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stand it now, appeared in the 19th century as a

consequence of scientific data totally unknown to
philosophers and theologians before Darwin. It makes little
sense, therefore, to search for this problem in the writings of
St. Thomas. Sharing the opinion common to his time, he
believed the universe to be no more than 6,000 years old.

The ancient theologians did, however, discuss a type of evolu-
tion; that is, that the universe was created in six days. St.
Augustine, for example, maintained that all six days were one
since God created all things simultaneously: the inorganic in
act, that is, in their present state; and the organic in potency,
namely, in their quasi-seminal state. Plants and animals were
implanted in the world “ after the manner of seed (tamquam
seminaliter mundo indita) by virtue of the Word of God when
he created all things simultaneously, and from which all things,

THE PROBLEM of biological evolution, as we under-

417
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each in its proper time, would be drawn in the course of the
ages.”?

According to other saints the six days of Genesis denoted
the order of time and succession in creation. There was an
order not only of nature but also of time and duration in the
work of the six days. This latter opinion held that various
creatures were produced successively, whereas St. Augustine
believed that all was created instantly. Whereas the latter
interpretation emphasized the creative power of God through
the passage of time, St. Augustine taught that God created the
whole world instantaneously—if not entirely in act at least in
potency. For St. Augustine, the world, bit by bit, was trans-
formed into actuality.?

It is most significant that St. Thomas simultaneously ac-

cepted both interpretations:

The first explanation of these things, namely, that held by St.
Augustine, is the more subtle and is a better defense of Scripture
against the ridicule of unbelievers; but the second which is main-
tained by the other saints is easier to grasp and more in keeping
with the surface meaning of the text. Seeing, however, that neither
is in contradiction with the truth of faith and that the context

1 St. Augustine De Gen. ad lLitt. 6. 5, 8; ML 34, 342. Cf. ibid., 4, 38, 52; ML
34, 318: “ God created all things simultaneously.” Ibid., 5, 4, 11; ML 384, 325:
“ Therefore, it has been said that then the earth produced the herb and the plant
in their causes, that they received the power to produce. For in it were
already, as it were in their roots of times, those things that were to come about
in future times . . .” Ibid., 5, 5, 14; ML 84, 326: In reference to animals St.
Augustine says: “...all the swimming creatures and the flying creatures and these
also potentially in numbers, which would come forth in their proper cycles in
time. Similarly the animals of earth, as if the last from the last element of the
world; nevertheless potentially, whose numbers time would manifest visibly.

2 St. Thomas, On the Power of God, q. 4, a. 2. Cf. ibid., ad 28: “...the plants
were brought forth then, not into actual existence but only in certain seed-forms,
inasmuch as the earth enabled to produce them. . . . Hence the plants were
not actually produced on the third day but only in their causes: and after the six
days they were brought into actual existence in their respective species and
natures by the work of government. Consequently, before the plants were
produced causally nothing was produced, but they were produced together with the
heaven and the earth. In like manner the fishes, birds, and animals were
produced in those days causally and not actually.”
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admits of either intepretation, in order that neither may be unduly
favored, we now proceed to deal with the arguments of either side.®

A gradual appearance in time of the different genera and
species was acceptable to St. Thomas, the concept of evolution
was plausible. We must be cautious, however, not to color the
process of St. Augustine’s evolution with our modern views.
Nevertheless, it is most interesting to explore the philosophical

principles of St. Thomas in the light of modern scientific
evolution.

Ewvolution and Philosophy

In St. Thomas there does exist the possibility of a science of
evolution. A philosophy of evolution, however, i1s not easy to
formulate since so complex and intricate a matter needs a
whole philosophical system to account for it.

Evolution is definable in general terms as a one-way, Irreversible
process in time, which during its course generates novelty, diversity
and higher levels of organization. It operates in all sectors of the

phenomenal universe, but has been fully described and analyzed in
the biological sector.*

Evolution, first of all, is intimately connected with change
and must depend on the process of generation and corruption at
work in the cosmos. The Greek philosophers were the first to
ascribe to motion or change the importance it deserves and to
attribute to the whole cosmos the property of motion. Every-
thing existing in nature moves and changes; new beings come
into existence and in their turn disappear. This ever-recurring
cycle of generation and corruption is also integral to evolution,
yet biological evolution adds a specifically new dimension to
the problem as conceived by the Greeks. The particular dilem-
ma of biological evolution is this: Is the transformation of one
species into another possible? And if this transformation is
possible, what are the philosophical principles involved in this

*Ibid., q. 4, a. 2 ¢. CfSumma Theologiae vol. 10, Cosmogony (la. 65-74),
William A. Wallace, O.P. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967).
¢ Evolution After Darwin (ed., by Sol Tax, Chicago, 1960) Vol. 8, p. 107.
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transformation? In other words, since evolution presupposes
the gradual transformation of one species into another, it poses
three philosophical and scientific problems: (i) the nature of
the species; (ii) the philosophical and scientific explanation of
the transformation of one species into another; and (iii) the
causes that produce this transformation.

I. Tue NATURE OF SPECIES

Nature of Species in Philosophy

In theory, the determination of the nature of species is
relatively simple. In his Metaphysics Aristotle says that the
order of species is analogous to the series of integral numbers:
“Substance is a complete reality and a definite nature. And
as a number does not admit of the more and the less, neither
does substance, in the sense of forms, but if any substance does,
it is only the substance which involves matter.” * This criterion
is obviously true in the case of the generic hierarchy of beings
in which the higher being possesses a perfection which the
inferior one lacks. For example, animals are endowed with the
property of knowledge which is lacking in plants, and man
possesses rationality which is not found in animals. For this
reason Aristotle says that “it is certainly difficult to find a
state intermediate between life and the absence of life.” ®

This criterion per se, however, is sometimes difficult to apply
to concrete cases. Aristotle himself admits in the History of
Animals that *“ nature proceeds little by little from things
lifeless to animal life in such a way that it is impossible to
determine the exact line of demarcation, nor on which side
thereof an intermediate form would lie.”” In particular in-
stances it is often difficult to pinpoint whether or not a living
being is a plant or an animal, and primitive manifestations of
life can barely be distinguished from inorganic objects. In

® Aristotle, Met., VIII 3, 1044b9-18. Cf. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1, q. 47.
a. 8.

° Aristotle, On Plants, 815b36.

7 Aristotle, History of Animals, VIII, 588b4-22,
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theory, however, the criterion is applicable, in spite of its
concrete difficulties.

The distinction of species in comparison to that of generic
kingdoms is less clear-cut. The easy dichotomy of degrees of
perfection which locate the different genera in the Porphyrian
tree cannot be applied to various species. That classification
may be useful in logic but not in natural philosophy. Here
the criterion of “ like numbers ” cannot be interpreted as differ-
ent degrees of essential perfections but rather as irreducible
characteristics which cannot belong to other species. In Ari-
stotelian philosophy each species is different from any other
species because its substantial form is irreducible to any other
substantial form. Since the substantial form gives the species
its unique determination, there are as many species as there are
substantial forms.

The form itself is signified by the species; for everything is placed
in its species by its form. Hence the number is said to give the
species, for definitions signifying species are like numbers, according
to the Philosopher; for as a unit added to, or taken from, a number
changes its species, so a difference added to, or taken from a defini-
tion, changes its species. . . .°

We shall see later how this criterion is applied to physics and
biology.

The individual, however, cannot be identified with the species
because individuals do not result from the formal distinction of
beings but rather from the material multiplication of any one
species by means of the division of matter. One and the same
species is shared by many individuals which are numerically
different because of the division of matter. These individuals
participate in the perfection of the species to a greater or lesser
degree, although all of them participate in the same essential
perfection: “ When we have the whole, such and such a form
in the flesh and in the bones, this is Callias or Socrates; and
they are different in virtue of their matter (for this is different) ,
but the same form; for their form is indivisible.” ®* All men are

88t. Thomas, Summa Theol., I, q. 5, a 5.
® Aristotle, Met., VI, 8, 1033b22.
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men, and we cannot say that some are more “man” than
others. Though some are more perfect than others, the degree
of perfection depends upon the different individual dispositions
of the matter to which the individual form is proportioned.

That from which a thing receives its species must remain indivisible,
fixed and constant in something indivisible . . . And for this reason
no substantial form is participated of more or less. Wherefore the
Philosopher says that as a number cannot be more or less, so
neither can that which is in the species of substance; that is, in
respect to its participation in the specific form; but in so far as
substance may be with matter; i.e., in respect to material dis-
positions, more or less are found in substance. .. .*°

Nature of Species in Biology

In the light of scientific discoveries is species a necessary
concept for evolution? Do species exist? The majority of
biologists take for granted the usefulness of the term, since
they refer to it continually and tell us that every species of
living things usually has its own characteristic genetic code.
The fundamental discrete steps in evolution are the “ species ”
because they are independent evolutionary units. Thus, the
existence of species is crucial and affects the whole idea of
evolution.

The evolutionary significance of species is now quite clear. . . .
The species are the real units of evolution, as the temporary incar-
nation of harmonious, well-integrated gene-complexes. And specia-
tion, the production of new gene-complexes capable of ecological
shifts, is the method by which evolution advances. Without
speciation there would be no diversification of the organic world,
no adaptive radiation, and very little evolutionary progress. The
species, then, is the keystone of evolution.!t

Naturalists such as Darwin, however, sometimes call natural
species merely artificial devices.

*°St. Thomas, Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 52, a. 1 c. Cf. ibid, I, q. 65, a. 7 ad 8:
“The difference of form, which is due to the different disposition of matter, causes
not a specific but only a numerical difference: for different individuals have
different forms, diversified according to the difference of matter.”

12 E. Mayr, Animal Species and Evolution, (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard, 1963),
p. 621.
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I look at the term species as one arbitrarily given, for the sake of
convenience, to a set of individuals closely resembling each other,
and . .. it does not essentially differ from the term variety, which
is given to less distinct and more fluctuating forms. The term

variety, again, in comparison with mere individual dlﬁerences is
also applied arbitrarily, for convenience’s sake.*”

This is equivalent to the denial of their objective reality and
would seriously jeopardize the whole concept of evolution since,
then, the evolution would exist only in our mind. Consequently,
“ whoever, like Darwin, denies that species are non-arbitrarily
defined units of nature not only evades the issue but fails to
find and solve the most interesting problems of biology.” *®

Dobzhansky observes that species is both an artificial and a
natural reality by illustrating his reasoning with an example:

Any two cats are individually distinguishable, and this is equally
true of any two lions. And yet no individual has ever been seen
about which there could be a doubt as to whether it belongs to the
species of cats (Felis domestica) or to the species of lions (Felis
leo). The two species are discrete because of absence of intermedi-
ates. There, one may safely affirm that any cat is different from
any lion. Any difficulty which may arise in defining the species
Felis domestica and Felis leo, respectively, is due not to the fact
that in common as well as in scientific parlance the words “cat”
and “lion” frequently refer neither to individual animals nor to
all existent individuals of these species, but to a certain modal, or
average cat and lion. These modes and averages are statistical
abstractions which have no existence apart from the mind of the
observer. The species Felis domestica and Felis leo are evidently
independent of any abstract modal point which we may contrive
to make. No matter how great may be the difficulties encountered
in finding the modal “cats” and “lions ” the discreteness of these

species is not thereby impaired.'* ‘

Here Dobzhansky clearly points out the difference between the
multiplicity of individuals within the species as well as the

*2 Ch. Darwin, The Origin of Species (New York: Modern Library Giant
G27, n.d.) p. 46.

** E. Mayr, Animal Species and Evolution, p. 29. Cf. Th. Dobzhansky, Genetics
and the Origin of Species (New York, 1951), p. 5: “ It must be stressed that this
discontinuity exists whether it is or is not used by the systematists for their
purposes, and for that matter whether it is studied at all.”

14 Th. Dobzhansky, op. cit., pp. 4-11.
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distinguishability of the two. They are discrete, because of
the absence of intermediates. Although he notes the difficulty
entailed in the discovery of the true concept which corresponds
to these species, he does not doubt their objective reality.

If species do exist, then what is the nature of this important
concept? Philosophers and biologists are usually looking for
different ‘things, but even among biologists the coneept does
not always mean the same thing. The first modern classifica-
tion of living organisms is Linnaeus’s Systema Naturae pub-
lished in the mid-19th century which is classical in taxonomy.
This essentialist conception of reality pleases the philosopher
but has been rejected by many biologists. Mayr says that
“ more important for the development of the synthetic theory
of evolution than the rejection of ill-founded theories of it was
the rejection of two basic philosophical concepts that were
formerly widespread if not universally held: preformism and
typological thinking.” *

For the geneticist focusing on the science of heredity, the
concept of species is naturally connected with the reproductive
process. For Dobzhansky “ evolution is change in the heredity,
in the genetic endowment of succeeding generations. No under-
standing of evolution is possible except with the foundation of
a knowledge of heredity.”** For Mayr, Simpson, and Beck
evolutionary taxonomy replaces the idea of an essence identical
in each species, with the notion of a collection of physical
characteristics inherited by all the members of the same group.
Species is then defined as a “ population of procreation > made
up of individuals capable, at least in potency, of having
common offspring. The totality of genes of all individuals of
a species characterizes the species and inasmuch as they are

15 E. Mayr, Animal Species and Evolution, p. 4 Cf. John Deely “ The Philosophi-
cal Dimension of the Origin of Species” The Thomist, Vol. 83, 1 and 2 (Jan. and
April 1969), pp. 75-149, 251-885.

18 Th. Dobzhansky, The Biological Basis of Human Freedom (New York,
Columbia, 1956), pp. 10-11. Cf. Julian Huxley, Evolution in Action (New York,
Mentor, 1953), p. 85: “The discovery of the principle of natural selection made
evolution comprehensible; together with the discovery of modern genstics, it has
made all other explanations of evolution untenable.”
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communities of reproduction, the species are biological realities.
“The species can thus be succinctly defined as follows: it is
a community of individuals possessing common essential sets
of genes, and actually or potentially related (proximally)
through interbreeding.” *

In this sense species are dynamic realities undergoing con-
tinuous change in space and time. The frequency of genes
varies from one population to another of the same species,
giving rise to different races. Therefore, the criterion of com-
munity of procreation serves to identify the individuals of the
same species and to distinguish different species from each
other. The man and the gorilla belong to different species
because they cannot have common offspring. Species are
discrete and independent units of evolution.'®

The Greek concept of essences, of species, as something eternal
and immutable is often misunderstood. Species are immutable
and eternal in the sense that every species is characterized by
a series of fixed and permanent traits that make every species
what it is and not another. If a man is a man he will be a
rational animal. If such an essential characteristic is not ful-
filled, then that being is not a man but something else. The
essence of beings are necessary, immutable, and eternal with
an eternity which is called * negative "—in the sense that it
is not limited to a particular place and time. Their existential
realization, however, is temporal and contingent. In other
words, the essential traits of species are immutable but not

" E. Mayr, op. cit., pp. 27-29. Cf. Th. Dobzhansky, op. cit., p. 5: “In
organisms which reproduce sexually and by cross fertilization, the reality of species
as biological units can also be demonstrated by a quite different method. . . These
communities consist of individuals united by the bonds of sexual unions, as well
as of common descent and common parenthood....A species is, consequently,
not merely a group and a category of classification. It is also a supraindividual
biological entity, which, in principle, can be arrived at regardless of the possession of
common morphological characteristics. ”

**F. Ayala, “Evolucion, Tiempo y Filosofia” ARBOR, Madrid, 1967, n. 287,
pp. 50-62. Cf. Th. Dobzhansky, Evolution, Genetics, and Man, p. 182: “It is,
then, not a paradox to say that if some one should succeed in inventing a
universally applicable, static definition of species, he would cast serious doubts on
the validity of the theory of evolution.”
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their existential realization in nature, which inasmuch as they
are individuals are generated and corrupted in time and space
without affecting their essential traits.'

Science conclusively states that species, like individuals, have
a certain span of life and sooner or later disappear. Simpson
gives a species 50,000 years for transmutation and says that
the fossil record which manifests the history of life is involved
in four grand processes: expansion, progression, equilibrium,
and extinction.?® Species often survive for a longer period of
time, for ° paleontologists have described many lines that
remain unchanged, completely stabilized for 120 to 140 million
years, and then suddenly broke out during a new evolutionary
outburst. Just what can cause such loosening up of tightly
knit systems is something I think we should work out, if
we can.” *

The long-lasting constancy of biological species, which is
realized by the identical replication of genes, is a primary law
of evolution. Yet, although one form of natural selection tends
to conserve the species as its primary goal, in the long run the
species 1s corrupted and disappears either through extinction or
transformation into another species. Extinction occurs when
the species is unable to adapt to an adverse environment and
it disappears, as individuals do. The data of science shows
species to reflect the dual tendency in nature: the primary
tendency to remain constant and the secondary tendency to
change. St. Thomas says:

Nothing prevents a thing being against nature as to the first inten-
tion of nature and yet not against nature as to its second intention.
Thus, as stated in De Coelo, all corruption, defect, and old age are
contrary to nature because nature intends being and perfection,
and yet they are not contrary to the second intention of nature
because nature, though being unable to preserve being in one thing,

1 E. Mayr, Evolution After Darwin, Vol. 111, p. 141.

2 G. Simpson, Evolution After Darwin, Vol. 1, pp. 152 ff. Also in “ Rates of
Evolution in Animals” in Genetics, Paleontology and Ewvolution, Ed. by Jepsen,
Mayr, and Simpson, (Princeton, New Jersey, 1949), p. 216.

21 E. Mayr, op. cit., Vol. 111, p. 141.
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preserves it in another which is engendered of the other’s corrup-
tion. . . .22

Now it is necessary to consider the idea of species as numbers
in the light of modern scientific data and the dynamic concept
of species.

(i) In physics, the Aristotelian criterion for the distinction
of species agrees completely with quantum theory and with
Pauli’s exclusion principle. The principle says that “the
quantum numbers of two or more electrons can never entirely
agree. Two systems of quantum numbers which are deducible
from each other by interchange of two electrons, represent one
state.”?® As a result of this principle every chemical being is
characterized by different quantum numbers. It is absolutely
impossible to find two different chemical compounds, two
elements of the periodic table, or two elementary particles
having the same quantum numbers, to which Aristotle would
agree.

(i1) In regard to living organisms, it also appears to be
possible to classify all living organisms according to the
structure and composition of their DNA and amount of
chromosomes in a way similar to the classification of chemical
elements according to quantum numbers. “ Biologists now
know that every species of living things has its own character-
istic number of chromosomes. Man has 46, white rats 42,
pea plants 14, ete.” ** This does not mean that any given
number of chromosomes belongs to only one species, but to
every biological species corresponds a unique structure and
shape. Even more, geneticists are now reducing different species
to different quantum numbers. If every species is unique and
discrete, then the discreteness is like the discreteness of numbers,
and biology, like physics, can in a sense be quantified.? This

%2 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., Suppl., q. 52, a. 1 ad 2. Cf. On Truth, q. 23,
a.2ec

2 M. Born, Atomic Physics, (New York, 1954), p. 173. Cf. Wolfgang Pauli,
Ezxclusion. Principle and Quantum Mechanics, (Neuchatel, Zurich, 1947).

# The Cell (New York: Life Science Library, 1964), p. 57.

* ] owe this oral information to F. Ayala.
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discreteness, however, should not be confused with the different
degrees of perfection which correspond to different generic
beings. As a lion and a cat are members of two irreducible

species, so all species of living beings are irreducible to each
other.

II. Tur Process oF GENERATION AND CORRUPTION
General Ideas

The evolution of one species into another must be intimately
connected with the general process of generation and corruption
of corporeal beings. The generation of the new being necessarily
presupposes the corruption of the old. By way of simple
analysis, it is easy to determine the existence of two incomplete
principles which complement each other and constitute the
essence of all corporeal beings. The first principle is passive
and totally potential: prime matter; the second principle is
active and determines the being to be what it is: substantial
form.

Naturally, it would be pointless here to delve into all the
subtleties involved in. the hylemorphic theory. With regard to
evolution, however, we must emphasize one subtlety: that
which is generated and corrupted is not the form as such but
the concrete individual. “ For as the brazen sphere comes to
be, but not the sphere nor the brass, and so too in the case
of the brass itself, it comes to be, it is its concrete unity that
comes to be (for the matter and form must always exist
before) .” 2 Or in St. Thomas’s words in his commentary on
Aristotle: “For it is not a form that comes to be but the
composite. For a form is said to exist in matter, although a
form does not (properly) exist but the composite by its
form.” ** Thus, the Aristotelian distinction between the species

28 Aristotle, Met., VI, 9, 1034b10. Cf. ibid., 1033b17-20: “It is obvious, then,
from what have been said, that that which is spoken of as a form or substance is
not produced, but the concrete thing which gets its name from this is produced,
and that in everything which is generated matter is present, and one part of the
thing is matter and the other form.”

27 St. Thomas, In Met., VII, lect. 7, n. 1423. Cf. ibid., n. 1422: “ The essence of



CONSIDERATIONS ON BIOLOGICAL EVOLUTION 429

and the individual. That which is generated essentially, namely,
the concrete individual, and that which comes into being
accidentally, the form, is of primary importance in causality,
as we will see later, and affects the whole theory of evolution.

Prime matter in the abstract is indifferent to all substantial
forms. In concrete cases, however, there must always exist
a proportion between matter and form which is both specific
and individual because there always exists a proportion between
potency and act. No species can be generated unless matter
is endowed with the disposition required for that species; and
in like manner a form cannot inform concrete matter unless
that form is proportioned to its individual conditions.?®

Insofar as evolution is concerned, this means that the re-
quired disposition of matter is an absolutely necessary con-
dition for the eduction of new form and, consequently, of a
new species. The more perfect a species, the better a disposition
is required in the matter to which it corresponds. Corruption
results from the lack of this disposition: “ As the form is not
educed unless matter is endowed with the right disposition, if
the proper disposition no longer exists the form cannot inform
that matter.” *°

Changes Required in the Disposition of Matter to Generate
New Species

In the process of substantial generation the individual being
which belongs to one species is corrupted and replaced by
another individual being which belongs to another species, as

a thing refers properly to its form. Hence individual conditions, which pertain to
a form accidentally, are excluded from it. And species and other individuals are
generated only accidentally, when singular things are generated.”

28 Aristotle, Met. VIII, 4, 1044als; St. Thomas, II Contra Gentes, c. 8l:
“Thus, form and matter must always be mutually proportioned and, as it were,
naturally adapted, because the proper act is produced in its proper matter. That
is why matter and form must always agree with one another in respect to
multiplicity and unity.” Ibid., VIII Metaphys., lect. 4, n. 1730: “From the
things which are said here then it is evident that there is one first matter for all
generable and corruptible things, but different proper matters for different things.”

#* St. Thomas, Quest. de Anima, q. 1, a. 9 ad 16.
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occurs, for example, in chemical reactions. This disposition
of the matter gradually becomes less proportioned to the
existing form until the moment when the original being is
corrupted and a new being is generated. This transformation
takes place instantaneously, for there is no possibility of two
forms simultaneously informing the same prime matter.

In chemistry this process offers no difficulty; in biology, how-
ever, when one takes into account the experimental data, the
problem is much more complex. According to many geneticists,
the process of transformation of one species into another seems
to be opposed to the hylemorphic theory, for the species changes
so gradually it seems impossible to determine the instant the
new species is generated. “ The distinction of species is in a
sense arbitary. The transition of morphological traits occurs
more or less gradually and irregularly. It is impossible to
establish a precise temporal level which may constitute the
division between species. . . .”* Hence, for geneticists, any
philosophical system which claims to be meaningful needs to
integrate the creative dimension of time and the essential trait
of change in reality, especially in organic reality.

From the philosophical viewpoint, if by species we mean the
“ community of procreation,” then the gradual transformation
of one species into another offers no difficulty, for the philoso-
pher considers the gradual transition of one species into another,
e.g., of different species of cats, as accidental changes within
one species. For the philosopher, the species of cat undergoes
accidental transformation without thereby changing the species.
Here, we face a semantic problem, for philosophers and genetic-
ists do not share the same concept of species.

This consideration, however, is one part of the problem, for
experimental data seems to prove that the transformation of one
species into another in the Aristotelian sense of the word takes
place in nature, which requires a new substantial form. In this
case it is difficult to explain how the change can occur at an in-
stant, and not gradually, as geneticists contend. Charge of form

3 F. Ayala, art. cit,, p. 61.
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must take place instantaneously: if the form F; of the new species
replaces the form F; of the corrupted one, there is not room for
intermediate states. The riddle does not seem insurmountable,
however, if we recall how generation and corruption occur.
The disposition of matter changes gradually, without the loss
of the first form, F., until the precise instant when this form
is corrupted and the new form, F:, is generated. Though we
may be ignorant of the precise instant that it takes place, this
could be a valid description of the transformation of species.
Through mutation and natural selection, the disposition and
the structure of the DNA gradually changes, until the instant
when the new disposition and new structure corresponds to a
new substantial form and, consequently, to a new species.
Geneticists tell us that many mutations are required to produce
new species. “One thing no single mutation has done is to
produce a new species, genus, or family. This is because species
and supraspecific categories differ always in many genes, and
hence arise by the summation of many mutational steps.” **

Tvme and the Evolution of Species

How does time influence the generation and corruption of
individuals and species? It is evident that time favors the
corruption of things:

A thing, then, will be affected by time, just as we are accustomed
to say that time wastes things away, and that all things grow old
through time, and that there is oblivion owing to the lapse of time,
but we do not say the same of getting to know or becoming young
or fair. For time is by its nature the cause rather of decay, since
it is the number of change, and change removed what is.3?

Since time is the measure of motion and motion is the cause

of corruption of things, time does by its nature tend to corrupt

things. St. Thomas notes that corruption can be ascribed to

time and generation and existence to the agent which causes

the generation.® It is also true, however, that time indirectly
31 Th. Dobzhansky, Genetics and the Origin of Species, p. 31.

3% Aristotle, Physics. IV, 12, 211a28-34.
8% St. Thomas, IV Phys., lect. 22, n. 621.
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causes the generation of new being inasmuch as it favors the
corruption of the previous one which is new life’s necessary
pre-condition.

Time is also related to the second law of thermodynamics,
the law of entropy. Entropy indicates a gradual diminution
of the process of generation along the millennia, which
eventually leads to the “ heat death ” of the universe. The law
of entropy does not violate the principle of conservation of
energy, but it indicates that the total energy gradually loses
the possibility of being used. Consequently, the whole process
of generation is gradually slowing down. Time and entropy
could be said to operate in opposite directions, for time by its
nature tends to favor corruption and entropy to slow down
that process. Time cannot be a creative factor in evolution
except indirectly, in the sense that it favors corruption, which
is the prerequisite for generation.

Schrodinger believed that the entropy of a living organism
did not increase but decreased. It is obvious, however, that
in the organic as well as in the inorganic world entropy increases
in closed systems. It does not necessarily, and in fact it often
does not, increase in every element of the system. Palacios
demonstrated experimentally that, if an organism is placed in
a closed system, the entropy of the system increases as the
organism develops. Although the biological organism evolves
over time—and needs a long time—time by its nature is only
in an indirect way the cause of a new species. The positive
element of biological evolution lies in the agent, which is the
creative factor in producing a new species, not in time per se.™

Another philosophical problem regarding time presents itself.
We are often told that the theory of relativity unifies time and
space and that, consequently, time influences the categories of
human thought. Such a view is misleading since the theory of
relativity does not consider, as does philosophy, the ontological
reality of time but merely its measure; and this not in direct
relation to space, for time without motion does not exist:

3¢ E. Schrodinger, “ Heredity and Quantum Theory,” in The World of Mathe-
matics (New York, 1856), Vol. I, pp. 975-1001.; Julio Palacios, De la Fisica a la
Biologia (Madrid, 1947).
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“ Hence, since motion in respect to place is motion from some-
thing in respect to magnitude, and since every magnitude is
continuous, then it is necessary that motion is consequent upon
magnitude and continuity. That is, since magnitude is con-
tinuous, motion is continuous. And, consequently, time is
continuous. . . .” * In Aristotle, as well as in Newton, there
exists a necessary connection between time and space, that is,
the motion which takes place in that space.

The theory of relativity, it is true, changes this relation some-
what, as Einstein himself observes:

First, a remark concerning the relation of the theory to the “ four
dimensional space.” It is a widespread error that the special theory
of relativity is supposed to have, to a certain extent, first dis-
covered, or at any rate, newly introduced, the four dimensionality
of the physical continuum. This, of course, is not the case. Classical
mechanics, too, is based on the four dimensional continuum of
space and time. But in the four dimensional continuum of classical
physics the subspaces with constant time value have an absolute
reality, independent of the choice of the reference system. Because
of this (fact) the four dimensional continuum falls naturally into
a three-dimensional and one-dimensional (time), so that the four
dimensional point of view does not force itself upon one as necessary.
The special theory of relativity, on the other hand, creates a formal
dependence between the way in which the special coordinates on
the one hand, and the temporal coordinates, on the other, have to
enter into the natural laws.?¢

It is the quantitative relation between space and time through
motion that relativity has changed in physics as a consequence
of the invariance of the velocity of light. The theory of rela-
tivity, however, does not essentially change the ontology of
time as a category of thought.

ITI. CausaAviry
Disposition of Matter

After an analysis of the process of generation and corrup-
tion we must now investigate the causes of this phenomenon.

3% St. Thomas, IV Physic., IV, lect. 17, n. 576.
¢ A. Einstein, Albert Einstein: Philosopher Scientist (New York, 1957), pp.
57-58.
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First of all, since matter and form are proportioned, the genera-
tion of any being requires the right disposition of matter as a
necessary condition for its becoming. What kind of cause
produces this disposition? This question offers no difficulty,
for natural agents change the disposition of matter until that
matter is no longer well disposed to the existing form. Accord-
ingly, that being is corrupted and a new being simultaneously
generated. These natural agents operate by transmuting
matter, and this causality as with all corporeal agents is
exercised by motion. Since local motion is the first motion,
any transmutation of matter depends initially upon that
motion, which is a way of saying that the right disposition of
matter depends on its structure, the spatial disposition of its
parts. Changes in this disposition affect the structure of the
being and, accordingly, the nature of the being as such.*

Is the disposition of matter merely a necessary condition, or
is this disposition a necessary and sufficient condition for the
eduction of the new form? Does the eduction of the new
form necessarily follow the right disposition of matter? Accord-
ing to St. Thomas, such is the case. He holds the principle
that the individual form depends upon the disposition of
the individual matter, and the specific form upon the dis-
position of the specific matter. The disposition of matter,
then, conditions the nature of the individual and specific form.
Naturally, this disposition is not the direct cause of the gene-
ration of the new form, but since the new form must be in
proportion to the matter, its disposition conditions the nature
of that form. To a new disposition of matter automatically
follows the education of the form which corresponds to that
disposition.

7 8t. Thomas. On the Power of God, q. 5, a. 1 ad 5: “ Inasmuch as corporeal
agents do not act except by transmuting, and as nothing is transmuted except by
by reason of matter, the causality of corporeal agents cannot extend beyond things
that in some way are in matter.” Ibid., III Cont. Gent., c. 82: “Nor can
alteration be accomplished unless there be a preceding local change. . . .”
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Causes of the Becoming of the Individual Being

The causality which accounts for the generation of forms
leads us to the heart of philosophical speculation. Plato was
the first to realize the difficulties in the concept of forms exist-
ing in matter as something permanent and universal, since these
forms as they exist in individuals are eventually corrupted.
Hence, for Plato the generation of forms can only be explained
by transcending the material realm. Consequently, he postulat-
ed the existence of Ideas, of separated forms, which were the
cause of everything that is made. The natural agent merely
disposes the matter, but the generation of forms demands a
spiritual cause: the forms existing in matter are forms by par-
ticipation, wherefore the physical world is merely receptive.
Man (essentially) is the cause of the participation of “ human-
ity ” in man.

Plato held that there exists an immaterial man, and an immaterial
horse, and so forth, and that from such the individual sensible
things that we see are constituted, insofar as in corporeal matter

there abides the impression received from these separated forms, by
a kind of assimilation, or as he called it, participation. . . .8

For Aristotle, however, the starting point is nature which
manifests the general property of mobility, and local motion as
the first motion. The eduction of forms is also a natural
process, for

the artist makes or the father begets, a “such” of “this.” And
when it has been begotten, it is a “ this such.” And the whole,
“this ” Callias or Socrates, is analogous to “ this brazen sphere,”
but man and animal to “ brazen sphere” in general. Obviously,
then, the cause which consists of the Forms (taken in the sense in
which some maintain the existence of the Forms, i.e., if they are
something apart from the individuals) is useless, at least with
regard to coming to be and to substances. .. .?®

For St. Thomas, the realm of Ideas is not necessary for the
explanation of generation of forms, because Plato sought a

8 8t. Thomas, Summa Theol., I, q. 65, a. 4.
*® Aristotle, Met., VI, 8, 1033b22 ff.
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cause of forms as though the forms were of themselves brought
into being whereas what is made, properly speaking, is the
composite:

Such are the forms of corruptible things that at one time they exist
and at another exist not, without being themselves generated and
corrupted, but by reason of the generation and corruption of the
composite, since even forms have no being, but composites have be-
ing through them: for according to a thing’s mode of being is the
mode in which it is brought into being. Since, then, like is pro-
duced from like we must not look for the causes of corporeal forms
in any immaterial form but in something that is composite. . .
Corporeal forms, therefore, are caused, not as emanation from some
immaterial form but by matter being brought from potentiality
into act by some composite agent.*®

For Aristotle and St. Thomas, the only subsisting being is
not the form but the composite, the individual: Callias and
Socrates are the individuals that come into being. And since
individuals are material, there is no need for the realm of Ideas
as the cause of these concrete individuals. The cause of the
generation of individuals is another individual, although the
individual is not the cause of the species:

This individual man is the cause, properly speaking, of that indi-
vidual man. Now, this man exists because human nature is present
in this matter, which is the principle of individuation. So this man
is not the cause of man, except in the sense that he is the cause of
human form coming to be in this matter. This is the principle of
an individual man.*

Plato’s error was to consider the forms as subsisting, whereas it
1s the composite which actually comes into being and subsists.

40 St. Thomas, Summa Theol., loc. cit; cf. ibid., q. 45, a. 8: “ But his opinion
arose from ignorance concerning form. For they failed to consider that the form of
the natural body is not subsistent, but is that by which a thing is. And therefore,
since to be made and to be created belong properly to a subsisting thing slone, ...
it does not belong to forms to be made or to be created, but to be concreated.
What indeed is properly made by the natural agent is the composite, which is made
from matter. ”

1 St. Thomas, I1I Cont. Gent., c. 65. .Cf. Summa Theol. I, q. 91, a. 2: “ A form
which is in matter can only be the cause of another form that is in matter,
according as composite is made by composite.”
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For St. Thomas, the corporeal agent is the cause not only of
the disposition of matter, but also of the generation of the
form.*?

The Causality which Corresponds to the Species

The causality which corresponds to the process of generation
appears to be solved by consideration of the causality which
accounts for the disposition of matter and the eduction of
form. The problem is deeper, however, because these causalities

are responsible merely for the becoming of things, not their
being.

Motion is apart from the being of the thing. Now nothing cor-
poreal, unless it be moved, is the cause of anything, for no body acts
unless by motion as Aristotle proves. Therefore, no body is the
cause of the being of anything, insofar as it is being, but it is the

cause of its being moved towards being, that is, of the thing’s
becoming.*®

This is equivalent to saying that the agent is the cause of
the generation of the individual but not of the species:

No particular univocal agent can be the unqualified cause of its
species; for instance, this individual man cannot be the cause of
the human species, for he would then be the cause of every indivi-
dual man, and, consequently, of himself—which is impossible. But
this individual man is the cause, properly speaking, of that indivi-
dual man. Now, this man exists because human nature is present
in this matter, which is the principle of individuation. So this man
is not the cause of a man except in the sense that he is the cause
of a human form coming to be in this matter. This is the principle
of generation of an individual man. So, it is apparent that neither
this man, nor any other univocal agent in nature, is the cause of
anything except the generation of this or that individual thing.**

2 Ibid., On the Power of God, q. 5, a. 1 ad 5.

42 Ibid., I1I Cont. Gent., c. 65.

“Ibid., 111, c. 65, Cf. Summa Theol., 1, q. 45, a. 5 ad 1: “A perfect thing
participating any nature, makes a likeness to itself, not by absolutely producing that
nature, but by applying it to something else. For an individual man cannot be the
cause of human nature absolutely, because he would then be the cause of himself;
but he is the cause of human nature being in the man begotten; and thus he
presupposes in his action a determinate matter whereby he is an individual man...”
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Naturally, this is incomprehensible unless we admit the distinc-
tion between individuals and species. Aristotle summarizes the
problem by saying that the same form is shared by many
individuals, but the form remains the same. Although Callias
and Socrates differ in their matter, they share the same form.*
The form of a species by its nature is indivisible and immobile.
Hence, the multiplication of the form by individuals is not a
consequence of the division of the form but of the division of
matter, which ¢s divisible. The form is divisible only indirectly,
accidentally (per accidens), inasmuch as the matter which
informs is divisible.

Hence, the distinctions between the becoming and the being,
the individual and the species, motion and immobility, are
grounded at the same point. This justifies the causality of
becoming as different from that of being. St. Thomas illu-
strates this distinction by an analogy noting that with artificial
beings the builder of the house is merely the cause of its
becoming not its being. Its being, on the contrary, depends

upon the brick, steel, stone, wood, ete., and not on the builder.
And he continues:

The same principle applies to natural things. For if an agent is
not the cause of form as such, neither will it be directly the cause
of being which results from that form: but it will be the cause of
the effect, in its becoming only. Now it is clear that of two things
in the same species one cannot directly cause the other’s form as
such, since it would then be the cause of its own form, which is
essentially the same as the form of the others; but it can be the
cause of this form for as much as it is in matter—in other words,
it may be the cause that this matter receives this form. And this
is the cause of the becoming, as when man begets man.*

And in like manner, since the becoming depends on the being,
the cause of becoming is subordinated to that of being, as an
instrument to the higher cause.*”

45 Aristotle, Met., VI, 8, 1033b32.

4% St. Thomas, Summa Theol., 1, q. 104, a. 1. Ci. II Sent.,, d. 9, q. 2, a. 2 obj. 2.

47II Cont. Gent., c. 21: “ Whatever is caused as regards some particular nature
cannot be the first cause of that nature but only the second and instrumental
cause; for example, since the human nature of Socrates has a cause, he cannot
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We must ask now the nature of the cause of the form or
species. The first efficient cause of the form transcends the
causality of corporeal agents which operate exclusively by
motion; and motion is apart from the being of the thing.
Accordingly, the causality of the form requires a non-corporeal
cause, which St. Thomas explains thus:

The existence of a thing made depends on its efficient cause inas-
much as it depends on the form of the thing made. Now there
can be an efficient cause on which the form of the thing made
does not depend directly and considered as a form but only
indirectly: thus the form of a generated dog depends on the
generating dog directly and by reason of its species, and the form
of dog is in the same way in both the generated and in the
generating dog, and is distinguished therefrom only by a material
distinction, though being seated in another matter. Hence, since
the generated dog has its form from some cause, this same form
must depend on some higher principle that is the cause of that
form directly and in respect of its very species. Now, seeing that
properly speaking the existence of a form in matter implies no
movement or change except accidentally, and since no bodies act
unless moved, as the Philosopher shows, it follows of necessity that
the principle of which the form depends directly must be something
incorporeal, for the effect depends on its active cause through the
action of a principle. And if a corporeal principle be in some way
the cause of a form, this is due to its acting by virtue of an incor-
poreal principle and as its instrument. . . . Now this incorporeal
agent by whom all things are created is God from whom things
derive not only their form but also their matter. And it makes
no difference whether they were all made by him immediately, or
in a certain order as certain philosophers have maintained.®®

In summary: (i) The material cause produces not only the
disposition of matter as proportioned to the form but also
the eduction of the new form; man generates man and dog

be the first of human nature; if so, since his human nature is caused by someone,
it would follow that he was the cause of himself, since he is what he is by virtue
of human nature. Thus a univocal generator must have the status of an ins-
trumental agent in respect of that which is the primary cause of the whole species.
Accordingly, all lower efficient causes must be referred to higher ones, as instrumental
to principle agents....”

8 On the Power of God, q. 5, a. lc.
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generates dog. This generation, however, is exclusively reduced
to the becoming, not to the being, to the new individual which
exists in “that” particular matter, and this causality is
exercised by transmuting the matter through motion. (ii) The
generation of the form as such, however, transcends motion,
and since motion is the exclusive property of material beings,
then the cause of the form has to be incorporeal.

The consequences which follow St. Thomas’s ideas on
causality are of great significance to the theory of evolution, for
according to these ideas the causality of natural agents in the
evolution of species is reduced to the preparation of matter and
the eduction of form. But the cause of the being, of forms as
such, is ascribed to spiritual causes.

The Final Cause and the Process of Generation and Corruption

Is the process of generation and corruption a consequence of
blind laws and pure chance or does it proceed by following a
purpose, a design? According to St. Thomas, the process of
generation tends towards superior beings and, ultimately, to
man as the most perfect being. Although prime matter is by
its nature indifferent to all forms, the concrete actualization of
forms is the result of the subordination of external agents,
which by acting upon one another, tend towards superior forms.
What is more perfect acts upon that which is less, what is
actual upon potency, thus producing through billions of years
higher and higher beings. Ultimately, the whole process of
generation is ordered to man’s generation:

Since any moved thing, inasmuch as it is moved tends to the divine
likeness so that it may be perfected in itself, and since a thing is
perfect as it is actualized, the intention of everything existing in
potency must be to tend through motion towards actuality. And
50, the more posterior and more perfect an act is, the more funda-
mentally is the inclination of matter directed towards it. Hence,
in regard to the last and more perfect act that matter can attain,
the inclination of matter whereby it desires form must be inclined
as towards the ultimate end of generation. Now, among the acts
pertaining to forms, certain graduations are found. Thus, prime
matter is in potency, first of all, to the form of an element .. .and a
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sensitive one to an intellectual one. ... After this last type of form,
no later and more noble form is found in the order of generable
and corruptible things. Therefore, the ultimate end of the whole
process of generation is the human soul, and matter tends towards
it as the ultimate form. So, elements exist for the sake of mixed
bodies; these latter exist for the sake of living bodies, among which
plants exist for animals, and animals for men. Therefore, man is
the end of the whole order of generation.**

The tendency of nature towards superior forms is realized
through evolution, as we now understand this term.

Another teleological trait exists in nature: the individual
exists for the sake of the species. According to St. Thomas,
the reason there are many individuals in a single species is that
the specific nature, which cannot be perpetuated in one indi-
vidual, may be preserved in several.”® “ Furthermore, in each
individual that which belongs to the species is superior to the
individuating principle, which lies outside the essence of the
species. Therefore, the universe is ennobled more by the multi-
plication of species than by the multiplication of individuals
of one species.” ** Hence, the process of generation teaches us
that the individual exists for the sake of the species and that
the ultimate goal of the whole process of evolution is the
generation of man.

The last teleological feature of the universe is due to the
absolute dependence of the universe upon God who directs the
motion of all beings towards their goals.

It is necessary to attribute providence to God. For all the good
that is in created things has been created by God. In created
things good is found also as regards order towards an end. The
good of order existing in things created, is itself created by God

. and the type of things ordered towards an end is, properly
speaking, providence.®?

If the dynamic orientation of created things towards their
goals constitutes providence, then how great is its extension?

¢ III Cont. Gent., c. 22. Cf. ibid.,, 9: “...The whole of generation is ordered
to man, as to an ultimate end in the genus of generable and mobile beings. ”

80 I1 Cont. Gent., c. 93.

51 Ibid. Cf. Summa Theol., 1, 47, a. 2.; II Sent..d. 8, 1, 4 ad 8.

2 Summa Theol,, I, q. 22. a. 1.
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If this dynamic orientation does not consider the individual,
then it is possible and logical to introduce chance in evolution.
Divine providence, however, subjects all beings and all actions
to itself:

We must say that all things are subject to divine providence, not
only in general but even in their own individual selves. This is
made evident thus. For since every agent acts for an end, the
ordering of effects towards that end extends as far as the causality
of the first agent extends. ... But the causality of God, who is
the first agent, extends to all beings, not only as to the constituent
principles of species but also as to the individualizing principles.
Hence, all things that exist in whatever manner are necessarily
directed by God towards some end. . . .%

Since all particular causes are included under the universal
cause, no effect could take place outside the range of that
universal cause.

According to Thomistic philosophy, then, evolution is com-
pletely directed and planned by the Creator to the last detail.
Nothing escapes divine providence, certainly not the appear-
ance of man through evolution.

IV. Scientiric EvoLuTioNn AND CAUSALITY
The Genetic Code

In general, heredity consists in a self-replication of the genetic
material, or DNA, which with slight modifications is always
similar to the DNA of the parents. Evolution, however,
“ appears to depend on self-replicating and self-varying (muta-
tion) strings of DNA, and this self-replicating and self-
varying inevitably lead to natural selection.* Geneticists con-
tend that, although sexual reproduction reshuffles the DNA
deck of cards, no new genes can be created. Only various new
combinations of existing genes come into play. Evolution, how-
ever, presupposes changes in the gene pool of a population,
and there are four known processes which change this pool:
(1) mutation; (ii) random fluctuation of genetic frequencies

58 Ibid., q. 2 ad 1. 5¢In Evolution, p. 95.
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known as “sampling errors”; (iil) migration of individuals
in and out of the population; and (iv) natural selection.’
Mutation and natural selection, however, are the two primary
factors in the process of evolution.

In order to understand the change of one species into another
it is necessary to keep in mind that in every chromosome, in
every cell, of every individual there exists a molecule that makes
a mouse a mouse and a man a man—DNA. The secret of its
creative diversity is not in its composition but in its structure.
The way in which DNA is built accounts for the billions of
forms it can command.”® Geneticists now think that it is the
order of the steps of the DNA molecule which gives every gene
its special character. The amount of DNA in a living organism
and the complexity of the organism also seem to be somewhat
correlated.

The Change of Species Through the Code and Causality

The distinction of species depends upon the amount of
chromosomes and the structure of the DNA, for every species
is materially determined by these traits. A change in species,
then, must be the result of a change in the structure of its
particular DNA molecule. Are the four factors mentioned
previously capable of changing this structure and producing a
completely new one? According to geneticists, mutation plus
natural selection gradually change the structure and shape of
the DNA until a new species is generated.

®5 K, Ayala, “Teleological Explanations in Evolutionary Bioclogy,” Philosophy
of Science, Vol. 87, n. 1, p. 8.

5¢ Evolution, pp. 102-103; ibid., p. 96: “In greatly simplified terms it is the
line up of the DNA, whether normal or mutated, that dictates the order of amino
acids in the protein. This in terms dictates the “shape” and hence the specific
activity of the proteins; and protein activity dictates the form of all living things.
Or to put into numbers, the 4 bases of DNA arrange 20 universal amino acids in
patterns forming the thousands of proteins that control life’s infinite variety.”
The Cell, p. 61: “ Geneticists now think that it is the order of these steps, the
arrangement of TA’s etc. that gives every gene its special character. The
amount of DNA in a living organism, and the complexity of the organism seems
to be correlated. ”
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In general, the philosopher has no difficulty in simultaneously
accepting the general theory of causality and the role of the
DNA molecule in evolution. According to causality, the evolu-
tion of species firsl requires a new disposition of matter. A
new structure of the DNA molecule corresponds to the concept
we have characterized as the disposition of matter. To a pro-
found change in the structure of the DNA, then, corresponds
a new species, inasmuch as the form of the species must be in
proportion to the new structure of the DNA. “ One thing no
single mutation has done is to produce a new species, genus, or
family,” Dobzhansky says. “ This is because species and
supraspecific categories differ always in many genes, and hence
arise by summation of many mutational steps.” *’

This leads us to a crucial issue: How is it possible to dispose
the genetic material for a superior form? Where is the cause
which produces this disposition? Here natural selection appears
to be the primary factor. Natural selection is not merely a
negative force in evolution but an element which creates new
and superior structures in the DNA molecule that demand
the emergence of new forms and new species.

Natural selection is comparable not to a sieve but to a regulatory
mechanism in a cybernetic system. The genetic endowment of a
living species receives and accumulates information about the
challenges of the environment in which the species lives. The
evolutionary changes are creative responses to the challenges of the
environment. They are not alterations imposed by the environment
as Lamarckists mistakenly thought.’®

It is possible then, to dispose a new and superior matter
through natural selection which also demands a superior form
and species.

Evolution has achieved more than to preserve life on earth from
destruction. It has created progressively more complex and adap-
tively more secure organizations. The human species has achieved
the peak of biological security.®®

" Th. Dobzhansky, Genetics and the Origin of Species, p. 31.
®8 Th. Dobzhansky, The Biology of Ultimate Concern (New York, 1967), p. 122.
5 Ibid., p. 129.
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From the philosophical viewpoint, this is perfectly acceptable
because natural agents act as instruments of superior agents
which are the principal causes of that disposition.®

Natural Selection

This schematic explanation of the causality corresponding to
evolution depends, even philosophically speaking, on natural
selection which was Darwin’s greatest contribution to the
science of evolution. The adaptation and diversity of life and
the appearance of new highly organized forms can be explained
by the orderly process of change which Darwin called natural
selection.

We feel sure that any variation in the least injurious could be
rigidly destroyed. This preservation of favorable variations and the
rejection of injurious variations I call natural selection.®

Of course, natural selection is not exactly as Darwin con-
ceived it, for

. . . the selectively fit, or if you will, the fittest, is not necessarily
a fellow with big muscles, or a lusty fighter, or a conqueror of all
his competitors. He is rather a paterfamilias who has raised a large
number of children who in turn become paterfamilias.s?

National selection is basically differential reproduction; it en-
hances the development of the life of the individual and
ultimately of the species.

Instead of being purely a process of statistical chance, natural
selection, on the contrary, is an orderly process of change
governed by natural laws. As a directive force in evolution,
natural selection is not predictable as are physical laws which
are based on the repetition of similar circumstances. Although

°° St. Thomas, On the Power of God. q. 5, a. 1 c. “ This corporeal agent acts by
virtue of the incorporeal principle, and its action terminates in this or that form . . .
Accordingly, these corporeal agents are not the cause of the forms in things made,
except they do not act except by transmuting, and this is by transmuting matter
and educing the form from the potentiality of matter.”

1 Ch. Darwin, The Origin of Species. Quoted by Ayala in “ A biologist’s view
of nature,” 4 New Ethic for a New Earth, p. 30.

2 Th. Dobzhansky, Heredity and the Nature of Man (New York, 1966), PP.
158-154.
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such repetition does not occur in biological evolution, natural
selection is certainly not haphazard.®® As the geneticists say,
causal relations, not caprice, prevail in nature.®*

For the philosopher interested in evolution the significance of
natural selection is best summarized by Dobzhansky, that
natural selection tends to maximize the probability of the
preservation and expansion of life. The adaptation of plant
life to a desert climate, for example, is a consequence of
natural selection:

The fundamental adaptation is the condition of dryness which
carries the danger of desiccation. During a major part of the
year, sometimes for several years in succession, there is no rain.
Plants have satisfied the urgent necessity of saving water in differ-
ent ways. Cacti have transformed their leaves into spines, having
made their stems into barrels containing a reserve of water. Photo-
synthesis is performed on the surface of the stem instead of on the
leaves. Other plants have no leaves during the dry season, but
after it rains they burst into leaves and flowers and produce seeds—
all within the space of the few weeks while water is available. The
rest of the year the seeds lie quiescent in the soil.*®

Natural selection can also generate new organs by increasing
the probability of otherwise extremely improbable genetic com-
binations. For instance, geneticists regard the formation of the
vertebrate eye as an example of natural selection:

. . . the combination of genetic units which carries the hereditary
information responsible for the formation of the vertebrate eye
have never been produced by a random process like mutation—
not even if we allow for the three billion years plus during which
life has existed on earth. The complicated anatomy of the eye like
the exact functioning of the kidney are the result of a nonrandom
process—natural selection.s®

The Finality which Corresponds to Evolution

Some geneticists explain evolution in terms of teleology. In
general, teleological explanations imply the existence of means-

%2 See Evolution After Darwin, Vol. 8, p. 107.

¢4 Th. Dobzhansky, The Biology of Ultimate Concern, pp. 126, 122. C.G.
Simpson, Evolution After Darwin, Vol. I, p. 166.

¢ F. Ayala. “ Teleological Explanations in Evolutionary Biology,” loe. cit., p. 7

¢ F. Ayala, “ A biologist’s view of nature,” loc. cit., p. 35.
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to-end relationship in the system under consideration, thereby
suggesting that the system is directly organized and intelligible.
“ Teleological explanations imply that such contribution is the
explanatory reason for the presence of the process or object in
the system.” ® For example, it is appropriate to give a tele-
ological explanation of the operation of the kidney in regu-
lating the concentration of salt in the blood; we have a kidney
because the regulation of the concentration of salt in the
organism is a necessity. The philosopher accepts this concept
of teleology, for he defines finality as “ that for the sake of which
something is done.” “ That for the sake of which something is
done ” is the justification of the existence of a means-to-end
relationship.

In Darwin’s theory purpose is absolutely indispensable to
his reasoning. As Cassirer points out:

it is safe to assert that no earlier biological theory ascribed quite
as much significance to the idea of purpose, or advocated it so
emphatically, since not only individual but absolutely all the
phenomena of life are regarded from the standpoint of their survival
value. All other questions retreat into the background before this
one.®®

The survival value is the ultimate purpose in Darwin’s theory.

Teleology also correspends to contemporary natural selection,
for the adaptation of organisms is an observed fact which
enhances the conservation and development of individuals, and
as its ultimate goal, the conservation and improvement of
species. In general terms, natural selection is teleologically
oriented in that it produces and maintains end-directed organs
and mechanisms when the functions they serve contribute to
the reproductive efficiency of the organism.®® More difficult to
explain teleologically is the operation of the genes and their
mutation. It is clear that mutation alone would produce chaos,

" F. Ayala, “Biology as an autonomous science ” in American Scientist, Vol. 56,
n. 3, p. 214. Cf. bid., p. 214.

* E. Cassirer, The Problem of Knowledge (Tr. by W.H. Woglom and C.W.
Hendel, New Haven, Conn., 1950), p. 166.

®F. Ayala, “Biology as an autonomous science,” loc. cit., p. 217.
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not evolution. But natural selection redresses the balance;
harmful genes are reduced in frequency, and useful ones
perpetuated and multiplied.”

Dobzhansky observes that the history of life is comparable
to human history since both proceed by trial and error, with
false starts, yet achieving progress on the whole. The paradoxi-
cal feature of biological evolution, however, is that design and
chance appear simultaneously.

Adherents of finalism and orthogenesis contend that, since it is
quite incredible that evolution could all be due to “ chance,” one
must assume that it has had a design which it has followed. The
reality is, however, more complex and more interesting than the
chance vs. design dichotomy suggest.”

It is more complex, because in the evolutionary process life had
innumerable other potentialities which remained unrealized
since only a tiny fraction of possible gene combinations can
be actualized. Certainly, there is an element of chance in
mutations, yet chance is directed by an anti-chance agent in
evolution—natural selection responding to environmental chal-
lenges.

Together with natural selection, especially in the evolution
of higher organisms, there are discernible elements of creativity
and freedom. For example, all desert plants must cope with
dryness; but different plants do so by a variety of means.
Animals must have some organs for respiration; yet these may
be gills, tracheae, lungs, and so forth. As Dobzhansky con-
cludes,

the multiplicity of ways of becoming adapted to similar environ-
ments is not in accord with hypotheses of design and orthogenesis
in evolution; these hypotheses would lead one rather to expect that
a single and presumably most perfect method, wiil be used every-
where. On the contrary, natural selection is more permissible. . . .
Only a minuscule fraction of the potentially possible gene com-
binations are ever actualized.”™

7° Th. Dobzhansky, The Biology of Ultimate Concern, p. 122.
7 Ibid., p. 125.
2 Ibid., p. 127.



CONSIDERATIONS ON BIOLOGICAL EVOLUTION 449

Yet, we must not personalize natural selection, Dobzhansky
warns, for it is not some kind of spirit or demon who'directs
evolution to accomplish some set purpose. “ Groping in the
dark ” is the only way natural selection can proceed, and this
“groping ” is “ opportunistic and shortsighted.” Lacking a
preview of the future, natural selection adapts the living species
to the environments which exist “ here and now.” ™
Dobzhansky’s brilliant interpretation of natural selection
must be examined carefully. Rejecting the hypothesis of design
in evolution he sees natural selection as opportunistic and short-
sighted and often culminating in failure.” He notes the danger
of natural selection being personalized as if it directed evolu-
tion to accomplish some set purpose. Dobzhansky is followed
with some difficulty here since the philosophical concept of
purpose and design, when applied to genetics, must necessarily
be shortsighted, for nature can only work with “ here and now ”
circumstances. Dobzhansky rightly points out that the trans-
mittal of particular maternal and paternal genes is a matter of
chance.”” But natural selection directs these genes by “ short-
sightedly ” adapting them to the immediate environment. It
is true that natural selection is opportunistic; it cannot be
otherwise. Sometimes natural selection fails—it cannot always
“cope with an adverse environment, but even in these cases it
does not cease to struggle. The same purpose is manifested in

™ Ibid., p. 128. Cf. ibid., p. 128. “ Evolution has achieved more than to preserve
life on earth from destruction. It has created progressively more complex and
adaptively more secure organizations. The human species has attained the peak
of biological security. It is unlikely to become extinct because of any conflicts
with its physical or biological environments.”

™ Th. Dobzhansky writes this on Teihard de Chardin, ibid., p. 128: * Groping
in the dark is, indeed, the only way natural selection can proceed. Now, groping
may lead to discovery of openings toward new opportunities for living. It may also
end in a fall from a precipice. It may preserve and enchance life, or it may lead
to extinction. Teilhard was a paleoncologist, and he was quite familar with
extinction of evolutionary lines. Yet he devoted strangely little attention
to this phenomenon in his writings. It would have caused him no difficulty
had he realized that natural selection is necessarily opportunistic and shortsighted
in its groupings.”

"5 Ibid., p. 126.
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failure as well as in the instances of success. In both cases,
individuals and species struggle for survival and for adaptation
to the environment. Among human beings there are many
individuals who cannot cope with the “ here and now ” circum-
stances and die. There are tribes in the Amazon River on the
verge of extinction, in spite of their life-and-death struggle for
existence. Many species of animals are now disappearing, not
because they do not strive for survival but because their
opportunistic and shortsighted reaction to the “ here and now ”
situation is insufficient to overcome adverse conditions created
by man. In all these cases natural selection is at work, and
certainly has its effect on the species continuing struggle for
survival, though it fails. The concept of finality and design does
not necessarily presuppose success but rather a certain orienta-
Lion or intention.

Dobzhansky’s main thesis, again, must only be accepted with
reluctance, if at all: “ The multiplicity of ways of becoming
adapted to similar environment is not in accord with hypo-
theses of design and orthogenesis in evolution, for these hypo-
theses would lead one rather to expect that a single and
presumably most perfect method will be used everywhere.” *®
Is it not questionable that this conclusion is contained in the
premises? Certainly physical bodies always follow the single
and most perfect method in motion, according to relativity,
the geodesie, and the law of minimum energy.” But this is not
the way evolution proceeds, because biological evolution is not
deterministic in the way physics is. Natural selection depends
upon mutation and chance and, as such, the genetic code
possesses an almost infinite number of possibilities. Yet the
actualization of these potentialities is restricted by the laws of
statistical probability to one at a time. In other words, the

¢ Ibid., p. 127.

"7 Although the uncertainty principle seems to reject the deterministic pattern
of physical laws, the interpretation of this principle is far from easy. Einstein
still believes in the absolute determinism of physical laws, contrary to Bohr and
Heisenberg. In addition, we should bear in mind that the laws of physics are
idealizations, and, consequently, no more than approximations.
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nature of living beings necessarily presuppposes the impossi-
bility of the simultaneous actualization of these possibilities. It
also presupposes—due to the variety of genes and “ here and
now > circumstances—that “ a single and presumably most per-
fect method ” can hardly ever be achieved. It should be
emphasized that the design for survival in genetics always
implies a means-to-end relationship which by its nature must
be opportunistic and shortsighted. The well-known failures do
not invalidate the existence of design; even extinct species
witness to the finality and design that is realized through
natural selection. In man, too, there exists purpose and design
which is realized in free actions. There are many potentialities
in a single individual which will never be actualized, although
this does not destroy purpose or design. It only tells us that
design is realized in a particular way and not always by follow-
ing the most perfect method.

Philosophical Teleology and Scientific Teleology in Evolution

The philosopher benefits from the discoveries of contempor-
ary biology. Natural selection explains concretely how St.
Thomas’s idea of the gradual actualization of prime matter
towards superior forms takes place: this gradual actualization
is realized through evolution. In addition, natural selection de-
fined as differential reproduction presupposes the preservation
and development of species, as St. Thomas believed.

The philosopher observes the existence of two basic instincts
in living beings: the instinct of self-preservation and of the
preservation of the species. The former is subordinated to the
latter, as natural selection most conclusively indicates. Re-
jecting Freud’s death instinet, or death drive, as highly im-
probable,”® Dobzhansky attests to the instinet of self-preserva-
tion, for “ all organisms, from the lowest to the highest, react
to stimuli that commonly occur in their habitual environment
in ways that tend to maximize the chances of their survival.”
Placed in novel conditions, however, the body loses its wisdom,

78 Th. Dobzhansky, The Biology of Ultimate Concern, p. 75.
® Ibid., p. T4
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“in short, there is no instinct of self-preservation, if by such an
‘instinct ’ one means an ability to react to all environmental
stimuli always in such a manner as to preserve the individual’s
life.” * Here Dobzhansky is in complete agreement with the
philosophical concept of self-preservation. There is no such
thing as universal wisdom, for the living being reacts in ways
which subordinate everything to the preservation of its life
in a limited way. A creature is naturally not always aware of
everything that may endanger its life, so the instinct of self-
preservation necessarily operates within the limits of concrete
knowledge. But this knowledge is, of course, subject to further
development. Even dogs, for example, can learn through ex-
perience that crossing a busy street can be dangerous. Man is
physically unaware of atomic radiation, but as soon as he learns
of its existence, he takes measures to avoid that danger.

As a final question it is important for the philosopher to
consider how living organisms adapt themselves to the environ-
ment since they do not do so consciously. If natural selection
presupposes a means-to-end relationship in the system, who
determines the end, who decides the means, and who knows
the relation between ends and means? Plants in the desert, for
example, store water since otherwise they would perish. The
storage of water is the means by which these plants preserve
themselves and their species. But how do plants know they
have to store water? It is remarkable to observe the following
hierarchical subordination of means to ends: the preservation
of the species is the ultimate end, which requires the preserva-
tion of the individual plant; but this is impossible unless the
plant stores water, which in turn requires a change of the
normal process of photosynthesis. The ultimate goal, the pre-
servation of the species, subordinates everything to itself and
is the reason and explanation for the whole process, which then
becomes more intelligible.

If natural selection is truly teleological, in other words, then
the process of evolution follows a scheme, a design. The kidney
exists, for example, because the living organism requires a

% Ibid., p. T4
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certain concentration of salt in the blood and not vice versa,
that is, there is a certain concentration of salt in the blood
because we have a kidney. The phenomena occurs because it is
intended; if it happens without being intended then the process
is not teleological, but merely a consequence of chance. The
biologist is nol interested in this speculation, which belongs
properly to philosophy. Yet in the last analysis, it is the
problem of intention and knowledge that gives full intelligi-
bility to evolution.

St. Thomas summarizes the need for knowledge of a teleologi-
cal process thus: “ The right ordering of a thing to a due end
requires knowledge of the end, and the means to it, and of the
due proportion between both: and this knowledge is found only
in an agent with intelligence.” ® The full explanation of the
biological process of evolution and of natural selection demands
an intelligence. The old aphorism that “ the work of nature is
the work of an intelligence—Opus naturae est opus intelli-
gentiae,” seems apropos here. The concrete realization of St.
Thomas’s three main ideas on finality makes evolution more
intelligible: ®* (i) man as the culmination of the whole process
of generation; (ii) the individual for the sake of the species;
and (i) a supreme being directing the dynamic process of
the universe. Even Darwin in his early writings did not rule
out the possibility of a supreme being hidden behind the process
of nature. He declared at the very end of his Origin:

There is a grandeur in this view of life, with its several powers,
having been originally breathed by the Creator into a few forms or
into one; and that, whilst this planet has gone cycling on according
to the fixed law of gravity, from so simple a beginning endless forms
most beautiful and most wonderful have been, and are being
evolved.®?

81 St. Thomas, II Cont. Gent., c. 28.

%2 When we postulate a supreme being as directing the dynamic process of the
universe, we do not mean that he directs the cosmos as we drive a car. He probably
directs the biological and cosmic process by using as instruments the very physical
and biological laws he created. A thermostat works without the actual direction
of those who constructed it who simply used physical and chemical laws to produce
the desired effect, namely, the regulation of temperature. In like manner God
intervenes in nature by using natural laws in order to produce the desired effect.

88 Ch. Darwin, The Origin of Species, end.
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The explanation of St. Augustine of the creation of the
universe in six days accounts for the gradual appearance of the
species along the millennia. St. Augustine, however, does not
pose the problem of evolution as it is formulated in contempor-
ary terms, namely, as a gradual transformation of one species
into another:

The elements of this corporeal world have as a definite power and
as their proper quality that which each one can or cannot do, that
which can or cannot be made from each one. From these, as it were,
the beginnings of things, all that is produced receives in its proper
time its birth and its growth, the limits and the separations of
its own nature. Thence it is that a bean does not grow from a
grain of wheat, nor wheat from a bean, nor a man from an animal,
nor an animal from a man.®*

For St. Augustine, species are in potency, after the manner of
seed, which are actualized in due time. For every seminal ratio,
there will exist a species at the right time, but that new species
is not the result of the transformation of another species, which
is what modern evolution tells us.

Whether such a transformation is possible or not according
to St. Augustine’s philosophical principles, it is impossible to
say. But the principles of a Thomistic philosophy can indeed
be applied to our modern view of biological evolution. In
Teilhard de Chardin’s words: * Aristotelian hylemorphism re-
presents the projection, upon a world without duration, of
modern evolutionism. Rethought within a universe in which
duration adds a further dimension, the theory of matter and
form becomes almost indistinguishable from our contemporary
speculations on the development of matter.” ** We heartily
agree with the French paleontologist.

AxToNio Moreno, O. P.
Graduate Theological Union
Berkeley, California

8¢ St. Augustine, De Gen. ad litt., 9, 17, 32; ML 34, 406.

% Teilhard de Chardin, Oeuwres, Vol. 3, p. 181. Cf. Raymond J. Nogar, O.P.
The Wisdom of Evolution (New York, 1963). Raymond Nogar shows that
evolution is not at variance with Christian thought.



RAHNER AND HEIDEGGER: BEING, HEARING,
AND GOD

[

IMMEDIATE GOAL of this essay is to delimit
the essential difference between Rahner’s philosophy
of religion and Heidegger’s philosophy of Being. Why

is it necessary to establish the ground of disagreement between
these thinkers? For one thing, it has been claimed by some
that Heidegger’s philosophy has had a profound effect on
Rahner’s thought. Louis Roberts, for example, has maintained
“that Heidegger’s influence on Rahner is nearly as great as
Marechal’s.”* Rahner himself suggests that “ perhaps Dr.
Roberts overestimates this . . . influence somewhat.”? In
any case, it will be maintained here that any valid interpre-
tation of the influence of Heidegger on Rahner must take into
account the fundamental difference between them. It will be
maintained that this difference is at the level of the most
basic questions which each poses and therefore has ramifica-
tions which go beyond mere methodological differences. This
is not intended to be a refutation to the claim that Heidegger
has influenced Rahner, for he certainly has. It is merely hoped
that the delimitation of the fundamental difference between
their thought will make it possible to assess most accurately
how the one has influenced the other. This essay, however,
will not attempt such an assessment, nor will it attempt a
point by point comparison of Rahner’s philosophy with Hei-
degger’s.

A second reason for delimiting the difference between their
philosophies has to do with the relation of Heidegger’s thought
to Thomistic philosophy, and more generally to metaphysics.
It is hoped that the investigation will clarify quite emphatically

* Louis Roberts, The Achievement of Karl Rakner (New York, 1967), p. 17.
* Karl Rahner, “ Forward ” to The Achievement of Karl Rakhner, p. viii.
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the fundamental differences which underlie any apparent simi-
larities between Heidegger’s perspective on the question of
being and the metaphysician’s perspective.

The alleged influence of Heidegger on Rahner is evident, in
part, in the notion of “hearing” or “attending” (horen)
which plays a central role in the thought of both. In Hearers
of the Word Rahner definies man as essentially a potential
hearer of a word from God. The philosophy of religion must
prepare for this hearing by demonstrating metaphysically
that man has this potentiality. Consequently, Rahner defines
theology (theology in the “ positive ” and fundamental sense
as the reception of Revelation and not in the sense of its
elaboration) as a ““hearing.” Theology is fundamentally the
“hearing ” either of an historical word from God or of his
silence.® Similarly, Heidegger’s philosophy of Being could be
defined as a type of thinking which is essentially a “ hearing,”
or better an ““ attending,” but as will be shown, a very different
kind of hearing than is developed in Rahner’s thought.

More fundamental for both thinkers than the notion of
hearing, however, is the notion of “being.” Rahner argues
metaphysically to the notion of man as ““hearer of the word ”
from man’s Vorgriff (pre-comprehension) of being. Similarly,
Heidegger’s notion of man as a hearer is developed in his
attempt to think the meaning of Sein (Being).* The difference
between the notion of hearing in these two philosophies is
ultimately grounded in the difference in the question of being
posed by each. Fundamentally, therefore, this essay is con-
cerned with the issue of being as it is developed in Rahner’s
transcendental Thomism and Heidegger’s philosophy of Being.

It is necessary to make explicit several further restrictions
of our topic. Since the essay is concerned with the point of
difference between Rahner and Heidegger, and since the volume

. *XKarl Rahner, Hearers of the Word, trans. Michael Richards (New York, 1968),
pp. 10-11. Hereafter: HW.

*For reasons which will become apparent Heidegger’s Sein is translated here
as Being (capital B). Rahner’s Sein which for him is equivalent to esse is
translated as being (small b).
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and complexity of Heidegger’s reflection on Being are so ex-
tensive, no attempt will be made here to give a balanced or
comprehensive presentation of Heidegger’s thought in itself.
The primary focus of attention will be determined by the
presentation of Rahner’s thesis. Nor will it be possible to
consider comprehensively the system of transcendental
Thomism, as it has come to be called, except insofar as it is
involved in the definition of man as a potential hearer of God’s
word. Finally, although it is hoped that this essay will help
to indicate how one would proceed to investigate the relation
of Heidegger’s philosophy to theology, such an investigation—
very involved in itself—will not be pursued.

Since Rahner has published a reflection on Heidegger’s
thought—although not an extensive one, and based only on
the early works—it seems quite natural to consider it first.’
Hopefully the consideration of that article will enable us to
take an initial stance with regard to Rahner’s evaluation of
Heidegger, and will also serve as a general introduction to
Heidegger’s thought. An examination of Rahner’s philosophy
of religion as developed in Hearers of the Word will follow,
with attention focused on those elements which subsequently
will be shown as the fundamental bone of contention between
Heidegger and Rahner. Having done this it will be necessary
to re-evaluate Rahner’s critique of Heidegger’s thought in the
light of what will be maintained is a more faithful reading of
Heidegger’s question about Being. It will then be shown what
sense “ hearing ” comes to have in regard to such a question.
It will not be possible to limit the consideration of Heidegger
to one or two statements of his position and so indications will
have to be gleaned from a number of his works. The essay
concludes, contrary to the general consensus, that the phi-
losophies of Rahner and Heidegger differ at the very level of
the question asked.

* * *

®Karl Rahner, “The Concept of Existential Philosophy in Heidegger,” trans.
Andrew Tallon, Philosophy Today, 13 (1969), pp. 126-37. Originally published
in French in 1940. Hereafter: CE.
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Rahner’s essay on Heidegger is brief and attempts merely
to introduce its readers to the broad outlines of his philosophy.
It does not attempt either a comprehensive evaluation of his
thought or a comparison of it to other systems of thought.
Since Rahner does restrict the scope of his article, it would
be unfair to evaluate it as an extensive and nuanced interpre-
tation, much less as necessarily representing Rahner’s current
evaluation of Heideggerian philosophy. Nevertheless, the
essay does situate Heidegger’s question within a specific con-
text, and it does project and evaluate the possible development
of Heidegger’s thought from that context. Although Rahner’s
conjectures are only provisory, they nevertheless firmly esta-
blish the ground on which Rahner’s thought confronts Heideg-
ger’s. It will be shown in the discussion of Hearers of the Word
how Rahner moves from this ground himself. In our own
re-evaluation of this essay, however, it will be shown that
the ground upon which Rahner bases his interpretation of
Heidegger is indeed very shaky ground. Although few of
Heidegger’s later works were available in 1940, Rahner’s inter-
pretation misunderstands the most essential points made even
in the works which he did consider, sc. SZ, KM, WM, and WG.*
This is, of course, not meant as a criticism of Rahner but as a
preparation for the delimitation of the difference between his
philosophy and Heidegger’s.

Rahner considers Heidegger a metaphysician. As a meta-

¢ The following abbreviations will be used to refer to the translations of

Heidegger’s works:

EM-An Introduction to Metaphysics trans. Ralph Manheim (New York, 1961).

KM-Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics trans. James S. Churchhill (Blooming-

ton, Indiana, 1968).

SZ-Being and Time, trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson (New York,
1966). The pagination of the German edition is given in this translation and
used also in this paper.

WG-The Essence of Reason, trans. Terrence Malick (Evanston, 1969).

WM-“ What is Metaphysics? * trans. R. F. C. Hull and Alan Crick, in Ezistence and
Being, ed. Werner Brock (Chicago, 1970), pp. 325-61.

Intro to WM-“The Way Back into the Ground of Metaphysics,” trans. and ed.

Walter Kaufmann, Existentialism from Dostoevsky to Sartre (New York,
1969), pp. 206-21.
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physician Heidegger, according to Rahner, asks about being as
such, in its totality, as that which is most general. Rahner
understands this concern with being as that which is most
general, as a concern about the act of being, the esse character-
istic of all beings (ens). Likewise, he understands Heidegger’s
concern with being in its totality as a concern with esse as the
unifying aspect under which all possible objects are able to be
comprehended and summed up, and as the ultimate cause to
which they can be related. Metaphysics insofar as it asks this
question about being is called “ontology,” and insofar as it
looks for the universal basis of all being it is “ theology.” All
philosophy since Plato and Aristotle is at its base, therefore,
“ onto-theological.” According to Rahner, Heidegger accepts
this heritage—this concern about being as such—and makes it
his own. (CE, 128)

What is distinctive, according to Rahner’s interpretation,
about Heidegger’s approach to metaphysics is that he seeks
to put it on a new foundation. The whole tradition of phi-
losophy from Plato to Hegel has conceived being in terms of
logos and thus as correlative to thought or reason. Man was
defined as the animal rationalis and the question of being was
“interpreted from the logical grasp of being by thought.”
(CE, 130) Rahner maintains that Heidegger’s originality lies
in the fact that he asks the “ question about being without
conceiving it beforehand as onto-logy.” (CE, 130) Thus
Heidegger situates the question about being on a new plane
which does not presuppose the definition of man or being in
terms of logos, but which sees man as the place where being is
“ comprehended ” in a more fundamental way. According to
Rahner, this is why Heidegger defines his task as the establish-
ing of a more “fundamental ontology.” It is also for this
reason that Heidegger wants to go back beyond the traditional
starting point of metaphysics to the point of its origin with
the Pre-Socratics when being was not conceived beforehand
in terms of logic. (CE, 130)

Rahner maintains that this more fundamental investigation
of the being question assumes the form of a transcendental
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analysis. For this reason Rahner situates Heidegger within the
tradition of modern philosophy which according to Rahner is
essentially transcendental philosophy. As Rahner sees it, “a
question is posed on the transcendental plane when it asks for
the a priori conditions that make knowledge of an object
possible,” that is to say, when the investigator himself becomes
the object of investigation. (CE, 129) Since being as such is
not accessible as this or that being, and since it cannot be
obtained in its pure state, the only access which one has to
being is through man who must already possess some knowl-
edge of being to raise the question in the first place. In other
words, Rahner tells us, in order to ask about the a priori
conditions which render possible the knowledge of being, the
investigator must become the object of investigation. (CE,
129)

Rahner notes that it is important to keep in mind that
Heidegger’s sole concern is always with the question about
being. The transcendental analytic of man, therefore, aims at
resolving the question about being. It is not in any sense
aimed at establishing an anthropology. The question of man
is always subordinate to the question about being. (CE, 129)

Accordingly, Rahner maintains that we are able to define
Heidegger’s philosophy as:

the transcendental investigation of what man is insofar as he raises
the question of being, an investigation that rejects the initial
traditional stance in this matter—exclusively intellectual—and
undertaken with the intention of providing an answer to the
question of being in general. (CE, 181; printed entirely in italics)

Rahner tells us that Heidegger’s transcendental investi-
gation of man is an analysis of man as “Dasein.” What
does Heidegger mean by this term? According to Rahner,
“ Dasein ” does not designate simply being-present-there (étre-
la-présent) in the sense in which one could affirm anything
whatever, but rather “ Dasein” is being-human itself—each
of us. It is characterized inherently by the transcendence
which orients man towards being, and from which derives the
ability to understand oneself in a definite way, to take an
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attitude towards oneself. As a conquence “existence” in
Heidegger’s special terminology denotes not the fact that a
being is, but rather it denotes . . . man, insofar as he is in
some way the object of this free self-disposition.” (CE, 181)
The existential analytic of Dasein, therefore, consists in the
determination of the general and formal structures which are
proper to Dasein as a mode of being-human, in other words as
“existence,” as a state of “openness” (transcendence) to
being. These structures are called “ existentials.” SZ is almost
entirely devoted to an explication of these structures. The
analysis displays itself, Rahner maintains, in two stages. The
first consists in a phenomenological description of Dasein as
“ being-in-the-world.” The second reduces this being-in-the-
world to its ultimate sense as “ being-in-time.” (CE, 131-82)

Rahner explains that being-in-the-world describes Dasein’s
“ existence ” as Heidegger conceives it. Man is, only insofar as
he is in the world. This being-in-the-world is not a secondary
process by which Dasein as a closed subject in some way
comes into contact with an exterior world. Rather, from the
very start Dasein is already outside of itself in the world and
in the things of the world. Being in the world according to
Rahner, therefore, consists in the a priori possibility of Dasein
to be related to the things of the world and the world itself.

Man is from the very start open to the totality of the world,
and the totality of the world is, albeit under an empty form,
given him right from the outset. (CE, 132)

Rahner explains that this being-in-the-world has a triple
aspect which is deseribed by Heidegger as Verstehen, Geworfen-
heit, and Verfallenkeit. The first term refers to Heidegger’s
contention that Dasein is not present to itself by a static
knowledge of properties but rather is present to itself by a
stretching-ahead-of-self-toward-the-future. This * tension-a-
bead-of-self-toward-the-future ” is ““ understanding, man’s way
of comprehending and grasping himself, of grasping and re-
structuring his own power-to-be.,” (CE, 133) Through this
Verstehen Dasein finds itself always brought into question and



462 ROBERT MASSON

is thus present to itself. Rahner notes that according to
Heidegger this stretching of Dasein towards its “ subjective
possibilities ” must always begin from Dasein’s past—a past
which has been imposed upon Dasein and of which it has no
hold. This “ state-of-being-thrown into this or that condition ”
(état-de-jeté-dans-telles et telles conditions) Heidegger calls
“thrownness > (Geworfenheit) . Furthermore, the tension-a-
head-of-self-toward-the-future from the past-into-which-it-has-
been-thrown necessarily involves Dasein with the things of
the world to such an extent that Dasein becomes prey to them
and enslaved. This enslavement Heidegger calls “ Verfallen-
heit.” Being-in-the-world as Verstehn, Geworfenheit, and Ver-
fallenheit is summed up by the term “ Care” (in German
“Sorge,” in French “Sollicitude ”). (CE, 1382-33)

The second stage of the analysis of SZ—the reduction of
Dasein to its ultimate sense—becomes evident, Rahner ob-
serves, when, on the one hand, it is noted that the proper and
strict possibility towards which Dasein carries itself is the
certain possibility of its own impossibility, of its death, and
when, on the other hand, it is noted that to the three aspects
of Care correspond the elements of human duration (la
“durée” humaine): future, present, and past. Duration, here,
does not refer to the “time” we calculate, but rather to the
foundation of such time in the temporal structure of Dasein
as: the stretching-ahead-of-self-towards-its-ownmost-possibili-
ty or future (sc. death), from its depenedence on a past into
which it has been thrown, realized in the present as a response
to the attraction of the future, and the compulsion and con-
straint of the past. Rahner concludes, then, that for Heidegger
Dasein as Care and as a being essentially towards death, is
by its very structure temporal. Dasein is intrinsically finite.
(CE, 133-34)

Having outlined the general structure of Heidegger’s exist-
ential analytic of Desein, Rahner returns to the original
question—what is being as such?—and discovers that SZ never
directly addresses itself to this question, leaving its answer to
a proposed second volume. But although Rahner is unable to
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extract the kernel of Heideggerian metaphysics from SZ, he
does attempt to draw from it and from indications in WM
and WG some “ conjectures ” about Heidegger’s answer to the
being question.

Dasein, Rahner observes, is a being-towards-death—a pro-
jection out of past and present towards Dasein’s future. This
projection is not a property of Dasein, but rather is the very
act of being-human. The original mode of the projection or
anticipatory grasp is not a theoretical knowledge in terms of
logie, but rather it is an experience or state-of-disposition
(Tallon translates “état d’ame” as “state of soul”) which
Heidegger defines as “ anxiety.” This dispositional state reveals
“nothingness ” (néant) as the ultimate “ virtuality ” of Dasein,
and as that in which Dasein is already engaged. Dasein’s
transcendence, his passing beyond beings, is a passing to no-
thingness. Rahner maintains, therefore, that Heidegger appears
to identify pure being and pure nothingness. Consequently,
all beings as participants in nothingness are necessarily finite.
Rahner observes that this view does not seem to allow even the
possibility of raising a question about the existence of God.
As far as Rahner can tell, Heidegger’s ontology offers no
support for a pure Being positively superior as such to all
finitude. (CE, 134-85)

Although it seems like Heidegger’s thought allows no room
for the idea of God, Rahner notes that Heidegger, himself,
denies that his analysis says anything either for or against the
possibility of God. Thus Rahner maintains it is impossible until
the completion of his ontology to tell for sure if it will give
to metaphysics “a meaning that is either the most radically
atheist or the most profoundly religious.” (CE, 137) All we
can do, Rahner insists, is note that up till now the existential
analytic of Dasein logically seems to be not an ontology but
an Ontochronic (an expression Rahner attributes to Heidegger
himself) —* a science which showing that the meaning of all
being as such, and, absolutely, the meaning of Being, is nothing-
ness.” (CE, 136)

Rahner does not attempt to analyze Heidegger’s thought
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from the point of view of Christianity, but he does explain a
little more fully what he means when he suggests that the
ultimate resolution of Heidegger’s philosophy will be either
most radically atheistic or most profoundly religious. Heideg-
ger’s eventual ontology will lay the foundation for atheism if,
as Rahner seems to think it is to be feared, the last word of its
anthropology is nothingness, for then the last word of the
ontology still to come must also be nothingness. On the other
hand, Rahner claims that Heidegger’s philosophy could lay the
groundwork for a profoundly religious view if the analysis of
Dasein in its ultimate stage discovers the infinity of the
absolute as the first a priori of human transcendence, and if it
discovers the true destiny of man in the choice between eternal
nothingness and eternal life before God. In this case Heideg-
ger’s analysis of man as an historical being, as an essentially
“ finite creature,” and as a temporal being renders possible an
attentiveness to Revelation.

In this case, to jar man loose from the pure idea and cast him into
his own existence and history, as Heidegger is doing, would be to
prepare him, to make him attentive to the fact—existential, his-
torical—of a divine revelation, would be to open him to “the God
of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,” to the “ Word of Life, seen, heard,
touched ” by human hands, “ Jesus of Nazareth. . . .” (CE, 1387)

This description is striking because it serves as a nearly perfect
introduction to and crystalization of the philosophy of religion
developed in Hearers of the Word.”

Rahner’s aim in Hearers of the Word is to lay the foundation
for a philosophy of religion faithful to the principles of the
Thomistic tradition yet unique in that it raises a question
never explicitly posed by St. Thomas. (cf. HW, 33) He
suggests that the nature of this philosophy of religion could be
most clearly defined by comparing it with theology. It is
necessary, therefore, to ask the question about the relationship

*This similarity of Rahner’s philosophy of religion and his projection of the
possible developments of Heidegger’s philosophy of Being suggest the value of
following the argument of HW in this preliminary delimitation of the essential
difference between their philosophies.
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of these two sciences. The question of the relationship between
sciences, however, is ultimately a question about their common
foundation, and that science which serves as foundation for all
other sciences and grants them their a priori attitudes and
principles—whether or not these principles are self-conscious—
is called metaphysics. The question of the relationship between
the philosophy of religion and theology is consequently a meta-
physical question. Science of any kind, however, is a human
activity. Thus, the question of the relationship between the
philosophy of religion and theology is ultimately a metaphysical
question about the nature of man. It is what, in the previous
article, Rahner called a transcendental question. (HW, 3-7)

If the question presented so far is probed deeper, Rahner
maintains that a series difficulty will be discovered. “ For
classical Christian philosophy of religion . . . knowledge of
God . . . is no static, self-contained science, but a profound
element of ontology in general.” (HW, 7) But if this is true,
then the philosophy of religion as ontology (or the metaphysics
of being) is the same as the science in which it finds its ground.
The question of the philosophy of religion is thus a question
about the “self-establishment of metaphysics.” Ultimately,
therefore, “ the question about the philosophy of religion be-
comes the question as to why man pursues metaphysics and
being, and how human metaphysics can reach up to God.”
(HW, 8)

If this philosophy of religion is to be truly a “ philosophy ”
and not a “ theology ” there can be no question of its justifying
or explicating a revelation from God. On the other hand, if
theology is to be truly “theology” and not “philosophy,”
then the philosophy of religion cannot a priori reduce revelation
to merely what is discovered by reason. To establish itself the
philosophy of religion must ask if there is any “reason” to
suppose that man is a potential hearer of a divine revelation.
The asking of such a question is a purely philosophical venture,
but as such it lays the foundation for theology—the actual
hearing of the revealed word—by pointing out to man whether
or not he should seek such a revealed word in history. Rahner
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proposes that, in fact, it can be shown that man by his very
nature is a potential hearer of a possible revelation from God
in history. (HW, 7-27)

Rahner describes the method which he chooses to achieve
this end in terms very similar to those with which he described
Heidegger’s existential analytic of Dasein. Rahner proposes:

to sketch the outlines of a metaphysical analytic of man with
reference to the capacity to hear the word of God which is addressed
to man as the revelation of the unknown God allowing the history
of man to appear. To put a question metaphysically, however, is
to put a question about being. (HW, 32)

Rahner’s pursuit of this question about the being of man
establishes the three propositions of metaphysical anthropology
that constitute the essence of his philosophy of religion: 1)
that “man is a spirit (a characterization which stamps his
whole being as man) and thus has an ear that is open to any
word whatsoever that may proceed from the mouth of the
Eternal ” (HW, 67); 2) “ that man is that existent thing who
stands in free love before the God of a possible revelation . . .
(and who) is attentive to the speech or silence of God in the
measure in which he opens himself in free love to this message
of the speech or silence of the God of revelation ” (HW, 108);
and 38) that “man is that existent thing who must listen for an
historical revelation of God, given in history and possibly in
human speech.” (HW, 161)

These three propositions and the philosophy of religion
which they constitute are based on Rahner’s notion of being as
that which is revealed to man through a preconceptual, non-
thematic grasp, but which at the same time is hidden from
man because of his finitude. It is at this level where the
essential difference between Rahner and Heidegger emerges, so
this is where the present essay will find its focus.

* * *

Rahner begins his analytic for the being of man in a manner
that appears to be similar to Heidegger’s posing of the ques-
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tion about being. Metaphysics asks about the being of that
which is. It “enquires into the ultimate reasons, into the
final cause of reality. . . .” (HW, 33) This questioning is
unavoidable. “ We are compelled to ask: What is the ‘ being’
of that which is? ” (HW, 34); and it is precisely as men that
we are compelled to do so. Rahner develops this notion more
fully in Spirit in the World® There he observes that man
questions, and that this questioning is irreducible because every
question presupposes a placing in question. Rahner maintains
that man necessarily questions because being in its totality is
given to him only as something questionable. For Rahner the
ontological implication of the fact that man necessarily ques-
tions 1s the conclusion that man exists as the question about
being in its totality. Thus, the question about being as posed
by man is the point of departure for metaphysics.

Since nothing can be asked about the totally unknown,
Rahner observes that the fact that man poses the question
about being attests to an a priori grasp of being in general.
Thus Rahner believes that he is able to deduce from man’s
existence, as “the question about existence,” the familiar
Thomistic teaching that “human thinking is always accom-
panied by an unexpressed knowledge of being [esse] as the
condition of all knowledge of the existing individual.” (HW,
36)

Rahner proceeds further to note that being can obviously
be questioned only insofar as it is known. From this Rahner
deduces the Thomistic position that knowability is the most
fundamental note of being. ““ A thing which is, and the possible
object of a cognition, are one and the same, for the being of that
which is, is knowability.” (HW, 388-39) This implies, Rahner
argues, the Thomistic position that “being is knowing and
being known in their original unity.” (HW, 44) The sense of
knowing here is not that of reaching from something inside to
something outside but is rather conceived as a presence-to-self.

8 Cf. Karl Rahner, Spirit in the World, trans. William Dych (New York, 1968),
pp. 57-78. Hereafter SW.
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For Rahner, therefore, “the essence of being is the being-
present-to-itself of being or the luminosity of being to itself as
“ subjectivity.” (HW, 37-44)

Rahner argues, furthermore, that although man can deduce
the unity of being and knowing from the fact of his existence
as the question about being, the questionability of being as
such—that is to say, the fact that man has to raise the question,
the fact that he is not absolute self-presence—rules out any
form of pantheism or ““debased idealism.” Man “ has being,”
but is not pure absolute being itself. Man is finite. From this
fact Rahner argues to the Thomistic notion that being is
“analogous.” By this term Rahner means to suggest that the
“ attribution of being itself is an interiorly variable quantity.”
(HW, 47) In other words, the degree of self-presence or seli-
luminosity varies from being to being. A finite being is, there-
fore, only to the degree that it “ has being,” only to the degree
that it has a potentiality for self presence. (HW, 45-52)

But what is this being as such which Rahner conceives as
self-luminosity and as analogically attributable to all beings?
Furthermore, what is man’s relation to being? Rahner suggests
that the answers to these question can be discovered by an
analysis of the act of judgment. In every judgment a predicate
is affirmed of a subject. Furthermore, insofar as the judgment
is true, it is itself affirmed of something that is in itself
independent of the passing of judgment. By this process man
establishes the object of his judgment as something different
from and independent of his judgment, and therefore as differ-
ent from and independent of himself. In this way man con-
stitutes himself as a subject opposed to an object. As subject
he is able to return to himself by turning out towards (that is
to say, by objectifying) the objects with which he is initially
one. It is only through this process that man is able to
comprehend himself as a subject who subsists-in-himself and
who is free (i.e., of that which stands against him) .

Now the question which Rahner poses is this: what is ““ the
ultimate cause of the possibility of man, in his subsisting-in-
himself, taking a position distinct from the things he handles
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in conscious thought-judgment ”? (HW, 56) He argues that in
essence this question is only another side of a more familiar
problem in Scholastic philosophy. In every judgment a thing is
affirmed as a “this” or a “that.” This is also true of human
activity considered more generally. Man always deals with
this particular thing or that. The ability to take hold of this
or that particular thing presupposes the ability to comprehend
it under a general concept, that is to say, the ability to elevate
the perceptions of the senses to the level of the concept. This is
what in Thomistic epistemology is called “ abstraction.” To ask
about the condition of possibility of human subsisting-in-self,
therefore, is to ask about the possibility of abstraction. (HW,
53-57)

Rahner describes absraction as the ability to “loosen away
from” or to detach the “ thisness ” (in Scholastic terminology
the form or quiddity) from any example of a particular
“this.” “ Abstraction is thus the recognition of the non-
restriction of the °thisness’ that is given in the particular
sense.” (HW, 58) Now in order to elevate the sense impression
of a particular “this” to a recognition of a non-restricted
“this,” the intellect must grasp the particular as ““limited.”
But to recognize this “limit,” it must already have grasped it
in reference to a “ something more.” This “ something more
is what Rahner means by “being in general.” The grasping
in terms of this more is what he means by the preconcept

(Vorgriff) .

In each particular cognition it [the intellect] always reaches out
beyond the particular object, and thus grasps it, not just as its
unrelated, dead “ thisness,” but In its limitation and reference to
the totality of all possible objects. . . . The pre-concept is the
condition for the possibility of the universal concept, of the
abstraction which in turn is what makes possible the objectification

of the datum of sense perception and so of conscious subsisting-
in-oneself. (HW, 59)

Rahner argues that the object of this Vorgriff cannot be an
object like those which are made known through the Vorgriff
itself. Thus it would appear that to an extent Rahner’s position
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is similar to Heidegger’s who, as was shown, holds that
“Being ” is not like beings. It is in the further elaboration of
this a priori grasp that Rahner seems to consciously distinguish
his position from Heidegger’s. As was seen previously, Rahner
believed that Heidegger’s Dasein as a transcendence to being
is essentially a transcendence to nothingness. This alleged
notion, as it was elaborated in WM, was based on the argument
that negation can only be grounded in a prior comprehension
of “ nothingness.” Here Rahner argues that just the opposite is
the case—that the notion of negation is derived through man’s
Vorgriff of an absolute “ having being ” and that the concept
of non-being is derived from the notion of negation.® Why?
Rahner argues that human cognition is related to that
which s, and not what is-not—at least insofar as all knowledge
begins in sense perception. He maintains that, if the knowledge
of the limitation of the objects of knowledge can be explained
in terms of a Vorgriff of being as positive, there is no need to
posit a transcendence to nothingness. But, Rahner continues,
it has already been shown that beings are to the extent that
they “have being.” They are grasped not in terms of nothing
but in terms of a Vorgriff of the perfection of pure “ having
being.” Rahner maintains that this can be deduced from the
fact of the question of being, from the judgment, and from the
freedom of human activity. “To the extent that judgment
and free action are necessarily part of man’s existence, the
pre-concept of being pure and simple in its own intrinsically
proper infinitude is part of the fundamental constitution of
human existence.” (HW, 63) Since Rahner has already ruled
out the possibility of pantheism, that being which has being
absolutely must be God himself. Thus Rahner claims that:

God is posited, too, with the same necessity as this pre-concept.
He is the thing of which is affirmed absolute “ having existence.”

°T do not mean to suggest that the arguments we considered in Hearers of the
Word were intended as a direct answer to Heidegger’s analysis. Rahner appears
to be speaking much more generally. But it also seems that Heidegger’s position,
as Rahner understands it, is among those which he believes his arguments refute.
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It is true that the pre-concept does not present any object at all
along with itself. But in this pre-concept (as the necessary and
ever already actualized condition for every human cognition and
every human action) the existence of an existent thing of absolute
“having being ” (that is, of God) has already been affirmed if not
presented. In the pre-concept the cause of his specific possibility is
unknowningly affirmed. (HW, 63-64)

Thus Rahner claims that from the very movement of the
human intellect we are able to establish the existence of God.

Granting this, it is not difficult to see why Rahner rejects
any metaphysics which claims that negation must be grounded
in a transcendence towards nothingness. Because of the
Vorgriff of absolute being, the subject is able to perceive finite
beings as limited. Negation is thus derived from the compre-
hension of a “less ” or “limit ” in terms of a “ more ” or * full,”
The concept of non-being is thus also derived from the Vorgriff
of esse absolutum.

Non-being does not precede negation, but the pre-concept relative
to the unlimited is in itself already the negation of the finite, to
the extent that, as condition for the possibility of its cognition, and
through its rising above the finite, it reveals, eo ¢pso, its finitude.
The affirmation of the thing that is in itself unlimited is therefore
the possibility for negation, and not the other way around. Thus
we are not required to assume a transcendence relation to non-
being, which, preceding all negation and providing its foundation,
would have to disclose the finitude of an existent thing for the first
time. Positive unlimitation of the transcendental horizon of human
knowledge automaticaily displays the finitude of all that does not
fill up this horizon. (HW, 62)

These analyses lead Rahner to the conclusion that man by
nature is a spirit who is able to affirm the existence of God, and
furthermore, because of the analogy of being, he has the
potentiality for a more extensive knowledge of God. “ Man is
the absolute receptivity for being pure and simple.” It is not
possible to pursue Rahner’s existential analysis further. In the
discussion which follows, he argues that although being is
luminous, man’s grasp of it is necessarily limited because of his
own finitude. He argues, furthermore, that God as absolute
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being must be conceived as a free spirit who could reveal more
about himself to man if it was his divine will to do so. Because
of the very nature of man’s receptivity as a composite of body
and spirit, the place of such a free revelation would have to be
human history and the mode would have to be the sensible
word (understood in its broadest meaning as either word or
act). Man, therefore, has a potentiality for “ hearing” such
an historical word if God speaks. Furthermore, the philosophy
of religion can show man his need to look for such a word in
history.

Perhaps at this point it would be helpful to summarize.
Rahner maintains that Heidegger is essentially a metaphysician
concerned with establishing a new, more fundamental ontology
through a transcendental analysis of man as the one who
necessarily poses the question about being. As far as Rahner
can tell, however, Heidegger’s analysis seems to lead to
the conclusion that man transcends towards nothingness. In
Hearers of the Word Rahner is also concerned with carrying
out an existential analytic of man as the one who necessarily
poses the question about being. Like Heidegger he appears to
maintain that man is able to raise the question about being
because man already has a comprehension of being as such.
Like Heidegger he appears to maintain that the being of which
man has a pre-comprehension is distinet from all other beings.
But unlike Heidegger (as Rahner understands him), he main-
tains that the ultimate sense of being is not nothingness but
rather God, grasped in the movement of all human affirmation,
whether in act or deed, towards pure and absolute ““having-
being.” As such, God constitutes not only the object of human
activity, but also more significantly, the condition of its
possibility. As a composite of body and spirit man possesses
the potentiality to receive a further revelation from God if one
is given. Man is thus a potential “hearer” of a divine word.

* * *

Rahner’s evaluation of Heidegger’s ontology in the article
discussed and his implicit refutation of Heidegger’s alleged
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“ nihilism > in Hearers of the Word presupposes that Heidegger,
like Rahner, is asking about “being as such, under its most
general and total aspect.” It presupposes that “by most
general is meant, ultimately the simple fact of being, esse,
characteristic of every ens,” and that “ by most total is meant
esse again as the unifying aspect under which every possible
object can be grasped, summed up, and related to its ultimate
and unique explanation.” (CF, 128) Rahner, therefore, is
asking about “ beings as beings ” or “ being as being ” (ens qua
ens) , just as Aristotle and St. Thomas. The difference is that
he founds his metaphysics on a transcendental analysis. What
is more significant to our discussion is that he presupposes
that Heidegger’s problematic is, and must be, the same. As
Heidegger’s thought has developed, however, it has become
increasingly clear that his understanding has emerged out of
what he believes is a very different question.

In the “ Introduction ” to WM (written in 1949) , Heidegger
notes that the science which traditionally has been called
metaphysics has always asked about being as beings, or about
being (the totality of beings) as being. The asking of this
question, as Rahner noted, has led according to Heidegger’s
analysis to two distinct pursuits. The one seeks to under-
stand, that is to say, to represent, that which is common to
all beings—their beingness, or in Thomistic terminology esse.
This study is called “ ontology.” The other seeks to under-
stand the beingness of being in terms of their cause or sufficient
reason—which for Rahner is esse absolutum (God) —and it is
called “theology.” ** Both questions ask about beings, or in
terms which Heidegger would insist are misleading, about finite
being. Heidegger argues that he is asking a very different
question. He is not asking about being but about Being itself
as distinet from beings. Thus it will be maintained here that
Heidegger’s question about Being (it will be helpful to use a
capital “ B ” to designate Heidegger’s ““ Sein ) is different from
Rahner’s question about being.

1 Here “theology ” refers to a branch of metaphysics, not to the Church’s
explication of Revelation.



474 ROBERT MASSON

In An Introduction to Metaphysics Heidegger attempts to
introduce the question of Being as he understands it. He main-
tains there that because metaphysics, in the ordinary sense of
the term, is concerned only with questioning beings as beings
(ta physika), it can be called a “physics.” If philosophic
thought is to have a solid foundation, however, it is necessary
to go beyond questions about being to the question about Being
itself (meta ta physica). As he saw it in 1985, “even in the
doctrines of being as pure act (Thomas Aquinas), as absolute
concept (Hegel), as eternal recurrence of the identical will
to power (Nietzsche), metaphysics has remained unalterably
‘ physics.”” (EM, 14) Heidegger believes that the question of
Being which he asks is not at all the same as the question
which metaphysicians through the ages have asked.

Although this position is more obvious in these later works,
it has been the direction of his thought from the very beginning.
As his problematic has developed it has become clear that it is
not a question of Heidegger giving up metaphysics or gradually
disengaging himself from the metaphysical understanding of
being. Rather, it is a question of a difference, there from the
beginning, between his problematic and that of the tradition,
gradually becoming more explicit.'* It is at the level of the
very question asked where the difference begins to emerge
between Rahner’s question about esse and Heidegger’s question
about Being itself.

It is just this difference, however, which is overlooked if the
existential analytic of Dasein proposed in SZ is interpreted,
as Rahner interprets it, as an attempt like those of Kant,
Descartes, or any modern metaphysician to put metaphysiecs
on a new foundation. It is true, of course, that in the intro-
duction to SZ Heidegger describes his task as the establishing
of a “ fundamental ontology ” through the “ existential analytic
of Dasein.” (SZ, 13)** He also suggests, however, that “ funda-

11 The analysis here does not wish to deny that there has been a “turn” in
Heidegger’s thought; but the fact that there has been a “turn” does not mean
that his problem has essentially changed. The fundamental question remains the
same even though the questions asked have changed.

12 Jtalics here and in all following quotes are Heidegger’s unless otherwise stated.
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mental ontology ” is fundamental not because, as Rahner
suggests, it bases the knowledge of being on a new foundation
or because it asks the question about beings in a new way
but because it asks a question which is more original than any
such question about beings. The aim of SZ is not to lay the
basis for an answer to the question about being, nor to ask the
same question in a new way, but rather “. . . to work out the
question of Being . . .” itself. (SZ, 1) Thus, when he says
further that “our provisional aim is the interpretation of
time as the possible horizon for any understanding whatsoever
of Being,” (SZ, 1) this should be understood to suggest not only
that “time” will help to answer the question of Being but
primarily and more significantly that time will indicate the
very sense of the question itself. It is easy to assume that
Heidegger is only polemicizing against Neo-Kantains when he
says that it is necessary * to raise anew the question of the
meaning of Being.” (SZ, 1) It becomes clear as he progresses,
however, that he is speaking to the whole metaphysical
tradition.

What are the indications of this thesis in SZ—the principal
work that Rahner considered in his essay? In the first place,
Heidegger speaks of the need for a * destruction of ontology ”
and the “ history of ontology.” (SZ, 19-27) He explains that
the need for destruction “is essentially bound up with the way
the question of Being is formulated. . . .” (SZ, 23) Is it to be
supposed that Heidegger intends a complete denial of the
philosophic past? No, for he insists that the aim of the de-
struction is positive, as well as negative, and that it can achieve
this aim only if it starts within the history of thought. But
how begin from a destruction? What is the aim of the destrue-
tion? He seems to hint—and seen from the perspective of
Heidegger’s later works it is a hint difficult to miss—that
fundamental ontology will begin from a rediscovery of an
original beginning though a destruction of what has followed
from it.

. . . taking the question of Being as our clue, we are to destroy
the traditional content of ancient ontology until we arrive at
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those primordial experiences in which we achieved our first ways
of determining the nature of Being—the ways which have guided
us ever since. (SZ, 22)

In the pages which follow Heidegger states that this forgotten-
ness of Being applies alike to the Greeks, the Scholastics,
Decartes, Kant, and Hegel. Now Rahner had maintained that
Heidegger wanted to go beyond the traditional starting point
of Metaphysics because he sought a foundation for ontology
which did not conceive “ being ” beforehand in terms of logic.
This is true, but only half true. Heidegger is seeking not merely
a new foundation but is seeking a new foundation in the asking
of a new question. It is because a new question is asked that
his ontology is more fundamental.

But how precisely is the question of Being as Heidegger
understands it different from the metaphysician’s notion of
being? What is the meaning of the word “Being” in the
phrase “ the question of Being ”? The problem which the meta-
physician confronts with SZ, as Rahner noted, is that Heideg-
ger never gets to the task of defining the sense of Being—at
least from a metaphysical point of view. What then can be
discerned about the question of Being from the SZ analysis?

For one thing, it has already been noted that to ask for a
metaphysical definition, or even the grounds for one, from SZ
is apparently contrary to Heidegger’s intention. It seems that
what ought to be sought is Heidegger’s understanding of how
the question should be asked. How? He maintains that the
clue to how will be discovered, as Rahner observed, by examin-
ing Dasein, the place where the question is asked, and seeing
in this examination that “ time ” is the ultimate transcendental
horizon for the question of Being. The existential analytic of
Dasein could, then, be called “ transcendental ” but not in the
sense that Rahner gives to the term. In seeking an understand-
ing of Dasein’s comprehension of Being Heidegger is proposing
to lay the basis for a question which he maintains that Kant
never posed. Heidegger wants it to be understood that the
question which guides him has been ignored and forgotten in
metaphysics and ontology. The term of that question—Being
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—should not be understood in terms of the history of philo-
sophy and so not as a “transcendental philosophy ” in the
traditional sense. Rahner’s contention that Heidegger is essen-
tially a transcendental philosopher is thus very misleading if
not altogether incorrect.

What, then, does Heidegger reveal about the term of his
inquiry in SZ? First, he tells us that Being is “that which
determines beings as beings, that on the basis of which beings
are already understood. . . .” (SZ, 6) Although—or perhaps
because—Being is that which determines beings and is common
to them all, Heidegger insists that Being is not a being or in
any way like beings.

<

The Being of beings “is” not itself a being. If we are to under-
sand the problem of Being, our first philosophic step consists in not
po0éy e Supyeiobua, in not “ telling a story "—that is to say, in not
defining beings as beings by tracing them back in their origin to
some other beings, as if Being had the character of some possible
being. (SZ, 6)

Heidegger makes the same point when he says:

Being as the basic theme of philosophy is no class or genus of
beings, yet it pertains to every being. Its “ universality ” is to be
sought higher up. Being and the structure of Being lie beyond
every being and every possible character which a being may
possess. Being is the transcendens pure and simple. (SZ, 38)

This transcending, however, is not an abstraction, nor does
Heidegger propose to seek it through abstraction. Rather, he
intends to “ work out the question of the meaning of Being and
to do so concretely.” (SZ, 1)

A further indication of what Heidegger intends to interrogate
in the question about Being can be found in his analysis of
the word “ phenomenology.” The term originates from two
Greek words: ¢avvduevov and Myos. Heidegger maintains that
davvduevor signifies that which shows itself in itself or manifests
itself as itself. “ Accordingly the ¢awdupeva or ¢ phenomena’
are the totality of what lies in the light of day or can be brought
to light—what the Greeks sometimes identified simply with
70 8vra (beings).” (SZ, 28) For Heidegger, however, this
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“ showing-itself-in-itself, signifies a distinctive way in which
something can be encountered.” (SZ, 31) Heidegger maintains
that the real meaning of the second term, Aéyos, has been
covered up by later interpretations of it as reason, judgment,
concept, definition, ground or relationship. He argues that
the word originally meant to make manifest what one is talking
about. It is a “letting something be seen.” Phenomenology
thus means to let be manifest or un-hidden that which mani-
fests itself. What then does phenomenology let be seen?
Heidegger argues that:

Manifestly, it is something that proximally and for the most part
does not show itself at all: it is something that lies hidden, in
contrast to that which proximally and for the most part does show
itself; but at the same time it is something that belongs to it so
essentially as to constitute its meaning and its ground. (SZ, 35)

What can this something be? Heidegger argues that it is
Being.

Yet that which remains hidden in an egregious sense, or which
relapses and gets covered wp again, or which shows itself only
“in disguise,” is not just this or that, but rather the Being of
beings, as our previous observations have shown. This Being can
be covered up so extensively that it becomes forgotten and no
questions arise about it or about its meaning. (SZ, 60)

This analysis of the meaning of “phenomenology ” is not
meant merely as a digression into the nature of Heidegger’s
methodology. Rather it intends to reveal a basic character-
istic of Heidegger’s understanding of Being which gets de-
veloped already in his conception of phenomenology as the only
adequate way to do fundamental ontology. That which shows
itself is the Being of beings. Being as a “ showing-itself is not
just any showing itself.” It is not just something like appearing.
Being is the foundation of any kind of appearing at all. It
underlies all beings. Behind this showing-itself (Being), there
is nothing else. Yet it is the character of this showing-itself,
that it can be hidden and forgotten while one gazes on the
beings it lets be manifest. (SZ, 86-37)

Heidegger is thus seeking the meaning of the Being of beings.
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Although Being appears to be correlative with the beings which
it manifests, it is also distinct from them. It is not in any
sense a being, or like beings. For this reason one cannot speak
about Being in any way like one would speak about beings.
Nor can Being be thought of as proceeding from a being. It is
a “pure transcending” which is beyond beings. But note,
Heidegger does not say Being is a transcendent (noun), for
example, a transcendent Being. He rejects as missing the
issue any question which like the one posed by Rahner seeks to
trace beings to a cause (i.e.,, God). This is why Heidegger
insists that his thought does not speak either for or against the
existence of God. From the perspective of his question the
problem of God does not arise. Since Rahner, however does
not note the difference between his question (the metaphysical
question) and Heidegger’s, he is not able to see how Heidegger
can claim that the analysis has not prejudged the God issue.
Heidegger, however, is not seeking to determine the source of
beings, but the meaning of Being itself. Being is that manifest-
ing by which beings are ““ present ” to Dasein. Although Being
manifests itself in its manifesting of beings, in the coming-to-
presence of beings, it remains itself concealed. It remains itself
a manifesting, not a manifested. Being needs therefore, to be
brought from concealment to non-concealment. The analysis
of Dasein as the place where Being is revealed, and also forgot-
ten, shows that this comprehension takes place through the
temporal structure of Dasein and thus suggests that “time”
is the clue or horizon through which the meaning of Being can
be questioned. SZ has not thought Being, however, merely by
giving this clue or discovering this horizon. Heidegger con-
cludes his analysis insisting that “ the dispute in regard to the
interpretation of Being cannot be straightened out, because it
has not even been begun.” (SZ, 437)

It can be surmised from this that Heidegger would argue that
the trouble with Rahner’s evaluation of SZ is that it has not
even recognized the question. It completely misses the point.

Rahner’s principle criticism of Heidegger, however, is not
based on the analyses of SZ so much as on the arguments of
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WM. According to Rahner the conclusion of these arguments
seems to be that the ultimate sense of being is “ nothingness.”
This criticism again misses the real issue. It is true that in WM
Heidegger proposes to understand Being in terms of the
problem of “ Nothing ” (Nichts). Heidegger’s use of this term,
however, is carefully nuanced and should not be equated with
some sort of metaphysical “nothingness.”

WM was originally written as a lecture for an audience com-
posed mostly of scientists. It proposed to introduce a question
which the sciences as such do not consider, namely, the
metaphysical question. It must be noted from the start, how-
ever, that Heidegger is defining metaphysics as he conceives it,
not as it has been conceived historically.

Heidegger maintains that the sciences consider that which-is
and nothing more. He claims that the “and nothing more”
is intrinsic to the sciences’ conception of their subject matter.
But how conceive this Nothing without representing it as some
thing? The question, “ What is Nothing? ” seems to demand
the illogical reply that, “ Nothing is this or that thing,” when
it is known perfectly well that Nothing is not any thing. To
avoid this “logical ” problem Heidegger suggest an examination
of the off-the-cuff definition of Nothing as the negation of the
totality-of-what-is. This could perhaps be reasonably maintain-
ed if the totality-of-what-is could be known or conceived in
itself, but it cannot. Thus another impass has been reached. It
is not an inescapable impass. Even though the whole of what-
is in its totality is not accessible in itself, “it is equally
certain that we find ourselves placed in the midst of what-is and
that this is somehow revealed in totality.” (WM,333) How
is it revealed? Recalling the analysis of SZ, Heidegger main-
tains that the totality is grasped on the level of “ disposition,”
and that this grasp is revealed in moods such as boredom or
the joy felt in the presence of a loved one. This dispositional
awareness constitutes an essential mode of Dasein’s being-in-
the-world. As Rahner noted, it is not just a matter of feeling
but the ground for the possibility of any knowledge of beings.
Unfortunately this awareness of the totality-of-what-is still does
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not tell anything about Nothing, for it is a revelation of and
absorption in the totality-of-what-is. It appears to exclude any
revelation of the opposite, that which absolutely is not, namely,
Nothing. Heidegger maintains, however, that there are moods,
although perhaps rare, which reveal Nothing itself. Such is
the mood of profound dread (Angst). Heidegger’s description
of this mood is classie.

In dread, as we say, “ one feels something uncanny.” What is this
“something ” (es) and this “one”? We are unable to say
what gives “ one ” the uncanny feeling. One just feels it generally
(#m Ganzen). All things and we with them, sink into a sort of
indifference. But not in the sense that everything simply dis-
appears; rather, in the very act of drawing away from us every-
thing turns towards us. This withdrawal of what-is-in-totality,
which then crowds round us in dread, this is what oppresses us.
There is nothing to hold on to. The only thing that remains and
overwhelms us whilst what-is slips away, is this “ nothing.”
Dread reveals Nothing.

. . . Dread hold us in suspense because it makes what-is-in-
totality slip away from us. (WM, 336)

The experience of dread witnesses, then, what Heidegger de-
scribes most evocatively as the failure of all “‘Is’-saying
(‘ Ist>-Sagen) .” (WM, 336)

Heidegger concludes from this analysis that negation does
not precede or ground the grasp of Nothing, but on the con-
trary, the grasp of Nothing precedes and grounds negation.
Nothing is revealed but not as any thing, and not as the
negation of any or even all things. This grasp of Nothing is
not just an interesting but irrelevant fact. Science, our knowl-
edge of what-is, knows what-is only in distinction from what-is-
not (i.e., Non-being or No-thing). Similarly, SZ and KM
argued that knowledge of beings (what-is) is possible only be-
cause Dasein can pass beyond that which-is. What is the term
of this passing beyond? It is not any thing, not what-is-in-
totality, but rather Nothing—that is to say, no thing. Nothing
turns out to be one with Being as such. It is to Being as not
any thing that Dasein transcends, and it is Being as Nothing
which makes the revelation of what-is possible.
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Nothing is neither an object nor anything that “is” at all. Nothing
occurs neither by itself nor “apart from” what-is, as a sort of
adjunct. Nothing is that which makes the revelation of what-is
as such possible for our human existence. (WM, 340)

Here is the essential difference between Rahner’s notion of
Being and Heidegger’s. Rahner maintains that the subject can
know beings only because it sees them within the horizon of
a “more.” This seeing within the horizon of a more is possible
because the subject already grasps (though non-thematically)
absolute being in the direction of all human thought and
activity. He claims, therefore, that negation and the concept
of non-being are derived from this grasp of the limited as
Iimited (i.e., partially negated) in terms of absolute being.
What is most important is that he claims that these observa-
tions constitute the basis for a proof of God’s existence.

Heidegger, on the other hand, does not maintain as Rahner
suggests that Dasein transcends toward nothingness. Rather,
he argues that Dasein transcends (the term is misleading) to
Being as no thing. Heidegger claims that a metaphysical
analysis such as Rahner’s leaves unasked the question about
the meaning of Being as different from beings and as that
“ different ” which makes the revelation of beings possible.
Rahner had argued that the knowledge of beings demands as
its condition of possibility a Vorgriff of an absolute being.
Heidegger maintains to the contrary, not that knowledge of
beings must be explained by nothingness but that it can be
explained sufficiently only by the recognition that Dasein
grasps Being as different from beings. In the later works
Heidegger comes to the realization (the famous “turn”) that
it is not just that Dasein grasps Being as different from beings
but rather that Dasein itself is grasped—grasped in the
“event ” of the ontological difference. Still it is the ontological
difference which opens up the world of beings and Being to
Dasein.

Rahner uses the term “ ontological difference” in Hearers
of the Word, and in The Thomist Spectrum Helen John claims

<



RAHNER AND HEIDEGGER 483

that Rahner is aware of the ontological difference.** It appears
from what has been seen here, however, that in a metaphysical
context that term must have a very different meaning than
Heidegger gives it. Heidegger would argue that to think the
meaning of this difference in terms of being—even in terms of
a supreme absolute having-being—is an extrapolation which
has avoided the real question that needs asking. Such thinking
represents Being as a being instead of probing the meaning of
Being as such. It assumes an answer to the question which
Heidegger wants to pose. WM, therefore, does not propose
that man transcends toward nothingness. Rather it suggests
that before we ask about the possibility of Dasein transcending
to something, we ought first to ask what is Being as such, as
different from beings. The reflection on Non-being or Nothing
was Intended, like the analysis of Dasein in SZ, to serve as an
introduction to the question about Being as Heidegger under-
stands it. How, then, phrase the ground question of meta-
phsics? Heidegger suggests the formula: “ Why is there any
being at all—why not far rather nothing? > (WM, 845)

The implications of this formula are developed in An
Introduction to Metaphysics. 1t should be clear by now that
for Heidegger the phrase “ rather than nothing ” is not a mere
explication of the question, “ Why are there beings? ” Rather,
it indicates that the question asked is not a question about
beings. It is a question about Being as such, for it “ remains
unclear what is to be thought under the name ‘ Being.”” (EM,
26) Heidegger claims that ““here we are asking about some-
thing which we barely grasp, which is scarcely more than the
sound of a word for us. ...” (EM, 27) Intrinsic, then, to the
question “ Why are there beings rather than nothing? ” is the
question “How does it stand with Being?” It is “indis-
pensable that we make it clear from the very outset how it
stands at present with Being and with our understanding of
Being.” (EM, 27) In asking this question Heidegger does not
propose to define Being, for, as he insisted even in SZ, Being

® Helen James John, The Thomist Spectrum (New York, 1966), p. 168.
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is not a thing and therefore cannot be defined. Rather, he
claims that the question “ How does it stand with Being?”
seeks to rediscover for its own what the word “ Being ” says.
It does not seek meaning in a statement but in a question and
in a questioning attitude, through which Heidegger hopes to
recapture or retrieve the beginning of our “ historical-spiritual
existence.” (EM, 32) Heidegger insists again that “funda-
mental ontology ” in SZ did not designate a branch of philo-
sophy which deals only with a doctrine about beings (i.e.,
their cause and nature) but rather signified “the endeavor to
make Being manifest itself, and to do so by the question ‘ how
does it stand with Being?’ (and not with beings as such).”
(EM, 34) Heidegger maintains that the very asking of this
question is the only way to experience the sense of Being. In
asking it Being is manifested even though in a way which is
at once both totally indeterminate and highly determinate.
(cf. EM, 60) The question of Being, therefore, does not seek
something which we know, or can know—except by question-
ing.

The true problem is what we do not know and what, insofar as
we know it authentically, namely as a problem, we know only
questioningly.

To know how to question means to know how to wait, even a
whole lifetime. But an age which regards only what goes fast and
can be clutched with both hands looks on questioning as “ remote
from reality ” and as something that does not pay, whose benefits
cannot be numbered. But the essential is not number. . . .

(EM, 172)

This last statement perhaps raises more questions than it
answers. How does one know Being questioningly? How does
one think Being as such, that is to say, as different from beings?
It is just this question that focuses Heidegger’s reflection in
his later work, and it is in reference to this question that the
sense of “hearing ” or “ attending ” is developed. A thorough
and adequate examination of this problem would demand more
attention than it is possible to give it here, but some idea of
what sense “hearing” can have in regard to Heidegger’s
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question of Being can be indicated by pursuing the analysis
of EM a little further.

In Rahner’s summary of Heidegger’s thought it was observed
that Heidegger opposes any consideration of the Being question
in terms of logic. In our analysis of WM it was shown that the
reason Heidegger opposes the domination of the question of
Being by logie is that logic as understood today is a science
which deals with the consideration of beings. In the third
section of the fourth chapter of EM Heidegger considers the
relation of Being and thought. In that discussion it becomes
clear that Heidegger opposes logic because there is a more
primary sense of Adyos which is the ground of what we now
understand by the term. This more primary sense of logos is
what ought to determine our thought. In the development of
this notion the sense of ““ hearing ” is presented.

Heidegger maintains that logic as the science of thought is
today understood as the science of statements. Thinking, in
this view therefore, is determined by the statement. Logos
means “ word ” or “ discourse ” and legein means “to speak,”
as in dialogue or monologue. Heidegger argues, however, that for
the Greeks logos originally meant “ to gather ” or ““ to collect.”
Heidegger cites examples from Homer and Heraclitus to illu-
strate his point and claims that the sense of these passages
can be understood only if we understand logos as originally
denoting the collecting collectedness of Being as that which
manifests beings.

Logos characterizes Being in a new and yet old respect: that
which is, which stands straight and distinet in itself, is at the
same time gathered togetherness in itself and by itself, and
maintains itself in such togetherness. (EM, 110)

Logos is thus, according to Heidegger, originally understood as
Being itself insofar as it is the gathering together of all that
is. “ Logos here signifies neither meaning nor word nor doctrine,
and surely not ‘ meaning of a doctrine ’; it means: the original
collecting collectedness which is in itself permanently domi-
nant.” (EM, 108)
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Heidegger notes that there is one text, however, which seems
to contradict his theory. In Fragment 50 a connection is made
between logos and * hearing ” which seems to suggest that logos
is something “ audible” (i.e., a word or speech): *“If you
have heard not me but the logos, then it is wise to say
accordingly: all is one.” (EM, 108) Heidegger argues that
Heraclitus is not referring here to a hearing of “ words ” but to
a hearing or attending to that which makes words possible,
namely, an attending to Being itself. Only in this way can
it be explained why men are described by Heraclitus as
uncomprehending when they confront the logos. Heidegger
maintains that properly understood Fragment 50 says “do
not attach importance to words but heed the logos.” For
Heidegger, then, “ True hearing has nothing to do with ear
and mouth, but means to follow the logos and what it is,
namely, the collectedness of beings itself.” (EM, 109)

Thus by “hearing” Heidegger once again refers us to the
Being question. There can be true speaking and hearing only
in an attending to Being itself. As Heidegger sees it, this
attending is in fact the origin of the definition of man in terms
of logos. The definition is not accomplished by “ seizing upon
any attributes in the living creature called ‘man’ as opposed
to other living creatures.” Rather “ being-human is logos, the
gathering and apprehending of the Being of beings: it is the
happening of that strangest of all, in whom through violence,
through acts of power . . ., the overpowering is made manifest
and made to stand.” (EM, 148) “ Hearing” for Heidegger,
therefore, defines the essence of man as “ existence,” as the
place where Being is manifested and is thus quite different
from Rahner’s notion of man as a “hearer.”

* * *

It is unfortunate that Heidegger’s notion of the type of
thought proper to Being cannot be pursued further.* This

14 See William J. Richardson’s Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought
(The Hague, 1963), to which the thesis presented here is much indebted.
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essay, however, was meant only as a preliminary delimitation
of the essential difference between Rahner’s thought and
Heidegger’s, and this aim has been reached. It is at the very
level of the question asked that their philosophies confront
each other. It seems necessary to stress that this difference is
prior to, although not separate from, the question of methodo-
logy. I say this because Thomists who attempt to evaluate
Heidegger’s philosophy often seem to suggest that the real
difference between their metaphysics and Heidegger’s pheno-
menology is that the latter, because of the limitations of his
method, cannot pursue the question of being as far as the
metaphysician can. This interpretation seems to imply that
the limitations of this methodology are due primarily to
epistemological presuppositions. Rahner, for example, does
not seem to feel that there is any reason why, if he wanted,
Heidegger could not advance his thought beyond fundamental
ontology to the question of God—which, of course, is what
Rahner does as a follower of Aquinas. But this interpretation
presupposes that, although Heidegger’s method is different, his
question is the same.

It has been shown here, however, that the question is not
the same—or at least Heidegger does not believe it is the same.
The question of Being as Heidegger experiences it is a question
about Being as such. It is a question about that “ manifesting ”
by which beings are manifest. It is not a question of represent-
ing the “beingness” of beings either in terms of what is
common to them or in terms of the being (absolute or other-
wise) that is their cause. In fact, the question of Being is not
a question of representing any thing. It is a question about
that which is not a being, which cannot be thought (repre-
sented) as a being, but which nevertheless is manifested as the
manifesting of beings. It is a question, which as far as we have
followed it here, finds its resolution in the questioning itself—
man attending to Being. If this is true, Heidegger’s notion of
Being is not so much determined by his method, as his method
is determined by the question itself. Heidegger does not make
the metaphysical move beyond Being to God, because he
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believes that such a move originates from a radical misunder-
standing of Being.

Does this mean that, if one accepts Heidegger’s analysis, one
must forsake the problem of God and consequently the philo-
sophy of religion? Although it seems clear that one would have
to forsake the metaphysical “ God” and the philosophy of
religion as Rahner understands it, it is not at all clear to me
that one would have to forsake either God or theology,
although both would have to be thought through at a much
more fundamental level.
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