TWO EARLY ENGLISH THOMISTS: THOMAS SUTTON
AND ROBERT ORFORD VS. HENRY OF GHENT

RO

N THE CLOSING decades of the thirteenth century there
took place in Oxford what I have elsewhere called the
‘early Oxford Thomist movement ’* TIts literary remains

are ample enough to enable the historian to form a picture of
the principal persons of this school along with the ideas they
advanced. Much work has already been done, both the edition
of texts and scholarly articles written by men such as Ehrle,
Callus and Pelster, to mention only a few. But as F. Van Steen-
berghen said recently of late thirteenth century Oxford the-
ology in general: “il serait prématuré de vouloir en préciser la
physionomie doctrinale ”.* In this article we propose to ex-
amine some of the criticisms levelled against Henry of Ghent
by two of the leading representatives of the early Oxford Thom-
1st school, viz., Thomas Sutton * and Robert Orford.*

Henry of Ghent has been described as “ the most illustrious
teacher in the last quarter of the thirteenth century ”.* If not

*F. Kelley, The Thomists and their opponents at Oxford in the last part of the
thirteenth century (unpublished D. Phil. thesis—Oxford Univ., 1977) MS. Bod-
leian D. Phil. d. 6258, introduction, p. 1.

® La Philosophie au wiiie Siécle (Philosophes Médiévaux, Tome ix, Louvain-Paris,
1966), p. 499.

® For recent discussions of Sutton’s life and writings see Thomas von Sutton
Quodlibeta, ed. Schmaus-Gonzilez Haba (Bayerische Akad. d. Wissensch., Band 2,
Munich, 1969), Introduction passim; Expositionis D. Thomae Aquinatis in Libros
Aristotelis De Generatione et Corruptione Continuatio per Thomam de Sutona, ed.
F. Kelley (Bayerische Akad. d. Wissensch., Band 6, Munich, 1976), Introduction
passim; Thomas von Sution Quaestiones Ordinariae, ed. J. Schneider (Bayerische
Akad. d. Wissensch., Band 8, Munich, 1977), Introduction passim.

* For Orford’s life and writings see Les Premiéres Polémiques Thomistes: Robert
d’'Orford Reprobationes Dictorum o Fraire Egidio i Pri Sententiarum, ed. A.
Vella, O.P. (Bibliothéque Thomiste, xxxviii, Paris, 1968), Introduction passim.

5J. Paulus, “ Henry of Ghent™, New Cath. Encycl. (Vol. 6, 1967), p. 1035.

the most illustrious teacher of this period, Henry was certainly
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the most indefatigable His fifteen Quodlibets reflect the work
he did as a master at Paris in the years 1276-1291. Ehrle’s
study, which has stood the test of time, gives the basis for these
dates. In addition to some exact datings taken from the ex-
plicits of certain manuscripts, he provides further evidence of
chronology from internal considerations.® Besides settling the
dates for the Quodlibets, Ehrle also clears away some confusions
caused by earlier biographers regarding Henry’s life, especially
the mistaken notion that Henry had studied under Albert the
Great, had taught as master at Cologne and Ghent as well as at
Paris, and had been a master of the Order of Servites.”

Although he came in for much criticism from the Thomists,
Thomas Sutton and Robert Orford, Henry of Ghent was not
in the strictest sense an adversary of St. Thomas. But while he
ought not to be taken as an adversary, Henry’s overall system
of thought marked a significant departure from that of St.
Thomas as well as from all other preceding scholastics. J.
Paulus sees a connection between Henry’s having been a secular
master and the freedom he enjoyed, unfettered as it were
through loyalty to a religious Order.

Ainsi voit-on s'opposer a la Faculté de Théologie de Paris dans la
seconde moitié du XIIle siécle, deux partis principaux: celui des
Dominicains rallié & Paristotélisme thomiste, celui des Franciscains
inébranlablement fidéles 4 'augustinisme tel que Yavait défendun
saint Bonaventure. Ni dominicain, ni franciscain, mais penseur
séculier, Henri a bénéficié d’une independance de fait, qui a sans
doute assuré dans une large mesure originalité de sa pensée?®

There is truth in this observation, but one feels that the genius
and originality of Henry would have come through had he been
secular or religious.

® “ Beitriige zu den Biographen berithmter Scholastiker-I-Henrich von Gent”,
Archiv fiir Lit. u. Kirchengesch. d. Mittelalt., I, ed. Denifle-Ehrle (Berlin, 1885),
pp. 385-395.

7 Ibid., pp. 366-383. See also in this same volume, Ehrle’s “ Nachtrag zur Biog-
raphie Heinrichs von Gent ”, pp. 507-508.

8J. Paulus, Henri de Gand, Essai sur les Tendances de sa Métaphysique (Etudes
de Philosophie Médiévale, 25, Paris, 1938), pp. 382-383.
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Unlike St. Thomas who adopted the basic approach of Aris-
totle, Henry of Ghent attempted to work out a synthesis which
was Platonist in spirit. But he was unique and even original in
the way he refused, despite his Platonist idealism, to allow the
concrete to become “ absorbed in the abstract ”.° He accorded
complete independence and autonomy to the singular existent.
In his noetic, however, Henry drew a curtain around the singu-
lar existent as far as metaphysical knowledge was concerned.
The concrete in his view, could be grasped only by physical
knowledge, i.e, through sensation. Thus, for instance, what
appears to the senses as distinct from another thing is in fact
truly and objectively so distinct. But it is a mistake to speak
of any real distinctions inside the concrete by the employment
of metaphysical considerations. Paulus calls this side of the
Henrician system “ nominalisme intégral

Mais le concrete ne se caractérise pas seulement par existence ac-
tuelle; il presente en outre les propriétés fondamentales de sub-
sistance et d’individuation, et c¢’est en vain, nous l’avons vu, que
la métaphysique cherche 4 assimiler ces dernigéres. Force sera donc
de ne les considérer que sur le plan ol elles s’imposent, c’est-a-dire
sur le plan physique et empirique, en adoptant pour cet examen les
méthodes et les postulats essentiels de Pempirisme: tout ce qui
parait & nos sens subsister, séparé ou séparable du reste, nous dé-
clarons res, chose distincte. A Pintérieur de telles res, uniformément
singuliéres et consistantes (qu’elles soient matiére, forme, acci-
dents), nulle division d’aucune sorte. Au total—sur le plan précise
oll nous sommes, nous le répétons—nominalisme intégral.

In this respect, there is a striking similarity between Henry
of Ghent and William of Ockham. Unlike Ockham, however,
Henry maintained an independent and legitimate standing for
metaphysics, even if it had nothing to do with the world of
singular existents. Perhaps we should not say  had nothing to
do’, for the concrete singular in Henry’s view served as the
‘occasion’ for metaphysical thought. But metaphysics does
not ¢ derive from’ the singular grasped by the senses. Rather,

®J. Paulus, Henr: de Gand, p. 387.
10 Ibid.
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metaphysical knowing springs from the mind, stirred as it were
to do so by sense knowledge. This aspect of Henry’s noetic
stems from Plato, or more exactly, from St. Augustine.** Ock-
ham later found fault with this noetic-grounded metaphysies.**

There was, therefore, more than out and out empiricism in
Henry of Ghent’s system. One did not have only two kinds of
knowing, viz., logic and the empirical knowledge gained through
sensation. Metaphysics was there as well, yielding a third type
of knowing. Henry’s famous three-fold distinction: secundum
rationem (logic), secundum intentionem (metaphysics) and
secundum rem (physics), was his simplest formulation of the
range and types of human knowledge. But if the formulation
can be sald to have been simple, the full meaning behind the
formulation is not simple.”® Henry’s metaphysics, unlike the
realist metaphysics of St Thomas which was based on Aristotle,
was heavily influenced by the illumination theory of St. Augus-
tine:

“ L’intention est, en un sens, 'ocuvre de esprit. II s’ensuit que la
composition intentionnelle n’existe gu’en puissance dans les choses
prises en sol et absolument; qu’elle est amenée a l'acte par P'inter-
vention de I'intellect, et qu’esse n’est attribuée en acte qu’aux choses
concues actuellement par lintellect. Une telle différenciation,
opérée par la raison, n’est-elle point vaine? Elle ne I'est pas, répond
Henri, parce que la nature méme de la chose physique est fonde-
ment et racine de conceptions diverses extraits par 'intellect, comme

les branches de I’arbre sont racines de feuilles et de fruits extraits
par la nature.” 1*

Thus, in Henry of Ghent there is found an extraordinary
blend of Platonism and nominalism or empiricism. Whether or
not he managed to avoid a deep inconsistency in his overall

** Paulus, Henri de Gand, pp. 10-18.

12 Henry of Ghent is one of Ockham’s ‘ more famous’ targets; see Guillelm: de
Ockham, Opera Theologica I (St. Bonavent., New York, 1967), ed. G. G4l-8S.
Brown, Introd., p. 87 *.

2 See Paulus’ explanation, Henri de Gand, pp. 199-257.

4 Ibid., p. 253. See also R. Macken, “ La Théorie de T'illumination divine dans
Ia philosophie d’'Henri de Gand ”, RTAM, 39 (1972), pp. 82-112.
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outlook, it can be said that he marked a mid-way point between
Plato and Ockham.*

From the foregoing it is clear that Henry’s philosophy and
especially his metaphysics differed greatly from that of Thomas
Aquinas. Despite this deep difference it would, however, be in-
accurate to describe Henry as an adversary of Aquinas.

“ L’adversaire auquel il s’adresse et s’oppose le plus souvent n’est
pas saint Thomas, mais, comme nous I'avons vu, Gilles de Rome,
assez €loigné du thomisme par esprit.” ¢

This being the case, the Thomists Sutton and Orford faced a
difficult task in attempting to deal with Henry. Had they been
Egideans, the going would have been easier. As we shall see,
Robert Orford not unwittingly found himself adopting an Egi-
dean stance in order the better to argue against Henry.'” This
manoeuver is most understandable in light of the polarization
between Henry and Giles. The departure of Henry’s system
from St. Thomas’s lacked that sharpness of focus which had
been present in William de la Mare’s critique. Accordingly,
when earlier, Sutton and Orford had defended Aquinas against
William’s attack, the path to travel had been comparatively
simple and straightforward. Making the enterprise more chal-
lenging still when dealing with Henry was the added fact that
he was constructing a novel system, and that system was in the
process of its evolution at the very time these Englishmen took
him on. William de la Mare had taken pot shots at Aquinas;
Henry of Ghent was erecting an alternative philosophic syn-
thesis. It is remarkable how quickly these two English Thomists
recognized what Henry was attempting. For that fact alone
they earn a respectable place in this period of scholastic
thought. It is possible with the benefit of much later study to
spot weaknesses along with the strengths in some parts of their
reaction to Henry. But overshadowing such shortcomings is the
fact of their prompt and significant contribution to the most

5 Paulus, Henri de Gand, p. 889.
18 Ibid., p. 882.
17 See infra, pp. 355 sqq.
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important developments in scholasticism taking place at that
time.

Essence and Existence

The question concerning whether or not there is a real distine-
tion in creatures between essence and existence, and, if the dis-
tinction be admitted, the explanation of how it is to be under-
stood, brings out, as well as the discussion of any topic could,
the metaphysics of the medieval philosopher. Thomas Aquinas,
Henry of Ghent, and, in sharp opposition to the latter, Giles of
Rome all took up this question and each gave to it a decidedly
different answer. Robert Orford and Thomas Sutton carefully
examined these answers and it is illuminating to read their
opinions of them. Before taking up what these English Thom-
ists had to say, however, it is necessary to review briefly the
opinions of the three Paris Masters.

St. Thomas held the view that in every creature there is a
real composition of essence and existence. His teaching in this
matter is scattered throughout many of his writings. Roland-
Gosselin provides a list of references sufficient to establish at
least the fact that Aquinas upheld what later came to be called
the “real distinction ”.*®* Hocedez on the other hand expresses
his doubts as to whether or not Aquinas had ever, in fact, up-
held the “real distinction ”.** His hesitancy is based on the
remarkable split found in the writings of the early disciples of
St. Thomas as to how the master ought to be understood in this
question, with some insisting that he had upheld the real dis-
tinction and others denying that he had done so. Hocedez also
points out, rightly, that this question was in all likelihood not
nearly as important in the eyes of St. Thomas as it later became,
especially after the controversy between Giles of Rome and
Henry of Ghent concerning how one ought to understand the

¥ M.-D. Roland-Gosselin, Le ‘De Ente et Essentia’ de S. Thomas d’Aquin,
(Paris, 1948—this work was actually written prior to 1926), p. 189.

*® Aegidii Romani Theoremata, ed. E. Hocedez, pp. (100)-(116). This section of
Hocedez’s historical introduction to the edition bears the title: ‘L’enigme du
Thomisme *.
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distinction. In any case, the reading of Aquinas’s own words
leaves no room for doubt. No matter what his followers may
have thought about what he intended, the advocacy of the real
distinction is clearly and consistently there for the reading, as
Roland-Gosselin points out. And despite his hesitancy caused
by the subsequent history of the discussion by Aquinas’s dis-
ciples, even Hocedez agrees that if one reads what Aquinas
himself said, “ le doute n’est gueére possible ”.*°

We shall continue to use the expression “ distinction between
essence and existence ” as it has become the customary one, but
it should be remembered that St. Thomas himself never used it.
He spoke always of the “ composition ” in creatures of essence
and existence. If we permit ourselves to use the word “ distinc-
tion ”, for St. Thomas it meant no more than a metaphysical
one. That is to say, when the mind thinks of the nature or es-
sence, for example, “ humanity ”, and of its existence, for in-
stance, in the case of this individual *“ Socrates ”—since the
thinking of the one does not include or require the thinking of
the other—then do we say that a parte re:i these two compon-
ents or aspects of the single existent are really distinct from
each other. This kind of knowing, according to Aquinas, is
called metaphysical knowing, and its existent counterpart is
called a real metaphysical distinction. By an assumption which
some later philosophers, including Henry of Ghent, refused to
grant, St. Thomas subscribed to a correspondence standing be-
tween metaphysical knowing and an objective counterpart out-
side the mind. Metaphysical complexity of this sort is very
different, however, from the grosser and more palpable com-
plexity found in a grouping of concrete singulars. Thus, for
example, when one says that the group in the room “is com-
posed of ” Socrates and his listeners, the elements or component
parts here are more than metaphysically distinct. Aquinas’s
term for this kind of distinction was ‘ material distinction’ or
¢ numerical distinction’?* And when one says that the concrete

20 degidii Romani Theoremata, p. (100).
21 See, e.g., Summa Theol, 1, 47, 2, corp.
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singular, for example, Socrates, ‘is composed of ’ matter and
form, these elements or more properly principia are more than
metaphysically distinet. In Aquinas’s brand of realist philos-
ophy, there are shadings to be recognized amongst real distinc-
tions: thing from thing; physical component principles from
one another; metaphysical components from each other. We
might choose as a label for Aquinas’s account ‘moderate real-
ism’. If we do, then Giles of Rome advanced what could be
called an  exaggerated realism’.

Giles blurred the shading which for Aquinas had differenti-
ated metaphysical from physical complexity. He insisted that
there corresponds to the mind’s thinking of ‘ essence ’ and ‘ ex-
istence ’, not merely two metaphysically distinct components in
the one thing as Aquinas had it, but rather there are two
‘things’, viz., the ‘essence-thing’ and the °existence-thing”

. in propositions five and twelve it was proved and it will be
shown here as well that essence and existence are two things, such

that existence is nothing other than a kind of actuality added on to
the essence in a real way.??

In putting it this way, Giles altered the meaning of the so-called
‘real distinction’, and it is this which doubtless caused so much
of the confusion amongst Aquinas’s followers to which Hocedez
refers. As we shall see, Robert Orford was one of the first to
get snared.

In favor of this new understanding Giles advanced several
proofs, this having been necessary since he considered Aquinas’s
argument, viz., that the thinking of the one (essence) did not
include the thinking of the other (existence) to have been in-
adequate. Perhaps the most important of his newly developed
arguments was the separability of essence from existence.”
That is to say, the essence of the creature must be in a real
manner distinet from its existence, for one can plainly see that
this existing essence, i.e., the humanity of Socrates, could  lose”’
its existence.

22 Aegidit Romani Theoremata, p. 127. See also Hocedez’s discussion of this dif-
ference between Giles and St. Thomas in his Introduction, pp. (52)-(54).
# Aegidii Romani Theoremata, pp. 67-68.
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Henry of Ghent took issue with Giles’s formulation which
we have labelled  exaggerated realism’, and the latter in turn
argued against Henry. According to Paulus, the ‘ documents
essentiels du débat’ were arranged in the following order:

1276 : Gilles, bachelier : Primus Sententiorum, premieéres
distinctions.
Theoremata de Corpore Christi

1276, Noél :Henn :Quodlibet 1, 9

(Gilles objectant)

1278-86 :Gilles (en exil) :Theoremata de esse et essentia

1286, Paques : Gilles (maitre) :Quodlibet 1, 7 qui résume les
Theoremata

1286 : Gilles : Quaestiones disputatae de esse

et essentia, q. I-I1. Les g.9et 11
refutent le quodl. I, 9 d’'Henri.

1286, Noél  :Henri 1Quodlibet X, 7 qui répond aux
quaest. disp. 9 et 11.

1287 : Gilles : Quaest. disp. de esse et essentia,
g. 12 et 13 qui réfutent Henri,
Quodl. X, 7.

1287, Paques : Gilles :Quodlibet 11, 6 (négligeable).

1287, Noél  :Henri :Quodlibet X1, 3 qui répond aux

quaest. disp. 12 et 13 de Gilles.™

Mandonnet maintained that Henry of Ghent in his 1276
Quodlibet had directed his attack against St. Thomas and not
against Giles.” Roland-Gosselin supported Mandonnet’s judg-
ment.?* However, Hocedez ** and Paulus have made it neces-
sary to revise Mandonnet’s opinion. Indeed, far from having

2¢ Paulus, Henri de Gand, p. 281.

2% Mandonnet, “ Les premiéres disputes sur la distinction réelle entre 1'essence et
Pexistence ”, Revue Thomiste, 18 (1910), pp. 741-755.

28 Roland-Gosselin, Le < De Ente et Essentia’, p. 200.

27 Hocedez, “ Gilles de Rome et Henri de Gand sur la distinction réelle, 1276-
1287 7, Gregorianum, 8 (1927), pp. 358-384; “Le premier Quodlibet d’Henri de
Gand, 1276 7, Gregorianum, 9 (1928), pp. 92-117; “ Deux questions touchant la
distinction réelle de I'essence et de existence ”, Gregorianum, 10 (1929), pp. 865~
386; Aegidii Romani Theoremata, pp. (82) sqq.
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attacked Aquinas, according to Paulus, Henry of Ghent came
close to supporting the same view as that held by the Angelic
Doctor.”®

Henry maintained that essence and existence are distin-
guished in the creature not “ according to a real distinction, nor
according to a rational distinction, but according to an inten-
tional distinction ”. This was his explanation in Quodlibet I,
the very first time he took up the question (1276):

for the present let this suffice: as far as creatures are concerned,
one cannot say that the essence is existence, because these two are
distinct according to intention, despite the fact they are in reality
the same.?®

Later, in his tenth Quodlibet his doctrine remained unchanged:

[existence] does not differ in reality from [essence]: nor do they
differ from one another only by virtue of a rational distinction, for
in cases where two things are distinct only by a rational distinction,
one of them cannot be grasped by the mind without at the same
time comprehending the other. They differ from one another ac-
cording to a manner midway between real and rational distinction,
that is to say, according to intention. In cases where things differ
according to intention but are in reality the same, one of the two
things can be grasped by the mind without at the same time com-
prehending the other.®®

This 1s close, at least in the wording, to what St. Thomas said
when he explained how essence and existence are distinct.
Henry then went on with what is a clear reference to Giles of
Rome:

8 Paulus, Henri de Gand, p. 284. Paulus’s thought here should be read in the
context of the entire work, which shows the profound differences between St. Thomas
and Henry of Ghent.

%0 “ Sufficit autem ad praesens quod non possit dici in creaturis quia essentia earum
sit earum esse: quia sunt diversa intentione licet sint idem re ”, Quodlibeta Magis-
tri, Henrici Goethals a Gandavo, I (Paris, 1518), fol. 7v.

3 “ non differat re ab ipsa: nec etiam differat sola ratione: quia in eis quae sola
ratione differunt, unum eorum non potest intelligi sub contrario alterius: differunt
tamen medio modo, scilicet, intentione; et in his quae sunt eadem re, et quae sic
differunt, unum eorum bene potest intelligi sub contrario alterius ”, tbid, II, fol.
417v,
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But he says: I do not see how °differ by intention’ is anything
other than ‘to differ according to a rational distinction’. Let me
explain,

His explanation, for Giles’s benefit, was by way of examples
illustrating what he meant by the threefold distinction. Of the
distinction according to reason he says: “rational animal and
man differ only according to a rational distinction ”, and of the
real distinction: “ the rational and the white differ in reality ”.
It is according to the intentional distinction that ‘ the rational’
differs from ‘animal’ and that essence differs from existence.
Henry then got sarcastic with Giles:

Let this third type of distinction be baptised and give it a name!
And if ‘ difference according to intention’ is not the right term to
show how a confusion with ‘rational distinction’ might be avoided,
then give this third type of distinction another name. It is silly
to quibble over a name when we are sure of the reality at issue.®?

In all of this Henry was insisting on a metaphysical distine-

tion, that is to say, a distinction midway between a physical one
and a purely logical one. Giles of Rome, not finding enough
realism or objectivity in Henry’s formulation, argued that one
could speak only of a physical distinction in the sense of ‘ thing’
from ‘ thing’, or of a merely logical distinction to which there
corresponded nothing in the real world outside the mind. It was
a difficult thing for any Thomist to work out a critique of
Henry’s metaphysics which constituted the underpinning of the
distinction according to intention, and to avoid at the same
time the exaggerated realist position advocated by Giles.

Orford

Robert Orford appealed to the authority of Giles of Rome in
order to defend St. Thomas against Henry’s understanding. In

81« Sed dicit ille, non intelligo quod sit differre intentione aliud quam differre
ratione. Declaro ut intelligas ”, sbid.

2 ¢ Baptizetur ergo ille modus medius, et detur ei nomen; et si non competenter
possit appellari differentia secundum intentionem, ut omnino idem sit differre in-
tentione et ratione; detur ei aliud nomen. Fatuum enim est disputare de nomine
quando notum est de re”, ibid.
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his Contra Dicta Henrici (contra Quodl. 10, 7) where Orford
attacks Henry’s distinction according to intention, a point so
fundamental in metaphysics as well as in the special question
relating to essence and existence, he has two arguments which
are from fratre Egidio. The importance of Orford’s citation
here is very great, for it enables us to say with assurance that
Orford approved the Egidean sense of the expression ‘to differ
in reality’. In the first argument *®* he begins by stating the
conclusion: there is no intermediate between a real and a ra-
tional distinction. The rationale in support of this consists in
listing the various way in which words signify. The list can be
put schematically:

one for many

equivocation
eodem modo - synonyms
terms
one A
non eodem modo . —reational dist.
many for
many real distinction

The implication here is that, from what is taken to be an ex-
haustive listing of the modes of word signification, there is no
room for Henry’s ‘ distinction according to intention .

35 % Jtem, non videtur quod sit medium inter differre re et differre ratione: quia
vel uno nomine significamus plures, et tunc est aequivocatio ubi est diversitas
secundum rem; vel unum pluribus nominibus, et tunc non est nisi differentia secun-
dum rationem; vel plura pluribus, et tunec, ut prius, est differentia rei. Essentia
ergo et esse actualis existentiae, cum sint plura nomina, vel significant eamdem rem,
vel non; quia non est dare medium: si eamdem rem, vel eodem modo, et sic sunt
synonyma, quae nec re nec ratione differunt: si non eodem modo, ergo differunt
ratione ¥, Contra Henricum, MS. Peterhouse 129, fol. 65va; MS. Vat. lat. 987,
fol. 94xb.
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The second ‘ argument’** like the first, is not so much an

argument as a straightforward denial of the validity of Henry’s
¢ distinction according to intention’. Quite simply, this distinc-
tion has to be in the last analysis either real or rational; there
is no middle ground.

For our purposes, the significance of all this is not so much
the relative merit of Henry’s view as compared with Giles’s.
The important point is the fact that Orford is pleased to en-
dorse Giles’s understanding of how we ought to understand the
distinction when we say ‘ essence is distinct in reality from ex-
istence’.

E. Hocedez has some reservations in listing Orford among
those Thomists who betrayed an Egidean influence regarding
the way they explained the distinction between essence and
existence. Of Orford he says:

Les extraits publiés par Mgr Grabmann ne trahissent pas par eux-
mémes au moins avec certitude une influence égidienne , . . Je n’at
relevé qu'un passage qui pourrait faire croire a une connaissance
plus personelle de (illes, encore n’est-il pas péremptoire.?®

The passage Hocedez quotes from Grabmann reads:

Let us suppose for the present, in agreement with him, that “to be ”
is twofold, viz., ““ essence, or actual existence ”. . . . This is the way
of thinking about the question, common amongst the doctors, and
when viewed this way it is necessary to say that essence is a kind
of substratum and existence something received in the substratum,
although this way of thinking about it does not suit him.*

3¢ Jtem, intendere est proprie ipsius animae. Ad animam enim spectat formare
de rebus diversas intentiones. Istae ergo diversae intentiones vel dicunt diversas
res, vel eamdem rem, aliud et aliud sumptum. Si primo modo, tunc differre inten-
tione est differre re; secundo modo differre non est nisi ratione. Unde Commentator
super 8 Metaphysicae vult quod differre intentione sit commune ad differre re vel
ratione, et non differens ab utroque. Dicit enim quod ens et unum non significant
intentiones eodem modo. Sed constat quod ens et unum differunt ratione solum.
Dicit etiam quod accidens significat intentionem additam rei. Sed constat quod
accidens re differt a substantia. Patet ergo quod differre intentione non est aliud
quam re differre vel ratione. Istas duas rationes accepi a fratre Egidio”, ibid.

3% Aegidit Romani Theoremata de esse et essentia, Introd., section 10 entitled
“ Influence de Gilles ”, pp. (90)-(91).

8 «“ Suppono ad presens cum eo quod est duplex esse, scilicet esse essentie et
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If we read Orford’s fuller explanation given in Contra Quodl. 1,
9 in the light of what he ‘ accepted from Giles’ in Contra Quodl.
X, 7, it becomes clear that Orford belongs in Hocedez’s list.

In his main response, for example, when Orford says:

It must be said therefore, that in every creature, “ essence” and
“actual existence ” differ from each other in a real way,*

there can be no doubt that he is taking the real distinetion in
the Egidean sense. His first argument in support of this Egi-
dean sense of the real distinction closely resembles what Giles
himself had said on the subject in his Theoremata de esse et
essentia:

It is clear that the essence of the form of the part remains in the
whole, but without its own existence; rather, it shares in the ex-
istence of the whole; this is made plain in the seventh book of
Metaphysics. Therefore, they [i.e., essence and existence] are not
one and the same in reality, since one may be separated from the
other.®®

This argument, which appeals to a separation of existence
from essence, is a hallmark of Giles’s thought. In the twelith
theorem of the Theoremata, Giles repeats Aquinas’s argument
in order to show the validity of the real distinction:

For these “sensibles” can be grasped by the mind independently
of their existence; [indeed, they can be thought of] even if in fact
they had no existence. But the mind could not do this unless they
[i.e.,, the essences of these “ sensibles ”’] were in potency to the act
of existence. For I can understand a rose even were there no ex-
istent rose.®

actualis existentie . . . Sic enim communiter a doctoribus in hac quaestione accipitur
et per hoc oportet dicere quod essentia intelligatur ut quid substractum [this should
read substratum)] et esse quid receptum in ea, quamvis non placeat ei talis modus
intelligendi ”, MS. Peterhouse 129, fol. 5rb; M8, Vat. lat. 987, fol. 6rb. The under-
lining indicates Hocedez’s italics.

37« Dicendum est ergo quod in omni creatura differunt re essentia et esse actualis
existentiae ?, MS. Peterhouse, fol. 5vb; MS. Vat. lat., fol. ‘ra.

8 Ibid.

% Theoremata de esse et essentia, p. 67.
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He follows this reference to Aquinas’s argument immediately
with the warning that it is not, in and of itself, sufficient; some
doubt remains. To remove the doubt, Giles adds the argument
from ¢ separability ’, or rather ‘ real separation *:

But it must be remembered that some things are separated from
one another in a real way, whereas some things are separated only
in the mind. And when we find things separated from each other,
they are mutually distinct. If they are separated only in the mind,
then they differ from each other at least by a rational distinction;
but if they are separated in a real way then it is necessary that they
are distinct in a real way. And if there might be a doubt as to
whether really distinet things can be really separated from each
other, there can be no doubt whatever that those things which are
really separated from each other are really distinet. For if the es-
senice were in reality always united with its existence, it would
always have existence and could never be without it. Therefore,
by the very fact that ‘sensibles’ are able not-to-be, or have not
always been united to their existence—for at some point in time
they began to be—we can argue that they are in potency to ex-
istence and that they have their essences really distinct from ex-
istence.*®

In addition to the argument from separability, Orford, like
Giles, employs the analogy of form and matter in the genera-
tion process in order to show how essence differs from existence:

For just as matter is without limit in the way it relates to the forms,
but when it receives one of them it is bound and limited by it, so
also the form considered in itself is common to many, but when re-
ceived in matter becomes the form of “ this thing ”” in a determinate
way—{by analogy] if existence itself, being the supremely formal
aspect of all things, were not received in something, then it would
be infinite and it would be existence pure and simple since it would
not be mixed with any other nature; in addition, there would be but
one existence. For any form considered abstractly by the mind can
be only ‘one’#

® Ibid., pp. 67-68.

4! “ Sjcut enim materia de se infinite quasi se habet ad formas, sed cum recipit
unam, terminatur et finitur per illam—sic forma in se considerata communis est ad
multa, sed per hoc quod recipitur in materia fit determinate huius rei—sic, si ipsum
esse quod est maxime formale omnium non esset receptum in aliquo, esset infinitum,
et esset esse purum cum non haberet admixtionem alicuius alterius naturae; non
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Finally, Orford endorses Giles’s recommendation that we ought
to think of essence as the ‘ substratum * and existence as © what
is received ’ in the ° substratum ’;

and when viewed this way it is necessary to say that essence is a
kind of substratum and existence something received in the sub-
stratum, although this way of thinking about it does not suit him
li.e., Henry of Ghent].*?

Orford’s account and explanation of the real distinction between
essence and existence, which is virtually the same as that of
Giles of Rome, is far removed from the thought of Thomas
Aquinas, and disregards entirely the latter’s subtle differentia-
tion between metaphysical and physical modes of thinking.

It should be pointed out in fairness to Orford, however, that
he had good company in experiencing difficulty when he tried
to give a Thomist rejoinder to Henry of Ghent.*® It was very
difficult to resist standing on what appeared to be the solid
ground for counter argument developed by Giles. It should
also be noted that Orford’s work here is vastly superior to what
he wrote in his Reprobationes contra Egidium. There, when the
difficult question of essence and existence arose, he merely noted
the fact that there was a difference in the doctrine of Giles and
Aquinas, and moved on without any discussion.** Here, Orford
addresses the question with vigor.

Sutton

What appears to be Sutton’s first treatment of the question
concerning the real distinction is in Quodlibet 1, 7. Perhaps

etiam esset nisi unum. Forma enim secundum intellectum abstracta non potest esse
nisi una ”, MS. Peterhouse, fol. 5rb; MS. Vat. lat., fol. 6rb.

42 “ Et secundum hoc, oportet dicere quod essentia intelligatur ut quid substratum
et esse quid receptum in ea, quamvis non placeat ei talis modus intelligendi ”, ibid.
See footnote 36.

43 In Hocedez’s list of those who fell under Giles’s influence are such men as Ber-
nard of Trilia, Richard of Middleton and Durandus of Saint Pourcain, Theoremata,
pp- (84)-(98).

4 See Robert d’Orford Reprobationes Dictorum a Fratre Egidio in Primum Sen-
tentiarum, ed. Vella, pp. 96-97. See also my discussion of this in MS. Bodleian D.
Phil. d. 6258, pp. 194-197.
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‘ treatment ’ 1s not the right word, because in this place he men-
tions the subject only obliquely. The main point of his inquiry
has to do with the act of knowledge:

Whether the mental word is the very act of understanding, or some-
thing produced by the act of understanding .4

In his response Sutton observes that in questions like this, where
at best the finest of distinctions are being drawn, it is under-
standable that one might pass up the distinction as otiose:

so small is the difference that [the things being considered] are
taken to be the same by the authors, who do not search out such
differences between things which are so close to one another. For
tiny differences are not weighed by the authors, but rather are
counted as nothing; for example, according to the masters there is
a real difference between form and existence. But because the dif-
ference is small it is disregarded, so that by the Philosopher, ex-
istence can be taken to mean form or essence, and vice versa; and
sometimes he says generation terminates in the form, sometimes in
existence.®

From the way Sutton speaks here, we know that as yet he had
not come to appreciate the true significance of what Henry of
Ghent and Giles of Rome were arguing about. He had knowl-
edge of the exchange, for he says further on in the question:
For this reason there are found different opinions concerning es-
sence and existence among the masters . . . as to how they are dis-
tinguished, with some saying they differ only according to a rational
distinction, others saying they differ in reality, and others saying
they differ according to an intentional distinction which is some-
where midway between a real and rational distinction.*

All this discussion, Sutton says, amounted to little more than
quibbling over word usage; nothing of any account is at stake
no matter how one looks at it. And indeed, if there be in fact
such a distinction apart from and independent of the mind’s
activity, surely it is so small as to warrant being overlooked
rather than made much of:

* Thomas von Sutton Quodlibeta, ed. Schmaus-Gonzalez Haba, p. 115.
¢ Ibid., 115-116.
7 Ibid., p. 119.
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and the dispute between them is more one of words than of opinion.
For if there be some sort of real difference between essence and
existence, it is so small as not to be regarded by many, and these
say it is not a real difference at all because the difference in question
appears to be the result of our looking at one and the same thing
in different ways, viz., according as it is actual or as it is potential.*®

From his first mention of the dispute going on in Paris over
this question, one gathers that Sutton did not yet realize that
behind it metaphysical principles of far reaching importance
were being debated. His judgment about the significance of
the controversy changed drastically by the time he wrote
Quaestio disputata 26. This question opens with:

Whether in the angel there is a real composition of essence and ex-
istence such that the existence lies outside the realm of the essence
as something absolute and added on to the essence.*®

He starts his response with a reference to Henry of Ghent’s
opinion: *°

There are some who say there is not found a real composition of
essence and existence in angels. But although they deny any such
real distinction, they deny also that essence and existence differ
only according to a rational distinction. Essence and existence differ
from one another according to a distinction midway [between real
and rational], viz., according to an intentional distinction, and they
[i.e., essence and existence] bring about an intentional composition,

as do the genus and difference in the case of “animal” and “ ra-
tional ”.5?

In reply to Henry of Ghent Sutton argues there can be no
such middle ground, as it were, between being outside the mind
and being in the mind. When one speaks about a distinction
or indeed about anything whatever, if it lies outside the mind,
one calls it “real’; if it is in the mind and not outside it, one
calls it ‘ rational ’. Sutton’s complaint against Henry here is the
same as Orford’s, viz., it is impossible to imagine anything mid-
way between the real and rational orders of things:

48 Ibid.

* Thomas von Sutton Quaestiones Ordinariae, ed. J. Schneider, p. 715.
5¢ For Henry’s opinion see Quodlibeta Magistri Henrici, 1, 9 and X, 7.
5 Thomas von Sutton Quaestiones Ordinariae, ed. J. Schueider, p. 724.
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But there cannot be such a difference . . . either the difference is in
reality and outside the mind, or it lies only in the mind .. . If .. . it
lies outside the mind, then we describe such things as different in
reality . . . if the difference is only in the mind . . . then we describe
them as different according to a rational distinction.®?

Sutton then says Henry’s so-called intentional distinction is
nothing more than a ‘figment’. The example Henry had used
in explaining the intentional distinction, i.e., of animality thus
being distinet from rationality, Sutton says, is a bad one indeed,
for there is no objective and extra mental disparateness what-
ever found in Socrates, for example, between his being an ani-
mal and being rational. We do say that in the human the
animality is ‘rationalized’, i.e., the genus is specifically dif-
ferentiated, but this is thought and word play only; very useful
indeed for purposes of discourse, but we ought not to forget
that the genus-specific difference couplet pertains only to the
logical order:

genus and difference do not differ from one another, insofar as they
exist in the same thing, except according to a rational distinction.’®

Godfrey of Fontaines’s view ** that essence and existence
are distinet only according to a rational distinction has the
merit of having avoided Henry’s lapse of entertaining an impos-
sible category of being, but it gives rise to the theological and
philosophical anomaly of ruling out all contingency in creatures.
If existence were buried in the center of each nature so that
the very meaning of the thing carried inside itself the require-
ment of its existence, then it could not not-be:

What is part and parcel of the very meaning of something must
always pertain to it, and the opposite of such an attribute can never
pertain to that thing.?®

No, Henry of Ghent and Godfrey of Fontaines are wrong;

5 Ibid., pp. T24-125.

58 Ibid., p. 726.

5¢ Les quatre premiers Quodlibets de Godefroid de Fontaines, ed. DeWulf-Pelzer
{Les Philosophes Belges, i, 2, Louvain, 1804), Quodl. 8, q. 1, pp. 164-166.

5% Thomas von Sutton Quaestiones Ordinariae, p. 7121.
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essence and existence in the angel, for this was the context of
the discussion, are distinet in a real way, as ‘ certain doctors’
have shown by good and necessary reasoning. Angels partici-
pate or have a share in existence. Sutton then summarizes the
‘ good reasoning ’ of these ‘ doctors” as to how we ought to un-
derstand participation in this context.

First he rules out what would have been a mistaken under-
standing of participation. We ought not to think that the es-
sence is ‘ existenced ’ in the way the genus is ‘ differenced ’. It
is true, we do use the word ‘ participation ’ when speaking of the
relationship of the species to the genus. It is perfectly correct
to say that the species ‘ shares in’ the genus in the way, for
example, that human nature can be said to share in or ‘ have a
part of > animalness. This, however, is not the correct way to
understand essence sharing in existence. For, as he said earlier,
this manner of participation carries with it or bespeaks an iden-
tity in the thing outside the mind. When we say a ‘ has a part
of > b, intending this sense of participation, the division into
words and concepts is purely of the rational order; in reality
there is no such division:

It is clear from what has been said, that essence does not share in
existence in such wise that it has a kind of limited existence
shrunken as it were by virtue of a  difference’, so that it consti-
tutes the essence itself—which essence has as a part of its very
meaning this existence, so that as a result [essence] is said to share
in existence, meaning by this that it ‘ captures a part of it’, be-
cause what is limited [i.e., the existence] is ‘ of the essence’, as the
species shares in the genus.®®

When it is said that essence participates in existence, the
word ‘ participate’ is equivalent in meaning to ‘has a part of,
but not all ’;

But it is necessary that what has the essence thus shares in ex-
istence, because it captures not the total perfectionem of existence,
but only a part ., .57

8¢ Ibid., p. 730.
57 Ibid.
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Existence is narrowed down, so to speak, so as to be suited for
reception in this particular essence:
insofar as existenece is limited by the essence in which it is received.’®

Just as the form of equinity in itself undifferentiated comes to
be the form of this particular horse and not that particular horse
by virtue of its reception in the individuating matter, so is ex-
istence limited when received in the essence. By the force of
the analogy, just as form differs from matter in reality, so also
must we say essence differs in this way from existence.

The certain doctor’ from whom Sutton is borrowing this
‘ necessary argument’ consisting in the assigned meaning of
participation is none other than Giles of Rome. The Egidean
esse participatum is found in his Quaestiones de esse et essentia,
q. 11:

‘to participate in’ means something like ‘to capture a part of ’;
for whatever has anything within itself whole and entire does not
‘ participate in’ that thing, but it possesses its fulness; therefore,
the potency which receives act is said to participate in it.*®

Giles used the example of fire, where Sutton substituted the
horse, but the doctrine expressed is exactly the same. The main
point for Giles, of course, as the title of the Quaestio indicates,
was to apply this concept of participation to show how essence
and existence are distinct in reality:

therefore, in this way, essence shares in existence, just as potency
shares in act; beeause it cannot receive it in the measure of its ful-
ness; and existence is shared by the essence in the same way that
act is shared by the potency, because it is not received in all its
fulness.®®

58 Ibid.

% “ dicitur enim participare quasi partem capere: quod enim totum in seipso
primo habet non participat illud, sed habet plenitudinem eius; potentia ergo re-
ciplens actum dicitur participare ipsum ”, Quaestiones de esse et essentia (ed. Venice,
1504), p. 11, fol. 24vh.

8% “hoc ergo modo essentia participat esse, sicut potentia participat actum; quia
non potest ipsum recipere secundum suam totalitatem; et esse participatur ab
essentia sicut actus participatur a potentia, quia non recipitur ibi secundum suam
plenitudinem ”, ibid., fol. 24vb-25ra.
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And it is by virtue of this understanding of participation that
the real distinction between essence and existence is argued:

the creature would not share in existence, nor would the existence
of the creature be described as that which is shared in, unless there
were here a real difference [i.e., between essence and existence].%

When Sutton realized the controversy over the real distinc-
tion was more than a matter of words, he like Orford, turned to
Giles of Rome for what he took to be sound argument.

Sutton’s final position

Later, in Quodlibet II1, q. 8, Sutton saw that the Egidean
view had fatal flaws. Elsewhere I have described how he de-
veloped his doctrine regarding the hylomorphic theory in three
successive stages.®” Here again in the question concerning the
real distinction, his thought reveals a remarkable evolution and
clarification. His final treatment of the question is a master-
piece of scholastic exposition and argument. It is no surprise
to read Pelster’s reason for editing Sutton’s work on the debate
concerning the real distinction:

The principal reason why I have selected texts from the disputed
questions and quodlibets of Thomas {Sutton] rather than from
Henry of Ghent or Giles of Rome, who were the leading figures [in
the dispute], was that Thomas set forth the state of the question
and nearly all of the arguments advanced by either side more briefly
and at times more clearly than the disputants themselves.®?

In his final treatment Sutton asks the question:

Whether in creatures there is a real composition of essence and
existence by reason of creation.®*

1 ¢ creatura non participaret esse, nec esse creaturae diceretur quod participatur
nisi escet ibi differentia realis 7, tbid.

%2 Expositionis D. Thomae Aquinatis in Libros Aristotelis De Generatione et Cor-
ruptione Continuatio per Thomam de Sutona (Bayerische Akademie der Wissen-
schaften, Band 6, Munich, 1976) ed. Kelley, pp. 13-29.

8 Thomae de Sutton, O.P.: Quaestiones de reali distinctione inter essentiam et
esse, ed, Pelster (Opuscula et Textus, Series Scholastica, Aschendorff, 1929), p. 6.

** Thomas von Sutton Quodlibeta, ed. Schmaus-Gonzalez Haba, p. 390.
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The doctrine of a real composition of essence and existence in
creatures, he says, “is true and necessary for the following spe-
cial reason ”, viz., ““ the thinking of the one does not include the
thinking of the other”. This, it will be remembered, is the
reason St. Thomas had advanced.*

existence, since it is not of the very meaning of essence, differs in a
real way from essence and brings about a real composition with it.%¢

Pelster’s notation ® in his transcription of this text, viz., that
Sutton is once more subscribing to Giles’s authority, is not ac-
curate. True, Giles like Sutton had referred to Aquinas’s argu-
ment in the places Pelster notes, but as we have seen he
regarded this line of reasoning as having been insufficient to
establish the real distinction.®®

Sutton then summarizes Henry of Ghent’s position, but this
time he shows quite precisely how Henry is in fact opposing St.
Thomas. He manages to cut through the confused polemic be-
tween Henry and Giles, confused that is to say from a Thomist’s
standpoint, and he succeeds in isolating what for the Thomist
had been Henry’s mistake:

The argument, viz. St. Thomas’s, is disputed by some [i.e., Henry]
who say that it would follow well enough only on the supposition
that what is “ added ™ to the essence were absolute; then and only
then would St. Thomas’s reasoning conclude effectively to a real
distinction between essence and the additum absolutum, viz. ex-
istence. If on the other hand what is “ added ” is not absolute but

% “ Whatever is not contained in the very meaning of the essence or quiddity
must accrue to it as something external, making a composition with the essence;
for no essence can be understood without its parts. But any essence or quiddity
can be understood without thinking about its existence; for I can understand what
a man is or what a fern is without knowing whether either of them exists. There-
fore, it is clear that existence is something other than essence or quiddity , Le < De
Ente et Essentia’ de S. Thomas d’Aquin, ed. M.-D. Roland-Gosselin, O.P. (Bibilio-
théque Thomiste, Paris, 1948), ch. 4, p. 34.

¢ Thomas von Sutton Quodlibeta, p. 391.

¢" Thomae de Sutton, O.P.: Quaestiones, p. 50, note 2.

%% See supra, pp. 8-9.
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is a relationship, then there is not a real distinction. In this ecase
there is an intentional distinection.s®

And this, Henry had said all along, is how existence is added to
essence. In concluding his critique of Aquinas’s argument,
Henry had one further observation:

Existence does not denote or signify in strict parlance this relation-
ship; existence means the essence along with the relationship.™

The relationship about which Henry spoke, of course, was that
which the essence bore to its extrinsic efficient principle, viz.,
God.

Henry’s explanation, says Sutton, will not do. On the suppo-
sition that St. Thomas’s argument, which had assumed a realist
metaphysics, was valid, Henry’s interpretation of it added
nothing. His attempt to avoid saying that essence and existence
were distinct only according to a rational distinction failed, and
his use of the new word ‘ intentionally * was of no avail. What
Henry wound up saying in a roundabout way was that ‘ex-
istence * means ‘ essence :

For if existence is not a relationship, nor bespeaks a relationship on
the strength of the term °existence’, nor [is] something absolute
added on to the essence, then it is necessary that the term [ie., ex-
istence] bespeak the essence itself, at least in some sense.™

Sutton’s observations here probably would not have left
Henry persuaded; medieval controversy had a way of going on.
But there can be no doubt that Sutton had sorted out very well
those elements of Henry’s view which bore directly on what St.
Thomas had said. He no longer had recourse to Giles of Rome
in order to form the base of his eritique. In fact, in the second
part of this same question Sutton shows how much confusion
Giles had caused. Having established in the first part of the
question that there is a real composition in creatures, and that
Henry of Ghent’s criticism of the supporting argument has

%® Thomas von Sutton Quodlibeta, p. 392. (Sutton is quoting from Henry in
Quodlibeta Magistri Henrici, Quodl. 10, q. 7, fol. 154v.)

" Quodlibeta Magistri Henrici, fol. 154v.

™ Thomas von Sutton Quodlibeta, p. 392.
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been ineffective, in the second part Sutton asks whether the
real composition of essence and existence can be proved by the
fact of creation. What might have seemed the oddity of asking
this question turns out to be appropriate upon our reading
Sutton’s discussion, for it is in this precise context that he can
most effectively and separately deal with Giles of Rome:

TWO EARLY ENGLISH THOMISTS

Having dealt with the first, viz., that it is necessary to admit a real
composition of essence and existence in creatures, we must consider
the second, viz., whether it is necessary to admit this real composi-
tion in order to maintain the fact of creation.”

Sutton begins his response by writing down the opinion of
some who argue to the real distinction from the fact of creation.
According to this opinion, since by virtue of creation what had
formerly been only possible now existed in fact, it is perfectly
plain that there must be a real distinction between the former
state of possibility (essence) and the state of actual existence
brought about by the act of creation. Through creation the
essence ‘acquires’ existence. Sutton is here repeating the
thought of Giles:

Some say that since essence is
‘possible existence’, which ac-
quires actual existence through
creation, it is necessary that
existence which is acquired
through creation is distinct in
reality from that ‘ possible’ [or
essence] which acquires it,
Otherwise, nothing would be
acquired through creation. And
he gives the example of genera-
tion through which the form is
acquired by matter which is in
potency to it; unless the form
were really different from mat-
ter, nothing would be acquired
through generation.”

" Ibid., p. 393.

If therefore essence is a kind of
‘ possible existence’, by virtue of
the essence nothing actual could
ever come about unless some
kind of actuality were added on
to the essence . .. and this ac-
tuality which must be added on
to the essence in order for it to
be, is called existence . ., .™
therefore the essence of anything
is that through which the thing
is able to exist; existence, how-
ever, is that through which it
actually exists; therefore, we say
that just as generation makes it
certain that matter is different
from form, so also creation
makes us know that essence is
different from existence.”
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Sutton rejects Giles’s statement that “ the essence of the crea-
ture is ‘ possible existence * . This is quite wrong to say because
prior to creation there are no grounds for our speaking of es-
sence as ‘ possible” or ‘ impossible ’; prior to creation there is
only nothingness, pure and simple. Sutton is not speaking here
about pure logical possibility or impossibility. Obviously, be-
fore creation took place it had been logically possible for it to
come about. In scholastic logic one would have always insisted
that prior to something’s having taken place it had been logic-
ally possible for it to occur (from existence to possibility is a
valid inference). What Sutton here finds fault with is Giles’s
shift from logical possibility to an ontologically grounded possi-
bility. Giles  reifies,” as it were, the logically possible, and this
one cannot do, at least in the theological context of creation.
Sutton is here putting in clear relief the exaggerated realist
tendency in the Egidean metaphysics. Hence, Sutton says:

It is a false imagination on the part of those who imagine that
through creation existence is impressed on the essence in the same
way that form is impressed on the matter through generation.’

This was exactly how Giles had in fact expressed himself:

Therefore, we must imagine that . . . existence is nothing other than
a certain actuality impressed on all things by God Himself.””

Sutton has in this question seen and pointed out what he
took to be Giles’s faulty conception when he discussed essence
and existence. Despite the fact that a Thomist might have been

78 [bid., p. 395.
74 “Si ergo essentia est quoddam possibile esse, numquam ergo per essentiam

poterit aliquid actu esse nisi illi essentiae superaddatur actualitas aliqua . . . et
illa actualitas quam oportet superaddi essentiae ad hoc quod actu sit, vocatur
esse . . .”, Aegidii Romani Quaestiones de esse et esseniia, q. 12, fol. 27rb.

75 ¢ essentia igitur cuiuslibet rei est id per quod res est possibilis esse; esse autem
est id per quod actu existit; dicemus ergo sicut generatio facit scire materiam
aliud esse a forma, sic creatio facit nos scire essentiam esse aliud ab esse”, ibid.,
fol. 20vb-21ra.

"8 Thomas von Sutton Quodlibeta, p. 396.

™7 “Sic igitur imaginari debemus . . . esse . . . nihil est aliud quam quaedam
actualitas impressa omnibus ab ipso Deo”, Aegidic Romani Quodlibeta, (ed.
Venice, 1504), Quodl. I, q. 7, fol. 5vb.
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inclined to side with Giles in his attempt to emphasize against
Henry of Ghent the realness of the distinction, Sutton recog-
nized that Giles’s view was not right. His conclusion was cor-
rect, but his reasoning was not:

Though the conclusion is correct, his manner of proof is not cor-
rect.”®

B. 8Soul and its Faculties

In Quodlibet 111, 14 Henry of Ghent ruled that the faculties
of the soul ought not to be considered as distinet from its sub-
stance. He concluded his somewhat lengthy discussion of this
determination with the words:

It must be said that the will is a natural faculty in the soul, and it
is nothing other than the substance of the soul . . . similarly, the
agent intellect is a natural faculty in the soul, and is nothing other
than the substance of the soul.”

He had harsh words for those who had maintained that the
faculties of the soul were accidents inhering in it as in a subject.

It is a great mistake to say that the passive potency proportioned
to substantial act falls in the category of substance, and the one
proportioned to accidental act [falls] in the category of accident or
quality.®°

Such a doubling of potential principles in order to explain the
activity of the soul he deemed to be quite silly:

It is quite silly to say that the substantial form . .. cannot be the
principle of any operation.®*

"® Thomas von Sutton Quodlibete, p. 396.

7 “in proposito dicendum quod voluntas est potentia naturalis in anima, et
non est nisi substantia animae . . . similiter, intellectus agens, potentia naturalis
est in anima, et non est nisi substantia animae”, Quodlibeta Magistri Henrics,
fol. 7lr.

80 “ Kt magnus error est dicere quod potentia passiva quae est ad actum sub-
stantialem est in genere substantiae, et quae est ad actum accidentalem est in
genere accidentis, ut qualitatis ™, ibid., fol. 67r.

81 “ multum frivolum est dicere quod forma substantialis . . . non potest esse
principium alicuius operationis ”, bid.
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Henry complained about the way certain persons miscon-
strued what he meant when he taught the identity of soul and
faculty. He did not at all mean that the soul burst into its ac-
tivity with no outside stimulus:

It must be understood that the substance of the soul is not said to
be one and the same with its faculty, as if we meant by so saying
that the substance and essence reached its activity without the
benefit of any external assistance whatsoever, . . .

And this is obviously what these persons insist I must mean when
they argue against me in the following manner: Just as existence is
to essence, so is exercise to the faculty. Therefore, in accord with
this balanced proportion, just as existence is to exercise, so is es-
sence to the faculty. But in God alone is existence and activity [or
exercise] one and the same. Therefore, in God alone are the essence
and the faculty one and the same.??

Henry of Ghent did not identify who these persons might
have been who so argued against him, but whoever they were,
we know from Thomas Sutton that they were borrowing the
argument from St. Thomas, for Sutton quotes Henry’s version
of the argument wverbatim and tells us it is the ratio magni doc-
toris, one of his labels for Aquinas ® In fact St. Thomas had
given his view on the subject in several places.® In his disputed
question De spiritualibus creaturis ®° we find the formulation of
the argument most closely resembling the words of Henry of
Ghent quoted by Sutton.

In any case, Henry observed, the attempt these individuals
have made to confute him with their recourse to Aquinas misses

82 ¢ Intelligendum quod substantia animae non dicitur esse re ipsa eius po-
tentia, tanquam ex eo solo, quod est substantia et essentia quaedam, procedat in
actum sine omni adminiculo exteriori . . . Sed sic credunt nos ponere substantiam
animae esse ipsam potentiam ejus illi qui ponunt quod potentiae sint accidentia
animae, quando arguunt contra nos sic: Sicut se habet esse ad essentiam, ita et
operari ad potentiam. Ergo permutata proportione, sicut se habet esse ad operari,
et essentia ad potentiam. Sed in solo Deo, esse suum est eius operari. Ergo in
solo Deo essentia est ipsa eius potentia ”, bid., fol. 67v.

5% Thomas von Sutton Quodlibeta, 111, q. 7, p. 385.

8 Qumma Theol., 1, q. 71, a. 1; I Sent., d. 8, q. 4, a. 2; Quaest. disp. de anima,
a. 12, sed contra 1; Quodl. X, q. 5.

8 See q. 11 (ed. Marietti), pp. 412-413.
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the point altogether, for they are taking the word ° potency ’ to
mean one thing, and he means something other. It can mean on
the one hand:

A certain faculty [or ‘ potency’] which in and of itself sufficiently
and perfectly without any external assistance achieves its activity.3¢

Now if one claimed that ‘ potency ’ taken in this sense were the
very substance of the soul, then of course St. Thomas’s reason-
ing would apply and would successfully show the futility of
such an idea:

If we take potency in the first sense, then the comparison holds, and
if we rearrange the proportion we get the same result, and the con-
clusion drawn in this case is valid.®”

Only in God is ‘ potency ’ or ‘ power’, understood in this sense, one
and the same with His substance.

But there is another meaning of  potency’, viz.,

which does not proceed to activity in and of itself without any ex-
ternal assistance,?®

and taken in this sense, the argument of proportion does not
hold, viz.:

that in the soul ‘ essence is not one with the faculty’, but only in
God; indeed the only inference here is that in the soul the essence is
not the faculty itself in the way this is true of God.®®

Orford

Henry of Ghent’s critique of St. Thomas here was based on
his introduction of a refinement in terminology and concept. He
had proposed a new way of thinking about the question, which
in his mind at least, made Aquinas’s analysis still effective in
one sense but no longer pertinent in another. One might have
elected to dismiss Henry’s distinction of ‘ potency’ as having

88 quaedam potentia, quae ex se sufficienter et perfecte sine omni exteriori
adminiculo procedit in actum suum ”, Quodlibeta Magistri Henrics, fol. 68r.

87« de potentia primo modo tenet illa comparatio, et similiter illa commutata
proportio et de illa vera est conclusio ”, ibid.

8%  quae non procedit ad actum ex se sine alio adminiculo ”, ibid.
quod in anima essentia non sit potentia, sed in solo Deo, immo sequitur
solummodo quod in anima essentia non est ipsa potentia sicut est in Deo ”, ibid.

89 &
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no advantage or even legitimacy, but it would have been no
response to him to have quoted Aquinas once again on the sub-
ject. This had been done before and Henry had given his reply.
When Robert Orford wrote his answer to Henry’s teaching in
this place, he took no account of the new context of the ques-
tion. He chose simply to record once again what Aquinas had
said on the subject, and ignored Henry’s observation against
this procedure.

In preparing his reply to Henry, if reply is the right word,
Orford did little more than consult and repeat what he had
written against William de la Mare in his work entitled Seci-
endum. In his main response to the question in Contra Hen-
ricum, after having referred to question 11 of Aquinas’s disputed
question De spirttualibus creaturis where, Orford said, one can
find many arguments settling the matter, he went on to select
some of those arguments. But despite the reference given, Or-
ford’s principal source here, as in Sciendum, was St. Thomas’s
disputed question De anima.”® He chided Henry for having
written off Aquinas’s reasoning as having been erroneous and
frivolous without having offered any reasons of his own to back
up the charge:

Therefore, what he said in the beginning, viz., that it was erroneous
and silly to say that the potency to an accidental act was an acci-
dent, and the potency to a substantial act was a substance—his
own judgment here [is] neither more nor less [erroneous and silly]
except he had brought forward some reasons—since [the point un-
der judgment here] does not appear to be erroneous nor silly at all,
but quite reasonably presented, as is clear.®*

Orford immediately answered with two counterarguments of
his own, and then added:

9% Timitations of space preclude a comparison of Orford’s critiques of Henry
(Contra Henricum) and William de la Mare (Sciendum).

1 “ Quod ergo in principio dicit errorem esse et frivolum dicere quod potentia
ad actum accidentalem est accidens, et potentia ad actum substantialem sub-
stantia—ipsum suum dicere, neque magis neque minus, nisi rationem adduxisset.
Cum tamen non videtur erroneum neque frivolum sed multum rationabiliter dic-
tum, quod sic patet ”, MS. Peterhouse, fol. 16vb; MS. Vat. lat., fol. 21rb,
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I should have preferred that he might have answered this argument
and not [merely] reported that it was erroneous or silly to speak
thus.®?

One might not have subscribed to Henry’s doctrine when he
said the powers or faculties of the soul are not distinct from its
substance, but one could not have said that he had failed to
make argument against the reasoning to which Orford referred.
In order to show the inanity of positing a ‘ potency ’ separate
from the substance Henry used the example of fire,

Fire produces heat in another thing by virtue of its own heat and
we call, if we like, the heat in the heat producer the ‘ power’ to
produce heat. Heat and the ‘power’ to produce it in something
other are one and the same thing. There is no reason whatever for
our having to say that something must have been added to heat
which only then gave to it the ‘ power ’ to produce it. Indeed, were
one to insist on such a separation between the essence of heat and
the ‘power’ to produce heat, the same ‘reason’ would reassert
itself after the first separation and call for another, and on to in-
finity .*®

Henry then applied this line of thinking to the substantial
form. Just as there is nothing wrong in saying the essence of
the accidental form is one and the same with its powers, so too:

In substantial forms which are ‘act’ only, and not capable of ex-
istence all by themselves nor of purely independent activity, there
is nothing standing in the way of the essence itself [i.e., of the form]
being the ‘ power’ by which the composite [substance] performs its
proper activity [which activity] is called for precisely in virtue of
that substantial form.%

?2“JIstam rationem vellem quod solvisset et non dixisset quod erroneum vel
frivolum est sic dicere ”, MS. Peterhouse, fol. 17va; MS. Vat. lat., fol. 21rb.

?8 ¢ Cum ignis calefacit calore, ut potentia calefaciendi, ibi non est aliud es-
sentia ipsius caloris quae est passibilis qualitas, et aliud ipsa potentia: immo ipsa
essentia caloris est ipsa potentia calefaciendi in igne, non aliquid additum ei
naturaliter; aliter enim esset abire in infinitum, nisi esset stare in aliquo quo
aliud agit quod in essentia sua est ipsa potentia. Quia si potentia non esset re
essentia ipsa, esset re aliquid additum ei. Et de illa re esset quaestio eadem:
utrum esset potentia qua aliud ageret, quod si negaretur, quaestio illa procederet
in infinitum, ut patet”, Quodlibeta Magistri Henrici, fol. 66v.

*¢“Etiam in formis substantialibus quae sunt actus tantum, non nati per se
existere nec agere separatim, nullum est inconveniens quod ipsa essentia earum
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Robert Orford took no notice of all this. His defense of St.
Thomas against Henry of Ghent was almost identical with what
he had written against William de la Mare. But while this re-
semblance between Contra Henricum and Sciendum proves re-
warding in that it offers further evidence to the historian of
single authorship for the two works, it is unsatisfying because
Henry and William required different sorts of responses. The
reason for saying they needed different responses from a Thom-
ist defender is that their opposition to Aquinas was so different.

William had said that he saw no error in what Aquinas
taught here: “1 see here no error.” *® He did add, however, that
St. Thomas’s view was plainly in opposition to what St. Augus-
tine and Avicenna had said.*® All any defender of Aquinas had
to do, therefore, was to take up William’s two problems of
authority, especially of course St. Augustine. In Sciendum Or-
ford did this well enough, but in addition to what would have
easily sufficed, he took the opportunity to restate St. Thomas’s
reasoning rather elaborately and in a context where it hardly
belonged. All of Orford’s arguments from Aquinas concerning
the distinction of the soul from its faculties appear in connec-
tion with article 88, which bears the title: “ Whether distance
is an obstacle to the ‘separated soul’s’ knowing an object.” *’
The appropriate place, if needed at all, would have been article
110 where William de la Mare critized St. Thomas’s explana-
tion as to how the

powers or faculties are accidental modifications which spring from
the soul, and are determined to be what they are by the nature of
the soul.?®

Henry of Ghent, unlike William, charged that St. Thomas’s
reasoning was erroneous and frivolous and proceeded to argue

est ipsa potentia qua compositum agit suam propriam et per se actionem debitam
ei ratione formae substantialis ”, ibid.

% Le Correctorium Corruptorit © Quare’, ed. Glorieux (Kain, 1927), p. 412.

%8 Ibid., pp. 412-418.

97 Ibid., p. 174.

9% Ibid., p. 412.
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against it extensively. In response to this, all Orford did was
to give us a part of what he had already done in Sciendum some
years earlier, accompanied with the denial that Henry had so
much as given any reasons for his rejection of St. Thomas’s
theory.

Orford’s carelessness or perhaps haste in dealing with these
two critics of Aquinas is revealed in the way he mixed them up
regarding their citations of the Liber de spiritu et anima. Wil-
liam de la Mare attributed this work to St. Augustine in article
110, where after citing the authority of St. Augustine in IX De
Trinttate . . . “ Again, in the same book ” he says: “ And [St.
Augustine] speaks the same way in many places, as well in
the libro de spiritu et anima >.*° Orford failed to correct William
on his mistaken attribution, but he went out of his way to cor-
rect Henry, who needed no correction. For the latter, after
having quoted from this work: “ And this is what we read in
the libro de spiritu et anima ”, said that in addition to this we
have the word of Augustine: “This is clearly the opinion of St.
Augustine ” and went on to quote him from several of his writ-
ings.*® Although Henry had clearly distinguished Augustine
from the author of De spiritu et anima, Orford observed:

In reply to the fifth [argument] it must be said that the book in
question is not Augustine’s, but is said to be the work of a certain
Cistercian; accordingly the words noted here are of no particular
interest to us.?®

Although this reminder was out of place in the Contra Henri-

cum, he put it in anyway, borrowed once again from St. Thomas
who had written:

This book De spiritu et anima is not Augustine’s but is said to have
been the work of a certain Cistercian; nor should we bother much
with what is found in it.1°?

® Ibid., pp. 412-418.

00 Ownodiibeta Magistri Henrici, fol. 21va.

101 < Ad quintum dicendum quod ille liber ut dicitur, non est Augustini, sed
dicitur cuiusdam Cisterciensis, et ideo non est curandum de dictis ibi 7, MS. Peter-
house, fol. 17ra; MS. Vat. lat., fol. Bvva.

12 Quaest. disp. de anima, a. 12, ad lum, pp. 326-327.
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In this question, which was considered quite important at
the time, Orford was not thorough in attending to what the op-
position had said. His loyalty to Aquinas is evident, but his
method of defense was confined to assembling the verba Thomae
without much concern to get inside the counterarguments with
critical and independent judgment. It shows the mark of a
man in a hurry.

Sutton

In his discussion of how the soul is related to its faculties,
Thomas Sutton turned his attention first to Henry of Ghent’s
opinion:

But it should be observed that some people say that the substance

‘in act’ is the immediate passive principle of some of its own per-
fection, viz., of its inseparable property.1°?

Sutton then summarized briefly Henry’s argument against
Aquinas, the argument, that is to say, which had appealed to

the infinite regress. He allowed that Henry’s argument had
some merit:

And without a doubt this argument concludes with necessity that
the substance is the immediate subject of a certain kind of accident
in such a way that [the inherence of the accident in the subject] is
not brought about through the mediacy of another accident. And
this point must be granted.***

But, Sutton continued, there is a weakness running all
through Henry’s reasoning. He is guilty of equivocation in his
use of the term ‘ power’. In one sense the term can be under-
stood as that which makes possible a transformation by an
external agent (principium transmutationis ab alio). In an-
other sense it can mean the proper accident (passio propria) .
If all Henry meant when he identified the created essence with
‘its power’ was that the particular essence was in reality
nothing other than the sheer capacity to be stirred to activity
by the First Agent, i.e., God, there would have been no objec-

** Thomas von Sutton Quodlibeta, 111, q. 7, p. 386.
104 Ibid.
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tion. But he shifted his meaning of the term ‘ power’ so that
in his conclusion he had taken the term to mean °proper acci-
dent’. Sutton deftly ran the two meanings of the term together
in order to bring out the sense of equivocation. Speaking of
‘ power’ in the first sense he said:

The immediate passive principle is nothing other than the passive
‘power’ which is the principle of its being transformed by some
other thing precisely as it is some other thing; that is to say [ im-
mediate passive principle’ in this sense] is the immediate subject
[or ‘receiver’] of any transformation whatever [and not just some
particular one); and this sort of * power’ is a capacity to contradic-
tories, as is sald in IX Metaphysics. But one cannot take the term
‘ power ’ in this sense when one speaks of the proper accident.**®

The reason for our saying this is that no substance is in potency
to its proper accident:

The substance is not brought, by way of a transformation through
an external agent, to the achievement of its inseparable and proper
accident.1®

One could never, for example, say that a human being has the
capacity (passive power) of being capable (proper accident)
of langhter. Sutton’s point here has the economy of sarcasm.
He then went on:

While one does not say that the created substance is in potency to
its proper aceident, it is quite correct to say that the substance is
the immediate subject of this proper accident.??

And this i1s all Henry’s argument concluded to, the argument
namely which brought in the regress to infinity. Sutton then
ended by saying:

and anyway, all this has nothing to do with the main point, viz.,
the contention that the substance is not the immediate principle of
its operation, or to say the same thing, the powers of the substance
are not one and the same with the substance.ts

195 Ibid., pp. 386-387.
106 Ibid., p. 387.

17 I'bid.

198 Ibid.
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Again, one is safe in thinking Henry of Ghent would hardly
have been silenced by the way Sutton analyzed his reasoning,
but it must be admitted that this Englishman went straight to
the heart of Henry’s argument with his charge of equivocation.

C. Creation of matter without form

In Quodlibet I, q. 10 Henry of Ghent asked: “Is it possible
for matter to exist without form? ”**® Henry’s purpose in de-
bating this question was not so much to deepen the understand-
ing of Aristotle’s principles of matter and form as to investigate
the durability of philosophy in the context of Christian faith.
Although the precise terms in which the question was framed
were strictly philosophical, the more important point at issue
was theological.

St, Thomas had raised this question on a number of occa-
sions,'® and the answer he gave reflected his profound convie-
tion of the solidity and autonomy of Aristotle’s philosophy. On
the assumption that the hylomorphic theory enjoyed philo-
sophic validity, then we can say with absolute certainty that
matter cannot exist without substantial form. The reason for
our having absolute certainty about this is that the statement
‘matter exists without form’ entails a contradiction:

By ‘actual’ I can mean either the act itself or the potency now
participating the act; [of these two senses of ‘actual’] matter
cannot be taken in sense one, for [matter] according to its very
meaning is being-in-potency. Therefore, when one says ‘ matter is
actual > it can only mean ‘ matter participates act’. But act par-
ticipated by matter is nothing other than form. Whence, it is the
same thing to say ‘matter is in act’, and ‘ matter has form’. Ac-
cordingly, to say ‘ matter is in act without form’ is to utter a con-
tradiction. !t

In saying this, Aquinas held by implication that God Himself
could not have brought matter into existence without form. We

198 PQuodlibeta Magistri Henrici, fol. 8r.

0 E.g., Summa Thedl., 1, 66, 1; 1, 69, 1; 1, 74, 2; 11 Sent., d. 12, a. 4; Quaest.
disp. de potentia, q. 4, a. 1.

1 Quodl. 111, q. 1, a. 1.
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say this was the implication, for St. Thomas himself did not
have anything more to say about this philosophical point in
relation to the theological doctrine of God’s power.

The theological context of this question was, however, Henry
of Ghent’s main concern. After having described what primary
matter is, in terms any Thomist would have been pleased to
accept, Henry said that although in the normal course of things
matter could never stand without form, it must be allowed that
God by His supernatural intervention could indeed bring this
about:

And although according to the normal course of nature, matter is
produced in such a way that by any natural action it cannot stand
without a form, because in any strictly natural action there is never
corruption of one thing without at the same time a generation of
something else, through divine action [matter] can be found without
any form ...

Therefore we must admit that supernatural and divine action can
bring it about that matter can stand by itself without any form.**?

To those, viz., Thomas Aquinas, who would bring to bear
philosophic arguments against this possibility, Henry replied
that such arguments do no more than reveal the shortcoming
of philosophy itself. Nor is it the case that philosophy stands
here in opposition to theology. It is rather the case that the
former is deficient when compared with the latter:

To the philosophic argument which would have us believe that mat-
ter in and of itself is in potency and is in no sense ‘ actual’ without
the form, and the existent is actual in some sense because existence
itself is the ‘ act ’ of the being, etc.: in order that one might see how
this argument results from the shortcoming of philosophy which
does not deal with all levels of being, and does not [result] from any
conflict between philosophic and theological truth, one should at-
tend to the words of the Commentator on book two of Boethius’s

112« Tt licet secundum communem cursum institutionis naturae sic sit facta ma-
teria ut aliqua actione naturae non possit omnino spoliari forma; quia actione pura
naturae non est unius corruptio sine alterius generatione; tamen actione creatoris
spoliari potest ab omni forma. . . Simpliciter ergo dicendum quod actione divina
supernaturali materia potest per se subsistere nuda ab omni forma”, Quodlibeta
Magistri Henriei, fol, 8v.
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De hebdomadibus, where he says that the disciplines of philosophy
and theology deal in different ways with existence pure and simple,
and with the existence of this thing or that thing. For in theology,
when a thing is said to exist, the theologian takes ‘existence’ to
mean the existence of the primal source [or first Being] by a kind
of extrinsic denomination, that is to say, insofar as the existent
singular participates in divine existence as its likeness . . . The
philosopher on the other hand does not draw this kind of distinc-
tion.122

The important point for our purposes is that Henry of Ghent
had no objection to make to Aquinas’s philosophic reasoning as
such. If one remained within the confines of Aristotle’s phi-
losophy, 1t would have been perfectly correct to argue as St.
Thomas had done, that matter could not exist (or be ‘in act”’)
without form. If on the other hand, the question be viewed
from the perspective of theology, then, said Henry, the answer
must be different. The theological understanding of existence
as a participation in divine existence goes beyond the Aristotel-
ian-philosophic understanding, i.e., ‘ to have act or form’. In
other words, Henry of Ghent insisted here that the theologian
uses categories of thought not available to the philosopher,

Orford

One might have elected not to accept Henry’s method in all
of this, but it would not have been the appropriate thing to
have simply repeated Aquinas’s argument in order to show
where he had gone wrong. He knew quite well what St. Thomas
had said, and he found no fault with the teaching as far as it

118« Ad argumentum philosophicum quo vane sustentati sunt quod materia de
se est in potentia nullum habens actum sine forma, et esse subsistens est in aliquo
actu, quia esse est actus, etc.: ut argumentum istud intelligatur procedere ex de-
fectu philosophiae, non determinantis omnem modum essendi, non autem ex con-
trarietate eius ad theologicam veritatem; sciendum secundum quod dicit Commen-
tator super secundam Hebdomadam Boetii, quod in philosophia et in theologia
esse simpliciter et esse aliquod circa quamcumgque rem multipliciter dicuntur. Nam
in theologia quod aliquod dicitur esse, hoc intelligunt theologi quadam extrinseca
denominatione ab esse primi principii, qua scilicet, participant divino esse inquan-
tum sunt similitudo quaedam divini esse. . . Philosophi vero, eodem modo dicunt
rem quamlibet esse et aliquod esse”, ibid., fol. 8v-9r.
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went. Rightly or wrongly Henry sought to broaden the context
of the question and it was here that any objector ought to have
worked his criticism. Robert Orford, however, did not take the
time to do this. Once again his response to Henry was very
close to what he had written in Sciendum against William de la
Mare, which in turn was nothing more than an elaboration of
Aquinas, In Sciendum, after the statement:

Therefore, God can produce anything which does not violate the
meaning of being qua produced, but He eannot produce something
which would lack every sense of entity.***

Orford provided some examples to illustrate what this means.
He then completed the argument:

But the prospect of matter perduring {for any length of time] with-
out a form implies a contradiction. Therefore, God cannot make
this happen, not because of some deficiency in His power, but rather
because of the inherent impossibility of the event itself.*t®

In his conclusion he spelled out why there is a contradiction:

Therefore, to say ‘ matter is measured by time’ amounts to saying
‘matter has form’. Accordingly, to say ‘ matter precedes the form
in time’ is the same thing as saying ‘ matter has form ’ and ‘ matter
does not have form’, which is a contradiction.’*®

All of this is basically the same as what Aquinas had said:

For if matter precedes the form in time, it [matter] would already
be ‘in act’: time or duration necessarily implies this . .. But ‘act’
is ‘ form ’. Therefore, to say ‘ matter preceded the form in time’, is
the same as saying ‘ being is actual and not actual’, which is a
contradiction.**”

In Contra Henricum Orford stayed inside the lines of the
foregoing reasoning, thereby missing the new direction Henry
had taken.'® In his major premiss Orford laid down three ways

114 Le Correctorium Corruptorii  Sciendum ’, ed. Glorieux, p. 116.

15 Ibid.

1 Ibid., p. 117.

117 Summa Theol, 1, 66, 1.

118 « Solutio. Sicut dictum est in prima quaestione, Deus facere potest omne
illud qued [non] repugnat enti inquantum ens, neque facto enti inquantum factum,
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in which one might have said  God cannot do z’. First, be-
cause the doing of it was impossible from the standpoint of
being as such; second, because it was impossible by reason of
its being a produced thing (the only point in adding this was
to explain why God could not ‘ make * another God) ; third, be-
cause it was impossible by reason of its being this particular
sort of produced thing.

Now if we ask: is there any inherent impossibility in God’s
creating matter to exist by itself, i.e., without form, the reply
would be negative in the first and second senses listed. That is
to say, independent existence is not incompatible with being as
such, nor with ‘ being-as-produced’. The impossibility arises in
the third sense, 1.e., independent existence is incompatible with
primary matter not because of its entity as such, nor because it
is an effect, but because of the particular kind of effect that it is.

His proof for this comes next. To exist independently is the
same thing as to ‘ perdure’. But ‘ to perdure ’ is the measure of
the act of existing. Therefore, were matter to subsist and have
duration by itself, it would perforce have had some kind of act

neque huic facto inquantum hoc factum. Quod si alicui eorum repugnet, non potest
illud facere. Materiam autem primam per se subsistere non repugnat enti inquan-
tum ens, quoniam ipsum primum quod maxime est ens, maxime per se subsistit.
Nec repugnat enti facto inquantum factum, quoniam multa entia facta per se sub-
sistunt. Sed repugnat huic enti inquantum hoc ens, quod sic patet. Per se subsis-
tere est durare; duratio autem mensurat actum existendi, quia res non dicitur
durare dum est in potentia, alioquin aer duraret in igne cum sit in potentia in
materia ignis, et antiChristus nunc duraret cum sit in potentia, quorum utrumque
est manifeste falsum; si ergo materia per se subsisteret et duraret, oporteret quod
haberet actum aliquem, Sed actum non habet nisi a forma, quia de se solum est
in potentia, quia secundum Commentatorem: materia subintelligitur per posse.
Materia enim, id quod est, potentia est, sicut forma id quod est, actus est. Dicere
ergo sive facere quod materia prima per se subsisteret, est facere quod materia
prima per se habeat actum sive formam. Sed per se nullam formam habet nec
actum. Ergo hoc facere est facere quod materia simul habeat formam sive actum
et non habeat, et ita implicat contradictionem. Quod Deus non potest facere, non
propter impotentiam Dei, sed propter impotentiam facti, quia non habet rationem
factibilis, quia non habet rationem possibilis. Huic ergo facto inquantum hoc
factum, id est, materiae primae secundum quod huiusmodi, repugnat per se sub-
sistere, et ideo dicendum quod Deus non potest hoc facere.” MS. Peterhouse 129,
fol. 4ra-4tb; MS. Vat. lat. 897, fol. 5ra,
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as well. But it cannot have any act except through form.
Therefore, the proposal that matter might have existed by itself
is tantamount to saying that it might have act independently.
But the very meaning assigned to matter is that it does not
have act independently. Thus the contradiction is apparent,
and we can say with every assurance that even God could not
cause matter to exist without form.

Orford is wordier here than Aquinas and he adds an explicit
account of the various modes of impossibility, but at no point
does he entertain Henry of Ghent’s introduction of existence as
participation of the divine Being. Orford’s difficulty here is an
early testimony of the problem any scholastic now faced after
Henry of Ghent altered the context of theological and philo-
sophical debate. Criticism, if it be made, ought to be softened
because of that fact.

Sutton

In Quodlibet TV, question 7, Thomas Sutton considered
whether or not it was possible for matter to exist without form.
Unlike Orford, who passed over the distinction made so much
of by Henry, viz.:

existence pure and simple (participation of first Being) - THEOLOGICAL
existence (as “act ’ or ‘ form’) PHILOSOPHICAL

Sutton focused his attention on it.

For existence is a kind of ‘act’, and it is an ‘act’ other than the
‘form’, as these people say [i.e., Henry], who so argue.*®

Sutton went on in this place to explain carefully Henry’s posi-
tion and then he developed two arguments designed to show
that this view could not hold up. He had no objection to make
against Henry’s concept of existence as a participation of divine
Being, but he argued that no matter what idea of existence one
might have chosen to use, be it Aristotelian or not, there were
contradictions unavoidably associated with the statement, viz.,
‘ matter exists without form ’. His first argument pointed to the

% Thomas von Sutton Quodlibeta, p. 544.
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fact that before we can possibly think about something having
existence we must in the first instance be thinking about some
kind of thing. That is to say, it is not possible to talk seriously
about existence having been accorded to what lacks all onto-
logical specificity. And this is exactly what Henry meant by
primary matter, i.e., the totally unspecified or purely potential
principle of the composed material substance. It is an ab-
surdity grounded in contradiction to have imagined that what
is undifferentiated in every possible meaning, and which has no
positive or actual content, could be found somewhere in actual
fact, no matter what be our description of its state of existence.
Whatever exists needs to be a defined something. But all spe-
cificity and determination down to the smallest shred flows
from the form. Existence for Henry as well as for anyone else
at that time was not considered as the principle of specification;
it was rather a state of the already specified. Therefore, one
must conclude:

matter cannot exist except it participate form which makes for the
species.t?°

Sutton’s second argument centered on the pre-requisite of
individuation for existence. One could not have imagined that
something which was nothing in particular existed, and pre-
cisely as it was nothing in particular. Sutton realized only too
well that Henry had enough realism in his overall outlook to
have resisted the prospect of a non-singular existent. While
this point would not have disturbed an unqualified idealist, it
did score with Henry. But individuation is not possible without
that form which is quantity. Primary matter in and of itself is
unsingularized because unquantified. Therefore, primary mat-
ter could not receive the act of existence without any form
whatever. Sutton spelled out what would have been the re-
sultant contradiction:

Otherwise the result is that matter is individual and not individual,
because on the one hand, as the term of creation it is individual, and

20 Ibid.
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on the other hand, not possessing the requirement of individuation
fie., quantity], it is not individual. Thus the position results in a
contradiction.'®

Here again Sutton has Henry of Ghent’s basic point, and if
he has not settled matters, at the very least he would need
answering,

Conclusion

Thomas Sutton and Robert Orford were alike in many re-
spects. Both were Oxford scholastics, first generation Thomists
and members of the Dominican Order. The advocacy of St.
Thomas’s thought, and when necessary its defense, is a char-
acteristic of each man’s work. But alongside these resemblances
there are striking differences between Sutton and Orford. The
study of the ways they criticized Henry of Ghent’s doctrine re-
garding the soul and its faculties, the possibility of matter ex-
isting without form and especially the real distinction, show
Sutton to have been a careful worker whose thought was capa-
ble of evolution in successive expositions of a question. By
contrast, Orford’s criticisms of Henry were wide of the mark
and might even be described as superficial. In taking on Henry
of Ghent—one of the truly great scholastic thinkers of the high
Middle Ages, and one whose work needs much more attention
by scholars than it has until now received—any Thomist or
non-Thomist had all he could handle. The difficulty Orford
experienced in trying to cope with the Doctor Solemnis is an
indication of the latter’s greatness; Sutton’s measure of success
in dealing with Henry earns for him a special place in the early
Oxford Thomist school.

Francis E. Keniey

Franciscan Institute
St. Bonaventure University
St. Bonaventure, N.Y.

181 Ihid., p. 545.



THE PROBLEM OF BEING IN THE EARLY
HEIDEGGER *

(9 U

INCE THE PUBLICATION of volumes 21, 24, 25 and
26 of Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe, a more exact insight
into the thought of the early Heidegger has become pos-
sible. In this paper, our aim is to examine the concept of Being
in the early Heidegger with respect to these hitherto inaccessi-
ble lectures. We shall first discuss three key characteristics of
Heidegger’s concept of Being. We do not claim that these three
characteristics exhaustively circumseribe the concept of Being
in Heidegger, but only that these three are all essential char-
acteristics of this concept (Part I). We shall then point out a
problem in Heidegger’s concept (Part II). It will be argued
that the early concept of Being, according to which Being “is”
only in Dasein’s understanding of Being, involves a serious dif-
ficulty, since if Being “is ” only in the understanding of Being,
then Being cannot be the Being of beings, which Heidegger
claims it is, but only the transcendental condition of their reve-
lation.

I. Three Characteristics of the Concept of Being in the Early
Heidegger

1. Being is not distinet, in any absolute sense, from the mean-
ing of Being.

It is essential to note that Being for Heidegger cannot be
distinguished, in any absolute sense, from the meaning of Be-
ing. “ And if we are inquiring about the meaning of Being, our
mvestigation does not then become a ‘deep’ one, nor does it
puzzle out what stands behind Being. It asks about Being itself
insofar as Being enters into the understandability of Dasein.

*1 am indebted to Quentin Smith (University of Kentucky, Lexington) for
several penetrating criticisms.

388
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The meaning of Being can never be contrasted with beings, or
with Being as the ‘ ground ’ which gives beings support; for a
‘ ground > becomes accessible only as a meaning . . .* Thus it is
not as if there is Being and in addition the meaning (Sinn) that
Being has for Dasein; rather, for Heidegger, Being is, or resides
in, the meaning of Being. This does not simply mean that Be-
ing is accessible to Dasein only as a meaning, but that Being
“1in itself ” “is ” only as understood, whether this understand-
ing be ontological or pre-ontological. Indeed, this conclusion
follows immediately from Heidegger’s claim that “. . . only as
long as Dasein ¢s . . . “is there’ Being.”* For, if Being were ab-
solutely independent of the meaning of Being, then Heidegger
could not say that Being “is ” only as long as Dasein is.

In order to bring the point to full clarity, it is necessary to
examine Heidegger’s concept of meaning. First of all, meaning
(Sinn) for Heidegger has little or nothing to do with the atem-
poral and non-spatial validity (Geltung) of propositions, or of
any other kind of ideal object.* If we were to say that the

*Und wenn wir nach dem Sinn von Sein fragen, dann wird die Untersuchung
nicht tiefsinnig und ergriibelt nichts, was hinter dem Sein steht, sondern fragt nach
ihm selbst, sofern es in die Verstindlichkeit des Daseins hereinsteht. Der Sinn von
Sein kann nie in Gegensatz gebracht werden zum Seienden oder zum Sein als
tragenden ‘ Grund’ des Seienden, weil ‘ Grund’ nur als Sinn zuginglich wird ...”
Sein and Zeit (hereafter, SZ) (Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 1967), p. 152.
The German pagination is given in the margin of the Macquarrie and Robinson
translation as well as in the margin of the Gesamtausgabe edition (vol, 2). All
translations of passages from SZ are taken from the Macquarrie and Robinson trans-
lation with minor modifications supplied by us.

z« Allerdings nur solange Dasein ist . . . ‘ gibt es’ Sein.” SZ 212.

* At the time of SZ, Heidegger had not quite decided what to do with irrealia
(meanings, propositions, etc.) and their ideal Being. On the one hand, he polemi-
cizes vigorously against the theory of judgment of Lotze with its postulation of
atemporal contents of judgment (SZ 155-6) —which polemic is also directed, though
less obviously, against the theories of judgment of Bolzano, Rickert, the early
Husserl and others insofar as these theories involve some version of Platonism—
but, on the other hand, there is something half-hearted about Heidegger’s critique
inasmuch as he doesn’t flatly exclude something like an atemporal Urteilsgehalt.
“Den Begriff des Sinnes restringleren wir nicht zuvor auf die Bedeutung von
¢ Urteilsgehalt °, sondern verstehen ihn als das gekennzeichnete, existenziale Phino-
men . . .” (SZ 156). In several places throughout SZ Heidegger speaks of ideal
beings and their Being as subsistence (Bestehen). Cf. e.g. SZ 420, 11.8-10.
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meaning of a declarative sentence in a given language is the
proposition expressed by it, this usage of ““ meaning ” would
have nothing in common with that of Heidegger. Nor does
“meaning ” for Heidegger connote “ reference.” The referent
of the term “ Being ” is not some “ metaphysical ” entity lurk-
ing behind the scenes, as our first quotation shows. Meaning,
for Heidegger, is “. . . that wherein the understandability of
something maintains itself.” * This is not very helpful but it at
least provides us with a clue. Heidegger’s formal definition
runs as follows: “ Meaning is the ‘ upon which ’ of a projection
in terms of which something becomes understandable as some-
thing; it gets its structure from a fore-having, a fore-sight, and
a fore-conception.” ® This definition is typically Heideggerian
in its obscurity, but not, for all that, meaningless. Heidegger’s
theory is roughly as follows. Beings, whether ready-to-hand,
present-at-hand or of the type of Dasein, can be understood
only if there is something like an a priori understanding of the
Being of these beings. Thus an a priori understanding of ac-
tuality, for example, precedes and makes possible the encounter-
ing of something actual.® Now this understanding has the char-
acter of a projection or “sketch ” (Entwurf) (SZ 145). That
which is projected (das Entworfene) is the particular being in
question whether it be of the type of Dasein or not. That upon
which the being is projected is the Being of that particular be-
ing. This Being resides a priort in Dasein’s understanding and
thereby makes possible the encountering of the particular be-
ing. In the Grundprobleme der Phinomenologie (1927), Hei-
degger puts it this way: “ We understand a being only insofar
as we project it upon Being. . ..” " Now if meaning is the “ up-

4 “ Sinn ist das, worin sich Verstindlichkeit von etwas hilt.,” SZ 151.

¢ Sinn ist das durch Vorhabe, Vorsich und Vorgriff strukturierte Woraufhin des
Entwurfs, aus dem her etwas verstindlich wird.” SZ 151. Heidegger’s italics have
been suppressed.

8 Ct. Heidegger Gesamitausgabe Band 24, Die Grundprobleme der Phiinomenologie
(Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Xlostermann Verlag, 1975), p. 14. Die Grundprob-
leme will hereafter be referred to as GP.

7% Wir verstehen Seiendes nur, sofern wir es auf Sein entwerfen. . .” GP 396.
All translations of passages from Heidegger’s recently released lectures are our own.
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on which ” (Woraufhin) of a projection in terms of which some-
thing becomes understandable as something, it follows from the
passage just cited that the Being of a being is the meaning of
that being. Consequently, “Being” and “meaning” would
seem to be synonymous.

However, there is a further nuance which must not be ig-
nored. The complete sentence from which we quoted reads:
“We understand a being only insofar as we project it upon
Being; Being itself must thereby be understood in a certain
manner, that is, Being in turn must be projected upon some-
thing.” ® Thus there are two projections: the first makes pos-
sible the encounter of a particular being; the second makes
possible the understanding of the Being of this being. But what
is the second “ upon which ”? What is the Being of beings pro-
jected upon so that an understanding of Being can take place
and thereby make possible the ontic experience of beings? The
answer to this question would be the answer to the central
question of Being and Time (What is the meaning of Being?)
inasmuch as meaning, as has been seen, is the “. . . ‘upon
which’ of a projection in terms of which something becomes
understandable as something. . . .” The answer, hinted at in
Being and Time,® is given in the Grundprobleme der Phénome-
nologie which is the hitherto unpublished Third Division of Part
One of Being and Time as originally planned.* Baldly ex-
pressed, the meaning of Being is time.**

8 “ Wir verstehen Seiendes nur, sofern wir es auf Sein entwerfen; das Sein selbst
muss dabel in gewisser Weise verstanden werden, d.h. Sein seinerseits muss auf
etwas hin entworfen sein.” GP 396.

S Cf. e.g. SZ 17, 437.

° Cf. Heidegger Gesamtausgabe Band 2, Sein und Zeit (Frankfurt am Main:
Vittorio Klostermann Verlag, 1977), p. 581 ff. “ Nachwort des Herausgebers ”.

't An adequate analysis of the different senses of *time” in Heidegger would
require a separate article. Heidegger speaks of Zeit, Zeitlichkeit, Zeitigung, Tem~
poralitit and Praesenz. Zeitlichkeit is sometimes defined as the Being of Dasein
(SZ 17) and other times as the meaning of the Being of Dasein (e.g. SZ 436).
This is not sloppiness on Heidegger’s part since, as we have been arguing, Being
and the meaning of Being are not absolutely distinct for Heidegger. It would
be fair to say that while Zeitlichkeit is the meaning of the Being of Dasein, Tem~
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We have argued that for Heidegger there is no absolute dis-
tinction between Being and the meaning of Being in the case
of the understanding of beings. Moreover, it seems as if Being
and meaning are strictly synonymous. But does this also hold
in the case of the understanding of Being as such which makes
possible the ontic experience of beings? Is time, as the meaning
of Being, indistinguishable in an absolute sense from the mean-
ing of time? It would certainly seem so if time is indeed a
meaning, and if meanings “ exist ” only as understood by Dasein
(5Z 151) . Moreover, authentic time for Heidegger is finite and
is only so long as Dasein is.** Time, like Being, is only as under-
stood by the contingent being, Dasein. But it does not follow
that Being and meaning are strict synonyms since time is not
simply Being, but the condition which makes possible the un-
derstanding of Being. To sum up then, (1) Being is not abso-
lutely distinct from the meaning of Being; (2) Being is strictly
synonymous with the meaning of Being in the case of the ontic
experience of beings; but (3) Being is not synonymous with the
meaning of Being when we consider that Being, to be under-
stood, and thereby to make possible the encounter of beings,
must in turn be projected upon its “upon which ”, namely
time.

But it does not follow from what has been said that a dis-
tinction is not required between Being and any given onto-
logical understanding of Being. Certainly one can distinguish,
as Heidegger does, between Being and a given thematic, i.e.
ontological understanding of Being. But this distinction is only
relative, namely, relative to the level of adequacy of any given
ontological understanding of Being and to the task of working
out as adequate an understanding of Being as possible. At the

poralitit is the meaning of Being as such (cf. SZ 18). “ Temporalitat ist die
urspriinglichste Zeitigung der Zeitlichkeit als solcher.” GP 429. Heidegger also
describes Temporalitit as Praesenz. . . . wir das Sein auf die Praesenz, dh. die
Temporalitit entwerfen.” GP 459. From this quotation one can gather that mean-
ing of Being is Praesenz (Temporalitit).

*2 This seems to follow from Heidegger’s discussion in §81 of SZ. Cf. in par-
ticular SZ 425.
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time of Being and Time (1927), Heidegger was of the opinion
that an adequate conceptual grasp of the meaning of Being was
possible.® Such a grasp would have amounted to a closing of
the gap between Being as the goal of the investigation and the
given ontological (i.e. philosophical) understanding of Being.
Indeed, a renewal of the question of Being makes sense only if
it is possible to approach an adequate understanding of the
meaning of Being. And this in turn is possible only if Dasein
has a pre-thematic, i.e. pre-ontological, understanding of Being.
The distinction between Being as goal and theme of the investi-
gation and Being as conceptually and pre-conceptually under-
stood falls within the understanding of Being. It is only because
Being is always already understood pre-thematically, i.e. pre-
ontologically, that an explicit conceptual grasp of Being is pos-
sible. Thus Dasein always already has access to Being; Heideg-
ger’s Being is not set over against Dasein in the way Sartre’s
en-soi is set over against and “ outside of ” the pour-soi. Since
the distinction between Being as the theme of ontology and any
given ontological understanding of Being is immanent to the
understanding of Being possessed by Dasein, the terms of this
distinction are not Being and the meaning of Being, but pre-
ontological meaning of Being and ontological meaning of Being.
Thus for Heidegger there is no absolute distinction between
Being and the meaning of Being. In this respect, Heidegger’s
Being differs from Sartre’s Being-in-itself.

It might be noted in passing that the view that Being “is ”
only as a meaning correlates with Heidegger’s conception of
ontology. ““Ontology is possible only as phenomenology.”**
The theme of ontology, the Being of beings, is the phenomenon

¥ Cf. SZ 8. Heidegger later gives up the view that Being qua Truth of Being
can be conceptually grasped, maintaining that there is a thinking which is more
rigorous (strenger) than conceptual thinking. For the later Heidegger, ontology
thinks the Being of beings, but not the Truth of Being, thereby overlooking the
possibility of a thinking which is more rigorous than conceptual thinking. * Brief
itber den Humanismus ” in Heidegger Gesamtausgabe Band 9, Wegmarken (Frank-
furt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann Verlag, 1976), p. 857.

¢ Ontologie ist nur als Phinomenologie moglich.” SZ 35. Heidegger’s italics
have been suppressed.
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in the phenomenological sense.* Determined in this way, Be-
ing is necessarily referred to a being to which Being appears. Or
in other words, Being is only as understood (whether pre-
thematically or thematically) by Dasein. Being “is” only as
a meaning. Of course, “ meaning ” here does not refer to an
ideal object subsisting atemporally and non-spatially, but to
the execution of Dasein’s understanding of self and world (SZ
151).

The view that Being “is” only as a meaning implies that
Being “is” only so long as Dasein is. And Heidegger explicitly
states this. Without beings capable of an understanding of Be-
ing, i.e. without Dasein, Being would not “ be.” ** Now Dasein
is merely the ontic condition of Being. Heidegger speaks of
Dasein as the ontie possibility of the understanding of Being
on p. 212 of Sein und Zeit. Since Being, as we have seen, “is”
only in the understanding of Being, the ontic possibility of the
understanding of Being is coevally the ontic possibility of Being
itself. And interpreting possibility as condition, we see that the
ontic possibility of Being itself is the ontic condition of Being
itself. Thus Being, as the ontological condition of the revelation
of beings,"” is itself ontically conditioned by a being, namely
Dasein.

One must remember that Dasein is not a “ phantastically
idealized subject” (SZ 229) free of the vicissitudes of space
and time, but a contingent being which happens to occur in
nature.’* Dasein need not occur, although, if it occurs, then it

€

3% “ Der phinomenologische Begriff von Phinomen meint als das Sichzeigende
das Sein des Seienden, . .” SZ 35.

16« Allerdings nur solange Dasein ist, das heisst die ontische Moglichkeit von
Seinsverstindnis, ‘gibt es’ Sein.” SZ 212. Cf. SZ 183, 230; GP 24f., 241, 422;
“Vom Wesen des Grundes” in Wegmarken, p. 172.

1" For Heidegger, beings can be grasped as beings only on condition of an
a priori understanding of Being. In this sense, Being is the ontological (as opposed
to ontic) condition of the revelation or manifestation of beings to Dasein.

% “Penn es ist nicht wesensnotwendig, dass dergleichen Seiendes wie mensch-
liches Dasein faktisch existiert. Es kann ja auch nicht sein.” “ Vom Wesen des
Grundes ” in Wegmarken, p. 140.  Because it is not essentially necessary that a
being like human Dasein factically exists. It can indeed also not be,” our trans.
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necessarily “ exists.” That is, Dasein contingently occurs, but
necessarily exists. We are using “ occurrence ” to refer to the
fact that Dasein is, whereas “ existence” in expressions like
“Dasein existiert ” (Dasein exists) refers to the way Dasein is,
to Dasein’s mode of Being (Seinsweise). Thus to say that
Dasein exists says nothing about whether or not there occur in
nature any instantiations of the regional concept Dasein, but
merely specifies the mode of Being of the type of being desig-
nated by the ontic term “ Dasein.” The term “ existence ” (Ex-
1stenz) , referring as it does to the Being of Dasein (SZ 12), has
nothing to do with the contingent thatness of instances of the
concept Dagein.”®

Thus if Being is ontically conditioned by Dasein, a contin-
gent being, Being is itself contingent. In Part IT of this paper
it will be seen what problems this involves.

2. Being is the transcendental-a priori condition of the revela-
tion of beings.

It has been seen that Heidegger’s Being is (1) a meaning
(Sinn), (2) a phenomenon in the precise phenomenological
sense, and (8) ontically conditioned by Dasein. But what is
the relation of Being to beings? As will be shown in this section
and the next, Being for Heidegger is both the transcendental—
a priori condition of the revelation of beings and the Being of
these beings. In this section, the first half of this assertion will
be explicated.

Being is the transcendental-a priori condition of the revela-
tion of beings. Being is transcendental insofar as it (1) tran-
scends all definition in terms of genus and species, and (2) is
that whose understanding first makes possible the givenness of
beings. The first sense of “ transcendental,” according to which
Being is transcendental inasmuch as it is not a highest genus,
will be discussed in the following section. We are presently
concerned with the second, specifically modern, sense of “ tran-
scendental.”

1 Wegmarken (Gesamtausgabe), p. 374f.
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For the sake of orientation, let us recall what “ transcenden-
tal ” chiefly meant for Kant. At B 25 of the Critique of Pure
Reason, Kant states, “1 entitle transcendental all knowledge
which is occupied not so much with objects as with the mode
of our knowledge of objects insofar as this mode of knowledge
is to be possible a priori.” This definition clearly gives the term
“transcendental ” a subjective connotation. Transcendental
knowledge is not concerned with objects but with the knowl-
edge which human subjects have of objects. Transcendental
philosophy is thereby a second-order, reflexive knowing of the
subjective conditions of first-order knowing insofar as this first-
order knowing lays claim to a priori validity. Although, accord-
ing to this definition, “ transcendental ™ strictly qualifies only
the knowing (or investigating) of subjective conditions of first-
order knowing rather than these conditions themselves, the
term is usually, and quite naturally, extended to embrace what
is known in a transcendental investigation.

Thus to say that Heidegger’s Being is transcendental means
in part, i.e. according to the specifically modern sense of the
term, that Being is, in some sense, subjective. As has been seen,
Being is indeed subjective to the extent that it “is”™ only so
long as Dasein is. Being for the early Heidegger is ontically
conditioned by Dasein. This does not mean that Being is a
product of man or a human idea or representation. Being is
obviously not a product, since it is not an innerworldly entity
at Dasein’s disposal. Noris it a representation qua object repre-
sented, since it is not an object but the ultimate condition of
all “ objectivity.” ** The extent to which Being is a kind of a
priori representing similar to Kant’s pure or Husserl’s cate-
gorial intuition cannot be discussed here. Nevertheless, without
Dasein’s factual occurrence, Being would not “be.” The type
of conditioning involved here is not causal, since Dasein does

29« Objectivity ” is here used in a loose sense to embrace both presence-at-hand
(Vorhandenheit) and readiness-to-hand (Zuhandenheit). A tool in wuse, though
not an object of theoretical contemplation, is certainly an object of practical ma-
nipulation, and to this extent must appear as an object to Dasein’s circumspective
concern.
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not cause or create Being, but it is not logical either insofar as
Dasein is not a logical but an ontic condition of Being. The
nature of this conditioning seems analogous to that which ob-
tains between color and extension. Extension conditions the
existence of perceived color, without being the cause of it; so
too, Dasein conditions the “ existence ” of Being without caus-
ing or producing it. Without extension, a color cannot be (esse
here = percipi) ; without Dasein, Being cannot “be.” And yet
neither extension nor Dasein is a merely logical condition.

But this analogy is inadequate insofar as the relation be-
tween Dasein and Being is not external as is the relation
between extension and color. For Dasein has an understanding
of Being. Being is not only ontically conditioned by Dasein;
Being is ontologically and pre-ontologically understood by
Dasein. This understanding of Being (= Being itself) is de-
seribed by Heidegger as a priori. This term has a two-fold
sense: it can be used in a straightforwardly ontological manner
to refer to that which precedes or is prior to something else as
its logical or ontological condition. Accordingly, Being is a
priort insofar as it is not a being or a real (in the sense of
realitas) property of beings, but the condition of beings and
their real properties. But the term can also be employed in the
wider Kantian sense according to which it does not simply
refer to what is logically or ontologically prior, but also and at
the same time situates the a priori in the (transcendental) sub-
ject. Being for Heidegger is a priori in this second sense (which
does not exclude but includes the first sense) insofar as Being
is equivalent to the thematic or pre-thematic understanding of
Being, and insofar as the understanding of Being is found in
only one type of being, namely Dasein. Heidegger, like Kant,
situates the a priort in the subject.”

2Tt would be incorrect to view Dasein as but another name for the transcen-
dental subject, but it would be equally erroneous to think that it has nothing to
do with the transcendental subject of Kant, neo-Kantianism and Husserlian phe-
nomenology. The concept of Dasein is the ontological extension of the concept of
the subject in post-Cartesian philosophy. If this is not clear from Being and Time,
it becomes quite clear if we consider the lectures from that period. “ Aber das
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3

One can readily see that the two-fold sense of “a prior’
parallels the two-fold sense of “transcendental.” In the pre-
Kantian sense of the term, Being is transcendental in that it is
net a highest genus. But to the same extent, it is ¢ prior: in the
second sense. A priort in this sense carries more of an episte-
mological than an ontological connotation. Accordingly, Being
for Heidegger is a priori not merely as a principle which pre-
cedes and conditions beings, but also as a condition of the
“knowledge ” of beings. Beings are understood as beings and
as the kind of beings that they are only in virtue of a prior
understanding of Being. This is expressed in particularly clear
fashion in the Grundprobleme der Phinomenologie, delivered as
lectures in Marburg in the Summer semester of 1927, the year
in which Being and Time first appeared. “ We must be able to
understand actuality before every experience of things actual.
This understanding of actuality or else Being in the widest sense
over against the experience of beings is in a certain sense earlier
than the latter.” #® “If we did not understand, even in a rough
and non-conceptual manner, what is meant by actuality, then
things actual would remain hidden to us.” ?®* Thus an a priort
understanding of actuality, the Being of things actual, is a con-
dition of the givenness of something actual. The same holds in

leitende Problem, dessen Erbrterung uns auf das Phinomen der Welt fithrte, ist
doch gerade, zu bestimmen, was und wie das Subjekt sei,—was zur Subjektivitit
des Subjekts gehore.” GP 238. “ But the leading problem, whose discussion leads
us to the phenomenon of the world, is just this, to determine what and how the
subject is—what belongs to the subjectivity of the subject.” The ontological
determination of the subjectivity of the subject, if not the main task of SZ—
which is the renewal of the Being-question—is second only to this main task. It
could be said that Dasein is the subject ontologically viewed. “ Die Richtung auf
das Subjekt bzw. auf das, was im Grunde damit gemeint ist, unser Dasein. . .”
GP 103. “The direction to the subject, or else to that which is fundamentally
thereby meant by it, our Dasein. . .”

22« Wir miissen Wirklichkeit verstehen kénnen wvor aller Erfahrung von Wirk-
lichem. Dieses Verstehen von Wirklichkeit bzw. Sein im weitesten Sinne gegeniiber
der Erfahrung von Seinendem ist in einem bestimmten Sinne frither als das letzt-
genannte.” GP 14,

28 « Verstiinden wir nicht, wenngleich zunschst roh und unbegriffich, was Wir~
klichkeit besagt, dann bliebe uns Wirkliches verborgen.” GP 14.



BEING IN THE EARLY HEIDEGGER 309

the case of other categories and/or existentialia like reality,
vitality, Existenz and subsistence.”* One should note here the
distinction between Being as such and Being as divided by the
categories and/or existentialia. Heidegger is claiming that we
have an a priori understanding not only of Being as such, but
also of the Being of particular regions of beings.
3. Being is not only the transcendental-a priori condition of
the revelation of beings, but also the Being of these beings.

It has been seen thus far that Being for Heidegger is (1) a
meaning, (2) a possible phenomenon in the phenomenological
sense, (3) ontically conditioned by Dasein, (4) transcendental
in both senses of the term, (5) a priori in both senses of the
term, and (6) as all of the above, the condition of the revela-
tion of beings.

Nevertheless, for the early Heidegger at least, Being is always
the Being of beings.”® Being is that which determines beings as
beings (SZ 6). Thus despite the “ ontological difference” of
Being from beings, beings are only in virtue of their “ participa-
tion” in Being.** Therefore Being is not merely the tran-
scendental condition of the revelation or disclosure of beings,
but also precisely the Being of these beings. If Being were only
a condition of revelation, Being would function as little more
than another name for (transcendental) consciousness. But it

#GP 14.
25 ¢ Sein ist jeweils das Sein eines Seienden.” SZ 9. “. .. Sein aber je Sein von
Seiendem ist. . .” SZ 87. “Sein ist iiberhaupt und in jeder Bedeutung Sein von

Seiendem.” Heidegger Gesamiausgabe Band 26, Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde
der Logik (Frapkfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann Verlag, 1978) p. 193.
“, .. das Sein immer Sein eines Seienden ist . . .” GP 456.

8 « Participation ” may appear a dangerous and misleading expression. Talk of
the participation of beings in Being does however seem to be justified on Heideg-
gerian grounds since “the being ¥ (das Seiende) is, grammatically considered, the
substantive form of the participle “ being” (seiend), which in turn refers back to
the infinitive “to be” (sein), the noun form of which is Being (Sein). Das
Seiende “ participates ” in Sein insofar as the former is derived from a participial
modification of the latter. Cf. “ Der Spruch des Anaximander” in Heidegger
Gesamtausgabe Band 5, Holzwege (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann,
1977), p. 344.
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is clear that the tendency of Heidegger’s problematic, despite
the transcendental idealism of Being and Time, is straight-
forwardly ontological. The nominal theme of the investigation
is indeed the Being of beings, not the consciousness (however
concretely determined) of beings. The analytic of Dasein,
though it is at the center of Being and Time, merely prepares
the way for the renewal of the Being-question. This is quite
clear from $1 of the treatise. The question of Being as un-
folded in this section is the question of the unity of Being over
against the manifold of special categories (SZ 3). But the
unity of Being, as Aristotle already was aware, is not the unity
of a highest genus (Metaph. 998b22) . It follows that Being, or
else the meaning of Being (which amounts to the same for
Heidegger), cannot be defined in terms of a genus-species
scheme. Such a scheme is appropriate only for beings. Although
Being is not susceptible of genus-species definition, it nonethe-
less would appear to have a unified sense which can and must
be investigated if ontology is to progress (SZ 11). Heidegger’s
point is simply that the problem of the transcendental (i.e.
non-generic) unity of Being, although seen by Aristotle and
treated in the Scholastic doctrines of analogy, has been since
that time forgotten (SZ 8). It should be clear, then, that the
Being-question as formulated at the beginning of Being and
Time is a technical ontological question which, in itself and
apart from the theory that Being resides a priort in Dasein’s
understanding, has nothing at all to do with the question of the
revelation of beings. In other words, the Being-question, as the
sober and apparently justified question as to the transcendental
unity of Being, can be detached from the further question as to
how we have access to Being.”” Heidegger of course does not

2"To a certain extent, this is the tack that Heidegger takes in his 1935 lecture,
Introduction to Metaphysics. Here the Being-question is approached more straight-
forwardly, so that the role of Dasein, as the bearer of the understanding of
Being, becomes almost peripheral. “ Wenn wir daher die Frage ¢ Warum ist iiber-
haupt Seiendes und nicht vielmehr Nichts?’ in ihrem Fragesinn recht vollziehen,
miissen wir die Hervorhebung von jeglichem besonderen, einzelnen Seienden unter-
lassen, auch den Hinwels auf den Menschen.” Einfihrung in die Metaphysik
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separate the two questions in Being and Time: Being can be
investigated only in relation to Dasein’s understanding of Be-
ing. But this does not mean that the two questions are not
distinct.

As a straightforwardly ontological question, the Being-ques-
tion cannot be reduced to the “ epistemological ” question of
how beings are disclosed or *“ known.” This does not mean that
the Being-question is not also an “ epistemological ” question,
but only that the narrowly ontological thrust of the question is
not to be lost sight of. Thus the Being-question has as it were
two sides, both of which are constitutive of it, and neither of
which can be eliminated without distorting the sense of the
question.

This state of affairs can be elucidated from another angle. As
has been seen, Being for Heidegger is transcendental in two dis-
tinct but interwoven senses. Being is transcendental in the
traditional sense insofar as it is not a highest genus, i.e. not a
highest what-determination of beings. But Being is also tran-
scendental in the modern, i.e. Kantian, sense insofar as it is the
ultimate a priori condition of the revelation (knowledge in a
very broad sense) of beings. In the first sense of “ tran-
scendental,” Being is a straightforwardly ontological theme,
whereas in the second sense, Being is the theme of a regressive
transcendental reflection which aims to exhibit the a prior: con-
ditions of the revelation of beings. The difliculty and question-
ableness of Heidegger’s position in Being and Time is in large
part due to the interweaving of these two senses of * tran-
scendental.” As transcendental in the second sense, Being is
arguably subjective, although transcendental-subjective and
not psychological-subjective. Being “is” only so long as there
is a being (Dasein) which has an understanding of Being.*® As
transcendental in the first sense, however, Being is no more
subjective than non-subjective. After all, it is certainly not

(Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 1966) p. 3. “ Innerhalb des Seienden im Ganzen
ist kein Rechtsgrund zu finden fiir die Hervorhebung gerade des Seienden, das man
Mensch nennt und zu dem wir selbst zufillig gehéren.” Ibid. p. 8.

28 SZ 212. Cf. note 16 above.
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Heidegger’s intention to equate Being as such with the Being
of Dasein (Ewxistenz), even though there are passages in which
he seems to conflate Being with Ezistenz.*® Ewxistenz is only one
mode of Being, along with presence-at-hand (Vorhandenheit),
readiness-to-hand (Zuhandenheit) , life, subsistence, nature and
space.®® Clearly then, the Being of Dasein (i.e. Existenz) is
distinet from Being as such insofar as Being as such comprises,
in addition to the Being of Dasein, the Being of beings other
than Dasein. Nor is it Heidegger’s intention to equate Sein
with Bewusstsein, Being with consciousness. Thus Heidegger’s
conception of Being exhibits a certain tension inasmuch as the
two senses of “transcendental,” both of which qualify Being
for Heidegger, would seem to be incompatible.

1I. The Inconsistency in the Concept of Being in the Early
Heidegger

Having sketched some of the characteristics of the concept
of Being in the early Heidegger, we are in a position to point to
a serious difficulty involved in this concept. If Being “is” only
in Dasein’s understanding of Being, and if Dasein is a contin-
gent being, then Being itself is contingent. This paradoxical
conclusion would not be objectionable if “ Being ” were only a
different name for “ consciousness.” On this assumption, the
non-existence of Dasein would entail the non-existence of hu-
man consciousness, but would not touch the “existence” of
beings other than Dasein. What makes the conclusion objec-
tionable is the fact that for the early Heidegger Being is not
only a condition of the revelation of beings, but also the Being

2 Cf. SZ 38. In the first full paragraph on this page, in which Heidegger speaks
of Being as such and of the knowledge of Being as such, we find a sentence in«
congruously intercalated which refers to the transcendence of the Being of Dasein.
The context strongly suggests that Being as such and the Being of Dasein are
identical. The same identification is suggested, though not as strongly, on p. 20,
11.85-36 of SZ.

%% Heidegger distinguishes at least seven different modes of Being (Seinsweisen),
namely, Ewistenz, Vorhandenheit, Zuhandenheit, Leben (SZ 50), Bestehen (SZ
216f., 420), Natur (SZ 211) and Raum (SZ 112).
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of these beings (see characteristic three above). Thus if Dasein
were not to exist, no other beings would “ exist ” either. But
this explicitly contradicts Heidegger’s often repeated claim that
beings are independent of the understanding of Being (cf. SZ
212). A clear statement from the Grundprobleme der Phd-
nomenologie: “ World is only if and so long as a Dasein exists.
Nature can also be if no Dasein exists.” * That is, Dasein is a
condition of the revelation of nature, but not of the Being of
nature. Heidegger makes the same point in the Metaphysische
Anfangsgriinde der Logik (1928) : “ The cosmos can be without
humans inhabiting the earth, and presumably the cosmos was
long before humans ever existed.” ** But what sense is there in
saying that the cosmos can be without humans if Being “is”
only in Dasein’s understanding of Being? Being, we will remem-
ber, is the Being of beings; it is that which makes beings be. It
is not just the condition of their revelation. Heidegger’s Being
is something like the actus essendi of Aquinas, though Heideg-
ger refuses to conceptualize Being as a highest being, hamely
God, and moreover, seeks to get back behind the essence/ex-
istence distinction presupposed by Aquinas.*® Being cannot
therefore be merely a condition of the revelation of being. If it
were, it would be indistinguishable from consciousness. Now if
Being is at once both the Being of beings and contingent upon
the existence of Dasein, it necessarily follows that no beings
can be without the existence of Dasein. But Heidegger refuses
to draw this conclusion, and in fact asserts its opposite. Thus
Heidegger’s early “ system ” contains a manifest contradiction.

How does this contradiction arise? We would like to suggest
that it is the result of two conflicting tendencies in Heidegger’s
thought. The one tendency is decidedly “idealistic” while the
other is more “ realistic.”

81 “ Welt ist nur, wenn und solange ein Dasein existiert. Natur kann auch sein,
wenn kein Dasein existiert.” GP 241. Cf. GP 422.

82 “ Der Kosmos kann sein, ohne dass Menschen eine Erde bewohnen, und ver-
mutlich war der kosmos lingst bevor je Menschen existierten.” Metaphysische
Anfangsgriinde der Logik, p. 216.

38 Cf. GP 108-149, in particular, 128-131,
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Heidegger’s idealism can be seen in his early conception of
Being: Being “is ” only in Dasein’s understanding of Being. In
Being and Time and works of that period, Heidegger definitely
favors idealism over realism. “ As compared with realism,
idealism, no matter how contrary and untenable it may be in
its results, has an advantage in principle, provided that it does
not misunderstand itself as  psychological’ idealism. If ideal-
ism emphasizes that Being and reality are only ‘in conscious-
ness,” this expresses an understanding of the fact that Being
cannot be explained through beings.” ** From this passage and
the next, one can gather that Heidegger’s idealism is a tran-
scendental rather than a psychological idealism. “If what the
term ‘ idealism ’ says, amounts to the understanding that Being
can never be explained by beings, but is already that which is
‘ transcendental * for every being, then idealism affords the only
correct possibility for a philosophical problematic.” ** Being is
transcendental—but the term  transcendental,” as we have
argued above, has two distinct senses. Being is transcendental
as the non-generic unity of beings, as that which is non-generic-
ally common to beings; and Being is transcendental insofar as
it is “ subjective,” residing as it does in Dasein’s understanding
of Being. Heidegger combines these two senses of * tran-
scendental ” with consequences that are dubious indeed. For if
Dasein is neither an ideal subject nor a metaphysical self, but a
contingent being delivered over to the vicissitudes of the “ real
world,” then Being is just as contingent as Dasein is. And if
Being is not just a *“ subjective ” condition of the disclosedness
of beings, but also the Being of these beings, then beings are
only so long as Dasein is.

3¢ ¢ Gegeniiber dem Realismus hat der Idealismus, mag er im Resultat noch se
entgegengesetzt und unhaltbar sein, einen grundsétzlichen Vorrang, falls er nicht
als ‘psychologischer’ Idealismus sich selbst missversteht. Wenn der Idealismus
betont, Sein und Realitiit sei nur ¢ im Bewusstsein ’, so kommt hier das Verstindnis
davon zum Ausdruck, dass Sein nicht durch Seiendes erklirt werden kann.” SZ 207.

35« Besagt der Titel Idealismus soviel wie Verstindnis dessen, dass Sein nie
durch Seiendes erkliarbar, sondern fiir jedes Seiende je schon das ¢ Transzendentale’
ist, dann liegt im Idealismus die einzige und rechte Mbglichkeit philosophischer
Problematik.” SZ 208.
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Heidegger’s realism consists in the refusal to admit this last
inference. Heidegger asserts quite definitely that beings, e.g.
nature, are whether or not Dasein is. Thus the early Heidegger
seems to maintain a doctrine of things in themselves which
“exist ” apart from Dasein’s understanding of them.

A brief comparison with Kant should illuminate Heidegger’s
position. Kant took great pains to distinguish his transcenden-
tal or formal idealism from what he calls “ material idealism ”
whether this be the “problematical ” idealism of Descartes or
the “ dogmatic and enthusiastic ” idealism of Berkeley.*® In the
Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, Kant claims that his
formal idealism does not affect the existence of objects, but only
the manner of their appearance to us.”® According to this
passage from the Prolegomena, objects exist in themselves
apart from the subject’s knowledge of them. In other words,
thinking beings are not all there is for Kant—the opposite of
which is the thesis of idealism according to Kant *—there are
also things in themselves,®

Now just as Kant went to great lengths to distinguish his
formal idealism from material idealism by arguing that the ez-
istence of objects is not dependent upon the subject, so too
Heidegger tries to avoid a full-blown idealist position by claim-
ing that beings would be without Dasein. But whereas Kant’s
position is that the being-known of beings is dependent upon
the subject, Heidegger’s stance is that the very Being of beings
is dependent upon the “ subject.” Thus Kant’s formal idealism
seems to represent a possible position whereas Heidegger’s posi-
tion seems clearly untenable.

Heidegger is faced with a dilemma: If Being is the Being of
beings, and if beings “exist” independently of Dasein’s ex-

36 Cf. the “ Refutation of Idealism ” inserted in the second edition of the Cri-
tigue of Pure Reason, B274 fi.

57 Prolegomena § 13, Remarks IT and III.

38 ¢ Der Idealismus besteht in der Behauptung, dass es keine anderen als denk-
ende Wesen gebe. . .’ Prolegomena § 13, Remark II. Felix Meiner Ausgabe, p. 41.

* In the Opus Postumum, Kant seems to abandon his belief in things in them-
selves. Cf. Akademie-Ausgabe XXII 26, 27, 31, 32, 33, 34, 42, 44, 45.



406 WILLIAM ¥. VALLICELLA

istence, then Being cannot be identical with Dasein’s under-
standing of Being. But if Being 1is identical with Dasein’s
understanding of Being, then no beings can be without Dasein.
Heidegger refuses to take hold of either horn and attempts—
unsuccessfully, we think—to have it both ways at once.

One could interpret Heidegger’s difficulty as arising from the
attempt at renewing the Being-question within the framework
of transcendental idealism. The straightforwardly ontological
problem of Being is approached in Being and Time via the
analysis of that being which alone has an understanding of
Being. From the outset, Being is viewed as relative to Dasein;
and yet Being is always more than a subjective condition of the
understanding of beings since it is precisely the Being of beings
whether these be of the type of Dasein or not. It is as if the
Being-question—a thoroughly legitimate question, by the way *
—will not let itself be restricted to the narrow confines of tran-
scendental idealism. Could it be that the inner tension in the
early concept of Being helped motivate the “ turn ” in the later
Heidegger?

WiLttiam F. VALLicELLA

University of Dayton
Dayton, Ohio

¢ For a spirited attack on the meaningfulness of the Being-question, see Sydney
Hook The Quest for Being (New York: Dell Publishing Co., 1963) p. 147.



THE PLACE OF THE STATE IN SOCIETY
ACCORDING TO THOMAS AQUINAS

[ L]

N RENDERING THE Aristotelian formula, “ Man is by
nature a political animal,”* Aquinas generally prefers to
say “ Man is by nature a social animal.” * The texts con-

taining this rendition of the formula, taken collectively, reveal
that he considers the social realm to be grounded in man’s
physical, intellectual and moral need for assistance from his fel-
low man and in a basic love that one man has for another. In ad-
dition, they reveal that he regards the social realm, in its con-
crete expression, as ranging from the family up to, and including,
its natural culmination in the political realm of the State
(civitas) as a civically governed society. Accordingly, though
society cannot be identified exclusively with the State, it ulti-
mately takes the form of the State, wherein the social concern
for the welfare of the whole man is most fully satisfied.® St.
Thomas, therefore, has reason to say, as he does on one occasion,
“Man is by nature a political or social animal,” * since ‘the
social’ assumes the form of  the political * in the realm of the
State.® Speaking in this vein, St. Thomas is assigning a positive,
natural value to the State, hitherto generally unrecognized by
writers in the Middle Ages, for whom the divinely appointed
lay ruler had merely the negative function of restraining the
waywardness of man.*

* Aristotle, Politics, I, 2; 1258a2: “ Hence it is evident that the state is a cre-
ation of nature, and that man is by nature a political animal ” (Jowett transl.).

2This mode of expressing the Aristotelian formula is found in the following:
Summa Theologiae, I, 96, 4; I41, 95, 4. II-I1, 109, 8 ed 1. Summa Contra Gentiles,
III, 117, 128, 129, 147. In Eth. I, 1.

3In Eth, 1, 1.

t Summa Contra Gentiles, III, 85.

® These are the conclusions I reach upon a review of these texts in another article,
entitled “ Aquinas’ Political Philosophy: A Political Economy? ”.

¢ Cf. Walter Ullman, Principles of Government and Politics in the Middle Ages
(London: Methuen, 1961), pp. 255-56.

407
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But in adopting this basically Aristotelian position, he would
seem to favor the notion of a State so exalted and all-encom-
passing that it would deny any autonomy to its component
communities and its individual citizens.” When this is combined
with the fact that there were in his own day the beginnings of a
separation of the political and the social, in which the political
tended to become identified with the legislative and juridical,
we have the makings of a State that rules society from above
and without.® In other words, we have the makings of a totali-
tarian, absolute State, caring paternalistically for society and
its members.

There are, however, other texts in Aquinas, containing fur-
ther renditions of the Aristotelian formula, which must be con-
sidered before establishing whether or not his position ulti-

* This Aristotelian position, in the hands of the Medieval Schoolmen, was in-
terpreted by Gierke as an organic theory of the State (Otto Gierke, Political
Theories of the Middle Ages, transl. with an introd. by F. W. Maitland, Cambridge
University Press, 1900).

For a re-examination of Gierke’s interpretation, see Ewart Lewls, “ Organic Tend-
encies in Medieval Political Thought,” American Political Science Review, XXXII
(Oct. 1938), pp. 849-76.

In addition, it might be noted that St. Thomas’s successors were inclined to
strengthen the community at the expense of the individual. For example, Peter of
Auvergne, the continuator of St. Thomas’s Commentary on Politics, writes:
cum vivit secundum rempublicam operatur secundum rationem (In Pol, V, 7).
Cf. Thomas Gilby, O.P., The Political Thought of Thomas Aquinas (London: Long-
mans, Green, 1958), p. 250.

8 Along with a pervasive legal positivism, this tendency was, in fact, subse-
quently fed by strains of Latin Averroism, which precluded the higher inspiration
of religio-spiritual values in civil affairs; and by notions of sovereignty and compact
in Roman Law, interpreted along the lines of political voluntarism, according to
which the will of the ruler was supreme. The tendency, under these influences,
ultimately culminated in Jean Bodin’s doctrine of sovereignty in the sixteenth
century.

Singling out legal positivism, Gilby writes that the jurists “treated laws and
institutions as existing social artefacts” and “ defined the political or civil in terms
of the constitution actually in force” (op. cit., p. 122). “ Twenty years after his
(St. Thomas’s) death,” Gilby adds, “legality was seen to menace the lex perfecta
juxta wvias philosophiae, as Roger Bacon put it; he burst out with the reflection
that there was more worth in a few chapters of Aristotle than in the entire Corpus
Juris. So also Giles of Rome, though a Canonist himself, called the legists ydiote
politice” (op. cit., p. 191).
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mately leads to this kind of State. First, there are those in
which he uses ‘political > alone in the formula, rather than
social,” thereby reproducing exactly the words of Aristotle,
“Man is by nature a political animal.” Secondly, there are
some in which he uses ‘political’ conjunctively with ‘social,’
saying “ Man is by nature a political and social animal.”
Finally, reversing the order of the two terms in the conjunction,
he writes: “ Man is by nature a social and political animal.”

Through a review of these texts, the present article seeks to
clarify St. Thomas’s position on the matter. Taking them in
the above order, this review will introduce and cite the texts,
expose their thought-content, and offer an explanation of the
formula-variations found therein. After considering the texts
individually, the article concludes with a summary of the views
expressed, taking the texts collectively.

To commence:

Man is by nature a political animal

A text containing this exact duplication of the formula, basic
to the whole of St. Thomas’s social and political philosophy, is
found in his Commentary on the Politics, 1, 1. Here, adopting
Aristotle’s thought as his own, he offers two arguments to sub-
stantiate the statement that “ Man is by nature a political
(civile) animal ”: The first is based on the natural character
of the State; the second, on speech as an operation proper to
man.’

In the first, he holds that the State is natural insofar as it is
the end of a natural, generative process. This process, he ex-
plains, commences with the union of man and woman, giving
rise to the domestic society of the family and household, which
provides for daily needs. It continues through the wider and
more complex society of small communities, which can provide
more completely for the needs of its members. And it cul-

® In Libros Politicorum Aristotelis Expositio, Lib. I, lect. 1, nn. 34 and 36. I am
using the Spiazzi edition (Rome: Marietti, 1951), but with emendations taken from
the Leonine (Rome, 1971).
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minates in the still wider and more complex political society of
the State, which, as a perfect or complete society, provides most
fully for individual needs. These needs include not only the
needs of life itself, but the needs of the good life—the life of
virtue, to which the laws of the State are ordered.*® Given,
therefore, the natural character of the State, man must be con-
sidered a naturally political animal:

He (Aristotle) concludes then, first of all, from what has preceded
that a State is made up of things that are according to nature. And
since a State is nothing other than a congegation of men, it follows
that man is by nature a political {civile) animal!

It is true, St. Thomas continues, that people are sometimes
deprived of citizenship through exile or lack of property re-
quirements, but this does not vitiate the position that man is
naturally a political animal. It does not do so, any more than
the loss of a hand, or being deprived of food, would allow for
the conclusion that this was the natural state of man. If, in
fact, a man were found who was not political by nature, he
would either be depraved, his human nature having been cor-
rupted, or he would be better than man, insofar as he would
have a more perfect nature than that commonly found in men,
and could do without the company of his fellows, as was the
case with John the Baptist and Blessed Anthony the hermit.
Apart, therefore, from exceptional cases of this kind, who are
either below or above the nature of man, men are, or are meant
to be, by nature members of a State or political society. Hence,
the argument from the natural character of the State in support

*® Ibid,, nn. 17-33, passim.

11 Ibid., n. 84: Concludit ergo primo ex praemissis quod civitas est eorum quae
sunt secundum naturam. Et cum civitas non sit nisi congregatio hominum, sequitur
quod homo sit animal naturaliter civile (cf. Aristotle, Politics, 1, 2; 1258a2).

Cf. Ernest L. Fortin’s and Peter D. O’'Neill’s English translation of portions of
the Commentary on the Politics (Proemium; I, 1; III, 1-6) in Medieval Political
Philosophy: A Sourcebook, edited by Ralph Lerner and Muhsin Mahdi (New York:
Macmillan, Free Press, 1963), pp. 298-334. I have retained Fortin’s and O’Neill’s
translation of ¢ political’ for civilis, in keeping with civitas as the Latin equivalent
for the Greek, polis, though °civic’ would be likewise acceptable.
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of the statement that “ man is by nature a political animal "’ re-
tains its cogency.*

In the second argument, based on the presence of speech in
man, he points out that man alone among the animals has the
power of speech (locutio) . Other animals, he says, have at best
mere sound of voice (vox), though some reproduce human
speech without knowing what they are saying. But the lan-
guage of human speech (sermo) and the sound of an animal’s
voice (vox) are two different things. The voice of the animal sig-
nifies merely pain or pleasure and consequently passions, such
as anger and fear, which the animal makes known to other ani-
mals through voice-sounds, as the lion by his roar and the dog
by his bark.*®* Human speech, however, signifies something
over and above this: it signifies what is useful and harmful.
From this it follows that speech signifies the just and unjust,
for justice consists in the fact that some people are treated
equitably or inequitably with respect to useful and harmful
things. Given, therefore, that man alone among the animals
has a knowledge of the good and bad, the just and the unjust,
and other things of this kind, the language of speech, through
which this knowledge is conveyed, must likewise be seen as
belonging to man alone, or as proper to man.**

On the basis of this premise, he observes, we can say that
speech is given to man by nature, and since nature does nothing
in vain, always working toward a determined end, the final end
of speech must be given to man by nature as well. What is that
end? It is social intercourse concerning properly human affairs,
which assumes the dual form of the household, or family, and
the State. Consequently, insofar as the household and the State
are, themselves, the final ends of speech, they are, along with
speech, natural to man. From this, follows the conclusion that
“ Man is by nature a domestic and political animal ”.**

12 Ibid., n. 85.

13 Ibid., nn. 36 and 37.
14 Ibid., n. 87.

18 Ibid.
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Since, therefore, language is given to man by nature, and since lan-
guage is ordered to this, that men communicate with one another
regarding the useful and harmful, the just and the unjust, and
other things of this kind, it follows from the fact that nature does
nothing in vain, that men communicate with one another regard-
ing these things. But communication in these matters is what
makes a household and a State. Therefore, man is by nature a do-
mestic and political (civile) animalr®

In the light of these arguments, he adds, one man could not
live self-sufficiently by himself apart from the State, unless he
were either a beast or a god, just as a hand or a foot could not
exist apart from a man.'" This is to say, first of all, that there
exists in every man a certain natural inclination toward the
community of the State, just as there exists in every man a
certain natural inclination toward virtue. This does not mean,
of course, that man is born with the State any more than a man
is born with virtue, for States are founded through human in-
dustry and virtues are acquired through human experience.*®
The State, however, aids man in his acquisition of virtue,
through which man achieves his human perfection, since the
laws of the State restrain him from wickedness, savagery and
corruption.”® Indeed, ‘ because man is made to abide by justice
“through the political order, the Greeks used the same term for
the order of the political community and the judgment of jus-
tice, namely, diké. The institution of the State kept men from

8 Ibid., n. 837: Cum ergo homini datus sit sermo a natura, et sermo ordinetur ad
hoc quod homines sibi invicem communicent in utili et nocivo, tusto et iniusto et
dlia hutusmodi: sequitur, ex quo natura nikil facit frustra, quod naturaliter homines
in his sibi communicent. Sed communicatio in istis facit domum et civitatem; ergo
homo est naturdliter animal domesticum et civile (cf. Aristotle, Politics, I, 2;
1253al7).

Speaking of man as being “by nature a domestic and political animal ” is in
keeping with his Commentary on the Ethics, I, 1 (n. 4, Spiazzi ed.), in which he
views man’s social nature (“ Man is by nature a social animal ”) as concretized
in the basic, human communities of the family and the State.

17 Ibid., n. 39.

18 Ibid., n. 40.

% Ibid., n. 41.



THE STATE IN SOCIETY ACCORDING TO AQUINAS 413

being most evil and brought them to a condition of excellence
in accordance with justice and the virtues.” #

Throughout, therefore, the whole of this argumentation in
the Commentary on the Politics, St. Thomas views the political
as an extension of the social, bringing to the social on the level
of the family and local community its greater resources and its
legislative power, and pursuing the same aim as the social in
promoting the well-being of man, materially and spiritually.
Consequently, St. Thomas, in reproducing the Aristotelian
formula at the beginning, might have said, as he has on many
other occasions: “ Man is by nature a social animal.” Instead,
he says: “ Man is by nature a political animal.” Why? Apart
from any literal faithfulness to the terminology of Aristotle, the
answer is to be found in the fact that he is writing a political
commentary, in which he is emphasizing the primacy of the po-
litical within the social realm.” In this regard, he reminds his
readers that among the Greeks the order of the political com-
munity coincided with justice, in the eyes of its citizens.

At the same time, however, in his reference to the Greeks, he
is removing himself from their position on the complete su-
premacy of the State, or the political community, in its juridical
function. Among them, any recognition of a higher end than
the State was reserved for the few; accordingly, it was left to
the State to be the final judge, for the common man, of right-

20 Ibid.: Sed homo reducitur ad tustitiam per ordinem civilem: quod patet ex hoc
quod eodem nomine apud Graecos nominatur orde civilis communitatis. et iudicium
wstitae, scilicet ‘ diki’. Unde manifestum est quod idle qui civitatem instituit,
abstulit hominibus quod essent pessimi, et reduxit eos ad hoc quod essent optimi
secundum tustitiam et virtutes.

In the passage upon which St. Thomas is commenting (Politics, I, 2; 1253231-38),
Aristotle concludes as follows: * But justice is the bond of men in states, for the
administration of justice, which is the determination of what is just, is the prin-
ciple of order in political society.”

21 Ag distinet from the traditional, medieval conception of man as a social ani-
mal, Walter Ullmann notes: “The concept of man as a political animal signified
the entry of the ‘political’ into contemporary vocabulary and thought-processes.
Thinking in ‘ political ’ terms became a new mental category ” (Walter Ullman,
A History of Political Thought: The Middle Ages (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books,
1965), p. 175).
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ness and wrongness in human affairs.”®* But from the viewpoint
of the reasoning of those belonging to the Christian faith, this
could not be true, for Christians maintain that there is a higher
arbiter of justice and virtue than the State, namely, God. This
tenet of Christian faith and reason, which permeates the
thought of St. Thomas,” plays a significant role in his political
philosophy, allowing, as it does, for elements of a spiritual and
moral character within society and the individual person that
transcend the power and authority of the State.*

22 As E.B.F. Midgley says in his recent article, “ Concerning the Modernist Sub-
version of Political Philosophy,” New Scholasticism, LIII, No. 2 (Spring, 1979),
pp. 168-90: “ although Aristotle rightly distinguishes between the different levels
of the political life and the contemplative life, he does not properly show, in a
sufficiently thoroughgoing way, how the political life is ordered to the life of con-
templation. . . . The synthesis, absent in Aristotle, is to be found in Aquinas”
(p. 181).

Hence, as R. W. and A. J. Carlyle have written in A History of Mediaeval Po-
litical Theory in the West, 6 vols. (Edinburgh: Blackwood, 1908-36) V, pp. 6-7:
“ Aristotle’s conceptions of political society as the necessary condition of human
life and progress, and of the political order as founded upon the conception of a
moral justice, were profound and permanent. But he failed to understand the com-
plementary truth of the equal and free personality of men; . . . in his profound
apprehension of the meaning of the social and political order of human life, he
failed to take sufficient account of the fact that though, in his own phrase, the
State is prior to the individual, the State exists for the individual, and not the
individual for the State.”

Finally, as A. P. D’Entréves observes, in Aquinas: Selected Political Writings,
ed. with introd. by A. P. D’Entréves and trans. by J. G. Dawson (Ozxford: Black-
well, 1959), pp. xiv-xv: “the Aristotelian conception, with its insistence on the
‘natural * character of the State and the exaltation of the State itself as the ful-
filment and end of human nature, contained at bottom a challenge to the Christian
idea of the existence of higher and ultimate values, and of the inadequacy of
merely human means for their attainment.”

22 For example, Summa Theologiae, I-11, 21, 4, ad 3; ibid., 91, 4.

24 This readily evokes the question of Church-State relations. For present pur-
poses, let us merely note that St. Thomas “never treated Church and State as
though either could appeal to exclusive loyalties ” (Thomas Gilby, op. cit., p. 818).
As he said, ¢ the temporal power is subject to the spiritual as the body to the soul.
There is no usurpation of power if a spiritual Prelate should enter into temporal
affairs with respect to those things in which the temporal power is subject to him
or in matters which have been left to him by the secular power’ (8.7., II-1I, 60,
6, ad 3).

For analyses of Church-State relations in Aquinas, see the article of I. T. Esch-
mann, O.P., “St. Thomas Aquinas on the Two Powers,” Mediaeval Studies, XX
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Within this framework, provided by St. Thomas at the be-
ginning of his Commentary on the Politics, we can now consider
other texts, commencing with the Commentary on the Ethics,
I, 9. Here, after having shown that happiness, as the ultimate
end of man, must be the perfect good, and that the perfect good
must be self-sufficient,”® he goes on to explain that a self-sufhi-
cient good can only be self-sufficient if it satisfies more than
one person;

It is called a self-sufficient good not because it suffices merely for
one man alone living a solitary life, but for his parents, children,
wife, friends and fellow citizens as well, so that it will adequately
provide the necessary assistance both in temporal matters by service
and in spiritual matters by instruction and counsel. Such extension
is required because man is by nature a political (civile) antmal, and
therefore his desire is not satisfied in providing for himself alone,
but in being able to provide for others. This, however, must be
understood within limits.?¢

Following this, St. Thomas explains that the self-sufficient good
of which Aristotle is speaking is not the absolute or unlimited
self-sufficient good, which is God, but a self-sufficient good of a
limited character within the natural order, which cannot care

(1958), pp. 107-205, and the responding article by Leonard E. Boyle, OP., “ The
De Regno and the Two Powers,” in Essays in Honour of Anton Charles Pegis,
ed. J. Reginald O’Donnell, C.8.B. (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies, 1974), pp. 237-47.

28 In Decem libros Ethicorum Avistotelis Ad Nicomachum Ewxpositio, Lib. 1, lect.
9, nn. 107-112. I am using the Spiazzi edition (Rome: Marietti, 1949), but with
emendations taken from the Leonine (Rome, 1969).

28 Ibid., n. 112: Dicitur autem esse per se sufficiens bonum, non guia sit sufficiens
soli uni homini viventi vitam solitariam, sed parentibus et filiis et uxori et amicis et
civibus, ut scilicet sufficiat eis et in temporalibus providere necessoria auxilia mini-
strando, et etiam in spiritualibus instruendo wvel conmsidiando. Et hoc ideo quia
homo naturaliter est animal civile. Et ideo non sufficit suo desiderio quod sibi
provideat, sed etiam quod possit aliis providere. Sed hoc oportet intelligere usque
ad aliquem terminem {(cf. Aristotle, Nic. Ethics, I, 7; 1097b8-12).

CI. the English translation of C. 1. Litzinger, O.P., St. Thomas Aquinas, Com-
mentary on the Nicomachean Ethics (Chicago; Henry Regnery, 1964), 2 vols.
According to the Spiazzi and Leonine editions, civile is the term used in the for-
mula, and hence ‘social’ in the Litzinger translation should be replaced by po-
litical > or ‘civie’.
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for the need of an indefinite number of people, however much
we might like to extend the number.? It is this limited self-
sufficient good belonging to man’s present life that is meant to
satisfy not merely the solitary man, but ‘ his parents, children,
wife, friends,” and, topping the list, ‘his fellow citizens.” As
suggested by the latter, the self-sufficient good under considera-
tion is the political society of the State, which, in accordance
with its social function, provides the necessary assistance ‘in
both temporal and spiritual matters.” Because, therefore, the
self-sufficient good being considered is specifically the State, St.
Thomas again chooses the word ‘ political * over ‘ social * in say-
ing “Man is by nature a political animal,” without suggesting
that the political is to be detached from the social, for both are
joined in their common concern for the whole man.

In keeping with the mention of  friend,” along with  parents,
children, wife and fellow citizens,” as among those that the in-
dividual’s happiness, or self-sufficient good, must satisfy, St.
Thomas later in the same work, namely, in the Commentary on
the Ethics, IX, 10, speaks of the need of friendship for human
happiness:

And he [Aristotle] says that it seems strange for the happy man to
be a solitary; for this is contrary to everyone’s choice. No one
would choose to live alone all the time, even though he had all
other goods, because man is by nature a political (politicum) ani-
mal and fitted naturally to live with others. Since, therefore, the
happy person has what is naturally good for man, it is reasonable
that he should have people with whom to live. But obviously it is
better for him to live with friends and virtuous people than
strangers and anyone whatsoever. Accordingly, it is clear that the
happy man needs friends.?®

27 Ibid., nn. 118-16.

8 Ibid., n. 1891: Et dicit quod hoc videtur esse inconveniens quod beatus sif
solitarius. Hoc enim est contra communem omnium electionem: nullus enim eligeret
ut semper viveret secundum se ipsum, scilicet solus, etsi omnia alia bona haberet,
quia homo naturaliter est animal politicum et aptus natus convivere dliis. Quia
igitur felix habet ea quae sunt naturaliter bona homini, conveniens est quod habeat
cum quibus convivat. Manifestum est autem quod melius est ipsum convivere
amicis et virtuosis quam extraneis et quibuscumque. Sic ergo manifestum est quod
feliz indiget amicis (cf. Aristotle, Nic. Ethics, IX, 9; 1169b16-21).
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Though the term ‘social’ in the formula would have sufficed
to support the conclusion that the happy man needs friends,
St. Thomas uses the term ‘ political * for the simple reason that
he is commenting on the topic of friendship within Aristotle’s
context of justice and the community, especially the commu-
nity of the State. Viewed in this light, St. Thomas is implicitly
saying that man’s political nature, and hence the State, is
grounded in something more than man’s social need to live with
others for the sake of his physical, moral and intellectual devel-
opment; it is grounded as well in man’s social need for com-
panionship or friendship. Conversely, it is the need for friendly
relatedness in man, and not merely the pragmatic need for sur-
vival, nor the need for intellectual and moral well-being, that
lies at the root of man’s political nature.”® The State, therefore,
which emerges in part from this basic need, must concern itself
with establishing a social atmosphere, wherein friendship is
possible. Again, the State joins with society in promoting this
common aim.

The use of the single term, ‘ political,” by St. Thomas in the
Aristotelian formula is found not only in both Commentaries,
but also in his Summa Theologiae. Here, however, it is found
merely on occasion, when it occurs for special reasons, in prefer-
ence to ‘ social > which is more generally used.*® A case in point
is found in the ‘ Treatise on the Virtues,” Summa Theologiae,
I-11, 61, 5, where St. Thomas divides the cardinal virtues of
prudence, justice, fortitude and temperance, taken collectively,
into: ‘ exemplar virtues,” ‘ political virtues’ ‘ cleansing virtues,’
and ‘ virtues of the cleansed soul.” As existing in God with re-

*® Similarly in Summa Contra Gentiles, III, 117, which contains the Aristotelian
formula as “ Man is by nature a social animal,” St. Thomas views the social nature
of man as grounded in a basic, natural love that one human being has for another.

On friendship and love as an ultimate foundation for society and the State, see
L’Humanisme politique de Saint Thomas &' Aquin, individu et état, by Louis La-
chance, O.P. (Montreal: Lévrier [1964]), pp. 214-18.

8° For examples of where ‘social ’ is used, see above, note 2. That “° political’
is found merely on occasion, where it occurs for special reasons,” is in keeping
with LTh. Eschmann, O.P., St. Thomas Aquinas, On Kingship to the King of
Cyprus (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1949), p. 4, fn. 2.
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spect to Himself > where they exist in an exemplary manner,
they are called ‘ exemplar virtues ’; as existing in man according
to the condition of his nature, they are called  political virtues’;
as existing in man’s striving for God, they are called ‘ cleansing
virtues’; and finally, as existing in man’s possession of God,
they are called ‘virtues of the cleansed soul.’” Concerning the
latter two, St. Thomas says that they are to be considered as
mediating between the  political virtues,” which are human and
the ‘ exemplar virtues,” which are divine.®

Elaborating upon the ° political virtues’ as human virtues,
he writes:

Now because man is by nature a political (politicum) animal, vir-
tues of this kind, insofar as they exist in man according to the
condition of his nature, are called political (politicae) virtues, since
it is by reason of these virtues that man conducts himself rightly
in human affairs.?

Taking this passage in isolation from the rest of the article, one
might think that the term °social,” instead of ‘ political,” would
have been more appropriate. For the cardinal virtues, con-
sidered as naturally human, govern the actions in general of
one man in relation to another, or the broad spectrum of human
affairs, which extends to the affairs of State, and as in texts con-
taining the Aristotelian formula, wherein the term °social’ is
used, the social would be seen as including the political.

The reason for the choice of ‘ political,” however, is manifest

3 Loe. cit., corpus. I am using the Marietti manual edition of the Leonine text
(Rome, 1950).

32 Ibid.: Et quia homo secundum suam naturam est animal politicum, virtutes
hutusmodi, prout in homine existunt secundum conditionem suae naturae, politicae
vocantur: prout scilicet homo secundum has virtutes recte se habet in rebus hu-
manis gerendis. Secundum quem modus hactenus de his virtutibus locuti sumus.

The concluding statement, “ It is in this sense that we have been speaking of
these virtues up to now,” refers to the treatment of the cardinal virtues as natural,
moral virtues, distinct from the theological virtues of faith, hope and charity,
which St. Thomas considers in the next Question, viz Q. 62.

Cf. the English translation by the Fathers of the English Dominican Province
(London: 1912-25). Cf. also John A. Qesterle’s translation of Summa Theologiae,
I-11, 49-67 in Treatise on the Virtues. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1966.




























































































































































































































































