in order to obtain the hoped for good . . . since it belongs to
an infinite power to lead anyone to an infinite good. Such a
good is eternal life, which consists in the enjoyment of God Him-
self.?°

To such statements, which specify hope by reference to its
object, we shall return; at present, however, we shall observe
something of Thomas’s dependence on its eschatological di-
mension.

s Symma Theol., I-II, q. 25, a. 3. 18 Ibid., I-11, q. 40, a. 1.
18 Conlon, op. cit., p. 80 ff. 1 Ibid., II-1, q. 17, passim.
7 Qumma Theol., II-11, q. 18, a. 1. 20 Ibid., a. 2.
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II

The significance of the eschatological dimension of Saint
Thomas’s theology of hope has been variously appraised. The
evaluation by Moltmann, already cited, contrasts vividly with
that of Kiinzle, who, according to Plafoort, holds the entire
Summa to be very basically eschatological in intent.** Kiinzle
bases his observations on Thomas’s interpretation of the resur-
rection of Christ, that in the empty tomb “ the end of time has
begun.” ** Whatever his measure of actual, eschatological ori-
entation, several aspects of Thomas’s concern with “ knowledge
of final things > strike the reader of the Summa.

In the first place, as the definitions affirm, all hope is
necessarily involved in the movement toward God. Thus the
preposition ¢n calls for the accusative, not the ablative.*
Again, neither the blessed nor the damned may be said to
possess hope.** Hope is conceived of by Thomas as motion
rather than locus, as dynamic rather than static and as some
sort of tension rather than a kind of peace.

The movement of ordinary hope, the motion towards good
in this world, can be seen to be analogous to that virtuous hope
which moves the subject, as indeed the whole person, toward
God himself. Whether the analogy is one of proportionality
or (more likely) one of attribution, the similitude evidences
Thomas’s linking of the movements of emotion and virtue.”
And whether one accepts Kiinzle or thinks him to be overstat-
ing the case, the fact remains that for Thomas “ the end forms
the act.” Therefore, the singular movement, whatever the
relationship among its components (virtue, passion, ete.), is,
to some degree, eschatological in orientation.

In the second place, hope as the movement in time toward

21 A Plafoort, introduction to a iranslation of the Kiinzle article into French,
“La fin des temps est commencée,” La Vie Spirituelle, CVIL (1962), p. 403.

22 Kiinzle, op. cit., p. 112.

23 Supra, p. 5.

2¢ Symma Theol., 1111, q. 18, a. 2, 3.

2 George Klubertanz, St. Thomas Aquinas on Analogy (Chicago: Loyola,

1960), pp. 11-156.
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the eschaton of beatitude issues from God and not from man.”
God both causes and allows man to hope for eternal life, by
the vastly complex concurrence of causalities so integral to
Thomas’s theology. To explore this concept of “ semi-deter-
minism > would necessitate another whole study; but an illu-
stration may suffice to illuminate in part the status of second-
ary, human causality. Having asked whether one can put
hope in another man, and, by extension, in oneself, Thomas
replies:

Hope regards two things, viz., the good which it intends to
obtain, and the help by which that good is obtained. Now the good
which a man hopes to attain, has the aspect of a final cause, while
the help by which one hopes to attain that good, has the character
of an efficient cause. Now in each of these kinds of causes we find
a principle and a secondary cause. . .. Now hope regards eternal
happiness as its last end, and the divine assistance as the first cause
leading to happiness. . . . It is, however, lawful to hope in a man
or a creature as being the secondary and instrumental agent,
through whom one is helped to obtain any goods that are ordained
to happiness.”

An alternative methodology for explicating almost the same
point has been explored by de Letter, who employs the fourfold
delineation of causality—formal, efficient, material, and final—
to show all virtues coming as free gifts (gratis gratia) from
God. De Letter states that God is the “last cause of charity
in the line ” of singular causality, not just of final causality.?®
These words “ final ” and “last” appear so frequently in the
article that one is drawn, though de Letter may not have
intended such, to meditate on their meanings for Thomas.
Both “ final ” and “last ” designate sources not in time, prima-
rily, but in hierarchy, as Copleston has brought out relative to
Thomas’s proof from motion.” The meditator comes to ap-

26 More properly “hope pertains to the movement . . .” but the equation has
been made by Thomas.

2T Summa Theol., 1I-1, q. 17, a. 4, and I-1I, q. 40, a. 3.

28 P. de Letter, “ Hope and Charity in St. Thomas,” The Thomist, XIII (1950),
p. 243 fi.

20 His primary thesis is the deprecation of active hope in favor of pervasive

charity. On the proof from motion, see F. C. Copleston, Aquinas (Baltimore:
Penguin, 1955), pp. 110 ff.
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preciate, it seems to me, a second meaning for the words,
understanding them as the terminus ad quem of the virtues,
humanly speaking. Thus while God’s creative power is viewed
as the terminus ¢ quo for hope (as for all contingent creation),
it need include also an appreciation of God’s sursum power
drawing men into the future. Since eternity is God’s, man need
find the alpha and the omega of his hope in God. And since
God’s grace does not change for man in beatitude, he must be
seen as “ pulling ” the creation toward its teleological fruition
as well as “ pushing ” it with his (gradually unfolding) creative
cosmology.*

In the third place, man exists as one “on the road” (a
viator) so long as he abides on earth. More properly, in light
of Petry’s insight, all men exist as communio viatorum. In
the words of M-M. Labourdette, *“ A part of the pilgrim church
[is] still here below, where the new kingdom has not yet
replaced the old world. . . .”* Hope, as all virtues, increases
along the way; ® as other virtues, hope can be said to be
perfect in this life only in respect to its object and to its com-
parative position on the road.® It is this status of pilgrim
(status wviatoris) which characterizes the men for whom
Thomas writes, as it does the author himself in writing. Their
faith, hope, and love, not to mention their knowledge of God,
all are complete, even at their fullest, only in comparison to
previous and possible places on the way (loci in via). Their
ethics, too, are those of the wayfarer, sharing simultaneously
the tentative nature of knowledge and the certainty of the
direction of truth. J. Pieper, whose work on the subject offers
more devotional than analytic assistance at this point, claims
that the “ not-yet ” of the status viatoris is the key to Thomas’s
entire theology.** Regardless of its relative importance vis-a-

1

30 Though this point is difficult to articulate, it is important because Moltmann
has here accused Thomas (et al.) of locating God’s power for teleology in the past.

31 M-M. Labourdette, “ Chronique de theologic morale,” Revue Thomiste, LXI
(1961), p. 275.

2 Summa Theol., 11-I1, q. 24, a. 4 (on love, quoting Augustine in Joan, 32).

3 Ibid., a. 8.

3t Josef Pieper, Uber die Hoffnung (Munich: Hegner, 1949), pp. 18-23. Also
see Gabriel Marcel, Homo Viator: An Introduction to a Metaphysic of Hope
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vis other “keys” to the Summa, it is evident that “ pilgrim-
age ” does indicate the human condition, man’s stance in hope.

Finally, even for the wayfarer, as was mentioned, a certainty
augments the hope of the Christian. Christ’s resurrection, the
first fruits of the coming eschaton, remains the central fact
upon which all virtuous hope is granted.®* The event of the
empty tomb provides hope for the believer as both the example
of what is promised and the instrument of that coming ac-
complishment.®® Thus Thomas can assert boldly that hope is
“the certain expectation of future happiness.” * The nature
of hope’s certainty (quid sit), although a topic of current
investigation, does not pertain to our study as much as the
fact of its existence (an sit) .** The certainty of hope, grounded
in the resurrection, is augmented within the life of the Christian
as he experiences God’s continuing love. But that affirmation
also, which Thomas makes several times, is not so important
for us as the understanding that hope moves one increasingly
toward the drawing of the eschatological reality.*

Ch-A. Bernard, whose Théologie de lespérance selon St.
Thomas d’Aquin is more concerned with the interaction of the
various theological virtues than with hope’s eschatological di-
mension, has included in his summary remarks a statement
which is pertinent for this discussion.”” He says that God
infuses homo viator with hope; God “ envelops him with divine
force to enable him to participate in the divine life.” 4 “ Hope,”

(Chicago: Regnery, 1951), translated by Crauford. Regrettably, Marcel confesses
in his preface that he will never write the treatise on a “ metaphysic of hope ”
which is needed.

3 Thomas seems to be strictly biblical here, relying, for example, on II Tim.
1:1,2, and on Rom. 5:5. His concern with hope’s certainty appears to bear out
Kiinzle’s evaluation.

28 Summa Theol.,, TI-I1, q. 18, a. 4.

37 Idem, quoting from Lombard, as though one has claim on beatitude.

38 For a discussion of the nature of certainty, see Conlon, op. cit., and Pieper,
The Silence of Thomas (New York: Pantheon, 1957), “ The Structure of Hope.”

3 Summa Theol., q. 22, a. 1.

“0Ch-A. Bernard, Théologie de Vespérance selon St. Thomas d’Aquin (Paris:
J. Vrin, 1961).

4 Ibid., p. 166.
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he concludes, “is the movement which comes from God and
depends on him to bring one to God.” ** Hope is also, for
Thomas, corporate as well as individual, coming in the future
grace of God as it has in the past and interacting with
certainty to grow.

11T

On the basis of this brief study of the eschatological di-
mension of Thomas’s theology of hope, several areas can be
at least mentioned in which he appears to speak to the
Theology of Hope.

Not willing to equate hope with eschatology, Thomas has
addressed himself to the problem of precision in language.
Thus he has separated emotional hope from theological hope,
showing them to be analogous but not equivalent.** In addi-
tion, although he believes that God’s grace remains essentially
the same for men on earth and those in purgatory, he separates
the knowledge of final things which man can attain in this life
from that knowledge which is to come.** Thus, whatever the
variance in theological perspective, Thomas would appeal to
the Theology of Hope to avoid unnecessary ambiguity.

More importantly, the Summa spells out in no uncertain
terms where hope comes from and who receives it. As Cajetan
put it: “ Hope considers God immediately as agent of the
action . . . supporting man by his aid and conducting man
to his blessedness.” #* That God is the source and the object
of true hope does seem to be much more significant than any
discussion of the direction from which hope is infused. As R.
Garrigou-Lagrange has declared, Saint Thomas’s basis for a
theology of hope rests consistently in the Scriptures where
God’s gift of anticipation is discerned most clearly.*®* To the
Theology of Hope, which takes very seriously both the source

2 Idem.

*2 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 17, a. 1.

4 Ibid., q. 12, a. 11.

% Cajetan, in I-II, q. 62, a. 3; n. II, quoted in Bernard, op. cit., p. 48.

8 R. Garrigou-Lagrange, De Virtutibus Infusis, quoted in Bernard, ibid., p. 28.
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of hope in God and the import of the biblical witness to the
source, this area of “speaking” may well be redundant; but
the incessant popularization of the Theology . . ., which does
not give due credit ““ where credit is due,” prompts reiteration
of the authorities.” For Thomas, the habit of hope is a “ pure
gift of grace.”

Most importantly, however, Thomas incorporates the warn-
ing of Paul (I Cor. 15:19) concerning the limits of hope.
Indeed, with its elevation of history, Theology of Hope stands
in danger of eliminating all life but “ this life.” ** Thomas
centers on man as experientially aware of this world, to be sure,
but as “ wayfarer” as well. He looks to Christ as also a
pilgrim, the exemplary cause; but Christ is “ arrived-man ” in
addition, the instrumental cause of hope.** Bernard delineates
the difference:

Our hope is not a formal participation in the hope of Christ.
The head is not on the same level as the members of the body.
Our hope always springs from our point of departure as sinners. . . .
Our history in some sense is the presence of eternity in time, for
by faith and hope we adhere already to the plan of God manifest
in the world. But the history of Christ is the possession of eternity,
descending without repentance into time. In him, the end of
history is already present. .. .*®

It appears that the Summa can speak to Theology of Hope,
as the study has shown, in terms of precision, source, and
limits of hope. But it can warn this movement in general and
the tome in particular in some other areas—realms of theologi-
cal discourse only alluded to, if even that, by the body of
the essay.

In further terms of ““limits” for hope Thomas provides a
brief query on whether hope can delude man; he phrases it in
terms of whether the young and the inebriated can have hope.’*

¢ Cf. C. F. H. Henry, “ Where is modern theology going? ” Christianity Today,
Vol. 12 (1968), pp. 8-7.

4% Moltmann, op. cit., p. 90.

** Summa Theol., 11, q. 7, a. 6.

5% Bernard, op. cit., p. 88.

5 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 40, a. 6. “ Utrum in juvenibus et in ebriosis abundet
spes? ” is even more candid.
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He concludes that both can indeed possess hope, that hope
can spring from inexperience and delusion as well as from
experience. We grant that he is here speaking of the passion
of hope and not the theological virtue; but his warning to the
Theology of Hope rings out clearly to beware the source of it
and to meditate on the relationship of hope to experience.”

Again, another brash kind of warning comes from Thomas in
his treatment of despair and presumption as the twin sins
against hope. Theology of Hope takes much more seriously
the sin of despair than it does that of presumption. That for
Thomas the two appear equivalent in their perversion of hope
is notable. In his treatment of presumption, we note with some
relief, Thomas asserts that “ presumption whereby a man relies
on God inordinately is a more grievous sin than the presump-
tion of trusting one’s own power. . . .”*® Nevertheless, the
Summa speaks its admonition.

One of the recurrent questions for the “ Duke Consultation
on the New Tasks of Theology” was the relationship of
Theology of Hope to science.®* Here again the Summa, by
relating nature to hope, offers a word of significance. Nature
does not fuse hope into man; “the light of man’s natural
reason ” is indeed clouded by the “ impulses of sinful desire.”
On the other hand, Thomas asserts affirmatively that “ Nature
inclines us to hope for the good which is proportionate to
human nature”; it can be verified by moral virtues.®® If
modern science can make hopeful claims, as it seems to be
doing, then should not the Theology of Hope acknowledge
them? Does not the Theology of Hope, in accentuating the
radical break with nature by modern man, do violence to its
own argument?

The Theology of Hope does not speak often of fear; insofar

52 Moltmann’s subsequent works, soon to be published, take cognizance of it.

53 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 21, a. 1.

5¢ The question was variously phrased by Professors Murphy, Harvey, Gilkey,
and others.

58 Summa Theol., II-11, q. 22, a. 1. Whether astronomy and physics in his day
offered better endorsement of this hope than they do today remains to be explored.
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as it is discussed, resurrection seems to argue for the “ casting
out” of fear. The stance of the “exodus church ”—one of
openness to God’s future—replaces fear of the coming-God
with anticipation of his promises. The Summa, in vivid con-
trast, assumes that a discussion of fear should follow naturally
any mention of hope. In treating fear immediately following
hope the Summa offers one real possibility for enriching the
modern movement.

Thomas, as Pieper’s meditation has discerned, concentrates
on the positive aspects of “ God’s gift of fear” when relating
it to hope. Uber die Hoffnung concludes:

The fear of the Lord guarantees that authenticity of hope. It
shuts out the peril that hope mistakes itself in false similitudo:
in the presumptuous anticipation of the fulfillment. The fear of
the Lord tells the hopeful man of the present day that the fulfill-
ment “ not-yet ” is real. The fear of the Lord represents, thereby,
the recollection that human existence, although concerned with and
properly dependent upon fulfillment through the Highest Being,
nevertheless is endangered by its contingency no longer. With
amazing insight, Paschasius Radbert said, “ the holy fear guards
the pinnacle of hope.” And the Holy Scriptures (Psalm 113 :22)
say purely and simply, “ Hope in the Lord, who fear him.” 5

For his part, Thomas separates worldly or mundane fear
(timor mundanus) from the positive fears: initial, servile, and
filial. Without consciously employing the term, this type of
worldly fear, viz., anxiety concerning one’s health, reputation,
bodily needs, etc., is the object of Moltmann’s deprecation.
But Thomas spends more energy in delineating the constructive
fears than he does in exploiting the mundane fears. Initial
fear, provided from one’s encounter with the gospel and its
requirements, leads to both filial and servile fears.” It is with
servile and filial fears, however, that Thomas is primarily
concerned.

Servile fear, regarding God as the source of punishment,

5¢ Pieper, Uber . . ., p. 94. (Douay and R.S.V. possess no such citation, the
closest being, seemingly, Ps. 147:11).

57 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 19, a. 8. Thomas wishes to avoid concentration on
the “ punishment ” aspect of initial fear.
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does possess an element of evil.*®* However, servile fear coexists
with love for two reasons: first, man, in separation from God,
is already being punished, and servile fear seeks to avoid what
presently obtains for the pilgrim. Second, servile fear is the
cause of love of a master by a slave, hence it serves love.”
Since it coexists with and serves love, servile fear must be
viewed as good.

Filial fear remains the major gift of the Holy Spirit; it
grows as one progresses along the way in love. In fearing lest
we offend God or be alienated from him, as children feel
toward a parent, “ filial fear and hope cling together and perfect
one another.”® Fear, the reliance on God’s justice,  co-
inheres ” with hope, the dependence on God’s mercy, to bring
about, for the Summa, a deeper understanding of the  pilgrim-
age ”” than either could depict when taken by itself.

In sum, the Summa does speak incisively to the Theology
of Hope, although one cannot minimize the differences between
a medieval and a modern outlook. Because of its sensitivity
to the movement of hope, the source of hope, the stance of
man in hope, and the place of certainty in hope, the Summa
can both warn and enrich Moltmann’s already refreshing and
revolutionary appropriation of that theological category. It
declares without equivocation what is the language, origin and
limit of hope. The Summa cautions concerning the possibility
of deception, the sin of presumption, the heeding of science,
and the positive use of fear, inherent in a comprehensive
Theology of Hope.

Louis Wesks, 11T
3316 Swanses
Durham, N. C.

58 Ibid., a. 4.
5 Ibid., a. 6.
¢ Ibid., a. 10.
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I

T MIGHT seem strange—at least at first glance—to de-
I velop a theology of protest just as it perhaps seems
contradictory to develop a theology of violence. I think,
however, that there is a difference, since violence is related
to the deepseated disease in the soul of man in his relationship
to God and, intrinsically related to this, in his relationship to
his brother on earth. If theology intervenes to relate this with
God’s Word, it can only be with the vision of sin, of its heinous
manifestation in hatred, lust, avarice, selfishness and greed—
made visible in the killing and maiming of violence whether
of the clenched fist or of the vituperative tongue. Theology
deals with violence as the metaphysic of the lesser of two evils,
not of the higher law of evangelical love, even of one’s enemies.
The theology of protest, however, is dramatically different,
since it is, in Christianity, essentially related to the future.
The future here is the perfect manifestation of the kingdom,
the Parousia or second coming of Jesus which will be the
beginning and the end of the new eon, now incipiently begun
and thrust into history by and through the resurrection of the
God-man, Jesus Christ. We await him with joy, expectation
and holy impatience. His kingdom alone will establish among
us the perfect realm of justice, of peace, of harmony, of concord,
of that which sums up and brings these virtues to pass, of
love. Thus Christianity essentially looks to the future, looks
to the new eon of eschatological dimension and projects us
to a future of God’s work and in God’s time.

Yet, there is an essential tension in the pilgrim church, in
the relationship of the “ now-then ” and “ here-not yet.” That
is, the kingdom has already begun in seminal action; the new
man of all men has begun in baptism and in the Spirit to
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communicate this new life, this new creation to the world of
men. Consequently, there is a tension of growth or maturity
of and for resurrection toward the future but one whose fruits of
the Spirit among us has already seminally begun in the eon of
time. The old has passed away but not completely; the new
has appeared among us but not fully. The resurrection of
Christ and his communication of the new life of the Spirit has
begun in time among “ these who are born not of the flesh or
of the will of man, but of God” (Jn. 1:13) and must become
manifest in the works of those who claim to be his followers.

For, the essential apologetic of the New Testament is not the
rational argumentation of the philosophers. St. Paul was quite
adamant in pointing out that human intelligence had failed to
recognize and accept the “ stupidity ” of the cross,

We preach a crucified Christ; to the Jews an obstacle that they
cannot get over, to the pagans madness; but to us who have been
called, whether they are Jews or Greek, a Christ who is the power
and wisdom of God. For God’s weakness is stronger than human
strength. (I Cor 1 :22-24)

The essential apologetic is that of witness to the death-resur-
rection-ascension of the God-man, and this witness is essential-
ly related to a continuation of the death-resurrection of Jesus
in his disciples. It is by the same spirit of Jesus that his
disciples must live, and if anything comes through clearly in
the New Testament, it is the Spirit of love (agape) which
relates essentially to both God and man. Indeed, these two
terminal points of love cannot be separated but are attained by
the very same act of love. Thus, love is not one virtue among
many others; it is the essential virtue, the dynamism and
fulfillment of all the others; it is the very mystery who is God
and who 1s man; it is the openness to life in God, to the pro-
found realization of who and what we are.

It should be also clear that this tension of the kingdom
between the “ already > and the “ not yet ” makes Christianity
essentially a protesting and dissenting religion against any
idolatry of any temporal structure or institution, whether
political, social or ecclesiastical. That is, God’s Word, which
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alone is eternal, stands over against and in judgment upon
every human expression and manifestation precisely because
the human is always metaphysically imperfect, limited and
finite to a particular experience at any one particular moment
in history. Thus to absolutize any human institution is both
to be inhuman as well as blasphemous. No social, political or
ecclesiastical institution is so perfect that it cannot be replaced
by a better one more in conformity with man’s dignity and
God’s glory. That is why—at least in theory if not always in
practice—Christianity cannot become completely identified
with any one social, economic or political system. Indeed, she
cannot become completely identified with any particular eccle-
siastical system or manifestation. Christianity must be a con-
tinuous critic, protestor and dissenter from this absolutizing
tendency of human institutions precisely in function of her
absolute future, of her “not yet” of the kingdom of her
beloved spouse who is coming but who is only imperfectly
present in human history.

Yet, this love is concrete and existential. It is efficacious and
active, attaining the brother in the totality of his being, since
his mystery is love. This person is both mystery of love and
mecarnation of person in flesh and bone. My love can attain
him only as human love, that is, as the concrete desire and
actualization of the conditions of human brotherhood as well
as of divine charity. I cannot have one without the other. How
can I love my brother and watch him go hungry? How can I
love my brother for whom Christ died and refuse to live, eat,
laugh and share together? How can I love my brother and
make distinctions among those whom I will love or not love,
as determined by the pure accidents of nature as race or color,
or of the accidents of man as national origin? All of these
defeat brotherhood, because they defeat the basic evangelical
witness of evangelical love which is to make mockery of the
message and life of Jesus continued in the disciple.

The fact is that the “not yet” of the kingdom sees us as
yet divided in selfishness and greed, whether it is expressed in
violence, racism, nationalism or indifference to the poverty
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plight of hundreds of millions of men. This is the sinfulness
of the “not yet ” of the kingdom, and yet the “ now ” of the
seminally wrought resurrection in the life and witness of the
disciple of Jesus must make its visible manifestation in the
concrete world under pain of having no Christian-evangelical
witness to that very kingdom in our midst. In other words,
if we have no visibility of Christian witness in love, concretely
manifested in any particular or universal community, the
evangelical witness has ceased to exist and the fruits of the
Spirit have failed. We then have the defeat of the Gospel
among men. If the Christian is Christian, the visible witness of
love cannot at all suffice in a form of an “ invisibility ” of his
faith among men, for this is a defeat for the evangelical witness
of love; this is simply non-Christianity even if all the ritual
of prayer, institution and ritual manage to exist:

So then, if you are bringing your offering to the alter and there
remember that your brother has something against you, leave your
offering there before the altar, go and be reconciled with your
brother first, and then come back and present your offering.
(Mt. 5:28)

This is what the New Testament means when it speaks about
the “ fruits of the spirit,” that is, a visible manifestation before
the eyes of men of the works of justice, of peace, of hope, of
compassion and of love. There can be no living or authentic
Christian faith in God without works of faith, and among these
there is, first of all, that of caring for others ““ without distinc-
tion of persons”: “ Thou shall love the Lord, thy God, with
your whole heart . . . and your neighbor as yourself.” (Mt.
22 : 36)

To love one’s neighbor as oneself is not confined, by means
of various charities, to the most urgent necessities of our
brother—even though it means this also. It means above all
effectively to desire for him what we desire and work for
ourselves: civic rights, health, education, development, civili-
zation and culture. It means to wage an effective war for him
against the evils which we fight for our own advantage, to
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do our best to eliminate the great economic and social inequali-
ties and the oppression of man by man.

Thus, to be a Christian in the evangelical witness of love is
not purely to serve God, but it is also a dynamic social ethic, a
service to mankind; it is not merely a theology but also an
anthropology. And although Christianity is essentially directed
to the coming perfect kingdom of Christ, precisely because this
kingdom has seminally begun in the “now ” on this concrete
earth, it must influence our actions in the realm of the earthly
city of man, of fostering science and promoting civilization,
as the imperfect but nonetheless a real beginning of the perfect
justice, peace and hope of the coming kingdom of Christ.
Christianity is the religion of the absolute future; however, its
eschatology is not projected to a distant future, rather its
eschatology has already begun here on earth. We have passed
from death to life in Christ’s death and resurrection in baptism,
whose effects reach beyond us, even to the whole of the created
cosmos. We, like Christ, have already passed from the tem-
poral into the eternal with Christ as Lord of all creation by
his resurrection. This cosmic dimension of that act is not that
we thus escape the world in a form of illusory transcendence
but rather that we return to the world as the natural habitat
of man and for man and transform it in a dynamie immanence.
Thus God’s transcendence and immanence are not contradic-
tory, but in the resurrection of Christ they are complementary
in the birth of the new man, the new creation. As Vatican II
put it:

We do not know the time for the consummation of the earth and
of humanity, nor do we know how all things will be transformed.
As deformed by sin, the shape of the world will pass away; but
we are taught that God is preparing a new dwelling place and a
new earth where justice will abide, and whose blessedness will

answer and surpass all the longings for peace, which springs up
in the human heart. . . .

Therefore, while we are warned that it profits a man nothing if
he gain the whole world, and lose himself, the expectation of a new
earth must not weaken but rather stimulate our concern for
cultivating this one. For here grows the body of a new human
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family, a body which even now is able to give some kind of fore-
showing of the new age. (Pastoral Constitution on the Church in
the Modern World, par. 39)

Thus Christ gives us a deeper meaning to our bond with the
world and with history. Solidarity with the agonies and joys
and problems of all men are also our agonies and joys and
problems. Indeed, they thus become for us the sacrament of
God’s saving presence in the midst of the world: “ I was naked
and you clothed me, hungry and you fed me; in prison and
you visited me ” (Mt. 25:386).

II
The Gospel and Violence

It is not strange, however, that today, when we speak of
“ dissent ” or “ protest,” we have a tendency to identify it with
violence understood in its destructive form. It is {or this
reason that we must carefully analyze this concept in the texts
of the New Testament. This is the only way in which we can
distinguish political protest from Christian protest, even if
there is a correlation here. As we shall see, the difference resides
in the non-violence or rather meekness in the face of the
omnipotent demands of any human institution in relation to,
or in contrast with, the hoped-for eschatological expectations
of God.

It will be helpful, then, before we confront the Scripture
texts, to define more or less accurately what exactly we mean
by violence. Throughout, we shall use the term * violence ”
in the sense of the use of force on another person in order to
make him do something against his present will. What we
mean by “non-violence ” is that form of action or reaction
which refuses to have recourse to violent, physical, brutal or
other forms of internal and external pressure to bring about
a change of will in another human being or to change a
situation considered to be intolerable. This refusal to have
recourse to any violent means whatever for any purpose is
called “ meekness” in the New Testament, as we shall see.
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We must also clearly understand that non-violence and meek-
ness are not always the same thing. Many have and presently
do use non-violence as one means of winning over an adversary
much as one who uses violent means uses it in order to win
over an adversary. This is not what the New Testament means
by ‘ non-violence.” Indeed, it would perhaps be better to use
the word “ meekness ” when speaking of the New Testament’s
attitude in this area. Meekness does not seek so much the
conversion or the “ winning over” of the adversary as it does
the conversion of the person who is meek, of purifying himself
in order to find the truth. The whole Sermon on the Mount is
an exercise in such meekness. In Mt. 5:5 we have the beati-
tude of “blessed are the meek ” which describes him who,
when he is hurt or despised, does not menace or threaten to do
the same to others, not because he is some form of philosophical
stoic, impassive to pain or humiliation but rather because he
follows the example of Christ who continued to love even those
who injured or insulted him: “ Forgive them, for they know not
what they do.” Because Christ loved men, he did not want to
nor could he force or coerce them into belief and love in
return. He is the truth and the way who must be received
in love and obedience. Therefore the meekness of Christ is
not in function of “ winning over” others but was itself a
product of his love for men whom he helped to lead to himself
freely and lovingly. That is why Jesus applies the term
“meek ” to himself in Mt. 21 :5: “ Behold your king is coming
to you, humble (meek) and mounted on an ass.” The relation-
ship between “ meekness ” and the “ass” is significant, since
the ass was an animal of peace as opposed to a horse which
was an animal of war and worldly power. Jesus is meek, and
the sign of this is that he rides on an ass during his triumphal
entry into Jerusalem. The triumph of Jesus is not by force
or violence but by love, obedience and humility.

The Witness of the Gospels

Since the kingdom of God is at the very center of the
message of Jesus, we must seek the key to understanding
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through an analysis of this central concept of the gospels. The
kingdom has both a history and an enemy.

The whole of mankind, indeed the total universe, is divided
into two contending parties. One, the sons of the kingdom or
of God or of light are confronted with those who are sons of
darkness, of the world, of perdition or of the devil himself. The
invisible kingdom is divided between those who remained
faithful to God and those who revolted. Both of these groups
attempt to enlist in their obedience or revolt human beings
of earth.

This drama knows an end, a final resolution whose focal
points have been established by God. The writers of the New
Testament were impressed by two of these: the end of time
(parousia) and their own generation in which this eschatologi-
cal drama was taking place. The heralds of the New Testament
already announce and bear witness to the coming of the
kingdom, of its inception already in time, so that this message
comes to be known as “the good news of salvation.” It is
their function to prepare the way of the Lord. Thus is born a
tension between the kingdom which is coming and is being
born and the present generation which is dying and passing
away.

The End of Time

The essential term of this mortal combat is the parousia or
second coming of Jesus. This end is divided into two periods,
one being the parousia or the manifestation in glory of the
Son of God, the other in relation to this the spectacle of the
Last Judgment which will be characterized by violent change
produced by the divine anger against sin and disobedience. It
is at this time that sinners will be totally excluded from the
kingdom into a “ second death ” where there will be weeping
and gnashing of teeth (Apoc. 20:1-6).

The kingdom, as we have said, is in the process of birth and
as such is characterized by pain and suffering before the final
parousia. These sufferings are premonitions of the coming of
the kingdom which were given in the final discourses of Jesus
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before his passion. Jesus prepares his disciples for this by
telling them to be vigilant and guarded during these painful
trials and above all to persevere in faith in the midst of this
suffering and pain. They are to be on guard against false
prophets. In other words, they will escape the divine anger
but not the violence of Satan who will seek them out in a very
special way because they bear witness to him. In the face of
such danger and suffering, there are only two possible attitudes
for the disciple of Jesus: one of flight from such suffering or
one of acceptance of this suffering in meekness and patience.
These disciples of Jesus must not use violence in order to
escape this suffering. If they are persecuted, their only arms
must be the witness of the Spirit and their nonresistance. This
meekness of the disciples of Jesus will bear witness against
these evil men before the tribunal of God on the last day. This
triumph of God (and with him, of his faithful) will come
only on that day and hour decreed by God which will also be
the vengeance of God against his enemies (Rom. 12 :19; Apoc.
6:10).

In the meanwhile the announcement of the good news of
salvation, of the coming of the kingdom, continues what was
first begun by John the Baptist (Lk. 16:16). Indeed, the
difficult words of Jesus to describe the coming of the kingdom
are not very clear: “From the days of John the Baptist
until now the kingdom of heaven has suffered violence, and
men of violence take it by force ” (Mt. 11:12). The prophe-
cies concerning the coming of the kingdom have ceased in
Jesus, and all must now take a position with regard to Jesus.
There are those who accept this without hesitation and with
full acquiescence in the combat that is before them for accept-
ing Jesus (Lk. 14:28).

These disciples of Jesus must “be in the world,” that is,
among men everywhere in order to bear witness to Jesus. They
cannot flee to the desert or to a place by themselves but must
be in the midst of men to bear witness among them to the good
news of salvation (I Pt. 2:11). They cannot be “of the
world,” that is, of the attitudes and thinking of other men,
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but they are sent “into the world ” which is entirely under
the power of the evil one. Thus there is a confrontation be-
tween the disciples of Jesus and the power of the devil,
exercised by his disciples who are the children of darkness (I
Jn. 5:19). The combat is now enjoined. The faithful ones
are loyal to God, and they are those who accept from Jesus
the laws of the kingdom (the Sermon on the Mount and
Jn. 17:15-18). The others on the outside neither recognize
nor obey these laws of the kingdom (I Cor. 5:12).

Those who are “ outside of the kingdom ” are essentially
characterized by violence and coercion both in their relation-
ship with Christians and with each other.

In the relationship between the sons of darkness this violence
goes as far as to enslave each other and to prostitute themselves
with idolatrous practices (I Cor. 12:2). Slavery is recognized
by the Scriptures as the result of violence among men (I Tim.
6:1) and is a perfect expression of the human violence exer-
cised by those who are outside the kingdom. The secular power
habitually uses violence in its task of ruling. Governments
usually weigh heavily on those whom they rule. Indeed, the
Apostles themselves appeal to such power against those who
are evil among pagans and unworthy Jews (Rom. 1:29; IT
Tim. 3:3).

Secondly, this violence is also exercised against Christians
themselves, for example, exercised by government against
Christians who were in fact slaves. But there is another form
of violence exercised against Christians insofar as they were
Christians. The Lordship of Jesus over all of creation is right-
fully his by and through his resurrection, but in the meantime,
between the resurrection and the parousia, Christ’s kingdom
has not as yet been fully established; during this period, the
power of Satan is still exercised, above all against the disciples
of Jesus. Those outside the kingdom often use the power of
the secular authority against Christians (Lk. 10:18; T Cor.
10 :11; IT Tim. 2:26). This was so common that Christians
considered persecution to be the normal state of affairs.
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Conduct of Christians

In the conduct of Christians we must carefully distinguish
between their relations with each other and those with persons
who were ““ without the kingdom.”

Between Christian brothers conduct must be such as to lead
to a greater fraternity. It is true that even among the disciples
of Jesus there can be injustice and difficulties can divide
them (James 2 :1-4), but the truly spiritual must continuously
pardon and forgive, reject the law of talion, be reconciled
and even allow themselves to be deprived rather than demand
what is theirs (Mt. 18:22; T Cor. 7:7). The fruits of the
Spirit must be born out in the disciples’ relationship with each
other; these fruits are meekness, kindness, moderation, peace,
humility, compassion, the control of passions (which are at
the source of much violence), and in all things the dominance
of liberty by the supreme virtue of love.

There are two forms of constraint among the disciples of
Jesus which appear to be beneficial and salutary. The first is
that of the Holy Spirit when He moves the Church to change
or to move in a certain direction, even when this seems to go
counter to the plans of the Apostles themselves. The other
form of restraint, which also comes from the Spirit, is mani-
fested more regularly in the consensus or pressure of the
fraternity or of authority. It is true that authority has above
all the duty to serve and to preserve itself at all times from
arrogance and vainglory. Yet, when the essential interests of
the community are put in danger, such as the truth of the
Christian message, the reputation of the Church, good order
and unity, then this authority can have recourse to the ways
of law even to excommunication (Mt. 18:17; Acts 5:1-11; I
Cor. 5:5; I Tim. 1:20).

With regard to those who are “outside of the kingdom
the relationship of the disciples must be of another form. The
powers of the world are controlled by Satan and, as such,
persecute the disciples of Jesus. The struggle is long and hard,
without cessation or pity. The Christians are assisted by the
angels of God and the Holy Spirit. It is this Spirit who uses
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the disciples in order to deliver men from the power of the
evil one (exorcism). This is the sign or sacrament of the
presence of the kingdom, as are the remission of sins and the
consequent good life of these men.

With regard to human institutions the Christian attitude is
more complex and should be analyzed in greater depth. There
two series of problems which interested these Christians and
which entailed specific responses: the problem of constraint
which was exercised on them as members of society, and the
problem of violence which came to them precisely because
they were Christians.

In the first case, God appeared to Christians to authenticate
the legitimate power of civil authority from the fact that God
has put such authority in a ruling position. Therefore God is
indirectly present and served in the restraints which these
authorities impose in the service of the common good which
they serve. St. Paul was very sensitive to this, Therefore, the
Christian, remaining in the state where God has called him,
must pay his just debts, be subject to the king, the slave to
his master, even the soldier to the publican (Lk. 3:12-14).
The Christian sees a certain presence of God in these men
and affairs; yet, this presence is provisional and very different
from that which will be manifest—soon—in the kingdom of
the glorious Lord Jesus where God shall be all in all (I Cor.
15 :27-28) . Indeed, the Christian prays for the peace of the
City of Man (I Tim. 2:2-8). This terrestial peace can aid
men to come to the truth and God is the God of peace of all
men (I Tim. 4:10).

What should the response of Christians be to the civil
authority when it persecutes them because they are Christians?
Violence in any form is forbidden, even if certain passages of
the Scripture are difficult to explain:

And he said to them, “ When I sent you out with no purse or bag
or sandals, did you lack anything?” They said, “ Nothing.” He
said to them, “but now let him who has a purse take it, and
likewise a bag. And let him who has no sword sell his mantle and
buy one.” (Lk. 22 :25-36)
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Perhaps this is a form of irony, since later on in the same
passage he says in response to the disciples who actually have
a sword, that “that is enough.” Christ intended the meta-
phorical sense, but the disciples understood him literally (cf.
Mt. 10 :84) . Christ wanted to emphasize the crucial character
of the situation. In any case, other Gospel texts (Mt. 26 :52;
Jn. 18 :11; Apoc. 13:10) show clearly that violent resistance
is forbidden to the Christian. The supreme example is that of
Jesus himself who repudiated all violence, even when it was
patently unjust (I Peter 2 :23). He accepts an angel to console
him during his agony, but he refuses the sword of Peter (Mt.
26 :53) .

Thus, if it is true that the Christian cannot resist violence
by violence, what can the Christian do to resist or to oppose?
The Christian who was also a slave was oppressed by the
prevalent authority, as indeed Christians in general were con-
tinuously persecuted for their faith by the civil authorities.
Their only response could be that of meekness of the beatitudes
(Mt. 5:4). This meekness of the Gospel is not a form of
weakness or lack of conviction. On the contrary, such an
attitude required the greatest courage and, indeed, the very
strength of the Holy Spirit. There is always the essential duty
to bear witness to Christ in the midst of the world, even in
the midst of violence and police action. The meek and humble
of heart must react with strength and eloquence, even with a
certain form of just anger (Mt. 23:18). This testimony of
theirs will be met by violence on the part of the civil authority.
The disciple will not resist them, even giving up his goods to
them (Jn. 18:23; Apoc. 16 :35; I Peter 3 :15) . This evangeli-
cal meekness is not prompted by some form of stoical indiffer-
ence to matter or material goods—as indeed some forms of
non-violence in fact demand.

This evangelical meekness is found in the very spirit of the
Gospels, in the Sermon on the Mount where the word “meek-
ness ” can also be translated by the words “ poor” or “ hum-
ble.” These meanings find their full signification in the other
characteristic of the Sermon such as merciful, peacemaking,
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in the disciples’ relationship to the public authority and to
those ““outside of the kingdom.” Thus we have a general
spirit throughout the Sermon on the Mount which is the
attitude of the poor in spirit, of the poor of Yahweh, in the
Old Testament. The anawim of the Old Testament find their
description in the second book of Isaiah. The servant of
Yahweh is humble or meek before his adversaries and killers
for the purpose of redeeming them from their sins. The suffer-
ing servant of Yahweh has the same characteristics of those
whom Jesus describes in the Sermon, characterized above all
by suffering unjustly at the hands of evil men (Is. 42:2-3;
50 :6) .

This form of mediatorship taught Christians how futile it
was to trust in purely human means either to solve the problem
of suffering or to alleviate it. Even at the time of Christ we
have the example of the Zelots who were trying to free their
country from the invasion of the Romans and who used violent
means to accomplish this end. Even the Essenes of Qum Ran
attempted to accomplish the end of the * restoration” by
means of purification, prayer and penance (cf. Acts 1:6). Yet,
finally, it can only be God who can do this by his decisive inter-
vention in history. The kingdom can become the object of
longing prayer for the Christian but not a project or endeavor
to be brought about by the artifice of man (Lk. 12:54). The
Christian knows that the kingdom is pure gift, descending
from above, into which he must enter; it 1s not the accomplish-
ment of Yogi, of learned men or of the construction and
philosophy of man. It is in this sense that the poor affirm
the discontinuity of the kingdom with all human endeavors and
thus keep their distance from the artifices and constructions of
man. That is why the Zelots were rejected unequivocally by
Christians, since they wanted to introduce the kingdom of
God into the world by the sword.

The Promised Land for the Meek

Thus this evangelical ““ poverty ” is less a social condition
than a spiritual attitude, even if the New Testament does in
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fact establish a form relationship between the two. The poor
man in the New Testament (whether socially indigent or not)
is directed with all of his soul to the kingdom which only God
alone can make appear among men at the time decided by him
(Lk. 17:21). Here on earth this kingdom has appeared but
only partially and imperfectly, and that is why the Christian
on earth feels like a pilgrim and stranger as he traverses time
toward the full coming of the kingdom. The promised land is
not the material land of Palestine but the truly holy land which
is the kingdom. The happiness of the Christian is secondary to
this great expectation.

In the meanwhile, while he is still in exile, the essential task
of the Christian is to be obedient to God’s will and command-
ments given to him by Jesus and the prophets. The poor man
accepts the trials of suffering which this will bring him, sacrific-
ing all that he has and is in meekness, not in the spirit of hope
for an immediate victory over his enemies. He does this not to
disdain the goods of this world nor to be impassive by injustice,
since he will see God’s wrath and anger finally bring about
perfect justice in the full manifestation of the kingdom.

It is this evangelical meekness which will be the most visible
facet of this poverty of the Christian. It has no meaning in
and of itself but seeks in hunger and thirst for true justice
which is that of the kingdom (Mt. 5:6). Such meekness by
Christians works among men insofar as they are moved by the
Spirit to accept this testimony, but, in the final analysis, the
Christian hopes in nothing human; he hopes only in God. God
is meek and can exercise anger, but it is only he who can
exercise this anger and violence. The cause of the poor man
is in God as well as his hope, and he will not be deceived or
disappointed.

This teaching on violence is very clear in the texts of the
New Testament, and yet, this teaching raises still further
problems for Christians. We know in fact that Christians have
taken the message and that it has influenced their lives,
thought, philosophies, cultures and civilizations in the terrestial
city of man. What shall we say of such a traditional response?



244 PETER J. RIGA

When the New Testament considers the relationship between
the socio-economic organizations of the world with the king-
dom, it usually underlines only the polemical, and other aspects
are passed over in silence. It has no word of encouragement
for those who wish to revolt against unjust structures. One
would almost say that, for the New Testament, these injustices
are almost normal, a fatal part of human life, which can be
corrected only by God at the last judgment. It cares as little
for non-violence as it does for absolute pacifism. The revolu-
tion of Christianity from on high actually turns them away
from other revolutions in the sense that the first actually is
so great that the latter are inconsequential. Neither the “ social
gospel 7 type of Christianity nor the “integral traditional ”
form of Christian expression would make any sense for the New
Testament. We simply cannot attach any ideology onto the
texts of the New Testament.

We call this a clear case of abstention from judgment on
worldly revolution because of the power, revolution and over-
whelming fact of Christianity. We must certainly attempt to
demythologize many of the historical reasons which confronted
the New Testament; yet, there are certain aspects of the
problem which we would do well to examine and meditate on.

First, the New Testament relativizes every organized politi-
cal, social, economic human community. God’s presence is
contained in them to a certain degree insofar as they promote
peace and justice. Yet—and this is very clear in the texts—
every political power must be seen by the Christian as ab-
solutely relative. This is just the opposite of what human and
political communities try to do when they are in power. They
tend to make themselves gods which no one can question with
impunity. Indeed, as past history has shown, they want to
become “ Christianized ” so as to become absolute on earth.
The Gospel is a perpetual rebuke against such an attitude,
and that is why the Gospel often is an enemy to civil authority.
This applies to forces of “law and order” as it does to the
mystique of “ revolution.”

Secondly, if the Christian has become Caesar (he is today
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democratically orientated), it must follow that the use of
violence is a possibility for him. The texts of the New Testa-
ment were written during an autocratic rule and the question
was never really posed as we have it today. Therefore we
are in the presence of a whole new problem, indeed a form of
dualism. Perhaps this can be a healthy form of tension between
the demands of the kingdom and the demands of human in-
stitutions. It is a new problem for each generation of Christians
and cannot be solved by simply consulting the solutions of the
New Testament for our problems. Certainly, the ends and the
means of human organization must be influenced by the
Gospel; but this cannot be a simple deduction and conclusion
from situations solved in the New Testament to solutions to
problems today. There will be a dialectic, an influence, but, in
the final analysis, we must find our solutions for our problems
for today.
I

Thus Christianity is a protesting religion by its very nature
but in an absolutely non-violent way. The tension between the
imperfect presence of the kingdom in the “now” and the
perfect and final coming of the kingdom in Christ Jesus necessi-
tates a continuous act of protest against the natural selfishness,
egotism, hatred and their by-products: nationalism, racism,
militarism and world poverty. This continuous struggle be-
tween the “old man” and the “new man ” resides precisely
in this. It was the example of the Hebrew prophets. It was
this God who revealed himself through a slave people’s striving
to achieve freedom and dignity for themselves. It was a
continuous action of purification, lost again, found again,
throughout Israel’s sinful and repentent ways. This same God
called upon men to deal justly with the widows and orphans,
the poor and the weak, for it is he who pleads their cause and
provides them hope beyond their greatest hopes. It was this
God who protested through the prophets against the injustices
and insensitivity of the brotherhood of not only the chosen
people but the pagan peoples as well. For God’s law speaks not
only about matters of prayer, rite and ceremony, but it also
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defines our ethical obligations to each other and society. So
the prophets made it clear that no society that remains corrupt
and iniquitous could long endure. In the name of God the
prophets inveighed against wealthy landowners who stole prop-
erty, judges who accepted bribes, and perverted nations that
failed to honor treaties and ruthlessly exploited military power.
The religion of the Old Testament was not only concerned
about sin and grace, atonement and salvation—it also speaks
pointedly and specifically to the problem resulting from mal-
distribution of property, the organization of state machinery
and the exercise of political and military power. Justice had
to be fulfilled before any sacrifice could be offered to God.

The New Testament did not abrogate the ancient law but
simply fulfilled it. Christ gave the Old law a new spirit, a
new orientation and all pervading guiding force: love.

This aspect of fraternal charity appears in John 13 :85. The
charity of the community becomes the sign whereby one is able
to recognize the true disciples of Christ. This aspect is also
found in the Synoptics (Mt. 5:14-15). The community, by
the quality of its fraternal charity, will be a sign to the world.
This sign would be the prophetic action which should provoke
surprise among the peoples of the nations. The most important
aspect of fraternal charity is its source, for this charity does
not have a human but rather a divine origin (17 :21-23). The
source is the life of God which is the love uniting the Father
and the Son. Christ has established the community of the
Church to which he has communicated this love and in which
there should be an exchange of love which exists between
Father and Son. This love is the origin for the love that the
members are to have for each other, and this characteristic of
unity in charity will show the world that the Father has sent
the Son. Thus the fraternal charity of Christians has its
source in the love of Christ and in the love of the Father for
the Son and the Son for the Father. The manifestation of
fraternal charity will be a source of revelation to others of the
love of God. There must first be the manifestation and experi-
ence of this charity, even before the word is preached, for the
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Gospel stresses that charity teaches it. One must preach first
by his acts before he preaches in words. The life of charity is
necessary in order for the preaching to be effective. In the
measure that one sees the charitable life of the community
will he be drawn to God. Active love expresses the ever-present
reality of the Gospel. Inversely, where there is no charity,
the essential sign is missing. In this perspective John is not
considering the witness of the individual but stressing the
importance of the witnessing that must be given by the com-
munity. Although there may be other characteristics of the
community, charity is the principle one and the source of the
others.

It is through the experience of the love of God in Christ that
Christians thereby can communicate with God and by him
with each other. This is the radical basis for the divine life
in the community as detailed in the fourth gospel. It is from
this radical source that any divine communion is even possible
in the Christian dispensation.

Christ throughout the gospels, repeatedly protested in the
name of love and of brotherhood. The parable of the Good
Samaritan showed the essence of love in concrete and not
nationalistic jingoism; he emphasized the aspect of forgiveness
of real injustices done to us by the brother such that, if we do
not forgive them, we will not be forgiven by God. He protested
the substitution of ritual for mercy and compassion. He pro-
tested the hypocrisy of the status seeker, the wealthy who pile
up goods for their damnation, the unconcern for the brother,
where he so identified the poor and destitute with himself
that those who do or do not do good for them do or do not do
good to him. He protested against the pomposity and show
of the rich, of the official, and bade his followers to be always
honest, serviceable and humble. He protested the violence of
men, telling his disciples to turn the other cheek and—the
greatest manifestation of love—to love their enemies; he tells
them that those who live by violence will perish thereby. He
protested against the phoniness and the “ better than thou ”-
ism by purposely eating and drinking with the archtypes of
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sin, the publicans, and the prostitutes. He protested against
the rich man—the parable of Dives and Lazarus—whose sin
was not richness but his lack of brotherhood, his failure to see
the reason for his material wealth (fraternal love). He pro-
tested against phony religion which made a ritual (the Sab-
bath) more important than fraternal charity, than helping
one’s brother in any time of need, inclusive of the Sabbath.
He protested so much that the main charge made against
him at his trial was that “ he disturbs the people with his
teaching all over Judea; it has come down all the way from
Galilee, where he started, even to this place. . . . We have
found this man inciting our people to revolt . ..” (Lk. 23:2-4).

And yet, even the most “realistic” of us are uneasy over
this whole mental construct. As one religious author once put
it: “If the religious mind of our time does not allow man
to defend what is noblest in him, will there by any future
faith which is based on the possibility of freedom? ” Indeed,
as it stands, the conclusion is blasphemous. The whole of the
New Testament, its inception as well as its growth, was under
a complete totalitarianism. The real theological question for
our time is perhaps just the opposite of what the above quoted
author concluded: Is any future faith possible—or its under-
standing—in a regime of democratic freedom such as we enjoy
in the West? It is those Christians behind the “ Iron Curtain ”
who are beginning to understand the true meaning of Christian
faith after the Church has been stripped of her traditional
political and economic power of privilege and pride. Thus
humiliated by God, the Church can thus (possibly) come back
to her pristine moral witness in poverty and in suffering. It
was Albert Camus, an atheist, who said that the two great
virtues needed today by the Church are poverty and boldness.
If she is bold in her moral witness, then she is most certainly
going to be poor. When the Church becomes rich and esteemed,
the ancient hubris cannot be long withstood, and she is in
grave danger of forgetting that her Savior triumphed in humili-
ation and death in order to live in obedience. We so strangely
absorb the views of success, pride and power of the world, even
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its definitions of “ freedom.” Christ’s freedom was to obey the
Father in death to life by humiliation and suffering. How can
it be that his Church which is his body could hope to triumph
in any other way? How else can she understand the words of
Christ: “ Truly, truly, I say to you, unless a grain of wheat
falls into the earth and dies, it remains alone; if it dies, it bears
much fruit” (Jn. 12:24).

The Church must manifest her preferential love and pro-
phetical witness for the poor in concrete ways in order to
benefit the great masses of poor all over the globe. The world
today expects more from the Church than mere expressions
of love or enunciations of general principles; it asks for tangible
and concrete proof of this love. The whole Church must take
a stand, clearly and courageously, in favor of the poor every
time they are victims of any injustice. This evidently implies
a more forceful stand on racial disecrimination, medical aid for
the aged, urban renewal in all of its forms. Thus her solicitude
for social justice in concrete examples will become a proof of
her love for the poor. She must rebuke public authorities when
they fail in their obligations to take the necessary measures to
solve or alleviate the most urgent social problems of the day.

The Church must continuously remind herself and all men
that the rich have no special claim among the people of God,
except that they have been given a special obligation, by virtue
of their wealth, to be servants of God’s poor. They them-
selves must be poor in spirit, and this attitude should charac-
terize their actions. The Church has a heavy responsibility to
remind the rich that, unless they are poor at least in this sense,
their chances for salvation are very slim indeed. The poor
belong to the Church in their own right, as born citizens of
God’s kingdom who have a first claim to his mercy and love.
In the Church of God, they have the primacy of honor. The
Church must always uphold this hierarchy of spiritual values
not only because her Divine Founder did so before her but
also in order to neutralize the idolatry of riches which in so
many ways dominate modern society.
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In such protest she reminds men of the inescapable and
essential truth of Christianity: God has loved us in Christ,
has touched us so radically, so completely, so profoundly, that
we are radical brothers responsible for each other in love and
solicitude. Any human condition which substracts from the
universal brotherhood, is the mortal—and only—enemy of the
Christian.

Perer J. Rica

Saint Mary’s College
Saint Mary’s, Celifornia



THE PHILOSOPHICAL DIMENSIONS OF THE
ORIGIN OF SPECIES. PART TWO

(o ]

V1. Tar Error or UNivocarLLy OnToLOGIZED KIND-ESSENCES

From the title of this section one might expect it to develop
the contention that the specific structures causally accounted
for by contemporary science are contrarily related to the texture
and sense of the traditional principles governing the recognition
of specific distinctions in the world of bodies. Perhaps unfor-
tunately, we must develop a rather more complex contention.

The contention to be developed at this point is that an
ontological survey of the landscape of Darwin’s world shows
that, so far as its metaphysical structure is concerned, the
knowledge of evolutionary species has not altered the structure
of the traditional species problematic but has, on the contrary,
clarified its secondary implications so as to make its options
clearer and their alternatives more definite. In showing this,
the survey in question shall have, on the one side, to clear away
the morass of philosophical perplexities in post-Darwinian
thought due not to the accumulation of evolutionary data (as
Dewey thought and as commonly supposed) but primarily and
directly to those ambiguities and uncertainties latent in Classi-
cal Antiquity’s notion itself of species, whose features the labor
of evolutionary research has forced to the fore. This will be
the direct concern of the present section. On the other side, it
will remain to show that the forthright acknowledgment and
philosophical resolution of these no longer latent ambiguities
and uncertainties render the evolutionary data themselves more
intelligible in their own line of explanation which is not mathe-
matical (species are not numbers) but that of natural philo-
sophy, wherein are assigned reasons for the changes that never
cease around us. This will be the concern of Section VIII
below, where the problem of the criterion of evolutionary pro-
gress at last comes into view.

251
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Mortimer Adler was perhaps the first to see clearly and
perhaps the only one to state clearly that “ most of the philo-
sophical perplexities in post-Darwinian thought are due to
ambiguities and uncertainties in the notion of species itself
rather than to the discovery of any radically significant
facts.” *** The ambiguities and uncertainties in question, I
think, can be traced to seven sources, four of which are matters
of properly philosophical argumentation, one socio-cultural, one
psychological, and one theological.

1) Most fundamentally, it was the enculturated con-
ception of the eternal heavens which deflected even the
most penetrating of the classical and medieval analyses
of the ontological character of the natural kinds en-
countered in common experience.’* Since the unchanging

188 The Problem of Species, p. 10.

154 For Aristotle and St. Thomas, it was the eternal space-time of the celestial
spheres which determined the place and order of sublunary bodies, and so the
rigid necessity and formal immutability of their natures. The Aristotelian essences
of material beings do not have their cosmological reference to what we understand
today by the physical environment but to the unchanging heavens which, as
instruments of the separated intelligences, were regarded as the causa regitiva,
the governing cause, of the physical world. E.g., cf. St. Thomas, In III
Met., lect. 11, n. 487: “. .. in the twelfth book [1073214-1073b17; in Comm., lect.
9, “ The Number of Primary Movers ”] . . . the Philosopher shows that the first
active or moving principles of all things are the same but in relation to a certain
order or rank. For first indeed are the principles without qualification incorruptible
and immobile. There are, however, following on these, the incorruptible and
mobile principles, to wit, the heavenly bodies, which by their motion cause gene-
ration and corruption in the world.” In Bk. VII, lect. 6, no. 1403, in connection
with the question of spontaneous generation, reference is similarly made “ 1o the
power of the heavens, which is the universal regulating power of generations and
corruptions in these lower bodies. . . .”

For a full discussion, see Thomas Litt’s study of Les Corps célestes dans
Punivers de saint Thomas d’Aquin (Paris: Nauwelaerts, 1968), from the “ Intro-
duction ” and “ Conclusion” to which the following observations indicate the
justice of my own allegations in this matter: “ L’opinion courante, dans le monde
des spécialistes de S. Thomas, est que la théorie des corps célestes reste parfaitement
extrinséque & P'enseignement philosophique ou théologique du saint docteur. Et ce
qu’il y a d’étrange, c’est que cette opinion, non seulement est adoptée communément
sans preuves, sans examen, mais qu’elle ne se formule méme pas. Non seulement on
escamote les corps célestes sans démontrer qu'on a le droit de les escamoter, mais
on les escamote sans méme le dire. . . .” (pp. 5-6) “Mais il y a au moins
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spheres determined and governed the place and order of
sublunary bodies, guaranteeing the rigid necessity and for-
mal immutability of their natures, there could be no
question of a speciation process altering across the ages
the visible features of the natural world.

deux points de l'enseignement de S. Thomas ol les corps célestes . . . entrent
vraiment dans la doctrine elle-méme, oll, par conséquent, on altére ladite doctrine,
si on les escamote . . . d’abord quant & la théorie de la matiére et de la forme.”

(p. 6) Deuxiément, quant “ & la doctrine des séries de causes subordonnées =ssenti-
ellement.” (p. 9) Mais aussi “il y a un troisitme point ol la théorie des corps
célestes a eu une influence intime sur la doctrine philosophique de S. Thomas, et
c’est, ni plus ni moins, la trés générale et trés fondamentale théorie de Pacte et de
la puissance. L’univers de S. Thomas était fait d’étres qui passaient de la puissance
& D’acte, c’est-a-dire, de l'imperfection & la perfection correspondant & leur espéce.

Ici encore, par consequent, une adaptation est nécessaire, si I'on veut trans-
planter la théorie de la puissance et de I'acte dans notre univers 4 nous.” (pp. 11-
12) “Les . .. chapitres de cet ouvrage montrent [que] . . . la métaphysique "—ou
bien, la cosmologie ou * scientia naturalis ”— des corps célestes . . . est incon-
testablement une piece constitutive de la synthése philosophique du Docteur
commun et elle porte la marque de son genie propre: ses conceptions sur la nature
et l'action des sphéres célestes prennent place dans une vision grandiose de Pordre
universel; tous les aspects de cette cosmologie typiquement médiévale se complétent
d’une maniere rigoureusement cohérente et réveélent esprit de synthése si carac-
téristique de la pensée du maitre.” (p. 867) “ La cosmologie des sphéres célestes
joue également un réle dans la synthése théologique de S. Thomas.” (p. 370)
“Une . . . question, capitale pour les thomistes actuels, se pose aussitot: le
systéme philosophique de S. Thomas peut-il étre amputé, sans inconvénient serieux,
de la pseudo-métaphysique [pseudo-cosmologie] des sphéres célestes? Ici une distine-
tion Importante s'impose. Il est impossible de comprendre et d’exposer fidélement le
systéme élaboré par S. Thomas au XIII¢ siécle en passant sous silence sa cosmologie
céleste. . . . Mais le mouvement de renaissance thomiste ne peut pas étre et ne veut
pas étre une restauration servile du thomisme médiéval. I’école thomiste con-
temporaine entend s’inspirer des enseignements du Docteur commun dans la mesure
ou ils s’avérent capables de promouvoir lessor d’une philosophie authentique,
répondant aux requétes de la pensée critique. Dans une telle entreprise, il est
possible de reprendre & S. Thomas les théses essentielles de sa métaphysique tout
en sacrifiant les conceptions pseudo-métaphysiques et pseudo-scientifiques de sa
‘physique céleste’. Celles-ci, en effet, sont des applications erronées ou imaginaires
des principes métaphysiques, elles ne conditionnent pas ces principes.

“ Mais il ne suffit pas de supprimer, il faut remplacer. Les philosophes thomistes
d’aujourd’hui se trouvent devant la téche redoutable de mettre sur pied une
nouvelle cosmologie, une nouvelle philosophie de 'univers matériel, et notamment
une reponse valable au probléme de la finalité dans l'univers matériel en méme
temps qu'une épistémologie et une critique des sciences. L’oeuvre est & peine
commencée. L’enquéte qui s’achéve ici montre combien cette oeuvre est nécessaire.”
(p. 8372)
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2) This socio-cultural background made it all but in-
evitable that the metaphysical notion of essence as a
radical kind should be directly applied to all the natural
kinds which are intuitively recognized, such as birds and
fishes and oysters, even though each of these groups com-
bines a multitude of differentiae and cannot be classified
by a single difference as in a dichotomy; and even though,
according to the metaphysical definition of an essential
difference, things are constituted as distinet in kind only
if they differ by a single ultimate difference or formal
factor—differ the way traditional philosophy could distin-
guish only between corporeal, living, sensitive, and
rational.

3) This equivocation in the application of “ essence ” to
the natural kinds inevitably led to a focal reduction of
ontology to logic, to the extent that it was necessary to
predicate essential differences and thus to distinguish the
species of nature not on the basis of properties in the strict
sense but on the basis of a syndrome of accidents inter-
preted as extrinsic and empirical signs of the property
convertible with the essence (see fn. 157 below).

4) Just as in order to maintain the equivocal use of the
notion of essential kinds it became necessary to supplant
the ontological notion of property by the logical notion,
so as a result of this ambiguous criterion of specific differ-
ences the ontological problem about species (how many
“ essential ” species or radical kinds are there?) entered
into a circular interdependence with the epistemological
problem (how many “ essential ” species or radical kinds
do we know?).*® For a long time this covert and un-
natural symbiosis of ontology with logic went unnoticed;
it seemed to entail no more than the fact that our knowl-
edge of nature is imperfect and that, so long as observing
and thinking men are at work, there is always the possi-
bility that new species may be discovered. But, as the

185 See fn, 16 supra.
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investigation of nature progressed, it not only became
clear that new species in the sense of natural kinds were
there to be discovered, it also became clear that none of
the natural kinds were fixed in form **¢ and that there was

58 ¢ Plagons-nous maintenant au point de vue de la nature prise au sens strict
de ‘principium et causa motus et quietis ejus, In quo est primo et per se, et non
secundum accidens.—Natura determinata est ad unum. Voildh un principe dont
on ne cesse d’abuser. On se fait d’habitude une idée trop homogéne de la nature,
comme si toute nature était également nature. Ne faudrait-il pas dire plutét qu’il
n’y a nature que dans la mesure ot la matiére et la forme sont déterminées? Si la
forme avait d’elle-méme une détermination parfaite, elle ne serait plus nature.
Remarquons que nature se dit non seulement de la forme, mais aussi de la matitre
du composé.” Charles De Koninck, “ Réflexions sur le probléme de l'indétermi-
nisme,” Revue Thomiste, XLIII (1937), pp. 236-7. See John of St. Thomas,
Cursus Philosophicus, II, pp. 180 ff. (Reiser ed.).

This point is important and difficult enough to require a decisive clarification.
Such is achieved, I think, in the following text from Adler, where in the form of
objection and reply he is defending the view that there are a small number of
ontological or essential species (radical kinds), definitely less than ten, against the
objections raised by those of the view that there are a very large and undeterminate
number of such species. The former Adler refers to as the “first position ” or
theory, the latter as the “second.” (From The Problem of Species, pp. 195-8)

“ Objection 4. In addition to those already cited (Obj. 8 contra 1) [see fn. 157
below], there are other well-attested facts which are difficult to explain according
to the theory of the first position. The facts of procreation in the sphere of living
things amply testify to the production of like by like. It is not simply that plants
reproduce plants, and animals animals, but that this kind of plant uniformly tends
to procreate organisms of the same kind, and similarly in the case of kinds of
animals. Such uniformity in generation, furthermore, is connected with the aggre-
gate of traits which constantly and peculiarly typify a kind of plant or animal;
in other words, if a given kind is distinguished by an aggregate of traits found
among all its members and only among them, the offspring will manifest the
same traits in aggregate, and this is what is meant by like producing like. Thus,
Monaco defines a species as ‘ a collection of individual living things which preserve
the same powers and the same type through the generation of one from the other’
(Praelectiones Metaphysicae Specialis, Pars II: de viventibus seu psychologia, Cap.
I, Art. V, Th. XXIV; Rome, 1929, pp. 174-6); and his definition would hold for
other accidents than power which, taken together, constitute the type.

“Now, it can be learned that Monaco and others, who take genetic unmiformity
as a sign of specificity, are right, by applying a fundamental principle to the facts
cited. According to St. Thomas, ‘the likeness of the begetter to the begotten is
on account not of the matter, but of the form of the agent that generates its like’
(Summa Theologica, I, 119, 2, ad 2). Furthermore, the substantial form is the
term of generation (i. e, substantial change). Hence to say that like generates like,
in the reproduction of living things (Summa Theologica, I, 118, 1), is to say that
the likeness between the begetter and the begotten must be in regard to substantial
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no reason to believe that the syndrome of typifying traits
by which the natural kinds could be classified were the

form. Wherefore we must conclude that if this kind of plant or animal generates
its like in kind, i. e., if roses generate roses, and potatoes potatoes; if camels generate
camels, and sparrows sparrows,—then all of these many kinds, which preserve their
type throughout a series of generations, must be species. Otherwise, the term of
generation would not be a substantial form, which is impossible. So it is shown
that plant and animal are not infima species, but extensive genera including many
specifically distinet kinds.

“Reply Obj. 4. Here as before the facts are readily admitted, but not the
interpretation which the objection puts upon them. The interpretation is rejected
for reasons which have already been made clear, namely, the role of signate matter
in generation (Reply Obj. 8 contra 1). The signate matter, which is determinate
not only in dimensions but in other accidental respects, is the source of racial and
familial accidents, as well as individuating ones. Hence, the uniformities in biological
reproduction are due partly o the substantial form, in so far as the offspring are
like their ancestors in species, and partly to the signate matter, in so far as the
progeny resemble their procreators in merely accidental respects.

*“ This will be seen at once if the facts are re-considered. There is uniformity in
the generation of men of different races; thus, caucasians generate caucasians, and
negroes negroes, if the breeding is restricted to individuals of the same stock. But
we know that these are races, not species, and hence we must admit that this
generation of like by like cannot mean that the term of generation is a substantial
form, taken simply. It must rather be regarded as a substantial form (the principle
of specific human nature) subject to further accidental determinations of a racial
order. There is no more difficulty about this than that one individual should
procreate another which is individually different because the substantial form which
is alike in both begetter and begotten is, nevertheless, individuated differently in
each, i.e., subject to further accidental determinations of an individuating sort.
Nor need the begetter and the begotten always differ in their individual traits;
they may also resemble each other in various accidental ways; but this cannot be
due to their likeness in substantial form, since contingent accidents do not follow
from the form. Hence it must be due to the condition of the signate matter in
generation.

“In short, both racial and individual similarities between ancestors and progeny
can be explained in the same way by reference to the role which signate matter
plays in generation; in fact, they cannot be explained in any other way, because
these similarities are with respect to contingent accidents, and they cannot be due
to the substantial form. It does not follow, therefore, because roses generate roses,
or camels camels, that these ‘kinds’ are species. If there were other and
independent evidence that rose was a species, there would be no need, of course,
to have recourse to uniformity in generation to prove the point. But since such
evidence is either lacking or not relevant, the facts of generation by themselves arc
totally insufficient because they can be, and must be, otherwise interpreted.

“ The error which the objection makes is to suppose that form is always the
principle of sameness and matter of difference; whereas, as we have seen (Reply
Obj. 3 contra I), things may be specifically different in respect of form, and alike
because of material accidents. And this applies also to the like and the unlike
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signs of a single specifying difference, of a property in
the strictest ontological sense.'™

in the process of generation: matter, as signate, is the source of both differences
and similarities of an accidental sort, whereas substantial form is the principle of
essential sameness and distinction. Furthermore, the authority of St. Thomas in
this connection may be disregarded, for what he says in the text cited is explained
by his unavoidable ignorance of facts about generation which modern researches
have discovered. In that same text (op. cit., I, 119, 2, ad 2), he writes: ‘In order
for & man to be like his grandfather, there is no need that the corporeal seminal
matter should have been in the grandfather; but that there be in the semen a
virtue derived from the soul of the grandfather through the father. . . . For
kinship i3 not in relation to matter, but rather to the derivation of the forms.” But
we know that there is a continuity in the germ plasm which is transmitted from
generation to generation, as well, of course, as variability in its microscopic struc~
ture. It is, thus, in terms of the matter that relations of kinship are to be
explained, and not simply through the derivation of forms. Both principles are
required if we are to account for both specific nature and accidental traits, racial
or individual, whether we are considering the similarities or the differences of living
organisms. Error results from ignoring either principle, as the ancients from
excusable ignorance neglected, in part at least, the contribution made by signate
matter; and as some moderns from culpable neglect of philosophy, fail to take
account of substantial form and hence either deny irue species or else futilely seek
to explain all uniformities in generation by reference to material dispositions.

“ Finally it must be acknowledged that, in answering this objection and the
previous one, we have presumed to speak about the nature of generation and the
role of signate matter therein, without undertaking a complete analysis of these
matters. The presumption seems justified, however, in the light of the traditional
discussion of such problems.”

57 This point is the very hinge of the issue. Its importance and the range of
misunderstandings centered on it make it impossible to avoid citation in order to
remove all equivocation and ambiguity in a decisive fashion. The text which
achieves this is from Adler’s early work on The Problem of Species, pp. 188-195; we
shall cite only pp. 189-91.

“The fundamental error . . . is a confusion of the logical and ontological
meaning of ‘ property,” similar to the confusion of the logical and ontological mean-
ing of ‘species,” which has already been pointed out (vd. Obj. 5 contra II).
Convertibility in predication is the logical criterion for calling an accidental term a
property of a substance. The formula ‘quod soli et semper et omni convenit’
merely states this criterion; this criterion or formula is a necessary, but not a
sufficient, condition of something’s being a property in a strictly ontological status.
It is true that every accident which is a property is, in logical discourse, represented
by a term convertibly predicable of its substantive subject; but not every term
which is so predicable is ontologically a property. There are three other criteria,
which must be satisfied: 1) The property of a substance must directly signify the
substantial difference which cannot be directly apprehended; thus, rationality as a
property signifies the substantial difference constitutive of human nature; 2) the
property itself is never directly apprehended, but always known by the observation
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At this point the problem was further vitiated by
Darwin’s denial not only that all or many of the natural
kinds were distinct in the philosopher’s sense of essenti-
ally or “radically ” so but even distinct in kind at all.
In other words, Darwin set up a three-sided issue in terms
of a two-sided option: either the beings of nature differ
in kind, or they differ only in degree, and specific distinc-
tions are entirely of human making (quoad nos). We have
seen how subsequent researches in science proved Darwin
wrong about the metalogical status of species and how
subsequent analyses in philosophy proved him wrong
about the modes of difference. We can extend this to
much of what Adler says concerning the dispute about
the uniqueness of man to the dispute about the nature of
the difference between the living and the non-living and
between plants and animals:

of other perceptible accidents, especially operations, actions or passions; 3) the
property must not only follow necessarily from the substantial form, but it must
be due to the form alone, and neither to the signate matter nor to the objective
circumstances of the thing’s existence or operation. By these three ecriteria, power
and power alone can be the property of a substance. Not even the natural habits
of a substance,—those constant and peculiar modifications of its powers which arise
from its normal operations,—are properties. That risibility is traditionally said to
be a property of man indicates how prevalent in the tradition is the confusion of
logic and ontology; risibility, like the ability to speak grammatically, or to make
things artistically, are certainly properties, in the logical sense; but when examined
ontologically they are merely aspects of rationality in relation to the variety of
objects with respect to which man operates. A sense of humor and grammatical
speech are ‘natural arts’ of man, constant and peculiar modifications of his
rational powers functioning, as they must, in cooperation with sense and other
bodily powers. If these are not powers, and hence not properties, how much less
so are modes of operation which depend merely upon peculiarities of bodily arrange-
ment or objective circumstance; and even less are such things as figure, color,
duration, place, etc. For all these are directly observable accidents; they obviously
do not follow from the substantial form alone; nor do they signify a substantial
difference directly, as the intellectual powers of man, the proper accident of human
nature, signify rationality, as the substantial difference, united with animality, as
the generic nature, in the constitution of the human essence. Although we have
discussed the essence and property of man, because the second position admits
man to be an infima species, what has been said here applies universally to the
relation of essence and property. Therefore, we must conclude that none of the
so-called constant and peculiar accidents mentioned in the objection are properties
(necessary or proper accidents). They are all contingent or adventitious accidents,”
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Most, if not all [modern authors] have approached the question
with too few distinctions explicitly in mind. They use the words
“degree ” and “kind” without qualifying them by such critical
modifiers as “real ” and “ apparent,” “ superficial ” and “ radical.”
The reader will find that the philosophical and scientific literature
on the subject of man’s difference is simply not intelligible without
these distinctions, especially the distinction between a radical and
a superficial difference in kind.'®8

Yet in fact traditional philosophy and evolutionary science
are generally considered to be antipathetic, notwithstand-
ing this double advance. Here we are at the fourth and
principal source of the still prevailing ambiguities and un-
certainties surrounding the traditional notion of species as
essentially distinct kinds: what started out in ancient
times as a temporary dependence in ontology upon logieal
criteria for the determination of species, ended up in
modern times as an abandonment of the principle of
parsimony in the analysis of natural kinds. I think that
when and if the history of neo-scholasticism is written, it
will have at its disposal in the writings of Maritain,
Garrigou-Lagrange, Rousselot, Gredt, Brennan, Maquart,
and Phillips so far as they treat of species a classic illustra-
tion of the ancient adage, parvus error in principio magnus
est in fine—a small initial mistake is a colossal error in the
end.1588

If it is true that no theoretical constructs should be
resorted to that can be dispensed with in explaining the
phenomena, and if there is no evidence that any of the
natural kinds recognized as species by modern biology
exhibit the “infima specific” construction of traditional
philosophy, then, by the stated principle which obliges us
to judge in the light of the available evidence, we are

158 Adler, The Difference of Man, p. 32.

1883 St Thomas, De ente et essentia, “ Prooemium.” See also Aristotle, De caelo,
1, c. 5, 271b8-18; St. Thomas, In I de caelo, lect. 9, n. 97. Averroes has the clearest
formulation, In III de anima, cap. IV, Lyons 1542 in 16, f. 112V, comm. 4:
“ minimus enim error in principio, est causa maximi erroris in fine, sicut dicit

Aristoteles.”
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forced to acknowledge that the metaphysical analysis of
essence as constituted by a genus together with a unitary
formal difference cannot be applied directly to the diversi-
ty and hierarchy of natural kinds so far as they are
constituted by groups diseriminable as such only by virtue
of a syndrome of observable traits, so far, that is, as they
are constituted by groups which “ we must define at the
outset by a multiplicity of differentiae.” ***

The alternative, to whatever extent the principle is
abandoned, is to engage in myth making. The point is
that, in the present state of evidence, it is impossible to
simultaneously respect the regulation of the principle of
parsimony and appeal to prineiples proper to epistemology
on questions concerning the metalogical (ontological)
status and number of the radical kinds of being. This
was illustrated in the famous distinction scholastics drew
between “ natural ” and “ systematic ” species (Maritain
speaks of “the ontological species, not the taxonomic
species dealt with in botany, zoology or genetics ” *°) :

Three things must be distinguished: a) varieties (races) b) types
now sharply distinet within the same species, i.e., svstematlc
species; ¢) natural species. . The stability of systematlc species
is only relative; of the natural species, absolute. Nor can there be
so much diversity introduced into the natural species through the
systematic species as would obliterate their specific type, i. e., their
specific organization. The only difficulty now is to discriminate
between the natural and the systematic species. . . . It is clear
that we must consider brutes and plants as supreme genera, which
are further divided into diverse natural genera and species. It
belongs to biology, however, not philosophy, to determine what
these genera and species are.’®!

189 Aristotle, De partibus animalium, Bk. 1, ch. 8, 643 b 25,

180 Jacques Maritain, “ Substantial Forms and Evolution,” in The Range of
Reason, p. 37.

1% Josephus Gredt, Elements Philosophiae Aristotelico—Thomisticae, editio
decima tertia recognita et aucta ab Euchario Zenzen (Barcelona: Herder, 1961),
n. 611, p. 541. It should be noted here, however, first, how close Gredt’s * tria
distinguenda ” are to the notions of apparent, superficial, and radical kinds; second.
that since Gredt’s time, the great advances in the knowledge of heredity and in
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Such a conception is truly a curio of history, inasmuch
as it predates the ““ family quarrel ’ between Linnaeus and
Darwin. Such a conception also belongs to the class of
entia multiplicanda sine necessitate, of myth in the philo-
sophical sense, inasmuch as the mass of data gathered in
both the paleo- and neo-sciences favors a denial of these
“ natural species.” Such a conception dialectically belongs
to the order of non-argument, inasmuch as it posits an
ontological distinction which it admits cannot be verified
in a single known case and defends the validity of the
distinction on the grounds of our ignorance, thus making
the ontological problem a function of the epistemological
problem.**? Finally, such a conception contradicts itself;

the analysis of the genetic code (DNA/RNA) have seriously undermined the
foundation on which Gredt rested his entire argument: “Ex organisatione stricte
essentiali, quae rationem habet proprii stricte (quod soli et semper et omni convenit
[notice here the confusion uncovered in fn. 157 supra between the logical and
ontological meaning of property], cum certitudine cognosci possent omnes species
naturales. Sed haec organisatio nos latet; consistit enim in illa microorganisatione,
quae jam habetur in cellula germinali (fecundata), unde incipit evolutio viventis
(cf. n. 406; 449; 452, 2). Cum incipit evolutio viventis, anima seu forma sub-
stantialis specifica viventis jam adest, quae essentialiter concectitur cum hace micro-
organisatione. Haec enim microorganisatio est dispositio proxima ad eam. Evolu-
tione viventis, quae divisione cellularum fit, haec dispositio stricte essentialis com-
municatur cum diversis cellulis. Sed haec microorganisatio fugit etiam investiga-
tionem microscopicam. Necesse est igitur discamus essentiales corporum viventium
differentias ex typo externo, ex proprietatibus, quae in individuo vivente in decursu
evolutionis suae extrinsecus apparet, ut jam indicavimus. . . .” What has already
been discussed in sections IV and V above justifies, I think, the contention that, if
one grants the validity of Gredt’s premises here, then it is necessary in the light of
now available evidence to draw from them conclusions not compatible with what
Gredt himself contended. See the remark of Maritain cited in fn. 163 below.

192 The confusion of logic and ontology in the Aristotelian-Thomistic species
problematic perhaps reached its greatest depth at the time that Gredt could write
(a passage not edited, be it noted, as late as 1961 in Zenzen’s edition): * Evolu-
tionismus ille, qui rerum distinctionem specificam tollit (darwinismus), arborem
Porphyrii destruit” (op. cit, n. 160, p. 143). As Adler early pointed out, “the
famous Tree is not purely a logical representation of the arrangement of concepts,
but a confusion of logical with ontological ordering. Wherever the philosophical
tradition has followed or been influenced by Porphyry, this confusion appears.”
Not only is “ the error a characteristic consequence of the platonizing of Aristotelian
science,” but “one wonders whether the confusion of logic and ontology in the
Porphyrian tradition is also a confusion of the orders of substance and accident.”
(The Problem of Species, p. 68 fn. 86, p. 70, respectively), See The Problem of
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for the philosopher who entertains it, “ while confessing his
dependence on the scientist for knowledge of distinctions
below plant and brute, he transgresses the sphere of his
competence—violating the autonomy of science—by de-
ciding what scientific evidence he will accept or reject.” ***
What Mortimer Adler noticed in this regard thirty years
ago, curiously, continues to be true today: “ The problems
which result from such errors and transgressions are false
and ungenuine; yet, for the most part, these are the
matters discussed when philosophers and scientists engage
in controversy about ‘ evolution.” >

Species, pp. 64-70. These pages must be read, however, in the light of the rectified
theory of an ontological common genus as presented in “ Solution of the Problem
of Species ”; and in this latter work, see also the “ Historical Hypothesis,” pp. 360-
878, which essays to circumscribe in the Aristotelian writings the root sources of the
ambiguities and uncertainties which have plagued the philosophical species prob-
lematic from the beginning.

See also Maritain’s non-argument that “ the true character of matter demands”
that we should not be able to know, by essential definitions, any specific natures
inferior to man (“ Preface” to The Problem of Species, p. x), which objection is
thoroughly rebutted by Adler in “ Solution of the Problem of Species,” pp. 345-50.

108 Adler, The Problem of Species, p. 269. Here then one may cite Maritain
contre lui-méme: “ Given that philosophy is in its own right independent of the
sciences . . . nevertheless . . . the sciences may indirectly reveal the falsity of this
or that philosophical doctrine . . . if and when a philosophical doctrine happens to
encroach upon science itself or to have, as a mecessary consequence, a certain
scientific conception, or rather a cerfain general framework tmposed on science,
whose emptiness is demonstrated.” (The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 59, my
emphasis). Such has almost certainly been the case with the traditional philosophi-
cal doctrine of the infima species.

¢¢ Ibid. And sometimes these pseudo-problems underlie the discussion of larger
matters as well. For example, T think that Maritain’s way of subdividing “ empiri-
ological knowledge of nature ” into “ empiriometric ” and “ empirioschematic ¥ can
be shown to depend in part on the position he adopts over the issue of the number
and constitution of specific natures (e. g., see The Degrees of Knowledge, pp. 30-50,
esp. pp. 81, 88, and 45; pp. 173-181, esp. p. 176 fn. 2, pp. 176-8, esp. p. 178; p. 205
text and fn. 1, pp. 206-9). Thus the philosophical dimensions of the problem of
species have a definite bearing on the philosophy of science; and moreover, once
the necessary corrections in the formulation of the species problematic have been
achieved, I think it is possible to formulate a solution to the problem of the
distinction and relations between science and philosophy which not only meets the
requirements of the problem on both sides, but which also reconciles the views of
Ashley, Adler, and Maritain in a higher synthesis (formaliter eminenter) to which
each of them could give unqualified assent. This, of course, would have to be
shown, for it constitutes a study in its own right.

€
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5) Inescapably linked with the question of specific
transformations is the problem of the assignation of causes.
To some philosophers, the possibility of individuals giving
rise to more perfect individuals seems a violation of the
necessary proportion between cause and effect. We shall
return to this in a later Section (VIII).

6) The two final sources of ambiguity and uncertainty
in the traditional species problematic are closely linked.
The philosophical tradition of Aristotle became in St.
Thomas a theological tradition as well. The static view
of natural kinds, originally rooted in the immutable
heavens, seemed to the theologians of medieval times to
be indicated in the scriptural texts as well, at least to the
extent that the origin of any new specific form was an
event involving a special divine creative act. In this way
the immutability of specific natures came to mean that
the individuals of one species “ cannot be generated by
or generate [individuals of] another species through the
operation of secondary causes alone.” %

7) The final source of difficulty is a psychological one.
Whatever one may think about a science, the architectural
structure of which is authority and the foundation of
which a text, it is not a mode of knowledge foreign to
human nature. Man is by nature an authority acceptor
as well as a reasoner.®® It is impossible to admit the

105 See Adler, The Problem of Species, pp. 202, 221, 228 fn. 110, 229-30, 251
et alibi. In fn. 110, p. 228, Adler wrote: “in the first occurrence of any new
species, Divine causality must intervene,” since generation by equivocal causality
would be “ impossible.” (Although in fn. 285 on p. 275 he quotes De Koninck
approvingly as saying that “ when a superior nature is produced from the potency
of an inferior nature by equivocal generation, this production remains natural.”)
From a recent telephone conversation, however, I am glad to say that he now is in
agreement with the view that will be expressed in Section VIII below, namely,
that it is impossible to demonstrate the impossibility in any case of the origin of
an (ontologically) higher material form from an (ontologically) lower causal series,
by reason of the reciprocal repercussion of the causes.

165 See C. H. Waddington’s important study of man as The Ethical Animal
(Atheneum, 1960). Thus, not only in the matter of specific natures but in a great
many other problem areas as well, “ Thomists, in principle, state that one should not
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natural origin of the natural species and reconcile all the
traditional texts with the admission.**®

Such then are seven of the major sources of ambivalence and
equivocation in the traditional problematic of species: the
notion of an unchanging causa regitiva keeping the relation of
generator to generated within fixed limits; an insufficiently
critical appraisal of the order of natural kinds in the light of
the metaphysics of essential constitution; an abandonment of
the autonomy of ontological principles in the effort to systema-
tize the diversity of nature in terms of morphology; a partial
abandonment in the face of evolutionary data of the method-
ological principle of parsimony; a tendency to conceive of
causal interrelations reductively rather than factorially; the
theological argument that God “ intervened ” at the origin of
every species; a respect for authority which has blunted the
thrust of much of the traditional analyses. It is their cumula-
tive and mutually reinforcing effect that is denoted in the
expression, “ the error of univocally ontologized kind-essences.”

No one, in my reading, has better summarized the current
and long-standing failure of traditional philosophy and con-
temporary biology to communicate in the area of species—not-
withstanding their common logic and common set of questions,
formally speaking—than has Raymond Nogar.**® In a sym-
posium on The Species Problem (1957), Nogar notes, Ernst
Mayr, the editor, deplored the wide variety of species concepts
and says:

I believe that the analysis of the species problem would be consider-
ably advanced if we could penetrate through such empirical terms
as phenotypic, morphological, genetic, phylogenetic, or biological to

rest on authority in matters philosophical, and yet de facto they have been doing
precisely this,” observes William A. Wallace in an article on “ Thomism and Modern
Science,” The Thomist, XXXII (January, 1968), pp. 82-83.

%8 For example, it does not seem possible to save all the theological texts of
Aquinas if one admits that natural origin—i.e., origin in which the proportioned
operation of secondary causes is undisturbed—applies below man even in the case
of beings which differ in grades of being as well as in degrees of perfection. See
The Problem of Species, pp. 226-30.

17 In The Wisdom of Evolution, pp. 328-30.
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the underlying philosophical concepts. A deep and perhaps widen-
ing gulf has existed in recent decades between philosophy and
empirical biology. It seems that the species problem is a topic
where productive collaboration between the two fields is possible.*®*

Commenting on this text, Nogar considers Mayr’s position to
be perfectly correct. He then points out the obstacle to such
collaboration that must first be overcome:

But the difficulty with the species problem is that the biologist
and the philosopher are usually looking for different things. Hence
the difference in the meaning of terms. The biologist is seeking a
workable field definition of species which will enable him to classify
all animals and plants. The philosopher, on the other hand, has
been attempting to find a sic et non division of cosmic reality which
will, by a single characteristic, manifest what a given natural
species is and how it differs from every other natural species.'®®

The indispensable step, therefore, in achieving the collabora-
tion Mayr calls for is that the philosopher put aside for the
moment his preoccupation with discriminating between irre-
ducible grades of being, in order to attend to the genetic and
causal explanation of natural kinds secured by modern evolu-
tionary science. At the level of individual substances as mem-
bers of adaptive populations structured intrinsically through
interaction, what are the “ underlying philosophical concepts ”?
What is the ontological status of species so considered?

The question is proper and possible inasmuch as the ontologi-
cal order bases all modes reality takes at every existential level.
It is necessary if the real nature of Darwin’s influence on
philosophy is to be made explicit. And it is a distinctively
contemporary question inasmuch as its answer is the basis for

1%8 Ernst Mayr, The Species Problem (Washington: American Association for the
Advancement of Science, 1957), p. 11.

189 The Wisdom of Evolution, p. 828: “ The latter group has followed, in the
main, the lead of the logician or dialectician who attempts to view things in their
ideal perfections. The logician uses as his model the logical instrument invented
in the early centuries called the Porphyrian tree after the Greek neo-Platonist
Porphyry (A.D. 233-304). By means of this classic diagram, the world of reality
is arranged according to an ideal bipartite division of being.

“It has been shown in great detail that nature and natural species cannot be
viewed with this perfect logical or dialectical arrangement.”
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the prior possibility of integrating through their respective
ramifications the traditional and contemporary species proble-
matics.

It is useful in seeking to come to terms with this question
to place ourselves explicitly in the evolutionary context, that is
to say, in the context of history as structured causally, in order
to bypass for now the preoccupation of certain temperaments
with projecting the disproportion formally involved in the
causal succession of complex from simple beings, and with
introducing God into the development of nature.

The configuration of the living, as of any other, world depends from
instant to instant on its last previous configuration and on how the
immanent processes, the “laws ” of nature, tend to act on any given
configuration. Involved is historical causation, which includes
everything that has ever happened and which is thus an inherently
nonrepeatable accumulation. In application to evolution, these
rather abstract considerations mean that the actual course of evolu-
tion is determined not only by its processes but also by the
cumulative total of all previous events. "

Just as in the traditional problematic of species, so in this
one, the philosophical problems raised by the causality involved
resolve radically into the question of the reality or meaning
behind the term essence (essentia)—but with a difference. In
the traditional problematic, the species “has only intentional
being, except as a constituent in the individual nature, through
which it, too, participates in the act of existence,” ** inasmuch
as the species “1is that essence which can receive no further
determinations except those of individuation.” > “ From this
it will be clear that the word ‘ species,”” as used in the tradi-
tional problematic, ““never refers to an existent thing, for in
the domain of material beings only individuals exist, and
never species.” '™

170 George Gaylord Simpson, “ The Study of Evolution: Methods and Present
Status of Theory,” in Behavior and Ewolution, edited by Anne Roe and George
Gaylord Simpson (New Haven: Yale, 1958), pp. 21-2.

111 Adler, The Problem of Species, p. 19.

173 I'bid., p. 18.

178 Ibid., p. 14. See p. 88 of Simon, The Tradition of Natural Law (New York:
Fordham, 1965), middle paragraph.
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When we speak of two substances as belonging to the same species,
we mean that they communicate in the same specific nature,
though, of course, what is common to them is not identically the
same in both, because the specific nature is differently individuated
in each, according to the individual differences which constitute
their twoness or numerical diversity. The specific nature they
share in common is the same only in the sense indicated by the fact
that a third substance of different species would differ specifically
as well as individually from the two things first considered. The
specific nature of the third would be different. In short, the fact
that a specific nature can exist in its purity, i.e., in its absolute
unity apart from individual multiplications and differentiations, in
its unrestricted universality, only in an intellect which abstracts
the form from the individuating conditions of matter, does not
mean that “ species ” signifies only the concept (second intention)
rather than that which is conceived (first intention). That which is
conceived is the specific nature as an ontological principle, com-
monly present in a number of individuals which are truly appre-
hended as belonging to the same species. The potential universality
of the specific nature,—a potentiality actuatized only by intel-
lectual abstraction,—is identical with the actual commonness of the
nature as participated in by a number of individuals. Although
apart from the mind, the specific natures of composite substances
do not exist as universals, they do exist commonly,~—i. e., as the
same nature in two or more individuals,—and this fact is the
ontological counterpart of the universality of the idea achieved by
abstraction.r™

In this new problematic, by contrast, “ the species is consti-
tuted by a substance incorporated in a mass,” and ““ the masses
formed by these substances are not unitary entities but col-
lective ones,” *”® functioning entirely independently of our
mental constructs in patterns of distribution conditioned by
ecology or geography.

This indicates at once the altered sense of the term
“essence ” as it occurs in the two problematics: “ If the word
‘essence * be used to signify what is the proximate subject of
the act of existence, then, in the case of composite substances,

74 Ibid., p. 18. See also John V. Burns, “ The Problem of Specific Natures,”
The New Scholasticism, XXX (July, 1956), pp. 286-309,
17 Beaudry, art. cit., p. 225.
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essence as the subject of existence must be the individual
nature rather than the specific nature.” *** At the same time it
also indicates, from the traditional viewpoint, the fundamental
reason why species in the second or modern sense do not con-
stitute an arbitrary schema nor circumseribe a reality too dark
to be illumined in a properly ontological way: since, “in the
case of composite substances, essence as the quiddity or prin-
ciple of intelligibility, and essence as the proximate subject of
existence, are not the same nature ” *** (the former being but
potentially individuated, the latter actually so), and since in
the case of natural populations “ the distinctness of the indi-
viduals does not destroy the reality of the mass” '™ or “ na-
tural grouping,” it stands out clearly that “ the proper task for
the philosopher, with respect to evolution, is primarily the
analysis of the principles of substantial change, as bearing
on the production of the wunlike, both accidentally,” or with
respect to the diversification of superficial kinds, “ and essenti-
ally,” or with respect to the establishment of the radical kinds,
“in the process of procreation.” *"® Inasmuch as the latter is
possible only in the light of the former, however, it is clear both
that and how the two problematics require interarticulation,
and it is just at that point that the celebrated “influence of
Darwinism on philosophy ” is felt.

This will suffice to indicate why and in what sense a hylo-
morphic analysis of the structure of interaction in terms of
what can be said at the level of existence exercised and prior
to any analysis of the pure line of essence taken in itself
(whereon alone arise the questions about the constitution,
order, and number of radically distinct kinds) is the region
of mediation between the primary concerns of the differently
oriented species problematics of traditional philosophy and con-
temporary science. We may turn at once to the delineation of
this region.

178 Adler, The Problem of Species, p. 18.

%7 Ibid., fo. 6, p. 18.

178 Beaudry, p. 225.

27 The Problem of Species, p. 274, fn. 284. See fns. 156 and 157 supra.
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That which makes a thing to be what it is, or, more precisely,
that by which a thing is such a thing as it is (“id quo ens est
tale ), is said to be its essence.'® Such a characterization,
however, never signifies at the level of first intention (of “the
organism as a describable object ”) a class of objects, but
rather does it signify essence as the inward condition of the
fact of this concrete existent. Here then, for our purposes, is
the starting point from which alone must be determined the
primary meaning of essentia, i.e. the meaning to which all
other essentialist notions must be derivatively referred. Pre-
cisely in attaining explicitly to this determination can we
effect the destruction of essence as a specific kind-conecept of
univocal predication, thus clearing the way for the authentic
influence of Darwin on philosophy and removing the obstacle
to productive collaboration between modern biology and tradi-
tional philosophy at a single stroke.

Historically, we have already indicated a number of critical
considerations relevant to this line of inquiry; without pretend-
ing to develop thoroughly the analysis required to complete the
proposed destruction, we can sketch at least in an indicative,
preliminary way the lines which it must follow if it is to be
carried through successfully.

180« | it is things, subjects, existents that we experience. From these

existents our intelligence disengages by abstraction essences—° suchnesses’ or
intelligible ‘structures’. These are the object of its first operation (simple appre-
hension) and of eidetic vision. Though these essences are found in a state of
universality in our mind, where they are known as such, they exist really in
things—in a state of singularity, as individual natures. To deny or to put in doubt
this extramental reality of (individuated) essences would be to put in doubt the
noetic value of the human intelligence. But for a sufficiently attentive analysis
what is the absolutely precise and ‘pure’ data of the intelligence as far as
essences are concerned? Because they are derived from existents by the operation
of the intelligence, they do not appear as the existents themselves made present
to us, but quite precisely as something immanent in the existents and which
determine the existents to be what they are. The intelligence seizes them and
gives them to us as that by which the things, subjects, or existents, are such or
such. Hence, in its very notion, essence is a principle quo.” Jacques Maritain
The Degrees of Knowledge, pp. 435-6. Cf. A. G. Van Melsen, The Philosophy of
Nature (Pittsburgh: Duquesne, 1961), “ The Species—Individual Structure of
Matter,” pp. 115-125.
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Fundamentally, the question evolution poses in terms of our
understanding of essence is the question of being-as-possible:
Essence within this existent as a subject capable of existing-
actualized points to the question of how was this essence
actualizable? What was its pre-subjective reality as such?

Here we must realize at once that in applying the concept of
possibility at the level of essence so considered we make a
transcendental transference, so that the meaning of our term
becomes simply different from what it denoted at the existen-
tial level. We cannot ask about possible essences as such in
terms of a determinate positive content, not even by limiting
such a content to intelligibly prejacent  essential notes.” In
other words, in itself, essentia, as the capacity to be, cannot
be conceptualized: as a potentiality or subject “ out of which ”
and considered apart {rom actual existence or “ esse,” the word
essence retains no intelligible content.

It is necessary to repeat in this connection that we are
making no statement here concerning “the line of essence
considered in itself,” i.e., as an a priori of historical causation,
which, precisely as a purely eidetic consideration, would pertain
most properly to considerations of second intention (i.e., to
phenomenological research and to logic) , or derivatively and as
a constitutional question, or question of formal intelligible con-
stituent sine qua non, to metaphysics; we address ourselves
rather and with full reflexive restriction to structured exercise
of existence which is exactly the meaning of “ essence ” in terms
directly and immediately of first intention.

It is for this very reason that our concern shares the inten-
tional content of the traditional efforts at an elaboration of
the sense of subsistere: “1if existence is seized by the essence
as act by potency, it is by (the existence) itself holding (not
certainly [through] efficient causality, but by formal or intrinsi-
cally activating causality) the essence outside the realm of
simple possibility, since the esse is not received by the essence
as in a pre-existing subject which would thus already be in
existential act. The essence which receives existence holds from
it—in what concerns the existential order—absolutely all its
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actuality, in short is nothing without it”;*** from which it
must be inferred that “ since existence is by its very notion an
exercised act, the essence can be so held outside the realm of
simple possibility only on condition of being at the same time
carried by subsistence to the state of subject or supposit
capable of evercising existence.” *** Hence the conclusion; “ the
proper effect of subsistence . . . is simply . . . the promotion
onto a new plane of the incommunicability which defines
singularity.” **

It is not therefore just a matter of one metaphysical dimen-
sion iIn the structure of being but of the primordial dimension
enclosing all others. By attempting to place ourselves ontologi-
cally at the level of natural kinds as such existing in order to
“ penetrate through such empirical terms as phenotypie, mor-
phological, genetic, phylogenetic, or biological to the under-
lying philosophical concepts,” we find ourselves at one and the
same time located outside the order of essence considered in
itself (the order of intelligible a priori for the possibility of a
material order of being) and within a region of shared concern
constituted by the pattern of interimplications between the
traditional and the modern problematic of species, but a region

181 Jacques Maritain, “On the Notion of Subsistence: Further Elucidations,”
in Appendix IV to The Degrees of Knowledge, p. 437.

82 Ibid., p. 488.

183 Ihid.: “ And so the proper effect of subsistence is not . . . to confer on
the individuated essence or individual nature an additional incommunicability
(this time in relation to existence) or to make it limit, appropriate, or circumscribe
to itself the existence it received, and hence prevent its communicaling in
existence with another essence or receiving existence conjointly with another
essence: it is simply to place it in a state of exercising ewistence, with the incom-
municability proper to the individual nature. The individual nature does not
receive a new incommunicability from the fact of subsistence. Facing existence as
a subject or supposit capable of exercising existence, it is enabled to transfer it
into the existential order, to exercise in existence itself the incommunicability which
characterizes it in the order of essence and as an individual nature distinet from
any other. This is not a new kind of incommunicability, but the promotion onto
a new plane of the incommunicability which defines singularity. Subsistence renders
the essence (become supposit) capable of existing per se separatim (cf. Summa,
I, q. 2, a. 2 ad 8), because it renders an individual nature (become supposit)
capable of exercising existence.”
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till now undisclosed as shared from the standpoint of the
primary concerns of either problematic. Herein we may suspect
is a crucial area wherein not only are the evolutionary species
reduced to their underlying ground of intelligible possibility but
wherein also careful reflection upon the data of evolution opens
the way to a decisive reformulation of a question “ disputata
inter doctores” for literally centuries. And just as the value
of this former penetration frees the proper influence of Darwin
on philosophy (an influence altogether different from what
Dewey envisaged “in anticipating the direction of the trans-
formations in philosophy to be wrought by the [putatively]
Darwinian genetic and experimental logic ” **), so is the value
of this latter reformulation inestimable to the Aristotelian phi-
losophical tradition, for all will agree that—de jure at least—
“a problem (not a mystery) is the one thing which should not
be perennial in philosophia perennis.” **

It appears, then, that subsistence constitutes a new metaphysical
dimension, a positive actuation or perfection, but under the title
of a state (according as a ““ state ™ is distinguished from a “ nature ”
[i. e,, specific nature au sens traditionelle]). . . . Let us say that
the state in question is a state of active ewercise, which by that
very fact makes the essence pass beyond the order of essentiality
(terminates it in this sense) and introduces it into the existential
order—a state by reason of which the essence so completed faces
existence not in order only to receive it, but to exercise it, and
constitute henceforth a centre of existential and operative activity,
a subject or supposit which exercises at once the substantial esse
proper to it and the diverse accidental esse proper to the operation
which it produces by its power or faculties.’s®

*%¢ Dewey, “ The Influence of Darwinism on Philosophy,” p. 18.

185 Adler, “ Solution of the Problem of Species,” p. 841.

8¢ Maritain, “On the Notion of Subsistence,” p. 438. See Etienne Gilson,
Being and Some Philosophers (2nd ed., corrected and enlarged; Toronto: Pontifical
Institute, 1952), p. 183: “ Finite essences always entail both limitation and deter-
mination, because each of them is the formal delimitation of a possible being.
Yet, if such a possible essence actually receives existence, it is a being, owing
to its own act of existing, so that, even in the order of finite being, the primacy
of existence still obtains. Its act of existing is what insures the unity of the thing.
Matter, form, substance, accidents, operations, everything in it directly or
indirectly shares in one and the same act of existing. And this is why the thing
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Gilson considers that *this intrinsic dynamism of being
necessarily entails a radical transformation of the Aristotelian
conception of essences,” inasmuch as Aristotle’s metaphysics
was a “ dynamism of the form,” deepened in its own line by
Aquinas into a “ dynamism of esse (to be).” **” That indeed is
why (there are theological reasons as well, but they are irrele-
vant for this context) subsistentia is a problem distinctive of
Thomistic metaphysics. But it is extravagant, in my estima-
tion, to say that with this development of a tradition in its
own line “the whole philosophical outlook on reality at once
became different.” *** And in the second place, so far as the

is both being and one. Existence is not what keeps elements apart, it is what
blends them together as constituent elements of the same being. For the same
reason, temporal existence is neither the ceaseless breaking up of eternity nor the
perpetual parceling out of being; it is rather their progressive achievement through
becoming.”

387 Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers, p. 185. See the discussion in footnote
188 below.

188 Ibid. Extravagant declarations by historians in philosophy have the decided
tendency of transforming themselves in the minds of their hearers into doctrinal
positions sure of themselves and of their power tc renew everything. Such has
been the distinct tendency among certain of the disciples of Gilson, who, seizing
upon the “dynamism of esse,” no longer hesitate to conjecture the next step in
“the direction in which the history and science of metaphysics will develop”
(W. E. Carlo, The Ultimate Reducibility of Essence to Ewxistence in Ewxistential
Metaphysics [The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966], p. 3).

So far as the history of metaphysics is concerned, the reduction of essence to
existence may well mark the metaphysical writings of prominent authors, and
if so, the “ whole philosophical outlook on reality ” does indeed become different;
and we find ourselves, by an unexpected turn of history, re-established within a
Suarezian metaphysics, this time “ turned on its head,” so that existence is no
longer reduced to essence in the denial of their real distinction, but the reverse
(much what happened to Hegel at the hands of Marx).

So far as the science of metaphysics is concerned, however, the primacy of
esse over essentia which recognizes itself in Thomas for the first time clearly is
exactly a clearer realization for philosophy of the principle of the primacy of
act over potency, secured now at the level of existential act. It is in this sense
and this sense alone that the Aristotelian “ dynamism of form ” becomes with
Thomas a “dynamism of esse”; and between the doctrine of the ultimate
subordination of essence to existence and that of the ultimate reducibility of the
former to the latter lies all the difference between philosophical progress by way of
development and philosophical progress by way of substitution. Fr. Gredt has
stated the final reason for the possibility of conceiving philosophical progress in
the former manner in lines which leave nothing to be desired in point of exactitude,
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Aristotelian conception of essences was involved in the problem
of specific natures, it neither was nor could be “ radically
transformed ” without the whole problem of the metaphysical
grades of being being abandoned. There is no doubt that, as
Mortimer Adler has so carefully exhibited, this St. Thomas
did not do. If he had done so, the “traditional” species
problematic would not be distinguishable from the modern one
in its primary concern. For St. Thomas, as for Aristotle, the
notion of species was convertible with the usual use of essence
and belonged to the ontology of natural kinds by way of
secondary employment.

and which have the further merit of bounding definitively the doctrinal sense of
historians’ proclamations concerning the transformations of the philosophical land-
scape one discovers (and they are there) in reading Aristotle through the
Commentaria and Summae of Aquinas: “ Philosophia aristotelico-thomistica essenti-
aliter consistit in evolutione rigorose logica et consequenti doctrinae aristotelicae
de potentia et actu. Haec doctrina ab Aristotele proposita, a S. Thoma declarata
et ulterius evoluta, in schola thomistica iterum iterumque elaborata est et contra
adversariorum impugnationes defensa. Fundamentum eius est distinctio realis inter
actum et potentiam limitantem actum: inter essentiam limitantem esse et materiam
limitantem formam. Esse irreceptum est simpliciter infinitum, actus purus; et
forma pure spiritualis, in nulla materia receptibilis, est in sua linea infinita. Quo
stabilitur distinctio inter Deum et mundum, inter mundum spiritualem et corporeum.

. . philosophiam aristotelico-thomisticam doctrinam ex hoc fundamento logica
consequentia evolutam,” ostendibile est. (J. Gredt, “Introductio” in Elementa
Philosophiae Aristotelico-Thomisticae, Vol. I, p. 5, n. 8. See in this same line the
instructive article by C. Fabro, “ Tommaso d’Aquino,” in Enciclopedia Cattolica,
Vol. XII {Florence, 1954], cols. 259-265.) But then, everyone knows that Fr.
Gredt is one of the “ manualistae”: see Jacques Maritain’s remarks on “ The
Philosophy of St. Thomas” in The Peasant of the Garonne (New York: Holt,
Rinehart, & Winston, 1968), pp. 135-141.

The point remains that one may have “ progress” in philosophical history by
substitution, by a discontinuous jumping between the fundamental dialectical
options or “logical possibilities” envisionable in terms of a basic philosophical
problem; but in the history of a doctrine (something else than a school), such
“ progress ” has more of the character of a series of betrayals or abandonings,
whatever may be the doctrinal position from which one views the movement. And
one may quite well leave aside the language of the “real distinction” (esse/
essentia), still more the “texts ” from whosesoever pen, without turning one’s gaze
from the matter-at-issue; what is the character of the difference between act and
potency, and what does this imply in the order of lived experience for existence
exercised?

See further fn. 196 below.
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What is true is that the distinctive advance of St. Thomas
over Aristotle in having recognized the transcendence of exist-
ence respecting essence makes it possible to see the repercus-
sions of evolutionary species on the question of the hierarchy
of being according to essential grades. But, without further
historical digression, let us resume the thread of our analysis,

As we noted initially, a strict employment of the term
essence is possible which confines us to the concrete real, the
historical reality as reality, and refers simply to the capacity to
be as a self-identity. The whole of that which constitutes a
capacity to be, however, must include what is necessary, i.e.,
whatever is intrinsic: and since only individuals do or can exist,
individuating characters are radically enclosed at the level of
essence, not as “ accidental ” (per accidens) modifications but
as intrinsic and absolute substantial modalities. The total
“ capacity to be” in every instance is not merely “ forma
substantialis ” but “ matter-form,” or, more exactly (for this
is what forma substantialis is), materia actuata, 1. e., all In-
dividuating notes or modalities. “It is evident that every
natural generation involves a measure of uncertainty. If that
uncertainty could be entirely eliminated, it would be because
the form would be entirely determined—but in that case
generation itself would become impossible.” ** Since it is at
the heart of being, this “incertitude ” bears equally on the
existence of the effect or product and on its very structure.

It is precisely the lack of determination of natural forms and their
incapacity for individuating themselves which makes matter neces-
sary for their existence. This necessity for matter introduces into
the form itself an irreducible obscurity. There can be no idea of
a cosmic form that is distinct and independent from the idea of the
composite; * and the matter which enters into this idea is not
determined at all without signifying also a determinability with
respect to an infinity of other forms. A non-subsistent form is not
a quiddity in the strict sense.’®* This means that the different

182 Pe Koninck, “ Réflexions sur le probléme de lindéterminisme,” p, 238.

190 John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus, II, p. 575, n. 15.

181 ¢ Anima sensibilis ecum non sit res subsistens, non est guidditas, sicut nec
alise formae materiales, sed est pars quidditatis, et esse suum est in concretione
ad materiam.” (St. Thomas, de Potentia, q. 3, a. 2 ad 2).
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natural forms (I do not say the diverse ones) cannot be absolutely
opposed as if they were forms of pure spirits, because their defini-
tion embraces the notion of matter, that is to say, the possibility
of an infinity of other forms which can be drawn out of this matter.
Consequently the existing varieties of forms or “natural kinds”
are analogues of the segments of a continuum determined a-pos-
teriori. In this sense they are contingent and always quidditatively
new. Between any two given forms in nature, there is an indefinite
possibility of other forms. These forms are in the matter in a purely
potential manner; and consequently the determination which any
material form is, is something to be constituted as determination.
It is necessary to speak in this way if one wishes to avoid the
latitatio formarum (the actual latency of forms) .1%2

Therefore, at the level of the concrete real, of first intention,
the actuality which is * esse ” cannot reflect a univocal kind or
type of being.’® The most radical and accordingly primary
meaning which attaches to essentia is not “ this kind” but
“ this existent "—that is, the fundamental notion in the term
essence is one of proportion: essentia dicitur primo et per se
¢ proportio ad esse’ (* essence bespeaks primarily and of itself
a proportion to existence ” ***), And since there can be as such
no proportion at the level of being-as-possible, the question of
possible being becomes a question of how an existential propor-
tionality is effected. Thus, we speak of “ possible being ” rather
than of “ the possibility to be ” precisely because things come
to be only as individuals, but the phrase may still be miscon-
strued.

Essences are often conceived as possible beings, the reality of which
coincides with their very possibility. But we should be careful to
distinguish between essential possibility and existential possibility.
For, indeed, they belong in two distinet metaphysical orders, so
much so that there is no way for us to reach the second one

192 Pe Koninck, pp. 233-4.

183 Cf, Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers, pp. 185-6. Adler, “ Solution of the
Problem of Species,” pp. 856-7.

19+ Cf. Anthony Schillaci, O.P.,, De possibilitate entis finiti (Mimeographed:
Fall, 1961), p. 8: “Possibilitas entis non limitatur nisi per intrinsecam contradic-
tionem. . . . Possibilitas intrinseca alicujus entis identificatur cum eius essentia,
cum intrinseca possibilitas nil aliud sit nisi aptitudo rei ad esse subjectum tou
‘esse’, quae est ratio constitutiva alicujus rel in ratione essentiae.”
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through the first one. An essence is possible, qua essence, when all
its determining predicates are compossible. If they are, the exist-
ence of the corresponding being is possible; if they are not, it is not.
And this is true, but it is true only in the order of essential possi-
bility, not at all in the order of existential possibility. Many meta-
physicians seem to imagine that an essence cannot exist, so long as
it has not received all its determinations, that, as soon as it has
received them, it 1s bound either to burst into existence or, at least,
to receive it. Now a twofold error is responsible for such an illusion.
The first one is not to see that to be fully completed in the order of
essentiality does not bring an essence one inch nearer actual
existence. A completely perfected possibility still remains a pure
possibility. The second error is to forget that the essence of a
possible being necessarily includes the possible existence through
which alone it can achieve its essential determination. To repeat,
essential possibility is no sufficient reason for existential possibility,
and since its essence is what a being is going to become, if it exists,
existence itself necessarily enters the calculation of its essential
possibility .19

It follows ineluctably that only on the basis of causality—a
basis very different from that provided by any phenomenologi-
cal eidetics—can essentia be understood in the most funda-
mental manner, 1. e., as a proportio ad esse.*® The question of
the actuability of essence, of the reality-status of being-as-
possible, cannot be dealt with except in terms of the pre-
existence of effects in their causes:™" an answer framed with

195 Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers, pp. 182-3, my emphasis.

198 Maritain contends that “the very distinction between existence as received
and existence as exercised, is understandable only in the light of the axiom causae
ad invicem sunt causae.” ‘ This involution of causes is at the core of the
problem.” (“ On the Notion of Subsistence,” p. 489). Gilson is in agreement that
the involution of the cguses is at the core of the problem, but he seems to conceive
their play somewhat differently than does Maritain. (See Being and Some
Philosophers, p. 172, in contrast with The Degress of Knowledge, p. 487). William
Carlo in a recent book seems to be of the opinion that the reciprocity of the
causes is outside the central issue (The Ultimate Reducibility of Essence to
Existence in Existential Metaphysics, esp. pp. 20-22). In this last perspective, I,
for one, lose sight entirely of the traditional species problematic.

197 Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers, pp. 210-11, makes some striking obser-
vations in this connection (observations, moreover, which sound quite like Bergson:
cf. “The Possible and the Real,” in Bergson’s The Creative Mind, New York:
Philosophical Library, 1946, pp. 91-106): “ Having overlooked the transcendence



278 JOHN N. DEELY

any other reference and put forward as fundamental posits
implicitly the equivalent of a Platonic Idea. Indeed, it was the
consideration of essence primarily as the focus of formal per-
fections, to the neglect of interrogating it (except in a second-
ary fashion) as the existentially established possibility for
concrete presence in the world, that led thinkers into paradox
and contradiction before the evolutionary species problematic.

But the irrepressible essentialism of the human mind blinds us to
that evidence. Instead of accounting for potency by act, we
account for act by potency. We rather forget that what is at
stake is neither existence nor essence, but being, which is both.
We fancy that essences, which owe their complete determination to
existence, are eternally independent of existence. Everything then
proceeds as though the essences of possible beings had been eternally
conceived, by a divine mind, apart from the very act through which
they would some day become actual beings. Thus conceived,
existence does not enter the concrete determination of essences; it
fills them up.**®

of existence, essentialism has entertained the curious ilusion that, since, in order
to be, a being must at least be possible, the root of being lies in its possibility.
But possibility is a word of several meanings. It may mean the simple absence of
inner contradiction in an essence, and, in such cases, all non-contradictory combina-
tions of essences are equally possible, but none of them is one step nearer its
actualization than another ome. It may also mean that an essence is fully
determined, so that it is actually capable of existing. Such possibles are in the
condition which Scholastics would have called that of proximate potency to
existence. But such a possibility still remains pure abstract possibility. Is it true
to say, with so many philosophers, that, when all the conditions required for the
possibility of a thing are fulfilled, the thing itself is bound to exist? Scarcely.
When all those conditions are fulfilled, what is thereby fulfilled is the possibility
of the thing. If any one of them were lacking, the thing would be impossible, but,
from the fact that all those conditions are given, it does not follow that the thing
is required to exist. The possibility of its essence does not include that of its exist-
ence, unless, of course, we count among its required conditions the very existence
of its cause. But, if we do, the being of the cause is the reason why the possible
is a possible being. Omne ens ex ente: all being comes from another being, that
is, not from a possible, but from an existent.

“ To overlook this fact is completely to reverse the actual relation of essences
to existences. In human experience, at least, there are no such things as fully
determined essences prior to their existential actualization. Their esse is a necessary
prerequisite to the fullness of their determination.”

198 Thid., p. 211. Cf. Joseph Owens, “ The Intelligibility of Being,” Gregorianum,
XXXVI (1955), pp. 169-198.
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In this regard we may appropriate (I do not say “ concur
with ) some critical reflections put forward by Heidegger.**®
“In connection with all the determinations of being and the
distinctions we have mentioned, we must bear one thing in
mind: because being is initially physis, the power that emerges
and discloses, it discloses itself as eidos and idea. This interpre-
tation never rests exclusively or even primarily on philosophical
exegesis.” [ The existence of nature is known directly (per se)
insofar as natural things are manifest to the senses. But what
the nature of each particular thing is, or what the principle of
motion is, is not manifest.” **°] “ Appearance, doxa, is not
something besides being and unconcealment; it belongs to
unconcealment.” Thus “it cannot be denied that the inter-
pretation of being as idea [Lat., species vel forma] results from
the basic experience of being as physis. It is, as we say, a
necessary consequence of the essence of being as emerging
Scheinen (seeming, appearing, radiance). . . . [ Esse objective
enim consistit in. ipsa orientatione per modum transcendentalem
ad esse subjective.”] But if the essential consequence is raised
to the level of the essence itself and takes the place of the
essence, what then?. . .. The crux of the matter is not that
physis should have been characterized as ide« but that idea
should have become the sole and decisive interpretation of
being.” “ Physis is the emerging power, the standing-there-in-
itself, stability.” [“ Because everything acts insofar as it is an

1 From M. Heidegger, An Introduction To Metaphysics, trans. by Ralph
Manheim (New York: Anchor, 1961), pp. 165, 160, 152, 153, 165, 154-5, and
153-4, respectively: Heidegger’s own emphases. However, let there be no misun-
derstanding here. Anyone who has genuinely grasped the implications of the
phenomenological ““Sachen selbst” and the research they in principle ground will
realize how radical our appropriation shall have to be in order to place any
formally philosophical reflections of Heidegger in an other than phenomenological
context. Lest the reader suspect we are passing over with inadequate assessment the
immense difficulties such an appropriation claims to have overcome, we refer him
to our study which takes up the issue with attention to detail: * The Situation of
Heidegger in the Tradition of Christian Philosophy,” The Thomist, XXXI (April,
1967), pp. 159244, esp. sec. VI, “ Phenomenology: The Medium of the Being-
question,” pp. 222-236. A full length book on this question is in preparation.

200 3t Thomas Aquinas, In II Phys., lect. 1, n. 8.
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actual being, the consequence is that everything stands in the
same relation to action as it does to being.” Thus “the
measure and quality of a thing’s power is judged from the
manner and type of its operation, and its power, in turn, mani-
fests its nature; for a thing’s natural aptitude for operation
follows upon its actual possession of a certain kind of na-
ture.” 2*] “ Idea, appearance as what is seen, is a determina-
tion of the stable insofar and only insofar as it encounters
vision.” [Thus, not only is it true that ““ of no thing whatever
can a perfect knowledge be obtained unless its operation is
known,” but we must also take account of the ecritical factor
that “we do not know a great many of the properties of
sensible things, and in most cases we are not able to discover
fully the natures of those properties that we apprehend by
sense.” *?] Hence “ being itself, interpreted as idea, brings with
a relation to the prototypical, the exemplary, the ought.”
“ From the standpoint of the idea, appearing now takes on a
new meaning. What appears—the phenomenon—is no longer
physis, the emerging power, nor is it the self-manifestation of
the appearance; no, appearing is now the emergence of the copy.
Since the copy never equals its prototype, what appears is
mere appearance, actually an illusion, a deficiency. Now the
on becomes distinct from the phainomenon. And this develop-
ment brings with it still another vital consequence. Because the
actual repository of being is the idea and this is the prototype,
all disclosure of being must aim at assimilation to the model,
accommodation to the idea. The truth of physis, aletheia as
the unconcealment that is the essence of the emerging power,
now becomes homoiosis and mimests, assimilation and accom-
modation, orientation by . . ., it becomes a correctness of
vision, of apprehension as representation.” “ The idea, as the

201 St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, II1, q. 77, a. 3; and Summa contrg
gentiles, 11, c. 1, n. 1: respectively.

202 Summa contra genties, II, c. 1, n. 1; and I, c. 8, n. 5: respectively. In the
Collationes de Credo in Deum, a. 1, is the interesting remark that  our knowledge
is so imperfect that no philosopher has ever been able to discover perfectly the
nature of a single fly.”
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appearance of the essent, came to constitute its what. Thereby
the whatness, the ‘essence,” i.e., the concept of essence, also
became ambiguous.” [Thus, in many traditional writings, “ In
its proper intelligibility, form bespeaks a capacity for realiza-
tion (dicit realizabilitatem) in any time, place, or subject
whatever; and consequently, prior to existence, the essence
itself of a thing is a possibility indifferent to existing in any
particular time, place, or set of external circumstances (in
quavis contingentia extrinseca).”] Such has been the histori-
cal interpretive consequence of according primary import to
that which is secondary in the notion of finite being

In terms of the actually existing things in the world, this is
not to say that classification into kinds is fictitious, altogether
false, but that such classification is shot through with analogy
—and this is exactly what genetics has disclosed in a research-
able manner. There are natural units, concrete universals, as it
were, corresponding to the term “ species.” There are, that is
to say, groups of individuals structured basically through sexual
behavior so that the absolute range of adaptive tolerance of the
members of any given group is closely coincident, yet divergent
relative to the adaptive area of other groups; but within these
interaction-structured groupings, within any given species, indi-
viduality is not a reducible phenomenon, neither genetically
nor metaphysically, so that typological thinking (however use-
ful it may be for certain purposes) remains of itself at the level
of second intention, one step removed from the concrete real.
In terms of the proportion to *“ esse,” there can be no incidental
(“ per accidens ™) differences, *for even though a thing’s
existence is other than its essence, existence is not to be under-
stood as something added over and above the essence after the
manner of an accident but as if established as the result of the
principles of the essence. And for that reason the term being,
which is applied to a thing by reason of its very existence,
signifies the same total reality as the term which is applied to
a thing by reason of its essence.” 2%

203 Ot Thomas Aquinas, In IV Met., lect. 2, n. 558.
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In its complete explication the analysis of essence at the
level of possible being (to which the evolutionary problematic
forces philosophy) gives full metaphysical consistency to the
notion of “ being in and through a world.” Space-time modifies
and enters into the reality termed essence precisely in thal
there is no parent engendering progeny in a one-to-one relation-
ship (there is no causal process in nature reducible to the trans-
mission of an identical form) ; rather, there is only and always
parent plus this proximally circumscribing environment, to-
gether establishing the extrinsic though immediate proportion
constituting this individual existingly.

A “possible being ” thus understood is in no degree virtual,
something ideally pre-existent. A simple absence of external
hindrance and non-contradictoriness of intrinsically constitu-
tive notes is alone signified, together with an actual convergence
of causes adequate—be it by reason of nature and chance or
nature and art—to the production of a corruption (which is to
say a generation: corruptio unius est generatio alterius in-
quantum materia prima numquam existit per se) in the world
of nature. (To borrow an illustration from William Howells:
“ Man himself could only appear when a very high organiza-
tion had been attained [absence of external hindrance]. For
hands and a big brain would not have made a fish human;
they would only have made a fish impossible [contradictoriness
of intrinsically constitutive notes.] [While from the standpoint
of an actual convergence of causes in the history of life,] man’s
own trail, among the many trails in evolution, was well defined:
he had to be a mammal and he had to be a primate.” **) In
a crude though preliminary way— there is at least a poetic
anticipation here,” Adler contends, “of recent scientific dis-
coveries concerning the causal efficiency of various types of
radiation to produce mutations in the germ plasm ” 2°*—this
was hinted at by Aristotle: “Man is begotten by man and
by the sun as well.” **® What Heidegger remarks concerning

204 Mankind in the Making (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Co., 1959),
p. 341.

205 Adler, The Problem of Species, p. 229.

208 Physics, 1L, c. 2, 194b18f. Cf. St. Thomas, In IV Met., lect. 3, n. 785.

















































































































































































































































































































































































