SEGUNDO’S LIBERATION THEOLOGY vs. AN
ESCHATOLOGICAL ECCLESIOLOGY OF THE
KINGDOM

(o U

UAN LUIS SEGUNDO, S8.J.s five-volume work, a The-
J ology for Artisans of a New Humanity, represents a major
effort to expound the fundamental tenets of liberation
theology, and to delineate in a systematic fashion the effects of
that theology upon the various branches of Christian thought.
It is not without reason that Segundo started off his series
with a volume on the Church: The Community Called Church.*
For Segundo, the primary Christian crisis today is one of faith,
rooted in the apparent alienation of the faith experience from
the problems of the modern world. For Segundo, “Why do I
believe? ” and “ In what do I believe? ” cannot be separated
from the lived experience of the faith’s response to the problems
of the day. It is in answer to this need, therefore, that Segundo
proposes a theology of the Church that will *“ demonstrate that
the content of our faith is a valid response (in faith) to the
real problems that form our history ™ (vii-viii) .

What we propose to do in this article is first to examine the
major elements in Segundo’s ecclesiology; secondly, to suggest
that his views, while acceptable, do not go far enough; and
finally, to propose our own eschatological ecclesiology of the
kingdom as a more complete explanation of the role of the
Church in the world, and in fact, more adequate to present
needs.

Two caveats are in order. By his own admission, Segundo
does not propose to present a complete theology of the Church.
Nor does he mean to imply that “ the issues about the Church
not treated here are considered less important or less certain ”
(ix) . In spite of his warning, however, it is hard to believe that
other dimensions of the Church not treated in his work could

1 Maryknoll, N.Y., 1973. Page references from this volume will be noted within
the text.
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be understood to have the same importance in his eyes as those
presented here. Whether this is the case or not, however, our
purpose is still useful, since we are proposing elements of Chris-
tian ecclesiology which we feel must be present before a treat-
ment of the community called Church may in any sense be con-
sidered adequate. _

Secondly, it is probably impossible in the long run to critique
Segundo’s ecclesiology without treating at the same time his
sacramentology. But that will be too much for one article. We
hope to write at a later date on that subject. However, since
Segundo himself separates his treatment of the Church and his
treatment of sacraments by three volumes in his series and by
three years between publication, it is probably not improper to
understand him to say that each of the volumes may to some
extent stand separately, and may to some extent be treated
separately. This article, therefore, shall be directed only to-
wards treatment of Segundo’s ecclesiology.

Segundo’s Theology of the Church

Segundo’s theology of the Church represents an attempt to
answer the question: why the Church? “ What is the infinitesi-
mal Christian community supposed to do within the vast com-
munity of mankind?” (4). This is a major question for Se-
gundo because he sees the role of the Church essentially against
the larger background of God’s universal salvific operation.
Segundo’s problem, then, becomes how to accept a traditional
conception of the Christian community as made up of those
who are to be saved, if this can possibly mean that God has
condemned all the rest of mankind since the dawn of history
that never belonged to this community. But if, on the other
hand, God has not so condemned them, why the Church? The
point is, then, to explain the role of “a community that is so
small compared to the whole human race” (loc. cit.) within
God’s larger plan of universal salvation.

Segundo begins by proposing that the Church is a particular
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community at the same time as it is universal, and that the
early Church simultaneously affirmed both characteristics of
the Church and a theology of salvation related to each. The
particular theology of salvation is affirmed in Mark 16:15-16:
“ Go into the whole world and preach the gospel to the whole
creation. He who believes and is baptized will be saved; but he
who does not believe will be condemned ” (8). According to
Segundo:

Here we have a very clear line of thought about salvation, in which
salvation appears to be conditioned by the fact of entering the
Church through faith and baptism, through faith in Christ’s preach-
ing, and through the sacrament which makes one a part of the
Church. Salvation is attributed to this (8).

The universal conception of salvation Segundo finds in the
last judgment scene in Matt 25: 31-46. As Segundo understands
the text, Jesus is saying to all humanity “ What did you do for
me when I was hungry, thirsty, alone, and mistreated? ” and he
is awarding “ eternal life ” to all those who ““ showed true love,
that is, to those who truly aided the God-made-man.” Accord-
ing to Segundo, such actions are “ divine, supernatural actions,
and yet required of all men and can be found in them.” But the
essential point for salvation, according to Segundo, is that the
actions are “invested with love’: “ The merit of the things
they did for other human beings, invested with love, reaches the
God who is brother of all and brings them to eternal life” (9-
10).

Thus, according to Segundo, “ One line of thought attributes
salvation to a universal factor such as love; the other attributes
it to a particular factor such as entry and permanent member-
ship in the ecclesial community ” (10) . How, then, are the two
dimensions to be synthesized? Segundo’s answer to this ques-
tion provides him with the two-pronged explanation of the role
of the Church and formal membership in the Church within
God’s universal plan of salvation: 1) Christians know what
non-believers may live in self-giving love but do not know; and
2) Christians carry out God’s mission to be a sign to the world
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of what they know—a summons to the non-believer to receive
the enlightenment of the gospel, i.e., the conscious, explicit
awareness that creative, self-giving love is the constructive
principle in God’s saving plan for history. Let us briefly con-
sider Segundo’s treatment of each of these points.

The Role of Knowledge

What distinguishes the Christian . . . ? The answer is obvious. Only
one thing does: the Christian will not be surprised by the criterion
used to judge all men. He will not ask the Lord: When did I see
you? For if he is a believer, he is precisely because he has ac-
cepted the revelation of this universal plan which culminates in the
last judgment. The Christian is he who already knows. This, un-
doubtedly, is what distinguishes and defines him (11).

The point of differentiation for Christianity, according to Se-
gundo, is rooted in the historical actualizing of the universal
mystery of salvation in Jesus Christ: “ While Christ is a par-
ticular reality in terms of his human life, his mystery takes in
the universality of human beings ” (15). As Segundo sees it,
the mystery of salvation is what Paul described as the “ divine
plan, hidden but universal in its operation, that runs throughout
history ” (27) . That mystery, according to Segundo, has both
an historical and universal Incarnation and Redemption. The
historical Christ, “the new Adam,” the “reconciler of all
history,” established “ a real, original relationship with every
single human being ” whereby he “ engraves the feature of son-
ship on the face of every human person.” As Matt 25:381-46
clearly indicates, “ All human history has touched his heart.”
As a result, the historical Incarnation is only the “ actual carry-
ing out of the mystery of Christ’s Incarnation in a specific time
and place . . . [as] the visible, historical moment of the universal
mystery of his personal relationship with the whole of human
history ” (14).

The Redemption is roughly understood in the same way. Its
importance is to be found in the fact that it realizes within
history the goal of God’s plan, “ allowing human beings to share
God’s own life in and through Christ” (18). God’s plan is
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eternal though it “ has its moment in history for fulfillment ”
(Eph 1:3-10) (18). “ While Christ is a particular reality in
terms of his human life, his mystery takes in the universality
of human beings ” (15). Through the “ great salvific happen-
ing ” of Christ’s “ passover,” we are made members of his body
and “live the divine life.” Because “ Christ is the only one
who has made this passageway,” we “ participate in this new
creation when we are incorporated into him ”:

it is through Christ and through communion with his life that hu-
man existence is enabled to flourish in accordance with the Father’s
will. Everything subsists in Christ, and in him everything finds its
supreme source of fulfillment, significance, and value (15).

The meaning of the Church is derived from its relationship
to the historical and universal mystery of Christ’s Incarnation
and Redemption. What happens with the historical Christ is
the revelation of the mystery of the universal saving reality of
Christ. So with the historical Church, there is revealed—made
wvisible and known—the Church as a universal saving reality.
Segundo’s words are worth citing here in full:

Thus God’s plan has an empirical aspect, which is salvation history.
This history finds its origin in Abraham and reaches its culmina-
tion in the earthly life of Christ. After Pentecost, the paschal
Christ continues his visibility and presence in the Church, which is
“a visible assembly and a spiritual community ” (GS 40). The
Mystical Christ (i.e., the Church as a particular reality) and the
Cosmic Christ (the Church as a universal reality) are inseparable
aspects of the one and only Christian reality. They differ only in
terms of faith and the sacraments (visible signs and awareness of
the Christian mystery); they do not differ at all in salvation con-
tent. Both are inseparable, as are the sacramental sign and the
grace signified, as are the historical Christ (who is particular and
visible) and his universal salvation mystery. The paschal Christ
is the Mystical Christ and the Cosmic Christ at the same time.
The Church, as a particular reality, is the conscious and visible
sign of the presence of Christ the Savior in the heart of each human
being (the Church as a universal reality). Thus by starting with
the incarnate Christ and his mystery, we make clear the distinction
between, and the inseparability of, the particular reality and the
universal reality of Christ’s Church (15).
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The essential ingredient establishing the relationship of the
historical saving Church and the universal reality of salvation
is explicitly revealed, according to Segundo, in the Johannine
statement that “ God is love ” (1 Jn 4:8, 16) . This is the reve-
lation to us by Christ, who is, in fact, God’s gift of himself and
his very own life to us. Only as a result of this divine gift are
we capable of giving of ourselves to others. As a result, anyone’s
practice of self-giving love in effect indicates that such a person
is a recreated being:

any love man shows for his fellow men, however simple it may be,
is divine in origin thanks to the timeless gift God has given to all
men. It is therefore supernatural in itself and conducive to eternal
life.

Thus it is that the “ object of all real love between human be-
ings is God as well as the person loved > (25-27).

Just as the particular Incarnation and Redemption have their
universal dimensions, so does God’s self-giving love in Christ
have its universal dimension in the “mystery . . . that runs
throughout history . . . from the beginning of humanity to its
end ” and surpassing all time (27-28). This universal saving
love of God becomes historical, however, “ in the sense that it
[the message of the gospel] lets us know about God loving and
operating in humanity and humanity acting with God even
though men may not know it (29: italics added).

What, then, has changed since the time of Christ? According
to Segundo, it is that there is now knowledge of God’s saving
plan: “ knowledge of this loving plan operating as a mystery . ..
is at work solely from the time Christ came into human his-
tory > (28).

We prescind for the moment from the question of whether or
not Segundo is able to retain the historical importance of the
death and resurrection of Christ if he understands that event to
be only the “ visible, historical moment of the universal mys-
tery ” of salvation (14). Our question is: what effect does
Segundo’s understanding of the universal mystery of salvation,
present in God’s self-giving love and now revealed by the his-
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torical Christ, have upon the role of the Church? The answer,
in effect, is simply that the Church is the means to make this
universal mystery of salvation known. Segundo repeatedly
argues that there is no salvific advantage to being a Christian.
There is only knowledge of that which is already amply avail-
able to mankind:

[Tthe Church is the consciousness of humanity as it were. She is
humanity arriving at full awareness of what is taking place in it
(29-30) .

[The sacrament of baptism] not only confers grace on the Christian
[as does baptism of desire] but also signifies it: it lets us know it. In
essence and mission, the Christian is he who knows, he who is ac-
quainted with the hidden reality of God’s gift which passes our way
without men knowing it (31).

All men travel the same road, and it leads to salvation: it is the
road of self-giving through love. The journey is common to all men.
... The only thing is that some people on this road, through God’s
revelation, know something that relates to all; they know the mys-
tery of the journey (82).

Mission Through Sign of Self-Giving Love

The Church that has this knowledge, according to Segundo,
has a second essential characteristic: its mission toward the
world. For Segundo, the second characteristic logically follows
from the first. For once we have ascertained that the Christian
community is the community of those who know God’s uni-
versal saving mystery in Christ—that salvation is in self-giving
in love—the question arises as to the value and import of this
knowledge. What purpose does it serve the Christian? The
answer is that it creates the Church as sign to the world of the
Good News of salvation in love. Thus the Christian commu-
nity’s role is to engage the world in dialogue regarding the basic
questions of meaning in life, and to respond by sign to those
questions, through a life of witness to the world that the fullness
of meaning is found in self-giving through love. The difference
in the Church is that its practice of saving love is “tiedin . . .
with faith and the sacraments,” whereas that which is required
of humanity in general is “ simply real love” (52) (cf, Matt
25:31-46) .
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Segundo is thus led to consider the question of the necessity
of the Church. For if the saving process of real love is available
to the world in general, is the Church really necessary? What
is given there over and above what is available outside the
Church? According to Segundo, in the Church, the

dawning of conscious awareness, explicitation, and reflection . . . is
not simply a higher perfection but a whole new world. It is the
world of the human where man plays out what he once played out
on the level of instinet [!?]; it is a system of relationships which,
through their signification, affects and determines the very roots
of life (54).

But how precisely does this “ conscious awareness ” make a dif-
ference, Segundo asks himself. The answer: only in terms of
the essential contribution of the Church to the world (55) . That
contribution is seen in terms of the outside world’s unconscious
movement of self-giving love as a “ preparation for the gospel.”
The role of the Church is to bring that journey forward to “ an
encounter,” in dialogue “between a question that is moving
forward and the ‘ good news’ (‘ gospel ) that is waiting hope-
fully (LG 16)” (55). Thus the non-Christian is seen as one
who was ever seeking “ the good news that the Christian had
to give” (56).

Segundo goes further, however, by arguing that if this saving
love, available on the level of humanity in general, “is to over-
come its intrinsic obstacles, . . . [it] must pose questions and
encounter the corresponding answers that can only come with
full-fledged faith ” (56) . Why? What does the Christian reve-
lation provide, that this general human love and general begin-
ning-faith experience that resides in it does not have? Segundo
argues that the knowledge of the revelation provided by the
historical Christ brings an essential experience of certainty of
hope, assurance of the worthwhileness of the journey, and cour-
age to persevere to its end:

The most demanding question of love has to do with its trust and
hope. Is love worth the effort, when it is so probable it will be
shipwrecked? . . . The result of this crisis of hope is that . . . [one
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does] not invest in the experiment the decisive and total resources
which love would require to be truly victorious (57-58; last italics
added).

Rahner points out that . .. Even though a person may not allow
for the whole scope and hopefulness of Christian love, the very
fact that he lives among men who do love with full-fledged hope
and unreservedly will often cause him to resolve his doubts in favor
of love. This love will have been fully fleshed out, and it is for this
purpose alone that God revealed his mystery to men (60; italics
added) . ‘

This process of maturing experience in the bosom of a truly hu-
man relationship causes the believer and the nonbeliever to traverse
the same road, forcing upon them the same obligations of authen-
ticity and communication. In this process speech and language go
through a deep ascesis until the person truly arrives at the major
question indicated above [“ Who are we?”]. It is at this latter
point that one can insert the proclamation of the Good News.
Without this process of dialogue, without this growth in authen-
ticity, and without this experience of communication, the proclama-
tion of the faith is in danger of being turned into an ideology or a

myth that is unacceptable to our contemporaries (68; italics
added).

The Church is, then, a sign because it “ has been placed here
precisely and exclusively to pass on to men a certain significa-
tion, i.e., a message, something to be grasped, comprehended,
and incorporated to a greater or lesser degree into the fashion-
ing of history and the world ” (81). Thus the primary purpose
of the Church is not to be understood in terms of its own mem-
bers, but rather, as directed toward the good of those outside
the Church:

The primary preoccupation of the Church is not directed toward
her own inner life but toward people outside. Unlike other organi-
zations founded for the benefit of its own members, the Church is
a community sent to those who live, act, and work outside her own
narrow limits (81).

To be a Christian is to belong to a community that has been sent
into the world (81).

Does any saving purpose reside in the Church, according to
Segundo, through its internal life with its members? No. Se-
gundo states: “the Church only aids the salvation of those who
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belong to her when their membership corresponds with the
function that the Church is called upon to exercise with regard
to the rest of the human race ” (82). For Segundo, membership
in the Church is saving only insofar as it is lived in responsible
proclamation of the Good News to the world outside the Church
and in dialogue with that world. As soon as life in the Church
is “ detached from this responsibility ” and lived “ for the bene-
fit of those who have availed themselves ” of the interior life of
the Church, “ then membership in the Church becomes a back-
ward step on the road to salvation. It becomes another form of
egotism ” (88).

In sum, the Church is a sign to the world of what the Church
knows. The Church expresses that sign through its mission of
“ service of humanity > (131), leading the world, already *“ mov-
ing toward the ‘ illumination of the gospel,”” to the enlighten-
ment to be found there (125). The Church takes up the mis-
sion of responsible proclamation of its knowledge to the world
through its life and dialogue with the world. In this way, the
Church shares in the world’s creative process by which it is built
up out of love (111), and provides the “leaven and salt” and
drive (86), the conscious awareness which is necessary in order
to lead the world onward in a life of personal self-giving in re-
sponsible love that terminates in the fullest realization of a life
of union with God.

Critique

Tt is not difficult to find many fuzzy areas in Segundo’s the-
ology of the Church, not to mention his redemptive Christology.
It is the fuzziness of the latter that forms the basis for the
imprecision and uncertainties in his ecclesiology. For if salva-
tion is to be found universally in love expressed in self-giving,
it is truly difficult to determine what precisely Jesus’s death and
resurrection added to that process of salvation other than exem-
plary causality. It is not enough to argue, as Segundo does,
that only in the historical Christ is the saving “ passover *’ made
possible, when at the same time he argues for a mystery of
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salvation present in the whole of human history, which, in the
last analysis, is God’s universal saving gift of himself to man-
kind in love. Once Segundo summarizes his redemptive Chris-
tology in this way as the particularizing of universal salvation,
he can find nothing left for the Church to do but to know this
(whereas non-Christians can only live it) and responsibly to
seek to convey this knowledge to non-believers. But then Se-
gundo has a new problem of trying to indicate clearly what the
value of this knowledge is, and he is never able to do so. To say
that it leads to greater security in hope or certainty of the road
to salvation may be true but it is hardly adequate, especially in
today’s world where the role of the intellect so often goes un-
appreciated. We are living in an age that gives priority to life
and action over knowledge. The average non-Christian would
rightly question Segundo at this point: what difference does it
make whether or not I explicitly know I am on the road to sal-
vation in Christ, as long as I live the life of self-giving on that
road? To argue that doubts are resolved through the Christian
revelation (60), or that greater possibilities for self-giving are
available in this way (58) says little to an age that has come to
live comfortably in the midst of uncertainty, and is already
living enough of a life of comfortable concern for others to get
by satisfying the demands of Christian self-giving.

But it is our purpose here to speak directly to Segundo’s
theology of the Church and his two-pronged conception of its
life of knowledge and sign. We do not wish to argue that Se-
gundo is wrong in deciphering the role of the Church in this
way; we wish, rather, to propose that his ecclesiology does not
go far enough, for the following reasons:

1) To begin with, Segundo has fundamentally erred by set-
ting his study of the significance of the Church within the con-
text of the process of attaining salvation. For once he has done
this and then looks at the Church, he is almost immediately
faced with the question: is the Church necessary for salvation?,
and, since he will want to argue that membership in the Church
is not absolutely necessary—otherwise what is to be said of all
those billions of people who were never in the Church—he is
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forced to conclude that one can be saved while not formally
being a member of the Church. This then leaves him with no
alternative but to affirm that the Church’s function is to ex-
plicitate the already existing journey of history toward salva-
tion. Thus with the Church comes explicit knowledge of sal-
vation, whereas without the Church there is only implicit
knowledge of salvation—implicitly known wherever self-giving
love is present.

But I would propose that the heart of the theology of the
Church is not to be found against the background of the prob-
lem of salvation, though that is surely involved, nor that the
role of the Church is simply to explicate what is already uncon-
sciously present in history. One should begin one’s study of
the Church by seeing the Church first in terms of an interper-
sonal relationship between God and Christian believers through
Jesus Christ. The Christian faith experience is not ultimately
a process of salvation, but an encounter with God in an inter-
personal experience of him through Jesus Christ. It is that
experience that indeed concomitantly brings salvation, for sal-
vation is to be with God forever in Jesus Christ, but the person
of Christ simply cannot be replaced by a process of salvation.
The salvation dimension that comes with sharing in God’s life,
therefore, should never overshadow the fact that Christianity is
ultimately rooted in a faith experience with Jesus’s Father and
with Jesus himself as God’s Son and Messiah. Jesus ultimately
challenged his hearers to be believers, not to be conscious of
what they already implicitly knew.

The difference is hardly an insignificant one. For if in fact
Jesus called his disciples through faith to an interpersonal rela-
tionship with his Father through him, then, indeed, that is
ultimately what is to be understood as the fundamental dimen-
sion of the faith experience as we enter into it today, and it is
that relationship which is not found outside the faith experi-
ence. We might refer to the difference between the believer and
the non-believer as explicit faith (“I believe in Jesus Christ )
vs. implicit faith (* as often as you did it for one of my least
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brothers, you did it for me” [Matt 25:40]), but such words
belie the fundamental difference between life in the Church and
life outside that community. When speaking of interpersonal
relationships, there is quite a difference between an explicit one
(“I know you and love you”) and an implicit one (*‘his/her
actions indicate a presence of knowledge and love though he/she
does not know it ”’) . True interpersonal relationships are simply
not re-presented on an implicit level. They must be made ex-
plicit if they are really to be entered into, if there is truly a life
to be shared there. It is in fact once they are explicitated and
consciously shared in that an obvious difference ocecurs in the
lives of the two who have encountered each other, and it is then
that knowledge has its role. For if I know something explicitly,
I am able to allow it to enter into and to affect my life in a way
barely possible otherwise. Knowledge does make a difference in
our lives—especially when it is interpersonal—because I am
then able through that interpersonal relationship to realize new
levels of human communication and attain depths of being as
a person not available on the implicit level. In terms of the
matter of salvation, there may be no significant difference there
—Dboth may equally be saved (more on this later) —but since
human beings are ultimately not things to be saved but persons
who attain levels of experience and depth of life through inter-
personal experience, understanding the Christian faith experi-
ence ultimately in terms of interpersonal relationships consti-
tutes a fundamental difference.

2) Segundo fails to understand fully the significance of knowl-
edge as used in the Scriptures. Granting that the Christian
community knows what the non-Christian does not know, we
must insist that this knowledge brings to the community more
than intellectual perception and conviction of purpose. What
Segundo fails to bring out is the existential depth that comes
with the knowledge of the person of God:

Knowledge for the Semite is more than a recondite process of un-
derstanding because it involves an existential relationship. To know
an object is to have a completely real experience of it. . . . Knowl-
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edge of God is attained . . . when man shares in God’s covenant
(Jr 81, 84) and is gradually led to close acquaintance with God.?

Knowledge for the Hebrew came in and through fasth, and to
have knowledge or to have faith was to be rooted in the truth.
A believer was one who, through knowing the truth, stood as it
were on firm soil, and derived solidity, strength, and firmness in
life from that position. Not to be in the truth or not to have
faith was to believe that one does know the truth when in fact
one does not. It is to live as if one is standing on solid ground,
when in fact one is standing on sand. It is to have no firmness,
no solidity, no support in one’s life. On the contrary, one who
is in the truth is in touch with reality as it really is. The effect
is that the believer derives a power from that contact that is
otherwise unattainable:

The summary of God’s word is ’emet, stability and solidity (Ps.
119:160) ; his promises too are ’emet—they “hold ” and possess a
carrying capacity on which the whole of man’s life can be built as
on an unshakable foundation (Ps. 182:11). ... The people who
refer to God in this way have not discovered his solid reality as a
static quality, but have experienced him as a dynamic reality prov-
ing itself in history. Truth will manifest and impose itself in the
future as an unassailable and steadfast reality. . . . God is the pro-
tagonist of history. His mobilizing and leading presence is a most
impressive bearer of his people’s existence.?

In terms of the Judeo-Christian faith, this means that one
who believes in the God who has revealed himself in Jesus
Christ shares in the power of God’s life, and derives all the
strength and stability of his/her life from that existential union
with God. It is that power that becomes operative in the be-
liever’s life and transforms the quality of his/her future ac-
tivity. Not only can the believer go forward in history with a
power not otherwise available to human beings, but the believer
can transform history with a power that is simply not present in
the same way and to the same degree to the non-believer. If

? Xavier Léon-Dufour (ed.), Dictionary of Biblical Theology, rev. ed. (New
York, 1973), p. 296. Hereafter, Léon-Dufour.
2 8. J. Heijke, The Bible on Faith (De Pere, Wisc., 1966), pp. 6, 8.
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knowledge leads to action, as it surely does, then it is simply
not possible, under ordinary circumstances, to have the same
quality of transformation of history present in the non-believ-
er’s activity as is available to the believer, if the believer takes
advantage of the power of life that is available to him/her in
and through that belief. This is surely not to deny a power of
life in the activities of non-believers, but it is not the same as
that available to believers if they choose to live deeply in their
faith.

Unbalance is derived from the fact that believers so often

do not in fact have existential depth in their knowledge—it is
often purely intellectual—and because non-believers, in spite of
their lack of knowledge of God in Christ, nevertheless in one
way or another are brought into some kind of relationship with
Christ through what they do know, or through the compati-
bility of their lives with Christian living. Matt 25:31-46 is
indeed helpful in this respect, because it indicates a true power
that comes to the non-believer from a life of self-giving even
though the non-believer does not know the true significance of
his/her activity. Such non-knowledge could never, however, be
said to lead to the same power and effectiveness that activity
through knowledge can have, nor is there any basis from Jesus’s
words in Matt 25: 31-46 to imply that. For the Hebrews as well
as the early Christians, life from beginning to end was rooted in
the power that comes from a life of faith in God, and without
that power, there was nothing but aimlessness or power without
power.
The man who has faith in God becomes a collaborator with the
almighty, since he is not only His creature but also His image
(Gn 1, 26ff). He testifies to this collaboration especially in the
domination which he exercises over land and beast (5117, 2ff). Far
from cringing before the forces of nature, man ought to master
them, a task which he can accomplish if he remains submissive to
his Creator in humble trust.

Paul echoes Jesus in teaching that by faith man opens himself to
the power of salvation in the gospel (R 1, 16). Faith wins “ the
knowledge of Christ, and the power of His resurrection, and the
fellowship of His sufferings” (Ph 3, 9f). Jesus crucified saves the
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believing faithful. For them He is the power of God (1 Co 1,
18.23f). For the weakness of God is stronger than men, and His
power manifests itself in the frailty of His witnesses (1 Co 1, 25;
2Co12,9). ... For they have put their belief in the power of God
who has raised Christ from the dead (Col 2, 12; 2 Co 18, 4). They
are powerfully fortified by His Spirit (E 8, 16) which makes their
words the Word of God and communicates to them the power of
the divine Word (1 Th 1, 5; 2, 18). In them acts the incomprehen-
sible grandeur of the divine power which surpasses every thought
and expectation (2 Co 4,7; E 1, 19f; 8, 20) .4

8) The fact that there is power that comes with faith—a
power that is rooted in the believer’s share in the life of God—
becomes a basis for affirming, against Segundo, that a) there
is a salvation component present in the life of a Christian which
is not simply derived from the Christian’s entrance into the
Church’s mission toward the outside world; and b) this salva-
tion experience is not simply to be explained as no more effec-
tive for the attainment of salvation than is the process of
salvation available to the non-believer in self-giving love.

As we have already noted, Segundo argues that “ the Church
only aids the salvation of those who belong to her when their
membership corresponds with the function that the Church is
called upon to exercise with regard to the rest of the human
race ” (82). That is simply not true. What Segundo fails
totally to comprehend is the internal value, majesty, and effec-
tiveness of the Church’s life upon its members. In short, what
Segundo has totally misunderstood is the role of the sacra-
mental activity of the Church, as we hope to indicate in a sub-
sequent article. Segundo, in his bias toward social activism,
roots the total life of the Church in what must be understood
as an important, but nevertheless only one important dimension
of the life of the Church. If in fact the Spirit of Christ creates
the Church, and those who are living in the Church are mem-
bers of the Body of Christ through the power of his Spirit, it
makes no sense to argue that that life has no specifically inter-
nal saving features.

“Léon-Dufour, pp. 439, 442.
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Segundo once again fails to appreciate the importance of in-
terpersonal relationships. A limp analogy may help here. Surely
one would never decipher the significance of a human interper-
sonal love relationship by its effect upon the lives of those out-
side the relationship, although surely that effect cannot be
underplayed in view of the fact that no two human beings may
ever be comprehended apart from their lives in the larger com-
munity. At the same time, the primary raison d’étre for the
love relationship—the first area of significance for the love re-
lationship—must be found in terms of the internal life created
by that relationship. What happens is that a new creation is
formed, by which each of the two members shares intimately
in the other’s life. That relationship has an effect on the life of
each of the partners that simply is not available to either in
any other way—not even through a different interpersonal rela-
tionship that might have come from a contract with a different
marriage partner. The person is in himself/herself irreplaceable.

In terms of the new community formed between believers and
God through Christ, a new relationship is established, and this
relationship presents its own internal possibilities for growth
and eternal union that are simply not specifically the same as
the life of salvation experienced in the Church’s responsible
carrying out of its mission toward the world, nor are they the
same as the salvation experience available to the non-believer
in the implicit process of salvation he/she unknowingly under-
takes in self-giving love. The internal life experience has unique
characteristics beyend the salvation components available on
either of the other two levels. This is not to deny that both in
the explicit and in the implicit relationship with God, as well
as in the Church’s mission activity toward the world, salvation
is a proper component. People involved in each type of rela-
tionship might equally be saved. But the question here is one
of objective possibilities for union with God involving salvation.
These possibilities are explicitly present in the explicit relation-
ship with God in Christ in faith, and this relationship presents
greater objective possibilities for life through the human part-
ner’s conscious knowledge of them and subsequent engagement
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with them. These possibilities cannot be said to be equally
present and available to the human partner who is not con-
scious of them In the case of the non-believer, nor of no signifi-
cance apart from the mission life of the Church. The power of
these resources is available to the person who has knowledge of
them and who can through that knowledge put them into effec-
tive expression in his/her internal life of union with God in
Christ in his Church.

Segundo catalogues numerous texts from Vatican II to sup-
port his one-sided insistence upon the importance of the mission
life of the Church (GS 21; cf GS 1, 11, 40, 43) . What Segundo
fails to do is consider all the texts that argue as well for a
greater vitality in the internal life of the community of Christ.
May we note one text which explicitly sees the mission dimen-
sion only realizable if the life of the Church is internally in
proper accord:

Thus, missionary activity among the nations differs from pastoral
activity exercised among the faithful, as well as from undertakings
aimed at restoring unity among Christians. And yet these two
other activities are most closely connected with the missionary
zeal of the Church, because the division among Christians damages
the most holy cause of preaching the gospel to every creature and
blocks the way to the faith for many. Hence, by the same mandate
which makes missions necessary, all the baptized are called to be
gathered into one flock, and thus to be able to bear unanimous wit-
ness before the nations to Christ the Lord. And if they are not yet
capable of bearing full witness to the same faith, they should at

least be animated by mutual esteem and love (AG 6). (Abbott
translation.)

LG 8 notes that in the Eucharistic celebration the “ unity of all
believers who form one body in Christ (cf. 1 Cor 10:17) is both
expressed and brought about.” In LG 4 Vatican II clearly
emphasizes the vitality and power that is present to the faithful
in their own interior life;

The Spirit dwells in the Church and in the hearts of the faithful
as in a temple (cf.1 Cor. 3:16; 6:19). In them He prays and bears
witness to the fact that they are adopted sons (cf. Gal. 4:6; Rom.
8:15-16 and 26). The Spirit guides the Church into the fullness of
truth (ef. Jn. 16:13) and gives her a unity of fellowship and service.
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He furnishes and directs her with various gifts, both hierarchical and
charismatic, and adorns her with the fruits of His grace (cf. Eph.
4:11-12; 1 Cor. 12:4; Gal. 5:22). By the power of the gospel He
malkes the Church grow, perpetually renews her, and leads her to
perfect union with her Spouse (italics added).

Christ is seen in the liturgy to be proclaiming his gospel to his
faithful (SC 88), thereby bringing them to a greater unity with
the “ worshiping Church of heaven” (LG 50). Let it be noted
that bishops as “ shepherd’s of Christ’s flock ” are to be ready
to “lay down their life for their sheep” and to “lead the
Church to ever-increasing holiness ” (LG 41) . Moreover, God
has chosen ““to make men holy and save them not merely as
individuals without any mutual bonds, but by making them
into a single people, a people which acknowledges Him in truth
and serves Him in holiness” (LG 9; italics added). I am sug-
gesting that, in these texts, it is not the primacy of the mission
to non-Christians that Vatican IT had in mind, but the primacy
of the internal mission Christians have toward one another,
and the vitality of the life of union with Christ that comes
through that life.

Segundo apparently could find little Seriptural support for
his thesis. Chapter 4 of his work, most specifically devoted to
the question of justifying the function of the Church regarding
the non-believing community, labors over 1 Cor 5 as a justifica-
tion for his position, where Paul argues that a deviant Christian
should be separated from the Christian community, but not
that the Christians should “ separate themselves from pagan
sinners ” (79). But the text was hardly intended by Paul to
lead to the conclusion Segundo draws from it, that the “ pri-
mary preoccupation of the Church is not directed toward her
own inner life but toward people outside ” (81). The fact is, it
is only rarely that the early Christian community turned to a
consideration of their responsibilities outside the community,
and then only to “baptize” and “ make disciples of all the
nations ” (Matt 28:19) .

Avery Dulles, S.J., has, as is already well known, amply and
accurately argued “ how little the New Testament makes of the



20 MARTIN R. TRIPOLE, S.J.

Chureh’s responsibility toward the temporal order,” that there
is nothing in the New Testament to indicate that “there are
people called to the Kingdom without also being called to the
Church ” (a point notably ignored by Segundo), and that the
New Testament Church is seen as “ existing for the glory of God
and of Christ, and for the salvation of its members in a life be-
yond the grave. It is not suggested that it is the Church’s task
to make the world a better place to live in.”®

Perhaps more typical of the theology of Paul is the idea of
baptism into the death and resurrection of Christ, leading to
the death of the old self and the birth of the new (Rom 6) . This
new life is manifested precisely by the new-found relationship
of each member of the community to every other member,
which destroys old barriers to life and creates a new unity of
life in Christ:
Each one of you is a son of God because of your faith in Christ
Jesus. All of you who have been baptized into Christ have clothed
yourself with him. There does not exist among you Jew or Greek,
slave or free man, male or female. All are one in Christ Jesus (Gal
3:26-28; cf. 1 Cor 12:27-81).
If Paul proclaims the gospel—as he surely does—it is to draw
non-believers into a saving relationship to Christ through their
baptism into the saving Body of Christ. There is little sugges-
tion in his writings that he ever had any other intention in mind.
He does not conceive of the proclamation of the gospel for any
other purposes. It is wrong, therefore, to suggest that there is
sceriptural basis for the thesis that there is no saving significance
in the Christian life apart from its mission to non-believers.
Rather, the fullness of the life of salvation is present only when
the saving life of Christ is entered into within the life of the
Church (1 Cor 10:16-17) for the loving encounter with Christ
by the Church’s own members, and in view of its mission to-
ward those outside the Christian community. There is no rea-
son for emphasizing either to the exclusion of the other. But
even then, the mission of Paul toward the non-believer is under-

S Avery Dulles, S.J., Models of the Church (New York, 1974), pp. 94-95. Here-
after, Dulles.
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taken to draw the non-believer into the fullness of the life
experienced within the Christian community and not to a faith
experience in Christ apart from the community.

An Eschatological Ecclesiology of the Kingdom

It is for these reasons that I would like to alter Segundo’s
conception of the Church by proposing a far different perspec-
tive~—one which Segundo seems almost completely to have
ignored. I would see the Church in terms of the larger horizon
of the eschatological realization of the kingdom of God, and
then understand the Church as the eschatological community
revealing and promoting that kingdom.*

A more adequate conception of the Church, then, would see
the role of the Church in its relationship to the eschatological
coming of the kingdom of God. Such a Church would not live
for itself, but rather, for the kingdom that is to come. The
Church would not preach itself as its goal, would not demand
adherence to itself as the goal of human history, but would call
for adherence to that which is the goal and the meaning of
human existence, namely, the realization of God’s kingdom. If
the mission of Christ was to proclaim and to call all people to
the kingdom, then the Church can do nothing more and nothing
less than to carry on that same mission by proclaiming and call-
ing all people to the kingdom.

The Church therefore does not directly call all people to
itself but to the kingdom. The Church calls people to itself only
insofar as the Church is identified with those who have ex-
plicitly been chosen to designate within history the call of the
kingdom and who explicitly within history live out a life of
designated members of the kingdom. This does not necessarily
imply that those who are in the Church will attain the kingdom,

¢ Segundo does state: ““The community called Church has, as its fundamental
mission, the transmission of the faith. It is commissioned to proclaim that the
Kingdom is already here in our midst. In our day this perennial task of the Church
entails fundamental obligations ” (67). So far as I can determine, this is his only
consideration of the Church in reference to the kingdom, and hardly an adequate
one.
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for they must live a life of responsible membership, but as
formal members of the Church, they are at least designated as
having heard and accepted the call to live a life of responsible
membership for the kingdom. Christians thereby enter into the
fullest knowledge of and present ewperience of a life in union
with God in Christ. Thus the call to membership in the Church
is an integral part of, though it does not replace the call to,
membership in the kingdom. The Church can never make itself
a substitute for the kingdom. The Church can never work for
its own glory but only for that of the kingdom. Thus it is not
simply membership in the Church that is the goal of the
Church, nor is membership in the Church a guarantee of mem-
bership in the kingdom. The goal of the Church as Church is
nevertheless membership in the community of those who have
been chosen to live a life of fidelity to Christ and his kingdom
in the hope of becoming full-fledged members of that kingdom.

As aresult, the Church has at least three functions: 1) to pro-
claim to the world the fact that history has become eschato-
logical; i.e., history’s terminus is not determined by the limits
of time and space. The Church proclaims that there is a God
who has revealed himself in Jesus Christ and has called all
people to a life in eschatological history, which begins with the
historical Jesus and ends with the parousia; 2) to live a life of
responsible witness to the fact that history is now eschatologi-
cally oriented; and 8) to begin to realize—already now—the
life of the kingdom within its own life of community. Though
Segundo would probably not disagree with the first two func-
tions we have indicated here—for his Church is one which pro-
claims the Good News through responsible service—he fails to
integrate his perspective into the larger context of eschatologi-
cal history and the theocentric dimension that comes with God’s
plan to realize his kingdom. Nevertheless, it is the third func-
tion of the Church’s life which we have indicated here that has
been especially overlooked by Segundo.

The Church is not simply a witness to the world of the fact
that history is eschatological, nor does it simply point the way
to the eschatological terminus of history, nor does it simply
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proclaim the Good News that history is eschatological, but it
already now anticipates within its interior life the life of the
kingdom. Segundo speaks of the Church as a Church “ capable
of super-charity ” (121). But the Church is surely something
more than that. It is anticipation of the kingdom. We are using
the word anticipation here to mean that which precedes some-
thing else and gives a foretaste of that thing that is coming; it
is an adwvanced experience. Thus the Church is a foretaste of
the life of the kingdom. The Church is supposed to give an ad-
vanced indication of what the life of the kingdom will be like.
This the Church does by being, already in its interior life, evi-
dence of the character of the life of the kingdom. If the Church
is not the embodiment of the kingdom, it is at least “ the initial
budding forth of that kingdom ” (LG 5), the present anticipa-
tion of the life of the kingdom. This the Church does by letting
shine through it the present power of the life of the kingdom:
by living in conformity with the proclamation of Christ, by its
sacramental life of baptism and the Eucharist, and above all by
its life of community: the overcoming of the forces of loneliness,
deprivation, and oppression which destroy the wholeness of life,
and the creation of reconciliation, cooperation, and harmony
among human beings which promote wholeness of life. It is the
grandeur of this life of community which is to be a sign of the
power of the Good News to the world, at the same time as it is
an advanced indication of the life that all are to know in the
eschaton. The Church is thus meant to be a visible embodiment
that pre-views, or makes possible a pre-view, of the life of the
kingdom. But this pre-view makes visible, not only to the out-
side world but also to its own members, the transformation of
history into the eschatological age.

In view of the fact that the Church anticipates the kingdom,
the Church is also essentially composed of members who may
already now be designated by anticipation as freed. Because
Christians are already now designated for the kingdom, it fol-
lows that they are already now defined by their membership in
that kingdom and may no longer be defined by their member-
ship in any other “kingdom.” Thus it follows that they are by
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right freed from being rightfully subjected to any lesser power
or reality than the kingdom of God: that is, they are freed by
right from enslavement to any lesser institution, creed, doc-
trine, principles, dictatorships, or ruling powers—any forms of
subjection or enslavement to anything less than the eschato-
logical kingdom of God (including enslavement to themselves
or even, by chance, to the Church). Christians are by right no
longer slaves of sin, death, and the Law under any form. They
are no longer to be victims of idols that would claim power over
them. They are freed to be themselves before God. Their only
subjection is to God and his will for them (Rm 6:22); but
God’s will for them is that they be free (Gal 5:13).

They are therefore no longer determined by the judgments of
human beings upon them. A value is no longer placed upon
their heads insofar as they fulfill the prescriptions of any human
moral or legal code. They are no longer insignificant beings be-
cause their talents are not recognized by humans, any more
than they are more worthy human beings because people choose
to place a value upon their talents. In other words, the judg-
ments of human beings no longer have any rightful or determin-
ing power upon their lives (1 Cor 4:1-5; 6:12) . Christians are
what they are, not on the basis of any human determination
of their status, worth, or import, but on the basis of their being
chosen for membership in the eschatological community of God,
and it is that choice and destination that makes them free for
God and free from any lesser reality that would try to prevent
them from attaining their destiny in God. Thus if there is any
anthropocentric concept that may be said to summarize most
completely the gift of God to human beings, it is the fact that
he has made them free.

Now it is true that Christians are members of the freed com-
munity of God not simply for their benefit, but for all mankind.
That fact is not to be ignored, in a total picture of the life of
the Church. Nevertheless, while the “living God ” does intend
to be the “savior of all men,” he is the savior “ especially of
those who believe” (1 Tim 4:10), and that salvation experi-
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ence is already rightfully and meaningfully shared in a special
way by Christians in their internal life in the Church.

Perhaps the whole matter is best summed up by Avery Dulles
in his Models of the Church. Dulles argues that the Church, by
becoming the “visible expression” of the “actual event of
grace,” “ achieves itself ” the “ more widely and intensely the
faithful participate . . . in the actions of the Church whereby
men are bound together ” in the sacramental life of the Church.’
The direct “ beneficiaries ” of the Church’s life, then, are “ all
those who are better able to articulate and live their faith
thanks to their contact with the believing and loving Church.”
It is by the members’ life in the Church that “ their own spirit-
ual life is sustained, intensified, and channeled in constructive
ways.” Yet Dulles also argues that “ As believers succeed in
finding appropriate external forms by which to express their
commitment to God in Christ, they become living symbols of
divine love and beacons of hope in the world.” ®* While Dulles
argues to some value in each of the models of the Church out-
lined in his work, he also holds that the sacramental model
“has special merit ”; “It preserves the community value, for
if the Church were not a communion of love it could not be an
authentic sign of Christ.”®

In other words, it is because the Church so intensely enters
Into its own internal life of union with God in community that
it can best hope to carry out its mission activity to the world.
The two aspects of Church life should never be disassociated,
and the one intimately involves the other. But if primacy is
to be placed anywhere, it is upon the building up of the internal
life of the Church in its Spirit-filled communion with God in
Christ. If the Church is going to have anything to proclaim
in its mission to the world, the Church has got first to experience
it. And to bring out the importance of that internal experience
has been the whole point of this article.

MarTiN R. TriroLE, SJ.

Saint Josepk’s University
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

™ Dulles, p. 64. 8 Dulles, p. 67. ® Dulles, pp. 186-87.



KANT ON THE TUTELAGE OF GOD
AND NATURE *

L2 ]

NY ATTEMPT TO discuss the Kantian philosophy in
terms of the success or failure of specific doctrines,
such as the distinction between phenomena and nou-

mena, is premature unless guided by an understanding of what
Kant refers to as its architectonic—the systematic unity of the
various modes of knowledge expressing a prephilosophical Idea
which serves as the norm for the possibility as well as doctrinal
components of philosophy as metaphysics. As stated by Kant:

By an architectonic I understand the art of constructing systems.
By a system I understand the unity of the manifold modes of
knowledge under one idea. This idea is the concept provided by
reason—of the form of a whole—insofar as the concept determines
a priort not only the scope of its manifold contents, but also the
positions which the parts occupy relatively to one another.

Kant’s architectonic thus becomes a hermeneutics for judging
the doctrinal components of his metaphysics as they issue from
its Idea. That this Idea is a prior: points to its prephilosophical
(1.e., pretheoretical) origin. And the locus of the prephilosophi-
cal is the realm of practice. The Kantian Idea thus concerns
the ground of human action, for the eros toward metaphysics
springs from the “ ultimate aim of reason,” which is “ no other
than the whole vocation of man, and the philosophy which
deals with it is entitled moral philosophy.”? Kant’s meta-
physics is thus a metaphysics of morals since man’s moral call-
ing—resting on the two pillars of the categorical imperative
and practical autonomy—is its a prior: beginning. It is in this

* For much in this article I am indebted to my former teacher Peter Van Nuis.

* Critique of Pure Reason, translated by N. Kemp Smith (New York, 1965),
B860. Hereafter designated “ CPuR ”. This crucial heuristic is reiterated in the
Preface to the Critique of Practical Reason.

2 CPuR, B8g68.
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light that we must evaluate Kant’s theoretical assertions, the
most problematic being the duality of phenomena and nou-
mena. For while it is true that Kant’s purely philosophical
arguments turn on this distinction, the Kantian architectonic
forces us to recognize that this central bifurcation has its
ground in turn in a practical and not a theoretical obligation—
the categorical imperative as the overriding metaphilosophical
norm. This is shown by Kant’s analysis of metaphysics as a
natural disposition.

The possibility of philosophy as metaphysics is expressed in
a two-fold manner: a) as a theoretical science and b) as a nat-
ural disposition. The former is shown to be impossible since
pure reason desires what it cannot achieve—a science of meta-
physics on a par with the sciences of physics and mathematics.
Consequently the question becomes, as in the Prolegomena, “ Is
metaphysics possible at all?” since reason encounters an-
tinomies and dialectical illusions when reaching for the Abso-
lute. However, despite constant failure the attempt nonetheless
persists. The possibility of metaphysics thus shifts to its possi-
bility as a natural disposition. That is, we do not ask (as with
physics and mathematics) how metaphysics as an actual science
becomes possible. We ask, given the perpetual frustration, how
metaphysics arises as a natural disposition and in what way
this disposition is to be properly directed. The answer to both
questions is reason’s practical employment. The origin and
content of metaphysics is man’s ethical nature.

The metaphysical questions—God, freedom and immortality
—are the ethically most significant questions since “ these . . .
in turn refer us yet further, namely, to the problem of what we
ought to do, if the will is free, if there is a God and a future
world.” * What we ought to do, of course, is obey the categori-
cal imperative. The primacy of practical over theoretical reason
is likewise reflected in the ordering of the questions concerning
the three metaphysical issues:

3 Ibid., B828.
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1. What can I know?, which points to absolute first cause.

2. What ought I to do?, which points to freedom as the
ground of the moral law.

3. What may I hope?, which points to the transcendental
ground of a reconciliation of morality and happiness, the su-
preme good. *

The first question (What can I know?), which is “ merely
speculative ”, is answered negatively by the CPuR. Knowledge
is limited to the sensible and its lawfulness since the Absolute
transcends our power to understand. However, since we are
driven at the same time to think the unconditioned we find our
reason in the awkward position of positing thinkable but un-
knowable objects. But this is precisely the positive function of
the limitation of the understanding, for it permits pure reason
to exceed the bounds of sense without contradiction when
positing noumena. As Kant explains, “ though we cannot know
these objects as things in themselves, we must yet be in posi-
tion at least to think them as things in themselves; otherwise we
should be landed in the absurd conclusion that there can be
appearance without anything that appears.”® The noumenal
reality of God, freedom and immortality requires and follows
from the curbing of theoretical reason’s transcendent preten-
sions, such that Kant finds it “ necessary to deny knowledge, in
order to make room for faith.” ¢

The answer to the second and central question (What ought
I to do?) is the command to become worthy of happiness by
obeying the moral law whose unconditional validity is a “ fact
of pure reason.” This Kantian prime directive assumes the
form of a command because in this life morality and happiness
are frequently in tension.

The answer to the third question (What may I hope?) ad-
dresses this tension by holding out the hope of a coincidence
between morality and happiness by means of a divine agency.

¢ Ibid., B832-3.
5 Ibid., Bxxvi.
¢ Ibid,. Bxxx.
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This is the function of Kant’s moral theology and exposes a
possible tension between the unconditional moral demand as
the answer to question two and the possibly heteronomous
concern for happiness as the answer to question three. More
generally, this is the problem of explaining human action in
terms of morality and nature.

The aim of metaphysics as a natural disposition is thus to
account for the categorical demand of the moral law by a doc-
trine of transcendental freedom and the expectation of happi-
ness proportional to morality by a rational faith in God. At the
same time the purity and dignity of the moral law requires that
metaphysics be free from the tutelage of God or nature, an
anticipation of man’s practical autonomy as the Idea animating
Kant’s metaphysics. The following examination of this meta-
physics is therefore undertaken to estimate whether this dual
tutelage is in fact escaped. The issues to be treated are a) the
dual perspective of freedom and nature as an account of human
action, b) the autonomy of the will, and ¢) the moral theology
and the supreme good.

Our starting point is what for Kant is an unconditionally
valid “ fact of pure reason "—the moral law:

The moral law is given, as an apodictically certain fact, as it were,
of pure reason, a fact of which we are a priori conscious, even if it
be granted that no example could be found in which it has been
followed exactly. Thus the objective reality of the moral law can
be proved through no deduction, through no exertion of the theoreti-
cal, speculative, or empirically supported reason . . . Instead of
this vainly sought deduction of the moral principle, however, some-
thing entirely different and unexpected appears: the moral principle
itself serves as a principle of the deduction of an inscrutable fac-
ulty . .. This is the faculty of freedom, which the moral law, itself
needing no justifying grounds, shows to be not only possible but
actual in beings which acknowledge the law as binding upon them.
The moral law is, in fact, a law of causality through freedom and
thus a law of the possibility of a supersensuous nature . ..” "

" Critique of Practical Reason, translated by L. W. Beck (New York, 1956),
pp- 43-9. Hereafter designated “ CPrR”
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The dogmatic (i.e., uncritieal) beginning of Kant’s metaphysics
is a prephilosophical fact—pure practical reason. From this
fact follow the reciprocal doctrines of the obligatory conscious-
ness of the moral law and freedom as the reality of the nou-
menal self.

As Kant explains in the Foundations of the Metaphysics of
Morals, the journey to the noumenal commences with the good
will as the mark of practical autonomy. For unlike natural gifts
the use of his will is that for which man is totally responsible.
Since it allows man to transcend the heteronomous aspects of
his nature the autonomy of the will accomplishes both purity of
form and freedom of action. Kant thus declares that the good
will, though not the complete good (which is morality plus
happiness) , is the highest good. Particular goods and talents
are good by qualification, i.e., when used by the good will which
as such is unqualified good. However, since its goodness con-
sists in obeying the moral law, perhaps it too is a qualified or
derivative good. Kant avoids this seeming dependence of the
good will on the moral law by showing that the moral law is a
self-imposition by the good will. The sentiment of respect
mediates between consciousness of and willful subjection to the
moral law. But since such a will, which contemplates the law
and wills it into being out of respect, in so doing is a good will,
the problem of the evil will is a serious difficulty for Kant’s
account. To account for the possibility of the evil will the
autonomy of the will must not be constrained by the sentiment
of respect when thinking the moral law, such that both good
and evil become, ex nihilo, existential choices. The will is thus
situated, as Nietzsche says, “ beyond good and evil ”. The free-
dom for evil thus undercuts the “ fact ” of pure practical rea-
son. This can be avoided by taking the Kantian path of identi-
fying the will with the good will via the spontaneous feeling of
respect for the moral law as conceived, but as the price of
relegating evil to ignorance or the subhuman. In any case, this
is Kant’s beginning. And since the law is not imposed upon us
by either God or nature it is absolute.
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To anticipate a problem to be treated below, this same abso-
luteness and purity of the moral law raises a question about its
possible modus operandi. This is not the frequently mentioned
charge of heteronomy, which I shall try to show is groundless.
It is rather the problem of content. For at this point all we
know about the moral law and the good will is that they are
tied to the notion of a rational being as such. To act under the
moral law is to act under the form of rationality as such, i.e.,
unconditional universality. The categorical imperative is a
formal test whose criteria are universalization and noncontra-
diction. But the material to be so tested has its source in the
morally heteronomous desire for happiness which supplies the
content (if not the norm) for every candidate maxim. Since
all men as men constitutionally pursue happiness and all men
as rational beings obey a categorical imperative which as such
is neutral to happiness, the universalization of maxims is im-
possible, i.e., unintelligible, detached from their origin in man
as a natural being. To repeat, the threat here is not heteronomy
but the lack of material for universalization in order to avoid
purity of form coupled with sterility of content. Sacrificing
form to content produces heteronomy, whereas assimilating
content to form equates happiness with morality. Since both
are rejected by Kant he must find a way of informing the cate-
gorical imperative with non-heteronomous content, i.e., specific
moral decisions, if not directives.

The Kantian suggestion is that content, i.e., a specific course
of action, follows from the proper form. After all, the formality
of the categorical imperative is precisely what allows it to en-
compass a multitude of diverse contents. As Kant explains:

There is, therefore, only one categorical imperative. It is: Act only
according to that maxim by which you can at the same time will
that it should become a universal law.?

From Kant’s own point of view the issue concerning the cate-
gorical imperative is not whether it can bridge the gap between
form and content but whether such an imperative is in fact

s Ibid., p. 99.
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possible. In order philosophically to save morality from the
heteronomy of man’s nature we must pass beyond the prephil-
osophical fact of pure practical reason and provide a trans-
scendental deduction of the categorical imperative as the
expression of a morality adapted to a being who is not as such
purely rational. The key notion is freedom. Whereas our con-
sciousness of the moral law is the ratio cognoscendi of freedom,
freedom is the ratio essendi of the moral law. Freedom grounds
morality by supplying the categorical imperative with a trans-
cendental refuge from the tendency to replace it by nature, thus
rendering the categorical imperative impossible. As Kant ex-
plains:

We have finally reduced the definite concept of morality to the
idea of freedom, but we could not prove freedom to be real in our-
selves and in human nature. We saw only that we must presuppose
it if we would think of a being as rational and conscious of his
causality with respect to actions, that is, as endowed with a will;
and so we find that on the very same grounds we must ascribe to
each being endowed with reason and will the property of determin-
ing himself to action under the idea of freedom.®

In other words, we get not a deduction but the necessity of
freedom as a presupposition. It is the consequent noumenal
realm which supports freedom as the ratio essendi of the moral
law and the law as the non-illusory ratio cognoscendi of free-
dom. We can perhaps say that the phenomena-noumena dis-
tinction is synonymous with the deduction of the categorical
imperative since it provides the locus of positive freedom as
self-legislation. For “if freedom of the will is presupposed,
morality together with its principle follows from it by the mere
analysis of its concept.” ** The noumenal realm, the realm of
spontaneity and autonomy, is synonymous with the exercise of
pure reason as opposed to the sense-bound understanding.
Since this has been shown by the CPuR it points to the founda-
tions of ethics as the ultimate intent of Kant’s theoretical phi-

® Ibid., p. 67.
10 Ibid., p. 65.
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losophy. The limitation of the understanding establishes the
reality of pure reason. Pure reason as practical gives content
to the noumenal realm as morally necessary though theoretical-
ly incomprehensible. The justification for the phenomena-
noumena distinction is thus man’s practical autonomy, which
we have seen to be the dogmatic core of the Kantian Idea. As
the transcendental ground of the lawfulness of nature (which
implies material alien to man’s synthesizing understanding)
and the categorical imperative (which implies material in-
ternally recalcitrant to such self-legislation) man himself be-
comes the initiator and sustainer of the distinction between
appearance and reality. The understanding accomplishes this
negatively via its sense-dependence as the seat of the phe-
nomenality of nature,” while the will is the positive path to
the noumena via its transcendental freedom. In both cases it
is the one human reason which is the spontaneous lawgiver (i.e.,
practical agent) establishing the spheres of both nature and
freedom. The philosophical argument for a dualistic meta-
physies is paradoxically grounded in the unity of prephilosoph-
ical practical reason.** If the rationale for positing noumena is

1t As Kant explains, “ The doctrine of sensibility is likewise the doctrine of the
noumenon in the negative sense . . . the function of which is to curb the preten-
sions of sensibility; and it is therefore only of negative employment. At the same
time it is no arbitrary invention; it is bound up with the limitation of sensibility,
though it cannot affirm anything positive beyond the field of sensibility.” CPuR,
B307, 811.

12 This point is stated forcefully by Richard Kroner, who writes: “If it is true
that practical reason regulates the life of the will and the realm of moral existence,
is it not possible that theoretical reason (or intellect) regulates the realm of natural
existence, in so far as this realm is regular at all? This indeed is the core of Kant’s
famous thesis that the intellect prescribes its laws to nature, and this in turn is the
gist of his transcendental idealism or phenomenalism. This phenomenalism is the
outcome of his ethical subjectivism . . . The limitation of nature as the realm of
causal necessity and mathematical order is thus a consequence of moral freedom
and a postulate of moral reason . . . [and] rests upon the sovereignty of reason
over nature, and this sovereignty is the result of ethical subjectivism . . . Kant
interprets the relation between theoretical reason (or understanding) and nature
by analogy to the relation between practical reason and will. The logical forms, i.e.,
the highest principles of the natural order, are conceived as norms, rules, regulative
concepts—all these terms play a decisive role in the Critique of Pure Reason. And
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sought exclusively in theoretical reason misunderstandings arise
concerning the apparent absurdity of theoretically insisting on
the existence of theoretically inserutable beings and claiming
furthermore that such beings are nonphenomenal causes of
phenomena. Kant’s noumena seem to violate the very injunc-
tions of which he is the author. However, as we have seen (cf.
above, p. 28 and note 11) the issue is not entry into some alien
world but the necessity of noumena via a demonstration of the
derivative and dependent status of what confront us as mere
appearances. Echoing the Platonic metaphor from the eikastic
section of the divided line, just as to be an image implies being
an image of something which is itself not an image but an orig-
inal, to be an appearance implies being an appearance of some-
thing which as such does not appear but serves as the non-
phenomenal ground. The doctrine of the noumena is thus the
correlative of the derivative status of appearances, such that
both doctrines stand or fall together,

The noumena are therefore theoretically necessary despite
being problematic. We are obligated to assume them but should
resist the temptation to misuse them as causes in the usual
sense as applied to phenomena. The “ causal ” relation between
noumena and phenomena must not be conceived mechanically
along the inappropriate model of phenomenal causation. Since
the appropriate ontological metaphor is the relation of original
to copy, the proper “ causal ” relation is that of ground to con-
sequent. Noumena cause phenomena not “physically ” but
“ originally,” as their inner core of spontaneity. That is, phe-
nomena are the way in which the spontaneous, active noumena
must appear in our experience subject as they are to our recep-
tive, passive conditions of sensibility. By affecting our senses
noumena generate in us an experience of themselves as phe-
nomena. There are not two distinct classes of entities; phe-

all these terms indicate that Kant interprets the operation and function of reason,
even in the theoretical field, along the lines of ethical legislation . . . Reason, be
it practical or theoretical, is legislator in both fields, but the idea of legislation itself
is a practical one.” In Kant’s Weltanschauung, translation by John E. Smith (Chi-
cago, 1956), pp. 65-8.
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nomena are noumena under subjective conditions of space and
time. Kant’s critical idealism is therefore an ontological realism,
As Kant remarks in the Prolegomena:

Things as objects of our senses existing outside us are given, but we
know nothing of what they may be in themselves, knowing only
their appearances, that is, the representations which they cause in
us by affecting our senses. Consequently I grant by all means that
there are bodies without us, that is, things which, though quite
unknown to us as to what they are in themselves, we yet know by
the representations which their influence on our sensibility pro-
cures us. These representations we call “ bodies ”, a term signifying
merely the appearance of the thing which is unknown to us, but
not therefore less actual. Can this be termed idealism? It is the
very contrary.!®

Just as transcendental subjectivity is responsible for the experi-
ence of objects, the noumena are responsible for the objects of
experience. The realm of phenomenal causality is thus situated
between two noumenal realms of spontaneity. The efficient
causation between appearances which produce the order of na-
ture is thus an image of the free causation (i.e., spontaneity)
governing the noumenal order.

When applied to man’s activity via the spontaneous good
will, Kant’s phenomena-noumena division has been shown to
originate in the mandate of the prephilosophical fact of moral-
ity. And since his metaphysics as a whole turns on this phil-
osophical distinction, Kant’s most profound philosophical
argument becomes incapable of “philosophical ” evaluation
without thereby begging the question. The critique of Kant’s
metaphysics as a natural disposition must therefore shift from
the critique of pure (theoretical) to pure (practical) reason.
For the distinction between phenomena and noumena which
resolved the dialectic of pure theoretical reason now reveals
itself as a threat to pure practical reason insofar as the au-
tonomy of the will is concerned. The question, to repeat, is two-
fold—the will’s negative freedom from the heteronomous con-

% Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, translated by L. W. Beck (New
York, 1950), p. 36.
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cern with happiness and its positive freedom (i.e., autonomy)
with respect to the content and norm for its action once happi-
ness is suspended. The issue of counter-causal freedom, i.e.,
how noumenal causation can persist when phenomenal causa-
tion claims to be a complete account of action, will be dealt
with below In conjunction with Kant’s theological postulate.

The bracketing of happiness via the categorical call to the
moral law shows the genuine threat to the will to be a criterion
for meaningful content. We must not confuse the ethical prob-
lem with the psychological, which for Kant is a matter of moral
education rather than moral philosophy. Despite the over-
whelming instances of human frailty the absolute and uncon-
ditional validity of the categorical imperative is never com-
promised. Moral weakness is not a concession to the claim of
happiness but a proof of the necessarily command character of
duty. Though the categorical imperative, as we have indicated,
is not as such inimical to happiness its absolute validity must
manifest itself in such a way when morality and happiness con-
flict. Happiness and weakness confirm rather than invalidate
the fact of pure (practical) reason. For this reason the problem
of content emerges once happiness is removed as its ground, at
least as far as any means-end relation is concerned between
morality and happiness. We have already mentioned the im-
possibility of locating happiness in moral action as such. What
must be done is to join morality and happiness in such a way
as to avoid the heteronomy of morality as a means to happiness
and the obliteration of happiness via its subordination to moral-
ity. Morality is to be consistent with rather than for the sake
of happiness, which consistency is grounded not in heteronomy
but in a moral-rational hope. The problem thus becomes trans-
cendental rather than anthropological. We must therefore dis-
agree with the view of T. M. Greene, who writes:

In short, morality is said to be the concern of a purely autonomous
rational will. Kant’s introduction of happiness into his moral
scheme is therefore inconsistent with his own principles, and is
highly detrimental to them. The “ Summum Bonum ”, with happi-
ness equated with virtue, is indeed said to be merely an ideal of
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reason which must not be made a motive of action. Yet without
the assurance of its reality reason cannot be practical ¢

It is a mistake to insist that Kant must present his morally
necessary hope as an assured reality without claiming the type
of certainty which Kant expressly denies as desirable or pos-
sible. For Kant, such ultimate ignorance safeguards rather
than heteronomously undermines pure practical reason. This
is not the problem. It rather prepares the problem. Because
the will is noumenal (which allows for freedom in the negative)
its positive freedom is contentless and its only norm is non-
contradictory universalization.”* To complement this purely
logical criterion with material upon which to operate flirts with
heteronomy, since if the will requires sensibility for its modus
operandi its autonomy is an illusion. However, its transnatural
status, which remedies the dependence, renders it aimless. Con-
sequently, man’s earthly existence must reenter but in such a
way as to steer clear of heteronomy. For this reason the prob-
lem is on the transcendental plane since it involves the possible
dialectical use of pure practical reason in accounting for the
possibility of the supreme good—morality consistent with hap-
piness—and in such a way as not to diminish the categorical

1¢In “The Historical Context And Religious Significance of Kant’s Religion,” as
Part I of the Introduction to XKant’s Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone,

%7t is significant to observe Kant’s tacit admission of the failure of this test,
even when backed up by a maxim rooted in one’s happiness. This concerns his
fourth example in the Foundations, p. 41:

A fourth man, for whom things are going well, sees that others
(whom he could help) have to struggle with great hardships, and
he asks, “ What concern of mine is it? Let each one be as happy
as heaven wills, or as he can make himself; I will not take any-
thing from him or even envy him; but to his welfare or to his
assistance in time of need I have no desire to contribute.” If such
a way of thinking were a universal law of nature, certainly the
human race could exist, and without doubt even better than in
a state where everybody talks of sympathy and good will, or even
exerts himself occasionally to practice them while, on the other
hand, he cheats when he can and betrays or otherwise violates
the rights of man.
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demand of morality. This can be accomplished only by a
‘harmony (vs. a means-end relation) between freedom and na-
ture. But the comprehension of such a harmony, along with
the split between freedom and nature it is to reconcile, exceeds
the competence of theoretical reason. In the interest of practi-
cal] reason Kant therefore resorts to a theological postulate.
Whether Kant’s theology is an aid or a detriment to the will’s
autonomy we will have to see.

Because theoretical reason can demonstrate neither the im-
possibility nor the actuality of the supreme good coming to be
through natural laws, “reason cannot objectively decide
whether it is by universal laws of nature without a wise Author
presiding over nature or whether only on the assumption of
such an Author.” ** What Kant refers to as the “indecision of
speculative reason ” prompts the following solution of the prac-
tical dialectic:

Since the promotion of the highest good and thus the presupposi-
tion of its possibility are objectively necessary (though only as a
consequence of practical reason), and since the manner in which
we are to think of it as possible is subject to our own choice, in
which a free interest of pure practical reason is decisive for the
assumption of a wise Author of the world, it follows that the prineci-
ple which here determines our judgment, while subjectively a need,
is the ground of a maxim of moral assent, as a means to promoting
that which is objectively (practically) necessary; that is, it is a
faith of pure practical reason. As a voluntary decision of our judg-
ment to assume that existence and to make it the foundation of
further employment of reason, conducing to the moral (com-
manded) purpose and agreeing moreover with the theoretical need
of reason, it is itself not commanded. It rather springs from the
moral dispesition itself.*?

The tutelage of God or nature is thus resolved in favor of God.
If natural laws produce such a harmony the freedom of the will
becomes mere appearance. Consequently we must posit a Crea-
tor of a morality-happiness harmony in order for the uncondi-
tional moral law to pertain simultaneously to man as a natural

 OPrR, p. 151.
17 Ibid.
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being concerned with happiness. God allows morality to be
consistent with happiness without falling prey to the latter’s
heteronomy and the freedom of the will from natural causation
is likewise preserved. However, the God who liberates the
will in this way becomes Himself a new threat to its autonomy
since the actualization of happiness consistent with the morally
autonomous worthiness of such happiness seems predetermined
because guaranteed. The only way out of this problem is to
deny that God is the cause of the realm of appearances, which
would still preserve His role as Creator but limit it to noumena.
The human will would cause the realm of moral appearances
just as the understanding generates them in the natural realm.
The Idea behind Kant’s architectonic remains intact, since this
is in fact what Kant does. And by so doing he informs us of -
the ultimate significance and rationale for his philosophical
argument for a split between phenomena and noumena follow-
ing from the transcendental ideality of space and time as well
as the limitation of the categories. In the context of explaining -
how counter-causal freedom is possible, Kant states:

If I say of beings in the world of sense that they are ereated, I re-
gard them only as noumena. Just as it would therefore be contra-
dictory to say God is the creator of appearances, it is also a con-
tradiction to say that He, as the Creator, is the cause of actions in
the world of sense, as these are appearances; yet at the same time
He is the cause of the existence of the acting beings (as noumena)
. . . Such is the importance of the separation of time (as well as
space) from the existence of things-in-themselves, as this was ef-
fected in the critique of the pure speculative reason.®

Kant’s transcendental idealism is thus in the service of and
culminates in a theological postulate designed to justify our
hope for the supreme good. However, this hope is undercut
when it is realized that the true ground of this hope is not God
at all but the human will. This is because the realm of appear-
ances (the locus of the harmony of morality and happiness)

*8 Ibid., p. 106. Kant claims the same significance for the deduction of the cate-
gories on p. 146.
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is denied to God’s creation (i.e., such a creation strangely
involves a contradiction because the created is synonymous
with the noumenal) in order to preserve freedom. But if the
realm of appearance is detached from the God-created nou-
mena, their phenomenality must rest on that other creator, the
human will. The replacement of God by the human will thus
renders such a correspondence a matter of chance (i.e., history)
rather than a legitimate “ rational faith . Though this ground-
ing in willful autonomy conforms ultimately to the Kantian
Idea, this Idea in turn results in transcendental self-deception
once the tutelages of God and Nature are abandoned. For the
forsaking of the cunning of nature and divine providence (the
two agencies capable of guaranteeing such a harmony) pro-
duces the transcendental illusion this theology was intended to
overcome since the will as pure practical reason must conform
to the categorical imperative, which as such is neutral to hap-
piness and void of any norm beyond that of noncontradictory
universalization. Purity of form does indeed produce sterility of
content.

WALTER SOFFER
State Uniwversity of New York ‘
Geneseo, New York



ST. THOMAS AND AVICENNA ON THE AGENT
INTELLECT

(2 4

ianism. The first was the Neoplatonic transformation of

Aristotle at the hands of Avicenna, so that the Aristotle
received in the Latin Middle Ages was already one garbed in
Neoplatonic dress. The second was the desperate but unsuc-
cessful attempt by Averroes to resolve all the inconsistencies in
the Aristotelian psychology, on purely Aristotelian grounds.
The third landmark was the successful enterprise of St. Thomas
Aquinas to remove these same inconsistencies. The purpose of
this paper is to examine the first and third of these landmarks,
with some references to the second. More precisely, I am con-
cerned here with St. Thomas’s attack on Avicenna’s notion of
the agent intellect, for it represents—or ought to represent—
the recognition by Aristotelianism itself that it cannot quite
be Aristotelian without also being something in addition. St.
Thomas’s attack on Avicenna drives home the point that a
wider view of man than Aristotle himself was capable of is
called for if all the disparate Aristotelian truths about man are
to be kept. To locate ourselves within the problem of the agent
intellect as it was faced by Avicenna and St. Thomas, we must
first turn briefly to Aristotle himself.

I shall not exaggerate if I say that two chapters in Aristotle’s
De Anima have influenced the history of mediaeval philosophi-
cal speculation on man more than any one treatise as a whole.
The two Chapters I refer to are the fourth and fifth of Book III.
In those chapters he discusses the “ thinking part of the soul ”
and the agent intellect. Concerning * the thinking part of the
soul ” he says that it must be impassible, in itself a pure po-
tency (like a blank tablet on which nothing is written) capable
of receiving the forms of all things, and hence unmixed with any

T HREE LANDMARKS divide the history of Aristotel-
i
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body, i.e., separate from body.® This “ thinking part of the
soul ” was later called the “ material intellect” (Avicenna,
Averroes) or the “ possible intellect ” (St. Thomas) .

Next, in the fifth chapter, he infers the existence of an in-
tellect of a different kind—the agent intellect or agent intelli-
gence of St. Thomas and Avicenna—and he makes the following
points. 1) In every class of things, as in nature as a whole,
there are two factors: (a) a matter which is potentially all the
particulars included in the class, (b) a cause which is produc-
tive in the sense that it makes them all (the latter standing to
the former as an art to its material). These two factors must
also be found within the soul. 2) The productive or agent intel-
lect is related to the intelligibles in potency, which it makes
intelligibles in act, as light is related to colors in potency which
it makes colors in act. 8) It is separate (choristos).? 4) It is
in act by its essence, impassible, immortal and eternal.

! The thinking power is somewhat like sensing, in that it is related to what is
thinkable just as sense is related to the sensible (429a 12-17). Since everything is
a possible object of thought, mind cannot have a nature of its own (for this would
prevent the reception of another) and hence cannot be mixed with body (429a
19-29). Observation shows that after a strong stimulation of sense we are less able
to exercise it than before (e.g 2 very loud sound), whereas thought about an object
highly intelligible renders the mind more and not less capable afterwards of thinking
of less intelligible objects. Hence the faculty of sense is dependent on body, whereas
rmind is separate from it (429a 29-408b 4). Mind is directed lo what it is to be
water, instead of just water, in other words it is directed to the what-a-thing-is
(429b 10-23). Mind is potentially all things, it is like a blank tablet on which
nothing is written (429b 29-48a 10).

2 The Greek choristos has been variously translated. In the imperfect edition of
St. Thomas’s De Anima, it is translated as separabilis. In the edition of Averroes
that T have (Mediaeval Academy) it is translated as abstractus. In other works
of St. Thomas I have checked (In II Sent., d. 17, q. 2, art. 1 Solut. ed. Mandonnet,
pp. 422-428; S.C.G., I1, 78 Deinde; De Unit. Int., cap. 1, Spiazzi #198; S.T.1, q. 79,
a. 5, obj. 1) the translation he uses is always separatus. Separatus or abstractus is
the correct translation, rather than separabilis, and it was known to all parties con-
cerned. That Aristotle meant that somehow the agent intellect is separate in reality
is clear, because in other places, when it is a2 question of separate merely in notion,
he specifies this very clearly. Mathematical objects, he takes pains to explain, are
separate in thought (in logo) but not in existence (De An. III, 7, 431b 12-16). In
some sense the agent intellect is separate in reality. But the question still remains
in what sense he means that it is really separate.
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Each one of these propositions seems to follow rigorously
from solid facts about man’s intellectual life, combined with the
principles of act and potency. The problems on the agent intel-
lect that interest us here are these. In what way is the agent
intellect in act? In what way is it separate? And, depending on
how these last are answered, how is it related to the human
soul, both functionally and ontologically? Finally, what conse-
quences will the answers have for our view of the unity of man?
Since these problems face any intelligent reader of Aristotle’s
De Anima, it is not surprising that they were at the core of
Avicenna’s and St. Thomas’s speculation on man and man’s
intellect.?

Although a highly original thinker, Avicenna develops his
position on the intellect in the context of Aristotle’s De Anima.
In the fifth part of his own Liber De Anima, Avicenna follows
Aristotle in proving the existence of an agent intellect. The
human soul passes from understanding in potency to under-
standing in act. Since a thing is reduced from potency to act
only by a being already in act, it follows that the soul is re-
duced from potency to act by an intelligence in act. Hence
there exists an agent intelligence: an intelligence which is of
itself actually intelligent, not like our souls, which are of them-
selves only potentially intelligent.*

31 have not raised here the problems directly concerned with the possible intel-
lect. These have been brilliantly expressed and examined by Professor Anton Pegis
in several places: “ St. Thomas and the Unity of Man ” in Progress in Philosophy,
ed. J. A. McWilliams (Milwaukee: Bruce Publishing Co., 1955), pp. 153-173;
“ Some Reflections on Summa Contra Gentiles I1, 56 ” in An Etienne Gilson Tribute,
ed. C. J. O'Neill (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1959), pp. 169-188; At
the Origins. of the Thomistic Notion of Man (New York: Macmillan Co., 1962). In
this paper I shall approach the same general problem Dr, Pegis has treated in his
discussions (on the unity and intellectual nature of man), but from a different
angle, that of the agent intellect, using the Averroist problem of the possible intellect
only to throw light upon the conflict between Avicenna and St. Thomas. My debt
to Professor Pegis will be clear throughout.

¢ “ Dicemus quod anima humana prius est intelligens in potentia, deinde fit intel-
ligens in effectu. Omne autem quod exit de potentia ad effectum, non exit nisi per
causam quae habet illud in effectu et extrahit ad illum.” Avicenna, Liber De
Anima, V, 5 {(ed. Louvain, 1968), p. 126, #29-33. The translations of Avicenna and
St. Thomas in this paper, unless otherwise noted, are mine.
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This seems only a beginning. For we may still ask in what
sense this agent intelligence is in act, and, if he is to remain
faithful to Aristotle, in what sense it is separate. But in fact we
have already gone a long way, and Avicenna has already de-
termined his answers to these questions. Return to Avicenna’s
proof for the existence of the agent intelligence: “ We say that
the human soul is first intelligent (intelligens) in potency, and
then becomes intelligent (intelligens) in act.”® The reduction
of potency to act on which he focuses is that of the soul, and
not the reduction of the soul’s objects from potency to act.
Aristotle’s analogy with light, that it reduces potential colors
to actual colors, focuses on the transition from potency to act
in the objects of the knowing power. Aristotle’s analogy would
seem to mean that the agent intellect is needed to reduce the
objects of the intellect from potential intelligibility to actual
intelligibility. Yet Avicenna is speaking of potential intelligens
and then actual intelligens.

Hence for Avicenna to say that this other intellect is in act
is for him to say that it is actually intelligens. In fact, Avicenna
says that it must actually have that which it imparts to the
soul: the soul does not pass from potency to act * except
through a cause which has it [sc. the intelligible form] in act and
releases it to the soul.”® And he says further that “. . . the
cause giving the intelligible form is nothing but the intelligence
in act, which possesses the principles of the abstract intelligible
forms.” ” For Avicenna, the agent intellect is in act in the sense
that it already has what the possible intellect acquires in knowl-
edge, namely intelligible forms. It is as it were a storehouse
or thesaurus of intelligible forms.

Moreover, from this it follows too in precisely what sense the
agent intellect is separate. It must be separate in the sense of a
separate substance totally distinct from our soul. If it were
a part of our soul, then—given that it actually possesses the

5 Ibid. :
¢ Lib. de An., V, 5, pp. 126-127, #33-35.
7 Ibid.
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intelligible forms—we would already possess all knowledge, and
would not pass from not-understanding to understanding.
Hence the agent intelligence is a complete, separate substance.

Further, Avicenna’s cosmology can precisely locate this be-
ing in the scale of separate substances. According to Avicenna’s
cosmology all being proceeds by a mediate emanation from one
supreme Necessary Being. The first intelligence proceeds nat-
urally and necessarily from this First Necessary Being. From
the reflection of the first intelligence on the Necessary Being
and on itself there naturally proceeds a second intelligence, the
first outermost sphere, and the governing soul of this sphere.
Through the second intelligence there naturally proceeds a third
intelligence, a second, concentric sphere, and a governing soul
for this sphere. This emanating chain proceeds in the same way,
each intelligence giving rise to a triad beneath it, until we get
to the production of the last sphere, the sphere of the Moon,
and the tenth and last intelligence, related to the sub-lunar
world just as the other intelligences are related to their spheres.
Now this last intelligence, Avicenna tells us, is the agent intel-
ligence,® and it governs our souls just as the higher intelligences
govern their spheres.” Hence Avicenna’s doctrine of the agent
intellect unites in one stroke his metaphysics, physics and psy-
chology.*® It is nothing less than the tenth and last intelligence

8 Avicenna, Metaphysices Compendium (Nadjat), Liber I, Pars 2, Tractatus 1,
C. 1-3 & Tractatus 2, C. 1-3 (ed. N. Carame, Rome, 1926), pp. 66-75, 91-102;
Metaphysica Tr. 9, cap. 4 (St. Bonaventure, N.Y.: Franciscan Institute Press,
1948), pp. 297-305. Cf. B. Zedler, “ St. Thomas and Avicenna in the ‘ De Potentia
Dei,’ ” Traditio, VI (1948), pp. 110-122.

® Metaphysices Compendium (Nadjat), Liber I, Pars 4, Tractatus 2 (ed. N.
Carame, Rome, 1926), p. 195.

*® The theory of emanation and its connection to psychology has its origin in
Alfarabi, Avicenna’s predecessor. Cf. Alfarabi, “ Letter Concerning the Intellect,”
in Philosophy in the Middle Ages, ed. Hyman and Walsh (New York: Harper &
Row, 1967), pp. 215-222, and E. Gilson, “ Les sources gréco-arabes de Paugustinisme
avicennisant,” Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du moyen dge, IV (1929),
pp. 27-38: “ On voit déja chez Alfarabi que le probléme de 'intellect n’est qu’un
cas particulier de la physique dans la tradition dont nous étudions le développe-
ment. L’étroitesse du lien qui rattache la cosmologie & la théorie de la connaissance
apparait avec plus d’évidence encore dans la doctrine d’Avicenne.”
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emanated from the Necessary Being, that acts in us when we
understand.

For Avicenna the agent intellect is in act in the sense of be-
ing a thesaurus of intelligible forms. It is separate in the sense
that it is a separate, complete substance. How then is it related
to our souls, which actually do the understanding? Here once
again Avicenna’s physics and metaphysics are joined to his
theory of knowledge. For Avicenna, to reduce from potency to
act is simply to impart what one already has. To cause is not
to educe act from potency, but rather to smprint or give an act,
already possessed by the cause, to the effect. Now sub-lunar
beings do not cause, says Avicenna, but they only prepare for
the cause, which is itself outside natural beings.** Thus, the
production of any form whatsoever requires that a separate
substance imprint that form upon prepared material.

The situation of man’s intellectual knowledge is but an in-
stance of this more general pattern. The agent intelligence
reduces man’s possible intellect from potency to act simply by
conferring the abstract form on his intellect, and to receive the
form thus without matter and material conditions is for the soul
to understand.’? Hence human knowing is just another instance
of the agent intelligence governing and ministering to its sub-
lunar subjects.

An immediate problem and Avicenna’s answer to it are of
interest to us here. Given that the agent intelligence is always
in act, and the possible intellect always in potency to it, why
is it that man does not always understand? To this Avicenna
replies that the soul of man must not only be in potency, but
it must also be disposed to receive the influence of the agent
intelligence. Just as matter receives a new form only when it
is sufficiently disposed—and this is the work of sub-lunar
“ agents —in the same way the soul of man must be disposed

** Avicenna, Sufficientia, Lib. I, cap. 10 (Venetiis, 1508). f. 105 v, cited by E.
Gilson in “Pourquoi Saint Thomas a critiqué Saint Augustin,” Archives d’histoire
doctrinale et littéraire du moyen dge, 1 (1926), p. 40. Ci.: Liber De An., V, 4,
p. 117, #93-98.

2 Liber De An., V, 5, p. 144, #66-73.
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to receive the abstract form. Man’s intellect is of itself merely
in potency to the forms of its objects. But man also possesses
an imagination, which conserves the concrete sense images of
things, and a cogitative power, which can compare, combine
and divide those images. Now the actual consideration, ex-
amination or comparison of these sense images (an operation
of the cogitative power) disposes the soul to receive the in-
fluence of the agent intelligence: “. .. from the consideration of
singulars the soul is made apt so that the abstraction emanates
into it from the agent intelligence.”** Thus, understanding is
nothing but an emanation from the separate agent intelli-
gence.'* The agent intelligence is itself always in act, con-
stantly diffusing forms, but its effects only come about when
subjects become apt to receive them. Moreover, diversity of
forms is due to the diverse preparations of its subjects. The
abstract forms constantly emanate from the agent intelligence,
and they are necessarily received by our intellect each time it
is suitably disposed.*®

Avicenna takes over as his own the classification of the dif-
ferent states of man’s intellect that had become traditional for
the commentators on Aristotle.** Man’s intellect can be related
to the intelligibles in various ways, according to the disposition
it has toward them. At first it is in absolute potentiality, i.e. in
pure potency with respect to the intelligibles. Avicenna calls
this state of the intellect potentia absoluta materialis, since it
is like prime matter in its relation to individual forms. The
same intellect can be considered as having received the first
intelligibles, the first principles, which it can then use as instru-
ments for acquiring new knowledge, and this state of the intel-
lect Avicenna calls the intellectus in potentia facili sew intel-

2 Iib. De An., V, 5, p. 127, #39-50.

14 Cf.: “ Ainsi, dans la doctrine d’Avicenne, tout intelligible est recu du dehors et
toute abstraction est une emanation . . ..” (Gilson, “Les sources gréco-arabes’
p. 65).

18 Ibid.

*® For the development of this tradition, see Gilson, “ Les sources gréco-arabes,”
pp. 5-88,
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lectus in effectu (in effectu, in act, in relation to the first state
of the intellect) . And finally, the intellect can be considered in
the state of having a perfected aptitude, such that the intellect
can exercise its act at will, analogous to the scribe’s skill in
writing, who knows how to write and can write whenever he
wants. This intellect, or state of the intellect, can be considered
under two aspects. First, as having the aptitude to acquire
knowledge at will, it is called the intellectus in habitu. Second,
considered as being turned toward the intelligibles, and ac-
tually considering them, it is the intellectus adeptus sew accom-
modatus. The word * accommodatus” reminds us that it is
conferred on the soul from outside it by the separate agent
intelligence.r” In fact, the intellectus adeptus seuw accommodatus
is simply the intelligible forms themselves, as they are con-
ferred on the soul of man.

Now, what is important for our question here is how Avi-
cenna interprets this classification in the light of his doctrine
on the agent intelligence. At first glance it may appear that
these levels of intellect are various degrees by which the intel-
ligible forms inhere in or are retained by the soul, the higher
levels being mid-way points between the potential and the
actual presence of intelligible forms. But this is not Avicenna’s
meaning: “ Now if anyone has said that this knowledge [sc. in
habitu] is in potency but a potency near to the actual, this is
false.” *®

How then are we to interpret Avicenna on the various levels
of the intellect? That is, in what sense does the material intel-
lect differ from the intellect in potentia facils, and how do they
differ from the intellect in habitu? How does the intellect
change when it learns? Avicenna’s answer points up the degree
to which man’s intellectual life is a heavenly affair, almost
totally unconnected with earthly or sub-lunar agents and causal
efficacy. Rather than different degrees of the presence of forms
in the intellect, these levels of intellect refer to degrees of apti-

" Iib. De An., Y, 5. Cf. Gilson, “Les sources gréco-arabes,” pp. 58-74.
*® Lib. De An., V. 6, p, 141, #26,
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tude for union with the separate agent intelligence: “ It remains
that the last part is true, and that to learn is nothing but to
acquire a perfect aptitude of joining oneself to the agent intelli-
gence.” ** The various levels of the intellect, and hence the
various levels of learning, are nothing other than aptitudes to
be united to the separate agent intelligence. And the highest
level of such an aptitude Avicenna calls the virtus sancta, the
aptitude of the prophet. Finally, the end and felicity of man
consists in being liberated from the body, so as to be united
perfectly with the agent intelligence: “ Now when the soul will
be liberated from the body and from the accidents of the body,
then it will be capable of being united to the agent intelligence
and then it will arrive at that intelligible beauty and perennial
joy. ... *

Knowledge, whether actual or habitual, is essentially a con-
tact with the higher, intelligible realm. And this means that
intelligibility in its proper sense lies only in a transcendent
realm. To reach intelligibility is to turn away from the material
world: science consists in an aptitude for such a retreat, and
beatitude consists in the final retreat. (Note, too, that this is
Avicenna’s answer to the cluster of problems found in the
Aristotelian psychology.)

Such a doctrine on human knowledge carries with it in-
evitably a certain doctrine on the human soul. If intelligibility
lies only in a transcendent realm, if intelligibility is acquired
only by a retreat away from matter, then the human soul,
whose distinguishing mark is its ability to understand, cannot
in the strict sense be a terrestrial being. That is to say, if intel-
ligibility lies only in a transcendent realm, then the human
soul’s involvement with matter cannot really be essential to it.
Such indeed is the doctrine of Avicenna on the human soul.

As he explains through his famous * flying man ” argument,
a man suspended in a vacuum, hearing nothing, touching
nothing, in short not even knowing whether he has a body or
not, can yet know that he exists and that he is essentially a

1 Iib. De An., V, 6, pp. 148-149, #40-45, p. 150, #63-67.
2 Ibid., V, 5, p. 150, #71-75.
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soul.”* Hence man is essentially a soul, and the soul is essen-
tially a spiritual substance. That it perfects the body, that it is
the entelechy of a physical, organic body, does not define its
essence, but only describes one of the things it does.” In its es-
sence it is a spiritual substance, and this spiritual substance is
the man.

To the question, why then is the soul united to the body?
Avicenna answers that they are united both for the sake of the
body and for the sake of the soul.”® But the body helps the soul
only to get its first principles. The body helps the soul only to
get started—after that, the body becomes purely a burden:
“ Now the human soul is helped by the body to acquire prin-
ciples of opining (consentiendi) and understanding; then, when
it has acquired these, it will return to itself. . . .”** To repeat,
such a doctrine on the soul is the natural consequence of a
doctrine on the intellect where knowledge is simply an emana-
tion from a separate spiritual realm.

Moreover, the implication for cosmology is also clear: the
material world—the world in which the body-soul composite
would live, if there were such a true composite—has no inherent
intelligibility; and that is why what intelligibility the soul ac-
quires must be poured into it from above. As we can see
already, the doctrine of Avicenna, although Aristotelian in
language and inspiration, turns out to be more Neoplatonic in
broad structure.

Yet, to appreciate the significance of Avicenna it is impor-
tant to note that his Neoplatonism arises not because he added
Neoplatonic elements to Aristotelian ones, nor even because he
disguised Neoplatonic views in Aristotelian langnage. Rather,
it would be more accurate to say—and in this I think his true
significance lies—that his very Aristotelianism slides back im-
perceptibly, and by its own momentum, into a Platonic view of
man. Maintaining and emphasizing truths that are authen-

2 Ibid., V, 7.

2 Ipid,, I, 1, pp. 15-16, #78-80.

23 I1bid., V, 8.

2 Jbid, V, 8, p. 104, #22-24, p. 105, #33-36.
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tically Aristotelian, he finds himself slipping away-—almost
inevitably—from other truths equally Aristotelian. The ac-
tuality and separateness of the agent intellect, the equation of
intelligibility with immateriality—these are Aristotelian propo-
sitions clung to tenaciously by Avicenna. Yet, he can do so
only by sacrificing other equally Aristotelian truths, such as,
that body and soul are essentially parts of a composite and thus
by their natures belong together.

The problems that drove Avicenna to what is in truth a
Platonic view of man were of keen significance to St. Thomas
Aquinas. His own position was in part an answer to them. Yet
to see these problems as St. Thomas did, we must see them as
one horn of a dilemma whose other end was the difficulties in
Averroes’s position. In the eyes of St. Thomas, Avicenna was
driven to “ Platonize ” man, in order to ensure the spirituality
of the intellect; Averroes, on the other hand, was driven to
place the intellect outside man, in order to keep man Aristotel-
ian. Thus, to criticize Avicenna without “ de-intellectualizing
man, St. Thomas had to show two things: first, against the
presumptions of Avicenna, how a spiritual intellect could truly
receive its intellectual knowledge from material things, i.e., how
an intellect could be spiritual but with an intellectual life essen-
tially involved with material things; second, this time with
Averroes In mind, he had to show how, once man was made
Aristotelian again, he could still keep his intellect, i.e., how an
intellectual substance could also be the form of a body. Now
what interests us here is that precisely the same doctrine on
man’s intellect answers both problems at once.

St. Thomas wastes no time in going to the heart of Avicenna’s
doctrine. In the Summa Contra Gentiles, after summarizing
Avicenna’s position, he accuses him of “ Platonizing,” and worse
still, of “ Platonizing > inconsistently.”® The upshot of Avicen-
na’s position, says St. Thomas, is that material things in no
real way cause our knowledge; they may be the occasion for our
knowledge, but in Avicenna’s position, just as in Plato’s, the

26 St. Thomas, S.C.G., I1, 74.
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real cause of our knowledge is separate. The only difference
between Plato and Avicenna on this point is that for Plato the
separate substances causing our knowledge are many, for
Avicenna, one,*

Since Avicenna’s position is at bottom no different from Pla-
to’s (although not consistently carried out), it follows that the
same fact tells against them both: it is a disproof of their posi-
tions simply to observe that, “a person who lacks one sense
lacks, also, the knowledge of those sensible things which are
known through that sense.” ® Moreover, it is inconsistent for
Avicenna to say that a movement toward what is lower, the
consideration of phantasms, could dispose us to receive from
what is higher, the emanation from the agent intelligence.
Hence Plato followed out his root-principle more consistently,
by denying that considering the sensibles could dispose us to
understand. Thus Avicenna erred both in his root-principle
and in following out that principle.*®

If Avicenna’s position were true, argues St. Thomas, then a
man blind from birth could possibly acquire knowledge of
colors, simply by imagining sounds. For, if conversion to the
agent intelligence were the essence of knowledge, then the con-
tent of the phantasm would not be essentially related to the
content of understanding, and so a phantasm of one thing
could be the occasion for knowledge of a thing quite different.
But this is against the facts. Hence that a man blind from birth
cannot acquire proper knowledge of colors shows that knowl-
edge is formally caused and specified not by something separate,
but by the phantasms themselves.?

Moreover, we know that when the corporeal organs of sense
powers are injured (as when the organ for imagination or
memory is injured), so that a man cannot produce or retain
phantasms, the man is prevented from understanding not only

% Ibid.

27" Ibid., trans. J. Anderson (New York: Doubleday, 1956). Al translations of
S8.C.G. are by James Anderson, from the edition noted.

%8 Ibid.

2% Q. De Anima, 15¢c.
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new things, but also things he has understood in the past.*® So,
phantasms are related to understanding as providing it its
proper object:

And therefore we must say otherwise, that the sensitive powers are
necessary for the soul to understand, not per accidens as only stimu-
lating it, which Plato held, nor only as disposing it, which Avicenna

held, but as representing to the intellective soul its proper object,
as the Philosopher says in 11T de Anima.?*

From all this, reasons St. Thomas, it follows that Avicenna’s
notion of the agent intellect is mistaken. The agent intellect is
not in act in the sense of being actually intelligens, but it is in
act only in the sense of being actually immaterial, so that it can
dematerialize the species in the phantasm. The determination
or specification of knowledge is provided by the phantasm
(which is itself the presentation of the material thing); and so
the agent intellect is actual only in the order of exercise:

. the intellective soul is' indeed actually immaterial, but it is in
potency to the determinate species of things. Conversely, the
phantasms are indeed actually the similitude of the species of cer-
tain things, but they are potential imniaterials.??

The agent intellect is not a separate substance infusing intel-
ligible forms into our intellects; it is not a thesaurus of forms
whence we acquire the content of our knowledge. The content
of our knowledge is provided by the phantasms, and the agent
intellect abstracts intelligible species from the phantasms, since
the phantasms, being of the material order, cannot directly act
on the potential intellect.®® Thus the agent intellect is precisely
that power which as it were illumines material things so they
can act on or determine the possible intellect.

3 Ibid; Cf. 8.T., 1, g. 84, a. 7c.

32 Q. De Anima, 15¢. Cf. In Boet. de Trin., q. 6, a. 20, De Ver., q. 2, a. 6c.

287,11, 79, 4, ad 4; Cf. In II Sent., d. 17, q. 2, a. 1, Solut; De Spiritualibus
Creaturis, 10 ¢. et ad 4; Q. De Anima, 5¢, et ad 2, ad 3, ad 6, ad 9; S.C.G., I, 77%;
8.C.G., 11, 76 adhuc.

38 “Intellectum vero posuit Aristoteles habere operationem absque communica-
tione corporis. Nihil autem corporeum imprimere potest in rem incorpoream. Et
ideo ad causandam intellectualem operationem, secundum Aristotelem, non sufficit -
sola impressio sensibilium corporum, sed requiritur aliquid nobilius, quia agens est
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Since the agent intellect is not actual in the order of formal
causality or determination, St. Thomas is not forced to place
it outside the human soul. If it were actual in the sense of al-
ready possessing the forms acquired by the possible intellect in
knowledge, then, as Avicenna rightly saw, it would have to be
separate from man’s soul, the soul being potential with respect
to intelligible forms. So, nothing prevents St. Thomas from
saying that it is a power within man’s soul.

But to prove that the agent intellect need not be separate
from man’s soul is not the same as to prove that it ¢s not. St.
Thomas wants to show that Avicenna is wrong not only about
the function of the agent intellect but also about its location.

As we have seen, Avicenna’s doctrine on the causality of the
agent intelligence is but an application of his general view on
causality. According to Avicenna, to cause is not to educe the
form from the potency of matter, but simply to impart or im-
print a form already possessed by the cause, to the effect.
Hence the production of any form whatsoever, according to
Avicenna, requires that a separate substance imprint the form
upon prepared material. The agent intelligence makes cor-
poreal things exist by conferring forms upon prepared matter;
it makes knowledge exist by conferring forms upon prepared
souls. On this view the natural agent, whether in corporeal
things or in knowledge, does nothing more than dispose matter
to receive the form by an infusion from a separate substance.
All efficacy, as well as all intelligibility, lie in the super-terres-
trial order. Fundamentally irrational and unintelligible, matter
is given a semblance of order when forms are ingrafted upon it;
it remains, however, in its essence outside that order. The situa-
tion of man’s soul is analogous. In line with his general cos-
mology, the intelligibility for man’s knowledge is received from
above.

honorabilius patiente, ut ipse dicit [De An. ITI, 4]. Non tamen ita quod intellectualis
operatio causetur in nobis ex sola impressione aliquarum rerum superiorum, ut
Plato posuit: sed illud superius et nobilius agens quod vocat intellectum agentem . . .
facit phantasmata a sensibus accepta intelligibilia in actu, per modum abstractionis
cuiusdam. Secundum hoc ergo, ex parte phantasmatum intellectualis operatio a sensy
causatur.” (8.T., I, 84, 6¢) Cf. Quodl. VIII, 3c.
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As Gilson has noted, St. Thomas refutes both Avicenna’s
cosmology and his epistemology in one stroke, by attacking
the foundation of both.** On matter and form, St. Thomas
argues that the production of a thing does not arise solely
through the infusion of form. That which is made is neither
form nor matter, but the composite. And since the thing made
resembles the maker, it follows that the maker must also be a
composite, and not a form without matter, that is, not a sep-
arate substance. Hence the generator is a composite, and the
form is that by which it generates, and not that which gen-
erates: this flesh is engendered through a form in this flesh and
these bones, and not by a separate form.*® Natural agents not
only dispose matter, but also educe forms into actual existence.
The conclusion: in nature as a whole, besides superior, universal
causes at work, there are also particular causes, active in respect
to definite effects.

When we apply this conclusion to the present question, it
follows that in a production of knowledge there is a particular
active principle. Hence there is not only a universal active
principle of man’s knowledge, but within the particular man
there is a particular active principle: the particular man pos-
sesses in his soul an agent intellect.

Again, St. Thomas insists that the agent intellect is a part of
the soul, because without it man would in effect be an intellec-
tual cripple. The proper operation of man is to understand: if
the principle by which this act comes about is not in man, then
man is a monstrosity: natura esset frustra. Man would be less
an agent in the world than something acted upon.** Every act
of understanding would be a miracle.*” And, worse yet, God’s
work—and man supposedly is the noblest creature of the ter-
restrial world—would be deficient in the extreme.® All these

34 Gilson, “ Pourquol St, Thomas,” p. 44.

3% De Pot., VI, 6c; 8.C.G., II, 76, Amplius. Cf. B. Zedler, “St. Thomas and
Avicenna in the ‘ De Potentia Dei,’” pp. 123-125.

¢ 8.0.G., 11, 76.

37 Ibid.

38 8.0.G., 11, 69, Amplius. St. Thomas is, in general, against any inclination to
detract from the efficacy of secondary causes, even if for the sake of extolling the
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reasons lead to the same conclusion: the agent intellect is a
power in man’s soul.

To these reasons, which would be sufficient of themselves, St.
Thomas adds direct experience. We expertence ourselves ab-
stracting universals from particulars: “ And it is clear from
experience that this is true; for one particular man, such as
Socrates or Plato, makes things intelligible in act when he
pleases, that is, by apprehending a universal form from par-
ticulars, when he separates that which is common to all indi-
vidual men from those things which are peculiar to each.”®
That the agent intellect is a power in man’s soul, St. Thomas
argues, is verified both by reason and by experience.

Hence for St. Thomas the agent intellect is in act by its es-
sence and separate, but not in act and separate in Avicenna’s
senses. It is essentially in act in that it is actually immaterial
and actual in the order of exercise; it is separate in the sense
that the intellectual soul acts independently of matter, and
hence possesses its existence per se (its existence being com-
municated to the body so that body and soul exist by the same
act of existence and so together constitute one substance), not
in the sense of being a complete, separate substance.

St. Thomas’s attack on Avicenna’s notion of the agent intel-
lect, combined with his rejection of Averroes’s position (on the
possible intellect), defines his position as truly unique in the
history of Aristotelianism. To the * Aristotelianizing” the-
ologians before St. Thomas, the feat seemed impossible: so far

efficacy of spiritual substances and God: “Perfectio effectus demonstrat perfec-
tionem causae: malor enim virtus perfectiorem effectum inducit. Deus autem est
perfectissimus agens. Oportet igitur quod res ab ipso creatae perfectionem ab ipso
consequantur. Detrahere ergo perfectionem creaturarum est detrahere perfectioni
virtutis.” In short, St. Thomas stands on its head the * theclogist ” inclination.

3 De Spir. Creat., 10c., trans. by M. Fitzpatrick and J. Wellmuth (Milwaukee:
Marquette U. Press, 1949); Cf.: “. . . homo enim abstrahit a phantasmatibus, et
recipit mente intelligibilia in actu; non enim aliter in notitiam harum actionum
venissemus nisi eas in nobis experiremur ” (8.C.G., 11, 76); “ Et hoc experimento
cognoscimus, dum percipimus nos abstrahere formas universales a conditionibus
particularibus, quod est facere actu intelligibilia® (S.T., I, 79, 4c.); “ Utramque
autem harum operationum experimur in nobis ipsis, nam et nos intelligibilia re-
cipimus et abstrahimus ea” (Q. De An., 5¢).
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as they could see, to reject Averroes was, if not to embrace, at
least to approach Avicenna.®

By saying that the agent intellect’s function is to illumine
species contained in phantasms, rather than to infuse an intel-
ligible form into man’s soul, St. Thomas has involved man’s
intellect essentially with material things. The intellect, though
spiritual, is both operationally and entitatively united to a
body.

To appreciate the implications of St. Thomas’s move on the
agent intellect, we must view it in relation to Averroes as well
as Avicenna. Against Averroes St. Thomas argued that the
possible intellect is a power of man’s soul. It is the individual
man that understands, a Socrates or a Plato. But the possible
intellect is precisely that power which receives intelligible
species and by which man understands. Hence each man must
have a possible intellect.**

By this alone, no problems are yet caused for an Avicennian
or Platonic notion of man. Yet, add to this that the agent
intellect as well as the possible intellect is a power in man’s
soul, and the paradox of man appears in full force. For to place
the agent intellect together with the possible intellect into
man’s soul is to say at once that man is spiritual and that his
spiritual life is nurtured by material things. If the agent intel-
lect is in man, then its function must be to illumine the very
material things in the world in which man—body and soul—
lives. (Otherwise, if its actuality were of formal causality man
would already know all that he would know.)

Still, it may seem that St. Thomas has not really stepped
beyond Avicenna and Averroes, considering their doctrines to-
gether. With Avicenna, he has said that the possible intellect
is of man; with Averroes, he has said that the agent intellect’s
role is to abstract species from phantasms. What matter, we
may ask, if he also says that the agent intellect is of man? But
precisely here is the decisive step. For, when St. Thomas lo-

41 refer here to the “ Avicennizing Augustinians,” such as St. Albert the Great,
whom Gilson discusses in “Les sources gréco-arabes,” passim.
*8.T., 1,78, le.
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cates the agent intellect in man, together with the possible
intellect, although it appears that he still merely repeats Aver-
roes concerning its function, he has in fact transformed it into
a power almost totally different in function and significance.

Although for Averroes as well as for St. Thomas the agent
intellect abstracts intelligible species from phantasms, never-
theless the Averroist intelligible spedies are quite different from
St. Thomas’s. What the Averroist agent intellect abstracts is
just the form; matter—and not just individuated matter, but
also common matter—is extraneous to what the Averroist agent
intellect abstracts. That which is intelligible is only form—so
much so, that if we want to define a natural thing, we have to
add common matter to our conception.*” In other words, the
Averroist agent intellect merely gleans the forms from the
matter-form composites (by means of man’s phantasms) . It is
a super-terrestrial being, and its involvement with matter is
only to select eternal species out from it.

When St. Thomas places the agent intellect within man’s
soul, however, at the same time he radicalizes its function. The
Thomistic agent intellect is not a power that merely snatches
forms away from matter. St. Thomas insists that the intel-
ligible species abstracted by the agent intellect is not the form
alone, but the essence of the thing, and matter is of the essence
of the things we know. So, the intellect abstracts from indi-
viduated sensible matter, but not always from common sensible
matter. The species of man, for example, includes common
matter, flesh and bones, abstracting from this flesh and these
bones.** Hence for St. Thomas matter does not lie outside
intelligibility.

To say then that the agent intellect’s function is to abstract
intelligible species from phantasms, and that the possible in-
tellect is a power of man’s soul, is to say that man’s intellect
is fed by material things. But for St. Thomas it is to say still

2 Averroes, In VII Meta. t. c. 34 (Venice, 1574), fol. 184-D-G, cited in A. Maurer,
“TForm and Essence in the Philosophy of St. Thomas,” Mediaeval Studies, 1951,
p. 166.

“8.T.,1, 851, ad 2.
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more. It is to say that man’s spiritual intellect is nurtured by
material things, in their very materiality. Man’s intellect is
geared not just toward the forms of things—as though it were
to snatch them away from the irrational forces of matter, as is
the case with Avicenna and Averroes—but his intellect is
geared toward material things as they are, to knowing the very
flesh and bones of man, for example.

Of course, man’s intellect cannot by itself grasp material
things in their very materiality. Yet his intellect is still geared
toward material things in their materiality, ie., just as they
are. And that is why his intellect is united to a body. The
proper object of man’s intellect is the essence of material
things. But it is proper to material essences to exist in indi-
viduals: it is of the nature of stone, for example, to exist in this
or that stone. Now, since man’s intellect is proportioned to
knowing material things, and since it can’t know them as they
are unless it knows them as existing in particulars, it follows
that to know its proper object the intellect must reflect back
on sense images (phantasms), so as to see the universal nature
in the particular existent.**

To say the least, all this would be a stumbling block to the
Greeks and foolishness to the Arabs. For, as Professor Anton
Pegis pointed out, “ Plato, Aristotle and Plotinus [and let us
add Avicenna and Averroes] make matter to enter as an ex-
traneous cause into the intelligible structure of reality.” * The
Platonic Forms, the Aristotelian Species and Plotinian
Thought-Essences (Avicenna following Plotinus here, and
Averroes, Aristotle) constitute the sole intelligibility and order
of the world, so that the order of the world is a compromise
with the irrational forces of matter.** That is why both the
Avicennian intellect and the Averroist intellect are concerned
only with form, and both their intellects operate only by a
retreat away from matter.

# 8T, 1, 84, Tc.

*5 A. Pegis, “Matter, Beatitude and Liberty,” The Maritain Volume of the
Thomist, V (1948), p. 265.

4 Ibid., p. 266.
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The world of St. Thomas, however, is intelligible even in
its imperfections. The intellect is geared to being—and not
just toward form-——and even matter is intelligible because it
participates in being.*” That is why for St. Thomas to approach
intelligibility is not to retreat from matter, and that is why an
intellect whose abode is the material world is not an enigma or
tragedy. In sum, placing the agent intellect within man leads
St. Thomas to say that intellect feeds on being, not just form.
And correlatively, this means that material things in their very
materiality—this stick, that stone and that piece of mud—
have a share in intelligibility and order. By placing the agent
intellect in man, St. Thomas has exalted the humble.

Oddly enough, only in this way can we retain all the Aris-
totelian insights about man. That man is a matter-form com-
posite—neither the matter nor the form being complete in
itself—was Aristotle’s great advance in psychology. That man
also has operations transcending matter Aristotle insisted upon
in those extremely ambiguous texts of De Anima III, 4 and 5.
These truths could only be held together if, first, it was ex-
plained how an intellectual substance could also be the form of
a body, and second, it was insisted that in his very intellectual-
ity man was involved with material things precisely as they
are. To accomplish these tasks was to go beyond Aristotle, in
order to retain characteristically Aristotelian truths.

And that is what St. Thomas did. The first point has been
not only ably, but also brilliantly, explained by the late Pro-
fessor Anton C. Pegis. Briefly, man’s form is an intellectual
substance, since it acts independently (in understanding and
willing) of a corporeal organ, i.e., acts per se. Since a thing acts
as 1t is, it follows that the soul exists per se, i€., it possesses its
own act of existing. This is what it means to subsist, or to be a
substance. Since man has other operations which are performed

7 True, the human intellect does not understand matter directly, but that is due
to its weakness, not to its strength. God understands material things directly by
causing them to be, since His knowledge is His causality; and angels understand
material things in their very singularity through receiving intelligible species from

God. See 8.T., I, 57, 2.
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by the form in conjunction with matter, and since it is the same
man that understands and performs these composite acts, it
follows also that body and soul together constitute one being.
Add these truths together, and the conclusion is that the soul’s
existence is communicated to the body. The soul possesses its
own act of existing, hence the soul is subsistent, i.e. a substance;
but it communicates its existence to the body, hence body and
soul together constitute one complete substance, related as
matter and form. Therefore the soul of man is both an intel-
lectual substance and the form of a body.*®

Second, and this is the point I have explored here, insofar as
man’s soul is intellectual, its being is spiritual, i.e., its being
transcends the body. But man’s immaterial cognition itself is
received from material things, not as gleaning only the forms
from the things, but as geared toward the very being of these
material things, all this made possible by the illumination of the
agent intellect.*” Two consequences: first, man is essentially an
intellectual substance, whose intellectuality is nurtured by
material things themselves, explaining thereby the soul’s union
with the body;* second, matter is allowed entrance into the
intelligibility and order of the universe. Thus did St. Thomas’s
“ Aristotelianism ” move him beyond Aristotle and his com-
mentators.

Parrick LEg
St. Francis de Sales College
Milwaukee, Wisconsin

8 0. De Anima, 1; S.T., 1, 75, 2, et 4; 76, 1, 5.

#® Sic igitur ex operatione animae humanae modus esse ipsius cognosei potest. In
quantum enim habet operationem, materialia transcendentem, esse suum est supra
corpus elevatum, non dependens ex ipsc. In quantum vero immaterialem cogni-
tionem ex materiali est nata acquirere, manifestum est quod complementum suae
speciei esse non potest absque corporis unione. Non enim aliquid est completum in
specie nisi habeat ea quae requiruntur ad propriam operationem ipsius speciei, Sic
igitur anima humana in quantum unitur corpori ut forma etiam habet esse elevatum
supra corpus, non dependens ab eo, manifestum est quod ipsa est in confinio cor-
poralium et separatarum substantiarum constituta. (. De Anima, 1c.)

% Why man’s intellect should be nurtured by material things is explained by its
status of being the lowest of intellectual substances, of itself a pure potency in the
order of intentional being. See Q. De An., lc.



TIME AND RELATIVITY: SOME PHILOSOPHICAL
CONSIDERATIONS

[ 1

OT ONLY WAS Newton an outstanding mathema-
tician, he was also an astute physicist who clearly saw
the difficulties of formulating a solid foundation for

the laws of motion. To resolve these difficulties he postulated
the existence of absolute time and absolute space—concepts
upon which his entire theory of physics rests.* Not until the
second half of the 19th century, when the principles of electro-
dynamics became known, was his theory shaken. Plainly, the
laws of electrodynamics could not be incorporated satisfactorily
into the Newtonian system. Further criticism of the Newton-
ian world by Mach and Poincaré helped open the door to a new
concept of mechanics, and through Einstein’s publication in
1905 a new vision of the universe emerged—the special theory
of relativity.

Relativity establishes a new system of definitions for the
reckoning of space and time. Since definitions of physical
theories are of course arbitrary, a variety of definitions may
give rise to various systems which represent equivalent de-
scriptions of the same physical reality.? For example, the same
physical space can be described by several geometries resulting
simply from a change in the definition of congruence. “ All
these descriptions,” Reichenbach says, “represent different
languages saying the same thing; equivalent descriptions there-
fore express the same physical content. The theory of equiva-
lent description is also applicable to other fields of physics; but

1 8ir Isaac Newton, Mathematical Principles (Berkeley, 1960), trans., F. Cajori.
For the concepts of absolute space and absolute time see: pp. 6-8. Cf. Albert Ein-
stein, Essays in Science (New York, 1934), trans., Alan Harris, p. 84.

2 Hans Reichenbach, “ The Philosophical Significance of the Theory of Relativity”,
in Albert Einstein: Philosopher-Scientist (New York, 1951), edited by Paul A.
Schilpp, pp. 294 f.
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the domain of space and time has become the model case of this
theory.”®

Since different definitions for the description of the same
physical reality are possible, this paper will first analyze the
definitions and concepts concerning time in Einstein’s theory of
special relativity. Second, these definitions and concepts will
be compared with the philosophical definitions and descriptions
of the same physical reality, namely time, in the thought of
Aristotle and Aquinas.

Relativity Theory and Objective Time

Einstein’s concept of time poses an important philosophical
problem. Before relativity, it had always been assumed that
the statements of time had an absolute significance; that is, the
uniform flow of time was independent of the state of motion of
the body of reference. This assumption seems to be incompati-
ble with the relativistic idea of simultaneity, for, as Einstein
illustrates, the time of a coordinate system is different from the
time of any other coordinate system imparted with different
velocity: “ Every reference-body (coordinate system) has its
own particular time; unless we are told the reference-body to
which the statement refers, there is no meaning in the state-
ment of the time of an event.” *

Thus, an observer in motion may have as many clocks as
there are different bodies in motion with respect to the ob-
server. Which is the clock which corresponds to our planet?
There is no such clock—but there ought to be one with respect
to the sun, another for those who look at the moon, and so

“forth. This seems to destroy the possibility of something we
have always taken for granted: the existence of an objective
and universal time, valid for all coordinate systems. Bachelard
describes the problem in vivid terms:

This operational definition of simultaneity dissolves the notion of
absolute time. Since simultaneity is linked to physical experiments

3 Ibid., p. 295.
¢ Albert Einstein, Relativity, the Special and the General Theory (New York,
1981), trans., Robert W, Lawson, pp. 32-33.
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which occur in space, the temporal contexture is one with spatial
contexture. Since there is no absolute space, there is no absolute
time . . . Therefore from the standpoint of philosophy, it is evident
that scientific thought requires a rebuilding of the notions of space
and time in terms of their solidarity.®

Physicists have tried to solve the problem in various ways,
and several have suggested solutions which should be examined
carefully. For example, Eddington seems to reject the possi-
bility of absolute time when he says: “There is no absolute
‘now’, but only the various relative ‘nows’, differing accord-
ing to the reckoning of different observers.” ¢ Eddington him-
self, however, suggests a tentative solution to the question: his
distinction between what is “ true ” and what is “ really true .
Discussing length (or time), he says: “The shortening of the
rod is true, but is not really true. It is not a statement about
reality (the absolute) but it is a true statement about appear-
ances in our frame of reference. The proper length is unaltered;
the relative length is shortened.” * Statements which deal with
appearances are, for Eddington, “ true ”; but statements deal-
ing with the realities beneath appearances are “ really true ”.®
In Eddington’s thinking, relativity is not concerned with the
absolute reality of physical beings but with mobile beings inso-
far as they are subjected to spatial reckonings, which depend
on the velocity of the inertial system. Even for Einstein there
seems to exist an absolute reality which is unaltered by rela-
tivity as suggested, for example, by this comment: “ Sub specie
aeternitatis Poincaré, in my opinion, is right. The idea of a
measuring-rod, and the idea of the clock coordinated with it in
the theory of relativity, do not find exact correspondence in the
real world.” ® Thus relativity represents a physical system of

5 Gaston Bachelard, “ The Philosophical Dialectic of the Concept of Relativity,”
in Albert Einstein: Philosopher-Scientist, p. 571.

¢ Sir Arthur Eddington, The Nature of the Physical World (Cambridge, 1953),
p. 49.

" Ibid., p. 34.

8 Ibid., p. 38.

° Albert Einstein, “ Geometry and Experience,” in Readings in the Philosophy of
Science (New York, 1953), edited by H. Feigl and M. Brodbeck, p. 192.
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relations and its evaluation must be made from that perspec-
tive.

A famous mathematician and philosopher creates the follow-
ing model of objective time:

Change becomes possible only through the lapse of time. The ex-
istence of an objective time, however, means . . . that reality con-
sists of an infinity of layers of “ now ” which comes into existence
successively. But if simultaneity is something relative in the sense
explained, reality cannot be split up into such layers in an objec-
tively determined way. Each observer has his own set of “nows ™,
and none of these various systems of layers can claim the preroga-
tive of representing the objective lapse of time.l°

Einstein recognized the value of Godel’s objection, acknowledg-
ing in humble words: “The problem here involved disturbed
me already at the time of the building up the general theory of
relativity without my having succeeded in clarifying it.”*
Presenting a possible solution to the riddle, Gédel observes that
the complete equivalence of all observers moving with different
velocity subsists only in the abstract space-time of the special
relativity theory. The existence of matter, however, destroys
the equivalence of different observers and distinguishes some of
them from the rest. These are the observers who follow in their
motion the mean motion of matter. Godel also seems to suggest
the possibility of an absolute motion and absolute time:

Now in all cosmological solutions of the gravitational equations
known at present the local time of all these observers fit together
into one world time, so that apparently it becomes possible to con-
sider this time as the “ true ” one, which lapses objectively.?

The Austrian mathematician, however, is not completely happy
with his own solution and leaves the problem to others for
future consideration.*®

1 Kurt Godel, “A Remark About the Relationship Between Relativity Theory
and Idealistic Philosophy,” in Albert Einstein: Philosopher-Scientist, p. 558.

** Albert Einstein, “ Reply to Criticisms,” in Albert Einstein: Philosopher-Scient-
ist, p. 687.

1% Gédel, op. cit., p. 559.

8 Ibid., pp. 560-561.
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From the philosophical viewpoint, we may demonstrate a
further difficulty with Godel’s conceptualization of time. When
he suggests that time consists of an infinity of layers of “ now
which come into existence successively, this image appeals to
our intuition. But it gives rise to serious logical difficulties al-
ready known to the Greeks and Zeno of Elea concerning the
nature of a continuum: either a continuum is composed of in-
divisibles or not; either a line is composed of an infinite number
of points (indivisibles) or not; and either time is composed of
an infinity of layers of nows (indivisibles) or not. Even small
infinitesimals can be divided, as Hilbert says, for no matter
how small they are, they can be divided again and again since
any small part of a continuum appears to possess the same
properties as the whole.*

A continuum cannot be composed of indivisibles, for how can
something which is essentially divisible be composed of parts
which are not? How can extension be attained from indivisible
parts, which by definition do not have extension? Aristotle
gives three reasons why a continuum cannot be composed of
indivisibles; the first:

Since indivisibles have no parts, they must be in contact with one
another as whole with whole. And if they are in contact with one
another as whole with whole, they will not be continuous: for that
which is continuous has distinet parts: and these parts into which
it is divisible are different in this way, i.e., spatially separated.’®

Essentially, a divisible continuum cannot be made out of in-
divisibles. If we therefore define points as “ indivisibles having
position,” ** a line cannot be composed of an infinite number
of points. Nor can time be composed of an infinite number of
nows. Or, contradicting Godel’s own words, time cannot be
composed of an infinity of layers of “now ”, which comes into
existence successively. As Aquinas states explicitly:

** David Hilbert, quoted by Tobias Dantzig in Number, the Language of Science
(Garden City, 1956), p. 122.

15 Aristotle, The Works of Aristotle, Physica, trans., R. P. Hardie and R. X. Gaye,
(Oxford, 1962). VI Phys., 1, 231 b 3-6. Aristotle gives another reason to prove
this important conclusion. See ¢bid., 231 b 6-25, and 232 a 18-20.

18 Aristotle, Metaphysics A 2, 982 a 26.
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He [Aristotle] proves that a continuum is not composed of indivis-
ible parts in succession. A point is not successively related to an-
other point in such a way that they constitute a line. Nor is one
“now ” successively related to another “ now ” in such a way that
they can constitute time. For one thing is in succession to another
when there is no middle of the same genus between them, as was
explained above. But the middle between two points is always a
line. And if a line were composed of points, as was assumed, it
would follow that the middle between two points is always another
point. And likewise the middle between two “nows” is time.
Therefore, a line is not composed of points in succession, nor is time
composed of “nows” in succession.?’

It is obvious that any theory which presupposes the con-
tinuum to be composed of indivisibles encounters serious con-
ceptual difficulties. Godel’s brilliant speculation, however,
should be examined because his ideas of time and general rela-
tivity do not imply necessarily that time is composed of indi-
visibles, even though Goédel believed this to be the case.

The Concept of Time in Aristotle and Einstein

Aside from Einstein’s concept of time, there is another prob-
lem regarding the unity of “ontological” time which dates
back to antiquity. In order to understand the philosophical
implications of this problem, it is convenient first to review cer-
tain aspects of the nature of time in the thought of both Aris-
totle and Einstein.

For the Greeks, the difficulty of knowing time springs from
its very nature. Time is not a tangible entity—like a tree, for
example, which is “ there ”. Time by definition entails succes-
sion, something which is not “all together”, but comes into
actuality in parts.® The inherent obscurity of time is expressed
poetically by Augustine: “ What, then, is time? ” he says, “ If
no one asks me, I know; if I want to explain it to someone who

'* Thomas Aquinas, In VI Phys., lect. 1, n. 5 Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics
by St. Thomas Aquinas, trans., Richard S. Blackwell and Richard J. Spath (New
Haven, 1963) Cf. Aristotle, VI Phys., 1, 232 a 18-21.

18 Thomas Aquinas, Opusc. De Tempore, ch. 1. Cf. In II Meta., lect. 1, n. 280.
De Sensu et Sensato, lect. 18.




































































































































































































































































































































