HOW DOES GOD ENTER INTO PHILOSOPHY?

[ ]

‘ ‘ OW DOES GOD enter into philosophy? ” To re-
spond to this Heideggerian question is the pur-
pose of this communication.! Heidegger’s own

response is that God enters into philosophy as causa suz, but

that “man can neither pray nor sacrifice” to this God, nor

“make music nor dance” nor fall on his knees before him.?

There is no doubt that such a ‘ God’ is inadequate to religion,

but there is likewise no doubt that this is not how God has in

fact entered into philosophy. This paper will offer an account
of that entrance; it will be an historical and thematic study at
once, and will present only the argument of a work in progress

20 times its length. In order to specify how God does enter

into philosophy, we must first explicate the matter at issue

m philosophical reflection and then clarify in a minimal way

the God of religion. This done, we will be able to pose the

question in a rigorous way: How do the Being that philosophy
brings to discourse and the salvational Power that appears in
religion relate to each other? It is their identity or coincidence
that will answer the question. However, since there is always
more to Being than is proper to the salvational Power, and
reversely, this identity will at once be a difference or divergence.

Accordingly, the argument will fall into three parts: the mat-

ter at issue in philosophy (Being), the correlate of the religious

project (the salvational Power), and their identity and
difference.

1 Martin Heidegger, ““ Die onto-theo-logische Verfassung der Metaphysik,”
in Identitdt und Differenz (Pfullingen: Neske, 1957), p. 70. Hereinafter
quotation marks (“like this”) will mark only quotations, and inverted
commas (‘like this’) will indicate metaphor, irony, and so on.

2 I'bid.
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I. THE BEING OF PHILOSOPHY

This part will have two main sections: the circumscription
of the philosophical object, and then the articulation of this
object as far as our question demands it. A summary will serve
as the transition to the next part.

A. The Circumscription of the Philosophical Object

The first task is to specify what is always at issue for philos-
ophy, that in terms of which the philosopher tries “to save
the phenomena,” that horizon within which philosophic dis-
course interrogates anything at all. The history of philosophy
is the display of this proper object: the philosophic tradition
takes its coherence from a discernible matter peculiar to it.

In a formal and neutral way, the matter at issue may be
circumscribed as the Arché. It is the ‘origin’ in the sense of
that by reason of which things are and not not, that in virtue
of which there is anything at all rather than nothing, that in
everything on account of which anything at all is. It is not
one origin among others, but is the originary origin: the origin
at work in all possible origins. Other neutral names for the
Arché are: the Foundational, the Apriori, the Radical.

No matter what € content ’ be ascribed to it, no matter what
‘identily > be discovered in it, no matter how explicitly it be
discussed, no matter through what approach it be first and
subsequently defined, this Arché is what remains at issue in the
tradition of philosophy.

The matter at issue in philosophy is: the ultimate condition
for the possibility of any phenomenon whatsoever, that which
renders possible the appearance of anything at all, that because
of which everything becomes possible.

This matter may be delimited in a formal way through vari-
ous questions which, in the end, are only variations on one
question. How does it happen that things are in the first place?
Why, ultimately, should anything be? What accounts for the
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fact that anything at all is—not is in this way or that way,’
not ‘is of a certain type,’ not ‘is this particular one instead of
that one,” but simply is? How do things emerge as be-ing (in
the participial sense *) — not ‘ be-ing this, that, or the other,’
not ‘ be-ing in one way instead of another,” but simply be-ing?
Why is there something rather than nothing? What is the
condition for the possibility that anything at all be? The
formal answer to this one question is: the Arché. The whole
task of philosophy is to give ‘ content’ to this answer. The
philosopher articulates the ‘ content ’ of the Arché and ‘saves
the phenomena’ in these terms. There are ostensibly many
questions in philosophy—questions, for example, of truth, love,
beauty, good, time, and God. But what makes these many
questions philosophical—when they are philosophical—is the
one question: the question of the Arché. The one question
diffuses itself into many, and the many concretize the one.
Whatever the concrete phenomenon interrogated (e.g. time),
what the philosophical question aims to reach is the Arche.
Whatever the point of departure for philosophical interroga-
tion, the one aim in all of it is the Arché. Whatever the phi-
losopher asks, the one question in all of his concrete questions
is the question of the Archeé.

The Arché has received many names in the history of phi-
losophy. However, the most revelatory and the most com-
mon is the one given to it from the beginning and implicit in
the questions that serve to delimit it as an issue. This primary
name of the Arché is Be-ing.* The task now is to exhibit this.

Let us take the questions already formulated. How does it
happen that anything at all ¢s? Why should anything be?
What is the condition for the possibility that anything what-
soever be? Philosophy puts at issue, interrogates in terms of,
or is the discourse upon the fact of Be-ing.

3 The orthography be-ing will hereinafter connote the participial sense.
4'The capitalization of the term be-ing will serve to call attention to its
unique status, to emphasize it, and to avoid confusion.
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Or, let us take another approach; let us consider the ‘ con-
tent’ of any experience whatsoever. This ‘ content’ is ¢ that-
which-is,” taken in the most comprehensive sense. Whatever
the concretion of this content, however that-which-is congeals
itself into definiteness, for whatever reason the content comes
to pass, experience always remains the experience of that-
which-is. The mode of that-which-is, however universal or
particular, remains irrelevant to a comprehensive reflection
upon the content of experience. Any distinction comes too late
for such a reflection. In other words, we may allow the  that-
which-" or the definiteness of that-which-is to remain unspe-
cified, and at the same time bring to explicit affirmation the
“is’ in that-which-is. Again: we may ignore the particularity
of the phenomenon and reflect upon the fact of its simply be-
ing, i.e. the fact of Be-ing. Since that-which-is would not be
any ‘that-which-" were it not in some sense be-ing, the activity
of be-ing is the condition for the possibility of, the immanent
origin of, the Arché of any that-which-is. Philosophy is the at-
tempt to explicitate the Foundational in experience, what is
always already experienced in the experience of anything what-
soever, to wit, be-ing. Philosophy, at its core, is the discourse
on Be-ing.

Philosophy has displayed itself as the quest to know the Be-
ing in, of, and as anything whatsoever. This Be-ing is not—to
put it in a preliminary way——the Other of beings. At the thres-
hold of philosophical reflection, we must not conceive of the
activity of Be-ing as ‘existence’ in contradistinction to
‘ essence’ or, in another perspective, in contradistinction to be-
ings. Everything expressed in the ideas of ‘essence’ and
‘ beings * already belongs to the process of Be-ing. It is not as
if there were a ‘gap’ between Be-ing and something else
(whatever the latter be called) ; distinctions must be made in-
side this process, as it were, and not between it and something
else. In other words, the Be-ing happening as or in phenomena
does not, so to speak, constitute an Other with respect to them,
nor are the phenomena other than the process of Be-ing occur-
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ring as or in them. A particular being is an  instantiation’ of
the process of Be-ing, and it takes on °determinateness’ as
particular beings. What philosophy tries to articulate is
phenomena-in-their-Arché or, reversely, the Arché-of-phe-
nomena. It is the Whole to which philosophy attends.

A terminological adjustment is now in order. Having em-
phasized the participial sense of the term, we may revert to
the orthography Being. Beyond this, however, we may now
take the following as equivalents: the Being-process, To-be, Be,
Is, and others as they develop.®

At issue, then, is the process of To-be: the Being in, of, and
as beings. The fact-of-Be is to be examined. What must be
admitted about the fact-of-Be?

B. The I'mmediate Articulation of Being

The question of the Arché has become the question of Being.
Why is there anything at all rather than nothing? The answer
is: the Arché. The primary name of the Arché is To-be. Hence
this answer has become the question: what about Being? How
to understand it? What  content > may we find in it? Upon
articulation, how does it look to us? What must we admit
about it?

The task now is to elaborate what we may admit about it
immediately—but only insofar as (retrospectively) the ques-
tion of how God enters into philosophy demands it. Here we

5 The primary name of the Arché has been Being. But the great philoso-
phers have offered a number of different names (some of which we shall de-
rive as we proceed). Plato, for example, called it the idea of the Good, the
Beautiful, that which purely and simply is, and so on; Aristotle, on (be-ing)
as on, separate form, entelechein (to-be-completely), and so on; Plotinus, the
One; Thomas Aquinas, ipsum esse subsistens (subsistent To-be itself); John
Duns Scotus, the first principle, infinite ens (be-ing), and so on; Spinoza,
substantic and neture neturens (naturing Nature); Leibniz, the infinite
prime monad; Hegel, absolute Spirit, the absolute Idea, Reason, and so on;
Jaspers, Transcendence, Truth, and so on; and Marcel, the Transcendent,
Being as plenitude, the Pleroma, and so on.
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will look to Parmenides—the first explicit philosopher—ior
guidance. What we must admit about Being is at least that it
is necessary, absolute, one, and ungenerable and imperishable.

The articulation of these four ways in which the process-of-
Be itself is and is itself will provide four new ways in which
to pose the question that defines philosophy. In other words,
the answers to the question of Being that this section elabo-
rates will be further specifications of the very question. But
that is all that we need in order to determine how God enters
into philosophy.

What must we admit about the process-of-Being? First of
all, this: “ it is not possible that it should not be ” (Parmenides,
B2.3). That Being is-not is impossible. In other words, the
Being-process in beings is necessary: it cannot not-be.

The decisive demonstration of the necessity of Being is a
negative one, to wit, that non-Being is impossible. That is why,
after only stating the positive thesis of the necessity of Is,
Parmenides immediately turns to the negative thesis: “ Not-is
[is-not], and it is appropriate that it should not be ” (B2.4).

The Being in, of, and as beings cannot not-be; reversely, Not-
be cannot be. Here all of the following are equivalent: nou-
Being, Not-be, Non-is, Nothing, Nothingness, and the obvious
others. It seems that if there were no Be, there would ‘be’
only non-Be. But non-Being ‘is’ (so to speak) the total ab-
sence of Being; it ‘is’ not ‘there’ to precisely ‘ be.” Or: that
non-Being would be imports that non-Being would ‘ be’ be-
g, would ‘ be’ exercising Be. But then it would not-be non-
Being. In order to be itself, it would have to be not itself. And
further, it itself ‘is’ not anything to ‘be’ or not-be ‘itself.
Again: total Nothingness would not be that which is if there
were (as one may wish to affirm) no beings. If we imagine
away every being, it is not the case that then Nothing or non-
Being would be left; for Nothing is not ¢ something * that is so
that it could be left. Nothingness does not “do’ anything: it
does not exercise ‘ be.” Or again: for Not-be to ‘ be’ it would
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have to ‘be’ Be. But there is nothing in Nothingness to ‘ be.’
It can ‘be’ only Not-be; it can only not-be; it cannot be.

Reversely to the positive thesis: Ising is, Be must be, Being
is necessary, the Being-process cannot not-be. If we do not
suppose the derivative distinction between essence and exist-
ence, we may say: Existence exists, Existence must exist,
Existence cannot not-exist. The process-of-Being does itself,
the process-of-Existence exists, and does not in any condition
do otherwise. Just as ‘to be a table’ is what a table properly
does, so ‘to be’ is what To-be properly does. That To-be
should be To-not-be is impossible.

However, a problem arises. While the Being-process of be-
ings is necessary, beings themselves are not necessary. They
are contingent. The Being in, of, and as beings cannot not-be;
but it is not impossible that beings should not-be. Any one
being and the totality of beings do not have to exist. How to
understand this? The necessity of Being together with the con-
tingency of beings generates a problem. How to ‘reconcile’
them? How to think both sides together? We may not deny
the necessity of Being in order to save the contingency of be-
ings, nor the contingency of beings in order to save the
necessity of Being. The question of Being, therefore, receives
a new precision: How to think together Being and beings, the
Necessary and the contingent? The great philosophers—who
begin with this question in one or another of its forms—are
those who have given an original response to it. To have
arrived at it is enough for our purpose.

What must we further admit about Being? This: that it is
“absolute ” (pampan, BS.11). For, what may the Being-
process lack? Or what may it gain? °Other than’ To-be,
‘ outside of * Being, would ‘ be * only non-Being or Nothingness.
Hence Being lacks only Nothing and may gain only Nothing.
But Nothingness is not anything to lack or to gain. In other
words, Being does not lack; it is absolved from any lack or
possible gain; it is absolute. “ So, necessarily is: either absolute-
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ly To-be or else Not-at-all ” (BS8. 11). If we be not willing to
admit that Being is absolute, then we must admit that Not-at-
all or Nothingness is. To deny the absoluteness of Being is to
affirm the be-ing of non-Being. But such a claim would be ab-
surd. The Being-process is absolute; it is the Absolute.
Since beyond Being there ‘is’ only non-Being, since there
is> nothing more than Is, anything that is must be Being;
whatever is must be identical to Being, be reducible to it,
‘ participate in’ it. If there were a being that is not identical
to the Being-process, then that process would lack something;
but Being lacks only Nothing. There can be no being that
would not be Be. That which is not Being is-not. However,
a problem arises. For, while beings must be identical to ab-
solute Being, they themselves are not absolute. They are not
absolved from lack or gain. They are each limited or restricted
in that they are not one another; each being lacks the others.
(Indeed, beings lack even themselves to the extent that they
are not totally self-identical; this will be taken up below, with
the self-identity of Be.) The Being-process in, of, and as beings
is not restricted over against something else, yet beings are
restricted to be-ing themselves and not others. It would seem
that if Being is absolute, then the beings of which it is the
Being would likewise be so; or, reversely, it would seem that if
beings are finite, then their Being would likewise be finite or
non-absolute; but neither may be admitted. How to under-
stand this? How can beings be and not be absolute? How does
absolute Being manifest itself in and as beings that are not
absolute? We may pose the Being-question with a new preci-
sion: How to think together the Absolute and the finite? The
great philosophers are those who have given an original re-
sponse to this question. But for our problematic here we need
only have come to it.
What more must we admit about Being? This: that it is
“one” (B8.6). Opposite oneness stands multiplicity, which
may import either ‘ many ’ or ‘ division.” Hence oneness means,

<
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respectively, uniqueness and self-identity. Let us take each of
these in turn.

The Being-process is one in the sense of unique. Briefly, if
there were two or more Being-processes, then each would lack
the others. But ‘other than’ Being ‘is’ only non-Being, and
there is nothing in Nothingness to lack; in other words, Being
does not lack. Hence it is unique: it is the Unique.

Any being, insofar as it is, must be identical to unique Being;
each being ‘ participates in’ uniqueness; each, in other words,
is unique. But there are many of them that are unique. Hence
they are each only co-unique. In these terms, the process-of-
Being is unique in its uniqueness: it is uniquely unique. But
still a problem arises. It would seem that beings are all one,
since they are nothing other than the Unique. Or, reversely, it
would seem that To-be is multiple in that it is the To-be of
many. How to reconcile the unique uniqueness of Being and
the multiplicity of beings? How to think together the Unique
and the many? To have arrived at this new precision of the
Being-question is enough for our purpose.

The process-of-Being is one in the sense of self-identical. It
is not itself in such a way as to lack any of itself. It is not such
that any of itself would differ from any of itself; for any phe-
nomena that differ must differ by something (certainly not by
nothing) ; hence one of them has what the other one lacks,
namely, that by which they differ; but Being does not lack.
It is not ‘ divided’ in itself. It is indivisibly one, equal to it-
self, wholly itself. “ It is not divisible, since it is all alike. . .
It is all cohesive ” (B8.22,25). In other words, Being is self-
identical.

Opposite self-identity is multiplicity in the sense of division.
Each being is divided in itself; it is internally differentiated or,
in other words, has ‘ parts outside of parts’; each is self-ex-
terior. Even so, to the extent that beings are, they are self-

.identical; for they are nothing other than the Self-identical.
Each being is itself or is self-identical but incompletely so.
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(This incomplete self-identity, this self-exteriority, takes on
two forms: space and time.)

The problem again arises. Fach being is identical to the
totally Self-identical; it seems, therefore, that each should be
totally identical to itself; but this is not so. Reversely, it seems
that, as the Being of internally multiple beings, Being itself
cannot be totally self-identical; but it is. How to understand
this paradox? Neither side may be denied in order to save the
other one. How to think together Being and beings, the Self-
identical and the self-different? For our purpose, it is enough
to have come to this new precision of the Being-question.

What must we further admit about Being? This: that it is
“ ungenerable and imperishable ” (B8.3).

The term genesis (generation) has two meanings: beginning
and becoming. The process-of-Being is ungenerable in both
senses. It does not begin. If it were to have begun, then before
it would have been (so to speak) only non-Being. But it is
not possible that non-Be should be; besides, since out of Noth-
ing can come only nothing, there would not be anything now.
Therefore Being does not begin. It is ungenerable also in the
sense that it does not become. Whatever becomes has a past
and a future; and becoming is the transformation of future into
past and vice versa. But past and future differ; they each lack
the other. Hence whatever becomes must lack. But Being
lacks only Nothing. In it past and future (and therefore pres-
ent) must be one. It does not become. Being is ungenerable
in both senses. It is likewise imperishable. Hence the process
of To-be has no beginning and no ending, no different past or
future; it is, as it were, totally now. “It was not ever, nor
shall it be, it now is all at once, one, cohestve ” (B8.5-6) .

A problem arises here. Since beings are nothing other than
Being, it would seem that they are ungenerable and imperish-
able, or that Being is not so. However, beings do have a past
and a future and do in some sense begin and end, while Being
remains the Ungenerable and the Imperishable. How to think
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the two together? Again, it is enough for us to have arrived
at this question.

C. Summary and Transition

Philosophy at its core is the discourse on the Being in, of,
and as beings. What must be admitted about it is at least
that it is necessary, absolute, one, and ungenerable and im-
perishable. If a discourse develops within the horizon of the
Arché, if thought does not abstract its matter from the Whole,
if a mode of questioning aims at Being, then it is philosophy.
The discourse on Being takes on concreteness as the philos-
ophy of knowledge, the philosophy of politics, the philosophy
of art, and so on. Our concern here is the philosophy of religion.

II. THE SALVATIONAL POWER OF RELIGION

This part will have two main sections: a preliminary puri-
fication of the phenomenon of religion, and then a specification
of what is proper to religion. A short conclusion will serve as
the transition to the next part.

A. The Preliminary Purification

Philosophy may say no more—and should say no less—
about religion than what religion presents of itself to be articu-
lated in terms of Being. It is the embarrassment of philosophy
as an academic discipline that philosophers have so often
spoken about religion with so little knowledge of it. No one
would attempt a philosophy of the formal sciences with only an
elementary knowledge of arithmetic; anyone who would offer
political philosophy with no more background than what he
remembers from secondary school about the phenomenon of
politics, what strikes him from journalism, and what rumors
he hears about it would hardly merit respect. Yet this is pre-
cisely what many academic philosophers do; they speak as if
there were no science of religion from which they may learn the
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phenomenon of religion. Even to learn it from science, how-
ever, is not enough. The philosopher must further purify
the phenomenon before he can treat it in an explicitly onto-
logical way.

This purification has two moments: differentiation and
eidetics.

The differentiation of the religious phenomenon from all
other psychological, sociological, and historical phenomena—
each in the broadest sense—is the work of the science of reli-
gion. However, the deliverances of science to philosophy in
this regard have not been altogether satisfactory; science has
not quite differentiated the religious phenomenon from myth
(especially in ‘primitive’ religions) and from philosophy
(especially in Oriental religions). The responsibility has so
far devolved upon the philosopher to do this.

Although religious proclamation, tradition, and self-critical
reflection are at their center irreducibly mythical (i.e. are
symbolic narratives about origins), mythic existence (i.e. the
experiential compactness of all the dimensions of human
existence) is irreducible to religion and religion to it.* Myth
as the discourse proper to compact existence must be distin-
guished from myth as the symbolic narrative regarding
(exemplary) origins. In the first case, myth is at once all
those discourses that we in our era experience as differentiated,
including science, both natural and human, medical and psy-
chological art, literature and entertainment, philosophy and
religion. It is the discourse proper to archaic or compact man.
In the second, case, myth is discourse through symbols; a sym-
bol is, phenomenologically, a double-sense the first of which
both reveals and conceals the second which is available only
in this way; or, ontologically, it is a single phenomenon in its
ambivalent presence. Evidently symbols and thus myths may

6 For a brief discussion, see Daniel Guerriére, “ The Structure of Mythic
Existence,” The Personalist, 55 (1974), 261-272,
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be separately scientific, philosophic, or religious.” It is not
specific to religion that it incorporates myth in the second
sense; and it is not distinctively religious to be mythic in the
first sense.

Although religious proclamation, tradition, and self-critical
reflection may appropriate philosophy and may even in prac-
tice be undifferentiated from it, the two are not the same. It
is doubtless true that the great religious and philosophical tra-
ditions of Oriental experience have been compact; indeed
Hinduism, Buddhism, Taoism and Shintoism have quite aptly
been called “ philosophical religions” and * religious philo-
sophies.” Furthermore, in Western philosophy the difference
between religion and philosophy has often been obscured,
usually through the obscurity of the word ‘ God,” which may
import either the Other of religious experience or the Arché of
philosophic interrogation. This compactness in the East and
obscurity in the West constitute a methodological problem
here; for if we have to differentiate philosophy and religion,
i.e. to purify the phenomenon of religion in order then to in-
terrogate it philosophically, we shall have to enter the circle
of arbitrariness. We may solve this problem in the usual way:
the fact that one can practice religion without philosophy, and
institute philosophizing without religion, is enough to allow
us to take their difference as a hypothesis for now. In other
words, the purification here takes the form of a hypothesis.
The justification for it will be what it makes possible: an exact
ontological delimitation of the two realms and thus an answer
to the question how God enters into philosophy.

7 Philosophic myths include those invented by Plato (e.g. the Socratic ac-
count of the genesis of the bad politeiai). Scientific myths are cultural or
natural. An example of the former would be the legends of the foundation of
a nation and, of the latter, the ‘theory’ of the genesis of the cosmos in a
primeval explosion (for there is no science of the unique, ie. of what ex-
ploded, although cosmology can trace back the evolution of the cosmos to
one-hundredth of a second after the beginning; see Steven Weinberg, The
First Three Minutes [New York: Basic Books, 19761).
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The eidetics of religious objectivity and subjectivity was
first the work of the science of religion (under the title of
‘ phenomenology ’) and has been sporadically translated into
philosophical phenomenology.® On its first level, as the exhibi-
tion of the correlative structures of objectivity and subjectiv-
ity, phenomenology may say that the religious object is the
ultimate, ambiguous, and invocative other, while the religious
subject is the prefocal, interpretative, and unique self. On its
second level, as the evincement of fundamental objectivity and
fundamental subjectivity, phenomenology may say that the
religious self is the quest-to-be-let-to-be, while the religious
other is the salvational Power?® The next section will be a
summary statement of the second level of the phenomenology
of religion.

B. The Specificity of Religion

Philosophy, having learned from the science of religion, may
prepare access to the phenomenon in many ways. Religion
does not need philosophy in order to be itself, and philosophy
need never take up the problematic of religion. But philos-
ophy, forging an access in its phenomenological mode, may ex-
plicate that condition of man in response to which religion
arises. It may define the existential problem to which religion
is the response. This explication need not be immediately
ontological; here we shall only refer unsystematically.to Being
(in order, at least, to show how the discussion may open
quickly into ontology). Why, then, should religion ever arise?

Man, for phenomenology, is the quest-to-be, the quest to

8 For a comprehensive but condensed essay, see Daniel Guerriére, “ Outline
of a Phenomenoclogy of the Religious,” Research in Phenomenology, 4 (1974),
99-127.

o There is a third level in phenomenological philosophy: the circumserip-
tion of the primordial Unity out of which objectivity and subjectivity arise.
For our purpose, this is not immediately relevant. For a phenomenological
interpretation of religion on this level, see ibid., pp. 102, 123-127.



HOW DOES GOD ENTER INTO PHILOSOPHY? 179

be the one whom he has been given to be, the one who he al-
ready is but not yet. The self who he is to be may be called
his daimon, his truth, or ultimately his Being. And the funda-
mental existential question is: Will I achieve my daimon? Is
fulfillment or consummation possible? Or is my quest to be
necessarily a failure? Will I end in frustration or will I reach
my Being? This is the question that man exists. It is but the
interrogative form of the fact of evil—the double evil that man
experiences: that which he undergoes and that which he un-
dertakes, vital failure and moral failure, death and fault.

The evil that man suffers—which is ultimately death—does
not constitute the specific existential problem to which reli-
gion is the response. Religions indeed interpret this evil, rec-
ommend ways to confront it, and even offer beliefs and rituals
that allow man to tolerate or transform it. But the very fact
that these responses may all be given outside of religion im-
ports that religion does not constitute itself specifically as
them. (Anti-theists no less than preachers are often confused
in this regard.)

The evil that man does, however, is a different matter. The
condition into which man puts himself by bringing evil into the
world is the problem in response to which religion arises as the
therapeia (in Plato’s term). Religion arises beyond questions
of morality. (Preachers often preach their confusion apropos
this.) Moral codes are the guidelines that human freedom
gives itself in its quest for consummation, while religion is the
response of freedom to evil whose invincibility seems to pre-
clude this consummation. The task now is to explain how the
evil that man does becomes invincible—and thus why religion
arises. This may of course be done in many ways; but here we
will do it in terms of freedom and of completeness.

Both ways require a prefatory remark. It is not the essence
of evil or, more precisely, the origin of evil that philosophy
would explicate in this task. Rather, the myths of the origin of
evil remain myths: but philosophy can articulate the condi-
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tion of iniquity. In ontological terms, this condition is the
failure to be. To be morally evil is to not do who I am, to
not actualize (my) Being, to not be, to not be To-be. How
and why man fails to be is beyond the resources of philosophy
to decipher. Furthermore, philosophy knows only the before
and the after, not the exact irruption of evil. It is the condi-
tion afterwards—the condition of iniquity—that we must
delineate here.

In general: if the destiny (daimon) of freedom is freedom it-
self as destiny, then moral evil is to have rendered oneself un-
free; if man is to complete the self who is his destiny, then
moral evil is to have rendered oneself incomplete. Let us de-
tail each of these.

In terms of freedom: since the way-to-be of human existence
is freedom, the failure to be myself amounts to self-enslave-
ment. If my To-be is a to-be-free, then to not-be (myself, my
Self, my Being) is precisely to be a slave, i.e. the not-free. But
if freedom enslaves itself, then it, precisely as the slave, i.e.
as not itself, cannot liberate itself, i.e. change its own condi-
tion. The condition into which freedom puts itself is beyond
freedom to change. The not-free is not free to free himself. To
not be free is to not be free to be.

In terms of completeness: insofar as I have not constituted
myself as myself (my Self, my Being), insofar as I have not
done myself, I can no longer do myself. I have constituted my-
self as failed or incomplete and remain so: for my past is now
beyond my power. The fault is permanent. I may indeed
modify the effects of it in the future, but I cannot change it.
The past is precisely beyond my power to constitute; I cannot
undo what I have done. For anything tempeoral, once to be
not complete is never to be complete.

This, then, is the fundamental existential problem: the in-
vincibility of human evil for human freedom or power. The
not-free cannot liberate himself; the not-complete lacks the
complete power to complete himself. Philosophy can project -
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the only possible remedy for this condition, but cannot judge
whether what it projects ever becomes actual. What would be
the therapeia?

Since man himself cannot actualize his consummation, i.e.
freedom as destiny and complete self-constitution, he can only
hope for it through the work of an other. Self-enslaved freedom
can only hope for liberation, incomplete power can only hope
for completion—by an other. Man is a quest-to-be who makes
himself, through evil, a quest-to-be-let-to-be by an other. Cor-
relative to this fundamental structure of subjectivity, the other
(objectivity) is the power that would free man unto his com-
plete destiny. The therapy for the human condition of iniquity
would be the work of an other. This work may be given a
specific name: salvation, for example, or redemption. The other
may be called the salvational Power,

What is specific to religion—what constitutes religion, reli-
gious experience, or the religious dimension of human experi-
ence—is (1) to acknowledge the need for an other to liberate
or complete oneself, to abide in one’s own exigency for a salva-
tional Power, to wait for it, to hope that it will appear; and (2)
if it does appear, if it does advent in one’s experience, to accept
it, to acknowledge it as what it is, to let it do its proper work.
There is no other experience like this; unlike the human re-
sponse to the evil that man suffers, this double acknowledge-
ment as the response to the evil that he does and (this means)
to the condition into which he thereby puts himself has no
other sense than what man calls religion. The consummation
of the human quest to be in the face of the condition of iniquity
is the proper concern of religion.

The genesis of religion, then, is the ¢ impossible ’ condition of
man: the impossibility of self-liberation and self-completion
once he fails, no matter how slightly. What is not specific to
religion is the response to suffering—to despair or disappoint-
ment, frustration, and perplexity in the face of the evil that
man suffers. The remedy for that is not the work of an other—
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a salvational Power—and a fortiori not the provision by this
other of compensatory gratification. The remedy for evil suf-
fered is to fight it with all the energy that we have and, at
the same time, to give its past a fruitful sense for the future.
To be sure, we will not conquer it, if for no other reason than
that some of the evil that we suffer is evil that we do to each
other. But there is nothing specifically religious about the fight
against and the transformation of evil.

The salvational Power that philosophy can project as the
therapeia for the human condition of miquity is the religious
‘God.” Any other ‘ god’ is irrelevant: an omnipotent creator,
for example, or an omniscient power beyond the world, or an
omnibeneficent protector somehow compatible or incompatible
with the evil that we suffer. It may be that a particular cul-
ture or person understands a salvational Power in one of these
ways: but such understanding is at best an extrapolation from
and at worst an arbitrary addition to an experience of it. For
example, creation may be understood as the first act of salva-
tion; and the possible compatibility/incompatibility of ‘ God’
and evil is a speculative issue arbitrarily injected into concrete
religious experience.

Whether or not a salvational Power advents in human ex-
perience, the philosopher as such is incompetent to decide.
Indeed, philosophy does not determine whether anything is or,
fundamentally, whether there be Being. It can only subse-
quently articulate Being and then everything else in terms of it.

C. Conclusion and Transition

But if this be so, then how exactly does the (possible) salva-
tional Power enter into philosophy? What is it in terms of
Being? How does it appear within the horizon of Being? The
answer shall be that it both coincides with and diverges from
Being. The ‘ God’ of religion and the To-be of philosophy are
both identical and different.
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III. IDENTITY AND DIFFERENCE

The task now is to explicate the process-of-Being and the
salvational Power to the point at which their ‘relationship’
becomes manifest. It was the Christian theologians of Western
civilization and the Islamic theologians who first did this; but
they did not make clear the precise point(s) at which they
coincide and diverge.

It, takes—retrospectively—only one further explication to
discover their identity.

Let us begin with Being. The To-be in, of, and as beings is
ungenerable and imperishable. It has no beginning and no
ending, no past and no future: it is all of itself all at once. It
is, so to speak, total Nowness. But to be all of oneself all at
once ’ is precisely the definition of  eternal.’*® Opposite eternal
is temporal. To be temporal means to be oneself but not all
at once, to be oneself in a less than total manner, to be such
that one also lacks oneself. Whatever is temporal lacks the
fullness of itself. But Being lacks only non-Being; it does not
lack. It is non-temporal. We may not allege that Being ‘al-
ways was and always will be.” That is merely temporal—an
indefinite temporal extension, to be sure, but nonetheless tem-
poral. (In terms of ‘infinity *: it is merely, as Hegel called it,
“the bad infinite.”) The image of Being as “ everlasting”
(aei) , which we find in Plato and Aristotle, is inadequate to
the idea of eternal; the image ae: is what happens when the
activity-of-Eternality be thought as a temporal process. It ex-
presses the experiential compactness of time and eternity or,
in other words, the Cycle typical of mythic existence—which
the Greeks did not completely break. Only with the decisive
differentiation of compact experience did it become possible
to distinguish time and eternity; this was the achievement of
Hebrew and then of Christian existence. The Being-process

10 First in Boethius, Philos. Cons. V 6 (0C-L 49,V 6, 4 and 8 = PL 63, 858
and 859).
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does itself completely, as never less than itself; it is all of it-
self all at once; it 1s the Eternal.

But while Being is eternal, beings are temporal. They have
a past and a future and in some way begin and end. They are
each of them themselves but not all at once; they also lack
themselves; they are such that their past lacks their future
and wvice versa. The problem arises: Every being is nothing
else than the Being-process (for they are certainly not other
than it), but none of them are eternal. The To-be in, of, and
as beings is eternal, but they themselves are temporal. How
could that be? Here is another precision for the Being-ques-
tion: How to think together the Eternal and the temporal?
We need only come this far to determine how ‘ God’ enters
into philosophy.

Let us turn to the salvational Power. The condition of
iniquity into which man puts himself is the condition of seli-
enslavement and permanent incompleteness. The only possible
therapeia for it is that an other should liberate and complete
man. But if it should do this, then it must be such that the
past of man—which is beyond his free power to alter—is pres-
ent for it. It must be such that every human past—and that
includes every future past—must be available to its power.
For it, every past of man and thus every human future must
be present. In other words, it must be such that past, present,
and future are one for it; that it has no past, present, and fu-
ture separate from each other and thus no beginning and no
ending; that it is itsel{ as all-at-once. To be in this way for
every human past and future is to be so for any past and fu-
ture; for their oneness as the present is itself one. Hence if
there is to be a salvational Power, it must be eternal.

It is precisely here that the salvational Power and To-be
coincide. The matter at issue in philosophy and the (possible)
other in religious experience are identical in that they both
must be eternal. The objection may arise immediately: Could
there not be two activities-of-Eternality? The answer is that
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the Eternal is one, ie. the One; for it is Being and Being is
one. The identity of eternal Being and the eternal salvational
Power was the discovery of Christian and Islamic theologians,
first of all St. Augustine. If, as Heidegger says, each thinker
has but a single thought, the one thought of Augustine was
‘the Eternal.” After him, philosopher-theologians think the
identity with inexhaustible energy, as befits one of the great
discoveries of humankind. The core of the philosophical re-
flection on the religious Other is the so-called proofs for the
existence of God. These are nothing more than the affirmation
of the coincidence of Being and the (mostly) Christian salva-
tional Power. Because this affirmation was not always precise,
we must emphasize that the coincidence lies in their eternality.
In St. Thomas, for instance, the ‘ argument ’ for ‘ the existence
of God’ runs as follows. There is a first unchanged changer,
a first cause (not a causa sui) , something necessarily necessary,
something perfect, a goal of all; all of these are (rather awk-
ward) names for Being, ipsum esse per se subsistens; and this
is eternal. But this To-be is ‘ God’ or, reversely, ‘ God’ is
this. Therefore * God ’ exists.”* What such an ¢ argument ’ lacks
is an exact statement that the salvational Power of Christian
existence, like any salvational Power, advents in human experi-
ence outside of philosophy; that it, still without reference to
philosophy, must be eternal; and that the identity of it and the
Being of philosophical reflection lies in their eternality.

Once this be admitted, however, we cannot avoid the
counter-affirmation: The salvational Power and Being are not,
for human experience, completely coincident; they also diverge
or differ. There is more to Being than what belongs to the sal-
vational Power, and reversely. This is evident from each side
in turn.

The To-be that philosophy articulates is the Being-process in,
of, and as beings. They are nothing other than it (while it is
more than they) ; they ° participate in ’ it (while it is not mere-

18T q. 2 a 3; q. 3, aa. 3-4; q. 7, a. 1; q. 10, aa. 1-3; and so on.
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ly they) ; they are reducible upward to it (while it is irreducible
downward to them). In contrast, the salvational Power of
religion is not such that beings, in particular man, are reducible
to it. It remains the Other. Religion does not affirm that the
salvational Power whose presence and work it proclaims is the
ultimate Identity of man, the Unique with which and in which
unique beings are one. It is not specific to the salvational
Power that it be the Being of the beings whom it saves and
thus that they be nothing other than it. Hence Being and the
salvational Power diverge.

While Being is necessary, the work of the salvational Power
remains gratuitous. It is specific to the Other of religious ex-
perience that it be that for which man hopes, that it be non-
necessary, that its presence and work be always a gift. The
gratuitous character of the salvational Power is more precisely
its love. Its proper work is to let man be who he is beyond the
condition of iniquity into which man puts himself; to let the
quest-to-be, which has made itself the quest-to-be-let-to-be,
finally be; to let human consummation be. But ‘to let be’ is
the very definition of ‘love.” To love is to accept, foster, and
promote the person (and derivatively the thing) ; it is the evo-
cation, the active affirmation, the effective willing of the Pos-
sibility (Being) of the person. Love makes or lets him be the
one whom he has been given to be; it gives him to himself.
Precisely as gift, it is not necessary. (The opposite of the
necessary is only minimally the contingent; it is properly the
gift.) Furthermore, to love is proper to persons. Hence the
salvational Power must be personal. But it is not immediately
evident that Being is personal. What is clear, however, is that
necessary Being and the gratuitous salvational Power do not
completely coincide in human experience.

The coincidence and divergence, the identity and difference,
of Being and the salvational Power has become evident. They
must be one yet also two. They are one with respect to
eternality. They are two in that there is more to the Being-
process than is proper to the salvational Power, and reversely.
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(Pedagogically, they may be represented as two circles that
only partially overlap.) Unfortunately, the term ‘ God’ in
Western civilization obscures the difference and misnames the
identity. Religious existence need never say anything about
Being inasmuch as it differs from the Other; and philosophieal
reflection need never recognize any salvational Power inasmuch
as it differs from Being. But each may affirm the identity un-
der the title of the Eternal.

How does God—i.e. the salvational Power of religion—enter
into philosophy? As the Eternal. But philosophy, upon recog-
rizing this, must immediately pose the opposite question: How
does God remain outside of philosophy? As the gratuitous and
personal Other.

DaNIEL GUERRIERE
California State University
Long Beach, California



“ THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT”

I

INTEREST IN THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT:
WHY BOTHER ?

[ ]

ECENT INTEREST AMONGST philosophers in the
Doctrine of Double Effect * seems extraordinary, given
that the Doctrine would appear merely to be an

esoteric and derivative aspect of Catholic—and more narrow-
ly, Thomistic—moral theology, embedded in a morality based
upon general, exceptionless moral rules. It is not simply that
some prominent moral philosophers have chosen to widen the
range of discussion of possible views on basic moral issues, and
in particular that of the morality of killing, by including for
interest’s sake a discussion of the Doctrine. Rather, an exami-
nation of the viability and importance of the Doctrine’s central
distinction between what a person ‘ foresees as a result of his
voluntary action and what, in the strict sense, he intends’?,
now appears to be regarded as essential to any satisfactory dis-
cussion of the general issue of killing, and of its particular
aspects (abortion, euthanasia, warfare, and so on) .2

This development is surprising because within its Thomistic
context the Doctrine is made necessary by the acceptance of

1 Sometimes called the Principle of Double Effect, or the Doctrine or Prin-
ciple of Twofold Effect.

2 Philippa Foot, ¢ Abortion and the Doctrine of Double Effect’ (in James
Rachels (Ed.), Moral Problems, New York: Harper and Row, 1975, 2nd edi-
tion 59-70), p. 60.

3 See, e.g. James Rachels (Ed.), op. cit.; Jonathan Glover, Causing Death
and Saving Lives (Penguin, 1977); Richard Wasserstrom (Ed.), War and
Morality, (Wadsworth, 1970).
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two tenets, the range and combination of which not many
moral philosophers now would regard as tenable. These tenets
are: (1) Some intentional actions are intrinsically morally
wrong, and (2) It is never morally permissible to use an
intrinsically bad means to a good end.* 4

G. E. M. Anscombe lists those actions which Catholic moral
theory forbids, ‘ whatever consequences threaten’, as  choos-
ing to kill the innocent for any purpose, however good; vicari-
ous punishment; treachery . . .; idolatry; sodomy; adultery;
[and] making a false profession of faith’® Further, although
treachery and making a false profession of faith may be seen as
species of lying, both Augustine and Aquinas regarded all lies,
however harmless or well-motivated, as sins. Needless to say,
various methods were devised to dull the sting of this general
prohibition in obvious problem cases.® Nevertheless, lying
could never be morally justified on this view.

Undoubtedly, much of the interest in this strict stance is
motivated by concern for what many would regard as its moral-
Iy abhorrent conclusions. Interestingly, such criticisms cast the
rulings of Catholic moral theory as either far too restrictive,
or far too permissive. Where restrictive, that Catholic moral
teaching disallows the intentional killing of one innocent per-
son—even in extreme cases where this is the sole means of
saving thousands of lives—is regarded as almost sufficient
illustration of its unacceptability.” On the other hand, it is
held that far too much foresecen, unintended killing could be

4 Given that this second tenet is often explicitly stated, the acceptance of
these exceptionless moral rules is not, as H. J. McCloskey suggests, the result
of confusing the intrinsically wrong with the absolutely wrong. (H. J.
MecCloskey, Meta-Ethics and Normatives Ethics, (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1969),
p- 213.)

5G. E. M. Anscombe, ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’ (in Thomson and
Dworkin (Ed.), Ethics, New York: Harper and Row, 1968, 186-210), p. 198.

8 For a discussion of the history of the prohibition against lying in Catholic
moral theology, see Sissela Bok, Lying: Moral Choice in Public and Private
Life (The Harvester Press, 1978), Ch, IIL.

7 See, e.g., H. J. McCloskey, op. cit., pp. 215-216.
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justified on the Catholic view—that it would allow, for ex-
ample, obliteration bombing.

These criticisms are not incompatible. To believe that there
may be circumstances in which it would be right directly to
intend the death of an innocent person is not thereby to be
committed to the view that foreseen extensive killing is moral-
ly permissible. But whilst Catholic moral theory is committed
to (what many regard as) the morally abhorrent conclusions
of the first type, its criticism in this respect is misdirected at
the Doctrine of Double Effect. Any more than perfunctory
examination of the Doctrine and its place in Catholic moral
teaching illustrates this, and also that there is no basis for
concluding that practices like obliteration bombing are more
easily justified on this view than on other, currently more
popular, approaches to the moral evaluation of actions. In-
deed, the requirements for justification of obliteration bombing
appear stricter on Catholic moral theory than on either a con-
sequentialist, utilitarian calculation, or an approach via the
consideration of prima facie moral duties.

I argue in this paper that much concern with the Doctrine
of Double Effect is due to confusion and mistake. But there is
another source of interest amongst philosophers which, unlike
concern with morally abhorrent conclusions, is properly focused
on the Doctrine itself. The reaction of philosophers to the Doc-
trine has not universally been one of interest. Some have im-
mediately dismissed it as merely a piece of sophistry *—unlike
St. Anselm’s Ontological Argument, obviously not so charming
a joke. In contrast, the detailed attention which the Doctrine
has received from others has sometimes been due to the recog-
nition that, whilst not morally decisive, the central distinction
of the Doctrine appears to be morally important.

Consequently, in the third section of the paper, I discuss
two ways in which the Doctrine might be thought to contribute

& See, e.g. H. L. A. Hart, ‘ Intention and Punishment’ in his Punishment
and Responsibility (Oxford University Press, 1968)
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to determining the relevance of direct intention in the appraisal
of an agent’s action. My first point is negative: that in the
absence of a satisfactory characterization of the distinction be-
tween the directly intended and the merely foreseen, the most
plausible interpretation seems inconsistent with actual rulings
given under the Docirine’s conditions. The second claim is that,
despite its difficulties, the Doctrine goes in the right direction
in an important, unrecognized respect. The purpose of the
Doctrine in Catholic moral theory is to give a ruling on the
moral permissibility of certain actions with bad effects. Here
an agent’s lack of desire for a foreseen bad effect of his volun-
tary action is taken as relevant to his moral blameworthiness
on its account. Lack of desire is not, as a recent philosophical
trend would have it, a condition which relieves a person of
moral responsibility for what he does or brings about.

I

THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT, AND
MORALLY ABHORRENT CONCLUSIONS

(1) The nature of the Doctrine, and its place in Catholic
moral theory

It may be that a person can bring about a significant good
(or, negatively, avoid a great evil), only by performing an
action from which a foreseen bad effect will almost certainly
follow. Aristotle’s example of the ship’s captain who jettisons
his cargo during a violent storm in order to save his ship and
crew is one in this range®, and other examples of necessary
choice between evils are reasonably familiar.

In appraising most actions of this type, Catholic moral
theory shares the common, reasonable view that the overall
moral evaluation of one course of action, and its preference over

9 Aristotle, Nicomachean Hthics, Book III, 1110a, 8-20, (The Works of
Aristotle, Vol. I1X, trans, (Ed.) Sir David Ross, (Oxford University Press,
1975)).
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another, involve careful consideration of the foreseeable con-
sequences. But whilst Aristotle’s ship’s captain clearly does
what any sensible man would do, many necessary choices
between undesired, undesirable alternatives are morally diffi-
cult for anyone who believes that actions of certain types are
intrinsically wrong, and practically diflicult for those who must
consider that particular types of actions tend generally to have
adverse consequences.

The problems confronting those who attempt to adhere to
the absolute prohibitions of Catholic moral theory are more
complex still. In the most difficult cases the lesser physical
evil amongst the probable consequences of alternative courses
of action (for example, the death of one innocent person, as
compared with the deaths of five hundred) , is never permissib-
ly intended. The questions are obvious. ¥s it morally permis-
sible on this view for Aristotle’s ship’s captain to cut loose a
broken and trailing mast to which three men are clinging, in
order to save the ship and the remainder of the crew? Is it
permissible to kill the three men by using explosives, where
this is the sole means of removing the mast successfully? The
purpose of the Doctrine of Double Effect is a guide to action
in such situations of moral dilemma. The Doctrine outlines
four strict conditions under which it is said to be morally per-
missible for a person voluntarily to bring about a foreseen bad
effect of a type which is never permissibly intended. These
conditions are:

‘(1) The act itself must be morally good or at least indifferent.
(2) The agent may not positively will the bad effect but may per-
mit it. If he could attain the good effect without the bad effect he
should do so. The bad effect is sometimes said to be indirectly
voluntary.

(8) The good effect must flow from the action at least as imme-
diately (in the order of causality, though not necessarily in the
order of time) as the bad effect. In other words the good effect must

10 Ibid., Book III, 1110a, 10-11.
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be produced directly by the action, not by the bad effect. Other-
wise the agent would be using a bad means to a good end, which is
never allowed.

(4) The good effect must be sufficiently desirable to compensate
for the allowing of the bad effect. In forming this decision many
factors must be weighed and compared, with care and prudence
proportionate to the importance of the case. Thus, an effect that
benefits or harms society generally has more weight than one that
affects only the individual, and an effect sure to occur deserves
greater consideration than one that is only probable; an effect of
a moral nature has greater importance than one that deals only
with material things . . %

Although strict, these four conditions are not intended to
give a precise ruling in all cases, and whilst some actions are
clearly impermissible under them, others require careful con-
sideration.

The cutting loose of the ship’s mast would not be morally
impermissible, but would require prudent weighing and com-
paring under condition (4). The permissibility of the resort to
explosives, however, is far more difficult to establish under
this condition, as the deaths of the three men would be cer-
tain. To shoot the three men would seem impermissible, where
the danger to the ship is due to their vigorous efforts to remain
afloat, and not to the trailing mast.

(2) Morally abhorrent conclusions of the first type

Analyses of actions like the above commonly prompt the re-
sponse that the rulings given under the Doctrine are merely
instances of hairsplitting. Joseph Rickaby has replied that,
“ Hairsplitting, so far as it is a term of real reproach, means
splitting the wrong hairs ”,** but one might offer a more sub-
stantial defence by pointing out that precision is important to
any moral theory which holds that an agent’s intention is rele-

11 New Catholic Encyclopaedia, Vol. 4. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967),
pp. 1020-1022.

12 Rickaby, Joseph, Moral Philosophy, (London: Longman’s Green & Co.
Ltd., 1929), p. 202 (emphasis original).
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vant to establishing the morality of his action; and crucial
where under some conditions intention determines permissibil-
ity. Indeed, given the central importance of intention, the op-
posite type of criticism may seem more appropriate: that the
Doctrine’s conditions, in so far as they require interpretation,
are not precise enough. Undoubtedly the permissibility of
some actions will be uncertain.

The charge of hairsplitting is most often a response to the
fact that the Doctrine’s conditions do not permit certain ac-
tions which many regard as right, if not obligatory. In some
circumstances, to let a person die, or not to prevent his suffer-
ing, seems to many to be no morally worse—and indeed some-
times morally better—than intentional killing.** Many who
reject the rulings of the Doctrine do so on these grounds.
Nevertheless, whilst objections such as these are not inappro-
priately levelled at Catholic moral teaching, they are misdi-
rected at the Doctrine of Double Effect. To mention one clear
example of this confusion:

In Causing Death and Saving Lives,** Jonathan Glover char-
acterizes the Doctrine as follows,

This doctrine can be summarized crudely as saying that it is al-
ways wrong intentionally to do a bad act for the sake of good con-
sequences that will ensue, but that it may be permissible to do a
good act in the knowledge that bad consequences will ensue . . .1°

It is important, however, to recognize that whilst Glover’s
statement may be acceptable as a crude summary of one aspect
of Catholic moral teaching, the source of this teaching is not
the Doctrine of Double Effect. The Doctrine outlines those

12 In cases of double effect the bad effect is sometimes said to be allowed or
permitted, rather than intended, but the distinction drawn by the Doctrine
between intended and merely foreseen killing is not, of course, the distinec-
tion sometimes drawn in other contexts, between killing and letting die. On
Thomistic moral theory, a person may kill another and yet not intend his
death, and conversely, intend the death of someone whom he lets die.

14 Glover, op. oit., Ch. 6.

15 Ibid. p. 87.
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conditions under which it is ‘ permissible to do a good act in
the knowledge that bad consequences will ensue.” The Catholic
teachings that such acts may be permissible under some con-
ditions, whereas it is always wrong intentionally to do a bad
act for the sake of good consequences that will ensue’ are
quite another matter.

The Doctrine is made necessary in Catholic moral theory by
the acceptance of particular exceptionless moral rules, together
with the need for guidance in problem cases. But the Doctrine
i¢ not identical with the view that certain actions are intrinsi-
cally wrong, nor with the ‘ Pauline teaching that we may never
do evil that good may come ’.*

Contusion of the Doctrine with these two tenets of Catholic
moral theory is further illustrated in Glover’s subsequent dis-
cussion of what are probably the two most common objections
(ostensibly) to the Doctrine: that it relies on a °distinction
without a difference’, and that it entails morally repugnant
conclusions. In the first instance, the Doctrine distinguishes be-
tween cases of abortion, ruling that an abortion to save a
woman’s life is impermisible where the death of the foetus is
an intended means. One example of such a case would be that
of a pregnant woman with a weak heart, who will not survive
until the foetus is viable outside the womb.” However, abor-
tion is allowable under the conditions of the Doctrine where
the death of the foetus is merely a foreseen consequence of an
objectively good action—where, for example, the cancerous
womb of a pregnant woman is removed.

Many would deny the moral importance of this distinction
between these cases of abortion, and the reasons are obvious
enough. As Glover notes, both acts have the same outcome:
‘the death of the foetus and the saving of the mother’.

16 G, E. M. Anscombe, ¢ War and Murder’ (in Richard Wasserstrom (Ed.),
War and Morality, op. cit.), p. 51.

17 This example fits Foot’s description of a ¢ situation in which nothing that
can be done will save the life of the child and mother, but where the life
of the mother can be saved by killing the child’. Foot, op. cit.,, p. 69.
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Glover’s further point is that many would also regard one rul-
ing given under the Doctrine as immoral, on the grounds that
‘ the death of the mother is a worse outcome than the death of
the foetus’. Glover again raises this second type of objection
in discussing H. L. A. Hart’s example of an action which
‘ would have been condemned by the double effect doctrine ’.*®
In the example, a bystander responds to a request made by a
man trapped in a fire, with no hope of being freed, by shoot-
ing him in order to save him from further agony.

The point is, however, that forceful as the objection might be
that Catholic moral theory is wrong in condemning the action
of the bystander, and that of the doctor who aborts a foetus in
order to save a woman’s life, these actions are not condemned
by the Doctrine of Double Effect. They are condemned by the
Catholic teaching that it is never permissible intentionally to
take innocent human life, and consequently not permitted un-
der the Doctrine’s conditions.

The consequences of this confusion of the Doctrine of Double
Effect with the tenets which make appeal to it necessary in
problem cases are not insignificant. Recognition of the nature
and place of the Doctrine greatly affects what can be regarded
as an acceptable response to what are considered its morally
abhorrent conclusions. The upshot of the confusion is that the
most commonly recognized problems for Catholic moral theory
in this area are rarely either thoroughly or effectively tackled
head-on.

It is important that objections to what are regarded as the
morally abhorrent rulings (of this first type) be recognized for
what they are: the rejection of particular exceptionless moral
rules. (In the case of abortion, there is most often also the ob-
jection to the application of the rule forbidding the taking of
human life to all stages of foetal life.) The Doctrine is not it-
self an attempt to establish such rules, but a guiding principle
in cases in which application is difficult. The justification for

18 Glover, op. cit., p. 88.
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such rules, where it is made explicit, is to be found in Thomistic
Natural Law ethics, and not in an examination of the adequacy
of the conditions of the Doctrine of Double Effect.”” To at-
tempt to show that the Doctrine cannot give a precise enough
ruling on permissibility in certain problem cases goes no way
towards the necessary critical examination of these rules.
Further, it is the clear rulings of impermissibility under the
conditions of the Doctrine which are most often rejected as
morally abhorrent.

It might be replied that, without critical examination of
their supposed justification, the conclusions required under the
tenets of Catholic moral theory are sufficient to establish its
unacceptability. Philippa Foot, who does not confuse the
source of such rules, comments that it ‘is a great objection to
those who argue that the direct intention, of the death of an
innocent person, is never justifiable that the edict will apply
even’*® in cases where nothing can be done to save a foetus,
but the mother can be saved by aborting the foetus. But if
the conclusions entailed by such maxims are alone sufficient to
illustrate their unacceptability, one can only again wonder why
those who find them patently false should bother to discuss
the Doctrine of Double Effect.

(3) Morally abhorrent conclusions of the second type

To identify the Doctrine of Double Effect as the source of
morally abhorrent conclusions of the first type is to misunder-
stand the nature and place of the Doctrine in Catholic moral
theory. Nevertheless, these conclusions are justifiably at-
tributed to this view. But the charge of moral unacceptability
has also extended to the claim that appeal to the Doctrine

19 Glover discusses some of the relevant arguments in Chapter 3 of Caus-
ing Death and Seving Lives, but does not identify any of these ag possible
sources of the Doctrine. Nor does he explicitly discuss Thomistic arguments
for exceptionless moral rules. These latter arguments are discussed, however,
by H. J. McCloskey, op. cit., pp. 211-219.

20 Foot, op. cit., p. 69.



198 SUZANNE M. UNIACKE

would justify far too much unintended, foreseen killing. Even
the practice of obliteration bombing has been thought permis-
sible, so long as a bomber’s intention is primarily the destruc-
tion of some military target.

This particular criticism assumes, of course, that there can
be genuinely innocent non-combatants in a country at war,
and that to engage in obliteration bombing is immoral. I do
not question either of these assumptions, although debate on
these issues has been an important aspect of discussions of the
Catholic response to obliteration bombing.** Nor is it neces-
sary to tackle these issues in evaluating the extent to which
obliteration bombing would be permissible under the conditions
of the Doctrine of Double Effect. If it can be assumed that all
members of a population who are likely to be killed by bomb-
ing can legitimately be classified as combatants or unjust ag-
gressors, the Catholic need not consult the Doctrine as a guide.
(Although the issue of the permissibility of bombing would
not thereby be straightforward.) If there is no presumption
that the practice of obliteration bombing is immoral, the point
of the criticism of the Doctrine’s supposed ruling collapses.

At least one Catholic philosopher has argued that the Doc-
trine’s conditions would never permit obliteration bombing.?*
Whilst this extreme claim does not hold, obliteration bombing
is no more easily justified on Catholic moral theory than on
any other which requires a prudent weighing-up of conse-
quences where actions involve serious, certain harm. Culpable
ignorance of both the purpose and the conditions of the Doc-
trine appears a generous explanation of the ready inclusion of
obliteration bombing amongst its positive rulings. The primary
consideration which contributes to the impermissibility of ob-
literation bombing is that it is strategic bombing, the stated

21 See John C. Ford, S.J., ‘The Morality of Obliteration Bombing’, and
G. E. M. Anscombe, ‘ War and Murder > (both in Richard Wasserstrom (Ed.),
War and Morality, op. cit.)

22 John C. Ford, S.J. Ibid.
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end of which is almost always wholesale destruction as a means
to dispersing civilian populatinos, destroying economy, lower-
ing civilian morale, ete. Thus, such bombing immediately vio-
lates the third condition of the Doctrine, which requires that
‘the good effect must be produced directly by the action, not
by the bad effect ’. As Anscombe states, in defending the Doc-
trine in precisely this respect,

‘It is nonsense to pretend that you do not intend to do what is the
means you take to your chosen end.’ 22

Given also the condition that ‘ the act itself must be morally
good or at least indifferent ’, it is implausible to suggest that in
this type of obliteration bombing the deaths of the innocent are
simply unavoidable, unintended consequences of an otherwise
morally good action.

Catholic moralists seem not entirely blameless on account of
the frequent misinterpretation of the sense of ‘intention’ in
which it is held never to be permissible to intend the death of
an innocent person. John C. Ford, S.J., who is aware of the
strict use of ‘ intention ’ in Catholic moral theory, includes the
psychological impossibility of the bomber ¢ withholding his in-
tention ’as he drops the bombs, as one reason why obliteration
bombing could never be condoned.?* But on this use of ‘in-
tention ’, eritics would be right to claim that obliteration bomb-
ing, and much else besides, could be justified providing one
could manage to summon only thoughts of possible good effects.
However, the direction of one’s attention away from the bad
effect of one’s action fails to meet the requirements of the strict
sense of ‘ intention * of Catholic moral theory.?* One important
place in which this sense is outlined is in the second and third
conditions of the Doctrine, where an agent is said to intend that
which he positively wills as his chosen end, or as a means to

28 Anscombe, ‘ War and Murder’, op. cit., p. 51.

2¢ Ford, op. cit., p. 31. )

25 Anscombe discusses this ‘perverse’ direction of intention doctrine in
‘War and Murder’, op. cit., p. 51.
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his end. In stating that the use of ‘ double effect ’ refers to the
two effects an action may produce, ‘ the one aimed at, and the
other foreseen but in no way desired ’,** Foot isolates the sense
of intention which some exponents of the theory fail to ap-
preciate. In the next section, I argue that there is a serious
difficulty in determining an agent’s intention consistently with
actual decisions given under the Doctrine’s guidelines. Never-
theless, it is clearly not held that a person’s intention is de-
termined by the direction of his thoughts in a way which makes
it possible, for example, for him not to intend the death of his
enemy as long as he concentrates on testing the accelerator
whilst aiming the car at him.

Anscombe argues that it is abuse of the relevant concept of
intention which has led some into the error of believing that the
Doctrine would permit obliteration bombing. Undoubtedly this
is so, and, as Anscombe states, it is nonsense to pretend that the
deaths of the innocent are not intended where they are a means
to the desired end. But the deaths of innocent people do not
appear necessarily to be intended in all cases of obliteration
bombing. For example, it may be the case that a crucial mili-
tary target is either dispersed amongst a civilian population, or
impossible precisely to locate within a radius of ten miles, Ir-
respective of whether obliteration bombing in these cases could
be permitted under the other conditions of the Doctrine, ap-
peal to the Doctrine here need not involve the perverse  direc-
tion of intention > argument. Within the guidelines of the third
condition, it may be argued that the target is genuinely a mili-
tary one. As the evacuation of civilians prior to the bombing
would not thwart its purpose, wholesale slaughter is not a
means to the desired end.

In examining the claim that the Doctrine would permit this
latter type of bombing, consideration of the fourth condition
assumes primary importance. This condition requires difficult,

28 Foot, op. cit., p. 60.
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sensitive moral appraisal, but it cannot simply be ignored.
Clearly, the Doctrine would not permit the dumping of indus-
{rial wastes into a river in order to cut costs, with the foreseen
unintended consequence that those who drink the water or eat
the fish will be poisoned. Foot’s reminder that ‘no one is sug-
gesting that it does not matter what you bring about so long
as you merely foresee and do not strictly intend the evil that
follows ’,*" should be unnecessary. Unfortunately, many quick-
fire objections to the Doctrine make its reiteration not out of
place.

The fourth condition does not give a precise ruling, but it
offers specific guidelines which do count against the permissi-
bility of obliteration bombing. The most important considera-
tion in determining whether the good effect is sufficiently de-
sirable to compensate for the bad, is that the deaths of innocent
people are certain. Further, the desired outcome of the bomb-
ing—which is not simply the destruction of the military target,
but the estimated consequences of so doing—may be nebulous,
or where not, only probable. As the deaths of innocent people
are effects of a serious moral nature, the type of good effect
necessary to compensate would be far more weighty than in a
case where bombing involved solely the destruction of prop-
erty. The Doctrine’s second condition becomes relevant here,
because, where hitting a military target unavoidably involves
the destruction of the property of civilians, but could be se-
cured without loss of life, the Doctrine requires the adoption of
alternative means. Sometimes sabotage may be possible in
preference to bombing, or the civilian population may be
warned beforehand. In other cases, these measures may simply
be tactically impossible or unrealistic. What the second con-
dition clearly forbids is a situation of over-kill, where oblitera-
tion bombing is preferred when genuine military targets could
effectively be hit by accurate pinpoint bombing, or where an

27 Ibid, p. 62,
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atomic bomb is used in order to force the capitulation of a
country already on the brink of surrender.

Ford interprets the second condition as requiring that the
good effect be strictly unattainable without the bad.?® Al-
though the condition thus interpreted could be met in some
cases (for example, the removal of a cancerous womb), its ap-
plication would be impossible in most war situations, where
judgment as to whether the good effect could be achieved with-
out the bad would almost always involve considerations of
cost and probability. To wipe out a specific military target
might be a certain and effective way of ending a war, but it
need not be that the war could not have been won by five years
of prolonged struggle. To be realistic, the second condition
would have to refer to the immediate effects of the action,
whilst the purpose of the fourth condition would be to evaluate
their moral acceptability. Even so, considerations of cost and
probability would be relevant in the specific case. The resort
to sabotage might be a possible alternative to bombing a mili-
tary target, but the effectiveness of the former might be less
certain and its success far slower in achievement. If the second
condition of the Doctrine is interpreted as strictly as Ford sug-
gests, so that the course of action under consideration is the
sole means to achieving a highly desirable result, then the
range of actions for which the Doctrine could be a guide is
extremely limited. Whilst Thomistic exponents do state ex-
plicitly that the Doctrine is a guide in particularly difficult
cases, Ford’s interpretation would confine its use to those cases
in the range of necessary choices between evils which are at
least morally perplexing.

Consideration of the permissibility of some actions under the
second and fourth conditions of the Doctrine is extremely dif-
ficult, but this difficulty is one which the Catholic shares with
others who consider themselves bound to evaluate the conse-
quences of their actions in determining whether bringing about

28 Ford, op. cit., p. 35-39.
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serious harm is justifiable. The claim that obliteration bomb-
ing would always contravene the Doctrine’s guidelines is far
too extreme, but the conditions in which it might be permis-
sible would be those in which most other moral theories short
of pacifism would cast the bombing as morally a serious option.
The further, perhaps more important point, is that in the ab-
sence of an absolute prohibition against intentionally killing
the innocent, others would seem also to be committed to ob-
literation bombing in an extreme case in which deaths are
clearly means to the desired end. There may rarely be cases
in which a utilitarian calculation, or the resolution of what are
seen as the prima facie duties to, say, prevent suffering on the
one hand and not to kill innocent persons on the other, could
acceptably be concluded in favor of obliteration bombing.
Perhaps these moral theories are only committed ‘ in principle ’
to the permissibility of obliteration bombing in the manner in
which J. J. C. Smart hopes that the utilitarian is committed to
the rightness of punishing an innocent person.” Nevertheless,
one of the major criticisms of Catholic moral theory by those
who believe that letting innocent people die can be morally
worse than intentional killing is that the theory forbids the di-
rect intention of the death of an innocent person, even in a
case where this is a necessary means to saving thousands of
lives. That is a morally abhorrent conclusion of the first type.

IIT

THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE EFFECT, INTENTION
AND RESPONSIBILITY

Whilst many would regard an agent’s intention as clearly
not always decisive in determining the moral permissibility of
causing death, the contrast between some cases appears to

29 J. J, C. Smart, ‘An Qutline of a System of Utilitarian Ethies’ (in
Smart and Williams, Utilitarianism, For and Against, {Cambridge University
Press, 1973) ) pp. 69-72.
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establish the central distinction of the Doctrine of Double
Effect as morally important. Foot compares the much-dis-
cussed example of a judge who by framing an innocent man
can prevent a mob taking out revenge on a particular section
of the community, with the case of the driver of a runaway
tram who can only steer from one narrow track to another. In
the former case, the mob has five hostages who will be killed
if the culprit is not hanged, and in the latter case there are
five men working on one track and one man on the other. As
Foot states, in ‘insisting that it is one thing to steer towards
someone foreseeing that you will kill him and another to aim
at his death as part of your plan’, the Doctrine appears to
offer an explanation as to ‘ why we should say, without hesita-
tion, that the driver should steer for the less occupied track,
while most of us would be appalled at the idea that the in-
nocent man could be framed ’.*

Although Foot argues that the conflict between these judg-
ments can be resolved otherwise than by appeal to the Doctrine,
a large part of the interest in its central distinction has been
generated by this concern with the question of the relevance
of an agent’s intention to moral decision. In this section I
examine two aspects of the Doctrine—the pitfalls of its char-
acterization of intention, and the nature of its rulings—which
make it both unhelpful in one respect, and important in an-
other, as a basis for the discussion of this issue.

(1) Intention

The second and third conditions of the Doctrine outline the
notion of intention to which the tenets of Catholic moral
theology appeal. It is a mistake to identify intention as what
Anscombe calls ‘ an interior act of mind which could be pro-
duced at will’,** but its characterization as that which the
agent wills either as his chosen end, or as a means to his end,

30 Foot, op. cit., p. 63.
31 Anscombe, ¢ War and Murder’, op. ¢if., p. 51,
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simply postpones the problem of interpretation. For while it
will often be obvious when an agent can be said to have in-
tended a bad effect of his action, in some difficult cases the
question of how an agent’s intention is to be determined in
these terms will neither be mischievous nor naive. Here, the
official rulings given under the Doctrine would seem the ob-
vious source of a fuller explanation of what is thought neces-
sary for an agent properly to be judged to have chosen, or
willed, a bad effect either as his end or as a means to it. Un-
fortunately, the most plausible interpretation of the second
and third conditions of the Doctrine appears inconsistent with
actual rulings purportedly given under them.

To begin with two previously mentioned examples, where
the Doctrine is said to give a ruling of permissibility in the
first case and impermissibility in the second. In the first case,
a pregnant woman has a cancerous uterus. Not to remove the
cancer will result in the deaths of both woman and foetus, but
removing the cancer will save the woman. The only way to
ensure that all cancer is removed is to perform a hysterec-
tomy—with the foetus’s death a certain result. In the second
case, a woman with a weak heart becomes pregnant, and will
not survive unless the foetus is aborted at an early stage. Here
the early removal of the foetus will give the woman a good
chance of survival. The death of the foetus is inevitable.

The hysterectomy in the first case, and the abortion in the
second, are actions of double effect: both result in the death of
the foetus and the saving of the woman’s life. But whilst the
hysterectomy in the first case has been deemed permissible
under the conditions of the Doctrine, the abortion in the sec-
ond case has not. Given that in both cases the death of the
foetus is inevitable whatever action is performed, it can rea-
sonably be assumed that the fourth commensurability condi-
tion of the Doctrine is irrelevant to the distinction between
them. That the issue of intention appears alone relevant to the
distinction between these cases makes their examination illu-
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minating, despite what would otherwise be the complicating
feature of the controversial status of the foetus.

Removal of a cancerous womb in order to save a woman’s
life would more than qualify as an action which is “itself . . .
morally good’. But when such an action also has a foreseen
bad effect—the death of the foetus—its moral character is said
to be not precisely determined when evaluated in the abstract,
and directed one way or the other by the agent’s intention.*
In the first case, the hysterectomy is said to be permissible be-
cause its immediate aim is the removal of the cancer. The
death of the foetus is not a means to this nor to the long-term
end of saving the woman’s life. Here the inevitability of the
death of the foetus is thought irrelevant to the issue of whether,
in the very strictest sense, the death is intended. Nevertheless,
the second condition has an important role to play in this con-
text, and it is here that the plausibility of this strict inter-
pretation of intention crumbles, and becomes inconsistent with
the actual rulings given under the conditions of the Doctrine.

The second condition of the Doctrine requires an agent to
bring about the good effect without the bad effect where this
is possible. Initially, the fulfillment of this condition appears
to have great bearing on the issue of intention. For example,
if it had been possible to save the life of the foetus after the
surgery (say, by placing it in an artificial womb) and this op-
tion was deliberately not chosen, it would be implausible to
maintain that the foetus’s death was not intended. In making
a similar point about the driver’s intention in her example of
the runaway tram, Foot notes that if by some remote chance
the man on the narrow track manages to escape death as the
vehicle hurtles by him, the ‘ driver . . . does not then leap off
and brain him with a crowbar’.?* In contrast, the death of the

32 Thomistic accounts of the moral evaluation of actions are extremely
similar, but for a philosophically sophisticated account see Joseph Rickaby,
Moral Philosophy, op. cit.

33 Foot, op. cit., p. 63 (emphasis original).
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innocent man is an important, necessary part of the judge’s
plan.

Foot’s is an important point about the strict interpretation
of intention, and one which enhances the plausibility of a dis-
tinction which may otherwise seem incredible. But the un-
avoidable reliance on this interpretation of intention allows far
more than the Doctrine of Double Effect has been said to per-
mit. This can now be illustrated by examining the reasons for
the ruling against the abortion in the case of the woman with
the weak heart. Abortion in this case is deemed impermissible
under the third condition of the Doctrine. Here the good ef-
fect—the saving of the woman’s life—is produced by the bad
effect—the removal of the foetus. On any reasonable inter-
pretation of the conditions under which an effect is brought
about as a means to an end, the second case clearly contravenes
the third condition; and most would agree that there is a dis-
tinction between the cases in terms of this condition, even
though many would deny its moral importance here. The dif-
ficulty, however, is that the removal of a foetus from a woman
is not absolutely prohibited in Catholic moral teaching, even
in a case (for example, the first) in which the death of the
foetus is a certain result. What is forbidden is the intention of
the death of the foetus—either asthe desired end, or as a means
to it. But how is this to be determined?

Some have attempted to discredit the Doctrine on precisely
this point by arguing that whilst in the second case the re-
moval of the foetus is clearly a means to saving the woman’s
life, strictly its death is not. After all, the surgeon’s aim would
equally well be achieved if the foetus could successfully be
placed into an artificial womb. Once this point is made, it is
apparent that whilst the answer to the question,  Would the
agent’s end be thwarted if the death did not occur?’, marks
an important difference between the intentions of Foot’s tram
driver and judge, it cannot be relied upon as a satisfactory cri-
terion for determining intention. On this interpretation, the



208 SUZANNE M. UNIACKE

Doctrine could be used to justify almost any case of killing in
which the death is not strictly required for the achievement of
the agent’s aim.** If, for example, a doctor gives a terminally
ill suffering patient what is normally a lethal dose of some
drug, and in some inexplicable way the dose cures the patient
instead of killing him, the doctor does not then ensure that the
patient dies some other way.*® Here, not only is it implausible
to suggest that in giving the patient the drug the doctor did
not intend his death, but euthanasia in such cases is impermis-
sible on Catholic moral teaching precisely because it is held
that the patient’s death is intended.

Catholic moralists have rightly objected to the sophistical
manoeuvre whereby the action is said to be intended under one
of its descriptions—the removal of the foetus from the womb—
and not under another—the killing of the foetus. One cannot
maintain that one did not intend the death of an innocent man,
but rather just to blow him to pieces.®*® But in order to resist
this particular distortion of the notion of intention, they must
appeal either to something like Foot’s suggestion of a  criterion
of “closeness ” . .. [whereby] anything very close to what we
are literally aiming at counts as if part of our aim ’,*" or alter-
natively, to Philip Devine’s requirement that we be able to
refer to a ‘ non-fantastic scenario > in which the good effect is
achieved without the bad.*® But these suggestions cannot as-
sist those who wish to maintain the account of intention out-

3¢ H. L. A. Hart has suggested this. See Foot, op. cif.,, p. 61.

35 ] owe this example to Peter Singer.

36 Foot, op. cit., p. 61.

37 Ibid., p. 62.

38 Philip E. Devine, ¢ The Principle of Double Effect’, American Journal
of Jurisprudence, Vol. 19, 1975. Devine also argues in this paper that an
exceptionless moral rule with respect to killing the innocent ought to be
accepted on utilitarian grounds, as a practical absolute. However, this view
would appear to be open to the types of objections which led Ross to develop
his theory of prima facie duties. (W. D. Ross, The Right and the Good, (Ox-
ford: Clarendon Press, 1930) and which J. J, C. Smart has successfully
levelled against Rule Utilitarianism (J. J. C. Smart, op. cit., pp. 42-57).
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lined by the rulings of the Doctrine. On this view, not only
may an agent be said not strictly to intend an effect of his ac-
tion which is certain to occur, but as Devine notes, reference
to non-fantastic scenarios would mean that what an agent
intends depends to a large extent on external factors (for ex-
ample, the state of medical technology) .

The plausibility of the distinction between the hysterectomy
in the first case and the abortion in the case of the woman with
the weak heart, depends upon the removal of the foetus (which
ensures its death) being a means to saving the woman’s life
in the second case. But then it seems impossible to reconcile
this interpretation of the distinction between the intended and
the merely foreseen, with the claimed permissibility of abor-
tion in cases of ectopic pregnancy where rupture of the Fallo-
pian tube due to the developing foetus will cause the woman’s
death. Although abortion in ectopic pregnancy has not always
been accepted as permissible in Catholic moral teaching, it ap-
pears now commonly to be accepted on the grounds that a
pregnant Fallopian tube will be in a pathological condition be-
fore it ruptures.®® But in terms of the Doctrine’s second condi-
tion, this is insufficient justification for removing the Fallo-
pian tube. The Doctrine would not permit surgery which
would kill the foetus if, although necessary for some good
end, it could safely be postponed until the foetus became
viable. A hysterectomy for the purpose of removing a fibroid
uterine tumor would be impermissibly performed on a preg-
nant woman if there was no danger to her life.

What is distinctive about ectopic pregnancy is the inevitable
death of the foetus, and the fact that the woman can be saved
by removing the Fallopian tube before it ruptures. But these
grounds for the abortion seem indistinguishable from those in

38 This point, and the following, are discussed by Susan Teft Nicholson, in
Abortion and the Roman Catholic Church (J. R. B. Studies in Religious
Ethics), Knoxville: Religious Ethics, 1978), p. 110. Unfortunately I have
not yet been able to obtain this book, but see J. Teichman’s detailed review
of its contents in Philosophical Quarterly, 1979, p. 376.
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the case of woman with the weak heart. Still, it is argued that
there remains an important difference between the way in
which the death of the foetus is brought about in the two
cases. With ectopic pregnancy, emphasis is usually placed on
the fact that a diseased Fallopian tube is removed—not simply
the foetus—the removal of the Fallopian tube being aligned
with the hysterectomy in the case of the pregnant woman with
a cancerous uterus. (Presumably this is an oblique reference
to the first condition, whereby the action must be good in it-
self, or at least indifferent.) But the similarity between these
two cases in this respect is hardly even illusory. Whilst it is
possible to argue with some point that the surgeon’s intention
in removing the diseased womb in the latter case is not (strict-
ly) the removal of the foetus, this claim is incredible where
the presence of the foetus either constitutes, or significantly
contributes to, the pathological condition. Further, despite the
strict interpretation of intention as a means suggested by the
traditional distinction between the initial two cases, the judg-
ment of permissibility has also extended to the performance of
a hysterectomy in a case in which a growing foetus caused
varicose veins in the womb to rupture and the woman to
hemorrhage dangerously.*® It is difficult to find the relevant
respect in which these two cases differ from that of the preg-
nant woman with the weak heart.

The difficulty of reconciling actual rulings given under the
Doctrine with any reasonable interpretation of intention is
broadened by the fact that the Doctrine has also been used to
justify killing in self-defense.** But in some cases, there are no
grounds for not attributing the innocence of the foetus which
endangers the woman’s life to aggressors. If a madman wields
an axe at me, it is said to be permissible for me to do whatever
is necessary to save my life. Where I am able to disable the
man by shooting him in the leg, the second condition of the

40 J'hid.
41 See, e.g., Anscombe, ‘ War and Murder’, op. cit.
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Doctrine requires that I do not aim at his heart. But if my
only weapon is a stick of dynamite, presumably I am permitted
to throw it. Here I may kill the man, even though (unlike
some foetus) he may live and become sane if I do not. If it is
possible for me to kill someone in taking necessary steps to
protect my life, without thereby intending his death, why not
the pregnant woman with the weak heart?

(2) Responsibility.

Despite the difficulty of extracting an acceptable account of
intention from the rulings given under the Doctrine, 1 now
wish to emphasize that an agent’s not having intended a bad
effect of his action which he foresaw as certain or highly prob-
able, is not held to eliminate or lessen his responsibility for it.**
Many would disagree with the Thomistic view that an agent’s
intention is crucial in determining the permissibility of some
actions of double effect. Nevertheless, in casting an agent’s
lack of desire for a bad effect as relevant to his moral blame-
worthiness on its account, and not to the issue of his moral
responsibility, the Doctrine draws attention to an important
and often seriously neglected distinction. Within the scope of
this paper, I cannot establish in detail either the necessity for
the distinction between moral blameworthiness and moral re-
sponsibility, or the full implications of its neglect in some re-
cent philosophical accounts of responsibility.** However, in the
concluding part of this section, I indicate the importance of
recognising this distinction in the evaluation of actions which
involve necessary choice between evils—irrespective of whether

42H, J. McCloskey notes that ¢ At least one ingenious exponent of the
theory tried to deal with the embarassing problem of abortion to save a
mother’s life, by suggesting that the foetus which endangers the mother is an
unjust aggressor, but his suggestion has been rejected by most exponents of
this theory.’ H. J. McCloskey, op. cit., p. 216.

43 Although I have done so elsewhere, in Responsibility (M. A. Thesis, La
Trobe University, 1980).
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such actions meet the conditions of the Doctrine of Double
effect.

Contrary to popular belief, the purpose of the Doctrine of
Double Effect is not to give a ruling on responsibility. If it
were, we would be justified in levelling a criticism against it
along the lines of Henry Sidgwick’s claim that,  we cannot
evade responsibility for any foreseen bad consequences of our
acts by the plea that we felt no desire for them, either for their
own sake or as a means to ulterior ends’.** As it stands Sidg-
wick’s claim is too extreme. We are responsible for our volun-
tary actions and for some of their consequences; and although
the relationship between the probability which can reasonably
be attached to a consequence, and the agent’s responsibility
for it, is complex, we cannot justifiably be held responsible for
all foreseen consequences of our actions. But these points are
not issues here, as the Doctrine is intended as a guide in cases
where voluntary actions have certain or highly probable bad
effects. The force of Sidgwick’s claim about such cases would
be that an agent’s lack of desire for the bad effect, either for
its own sake or as a means to ulterior ends, is insufficient to
negate his responsibility for it.

Sidgwick’s view of the relationship between an agent’s re-
sponsibility for the foreseen bad consequences of his actions,
and his desire for them either as means or ends, is not incon-
sistent with the ruling given by the Doctrine. The Doctrine is
intended as a guide to the moral permissibility of actions with
serious bad effects. Thomistic exponents never claim that an
agent is not responsible for the bad effects of morally permis-
sible actions. The bad effect is always said to be at least in-
directly voluntary; and although Henry Keane is rare among
Thomists in his explicit formulation of the question in terms
of responsibility and not in terms of voluntary action, his an-
swer to the question, * Am I responsible for the evil effect?’,

44 Henry Sidgwick, The Methods of Ethics (6th edition) (London: Mac-
millan & Co. Lid., 1901), Book 1, Ch. V, Note 1.
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is that to which the account is committed.** Keane separates
the issue of the moral permissibility of the action from the ques-
tion of the agent’s responsibility for the evil consequence:

‘In this type of action (i.e. inevitable evil consequence) a two-
fold question arises: (1) Am I responsible for an evil consequence
which I foresee is bound to, or probably will, result from a good act
of mine? (2) Am I bound in view of such evil effect, to refrain
from the act in question?

The answer to (1) is sufficiently obvious. I am responsible. There
is a causal relationship between my act and its consequence. As I

am responsible for the act I am also for that which directly follows
from it.’ ¢

Thomists regard an agent as responsibile for the foreseen,
willed consequences of his voluntary action, irrespective of
whether he felt a desire for them either as ends or as means
to ends. The purpose of the Doctrine of Double Effect, and
the significance of establishing intention in the strict sense,
is in determining the answer to (2).

To stress this explicit separation of the responsibility and
moral permissibility is to expose both a serious misinterpreta-
tion of Thomistic moral theory, and some very confused think-
ing about responsibility in cases of necessary choice between
evils. In establishing the first of these claims, it should be
noted that misinterpretation of the Doctrine as giving a rul-
ing on responsibility is not confined to the ranks of the unini-
tiated. In so far as she claims to adhere to orthodox Catholic
moral theology, Anscombe misunderstands it when she eriti-
cises Sidgwick’s  thesis that it does not make any difference
to a man’s responsibility for something that he foresaw, that he

45 Characteristically, Thomistic accounts are of the conditions of voluntary
action, and use of *responsible’ is not common. But ‘responsible’ is used
in the context of voluntary action, particularly in the works of recent
Thomistic writers who discuss responsibility in terms of the conditions of
voluntary action. See, for example, Austin Fagothey, 8.J., Right and Rea-
son, (5th edition), (St. Louis: the C. V. Mosby Company, 1972), Ch. 2.

46 Henry Keane, 4 Primer of Morel Philosophy, Catholic Social Guild, Ox-
ford, (New York: P. J. Kenedy & Sons).
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felt no desire for it, either as an end or as a means to an
end.”*” Anscombe identifies Sidgwick as the source of the
now commonly accepted view of responsibility which she re-
jects. However, intention in the strict sense is not included in
traditional Thomistic moral theory as relevant to determining
responsibility. In claiming otherwise, Anscombe’s divergence
with Thomists on the issue of responsibility is substantial.
(Ironically, Sidgwick’s difference with the Thomistic condi-
tions of responsibility is a verbal disagreement over the use of
‘intention’** In stating, ‘ whereas I should contend that a
man is responsible for the bad consequences of his bad actions,
but gets no credit for the good ones; and contrariwise is not
responsible for the bad consequences of good actions . . .*
Anscombe casts being responsible for something as the op-
posite of getting credit for it. But whilst it is reasonable to
hold that there are asymmetrical conditions for attaining
moral credit in the case of good actions, and its opposite in
the case of bad,™ it is unacceptable to view responsibility and
moral blameworthiness as indistinguishable. A person may be
responsible for a good action, and for the good consequences of
his actions. Further, to establish that it was morally accept-
able for a person to bring about an evil is not thereby to re-
lieve him from responsibility for what he has brought about,
unless one holds the implausible view that a person’s respon-
sibility is determined by the moral permissibility of his action.
But this latter view appears to be one which Anscombe holds,
and in doing so she confuses the concept of responsibility with

47 Angcombe, ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’, op. cit., p. 199.

48 Sidgwick includes ‘under the term ‘intention’ all the consequences of
an act that are seen as certain or probable’, his reason being °that we can-
not evade responsibility for any foreseen bad comsequences of our acts by
the plea that we felt no desire for them .. . Sidgwick, op. cit., p. 202.
Sidgwick’s account of the moral appraisal of actions is, of course, quite
different from the Thomistic one.

49 Anscombe, op. cit., p. 200.

50 See Eric D’Arcy, Human Acts, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963) for a
discussion of this issue.
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that of moral blameworthiness or fault. Whether or not
Anscombe is the source of this view of responsibility, it has
plagued recent influential discussions of cases which involve
necessary choice between evils.

Obviously, in the evaluation of many cases of this type a
person’s responsibility for the bad effect of his action is denied
on the grounds that the action, or omission, was not fully
voluntary. A person’s being in a situation of moral dilemma,
duress, or threat may affect his capacities adversely, so that
he is rendered incapable of voluntary action or choice. Re-
sponsibility may appropriately be denied on these grounds, al-
though decision here is often difficult (for example, we need
also to establish in such a case that a person was not respon-
sible for the incapacity). But appeal to these relieving condi-
tions 1s distinct from the claim that an agent’s lack of desire
for a bad consequence of his action (as a means or end) is it-
self sufficient to relieve him from responsibility for it. When
baldly stated, this latter claim seems incredible—and indeed
one reason why it often goes unnoticed is that in many cases
of necessary choice between evils there is at least some sug-
gestion of compulsion. Nevertheless, the concepts of respon-
sibility to which Anscombe, and more recently, Jonathan
Glover,”* and Robert Young,? appeal, appear to allow that
without any suggestion of diminished capacity, an agent may
be relieved from responsibility simply by virtue of (1) his
choice being restricted to a range of undesirable, undesired al-
ternatives, and (2) his being (to use F. H. Bradley’s phrase **)
¢ compelled to an alternative ’ by such considerations as his set
of priorities, the cost of alternatives, the existence of valuable
opportunities, and so on.

51 Jonathan Glover, Responsibility, (London: Routledge & XKegan Paul,
1970), pp. 15-19.

52 Robert Young, Freedom, Responsibility and God (New York: Macmillan
Press, 1975), pp. 6-17.

53 F. H. Bradley, Notes to Essay 1, in his Hthical Studies (2nd edition)
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1962), p. 44.
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An agent’s choices having been restricted by circumstances
outside his control, to a range of undesired, undesirable alter-
natives, is often justifiably taken as constituting mitigating
circumstances in relation to the harm caused. But a distinc-
tion between responsibility and moral blameworthiness is nec-
essary here if we are to be consistent in our judgments about
responsibility. The view that an agent, e.g. a speeding driver,
must desire a consequence of his action in order to be respon-
sible for it is unacceptable; and unless he is mentally incapaci-
tated, a captain who reluctantly abandons members of his
crew is responsible and blameworthy for his action and its
consequences, even though being in the situation of having to
choose something adverse may not have been due to any prior
fault or lack of due care on his part.

Most of us consider ourselves obliged to avoid bringing about
pain and other evils. But often when we set out to achieve
what we value and consider right, there are no means avail-
able but ones with untoward results for which we have no de-
sire. It is implausible, though, to claim that where this is so
we are not responsible for the evil deliberately brought about,
or that our responsibility for it is lessened, by virtue of either
the fact that we felt no desire for it, or the fact that it was an
unavoldable consequence of what we considered right or more
important. Both these things may truthfully be claimed of
the action of the ship’s captain who reluctantly abandons his
crew in order to save a valuable cargo of tea. Most would
judge such an action to be morally reprehensible, and the re-
verse action to be morally justified. But to judge that this
ship’s captain is responsible, whereas the captain who jettisons
the cargo is not, is to base judgments about an agent’s respon-
sibility not upon whether or not his action fulfilled certain
conditions, but (it would seem solely in this case) upon one’s
moral evaluation of it. The ship’s captain who chooses to lose
his cargo rather than his ship and crew has, in most circum-
stances, made the right choice. Here, the reasonable judgment
that the captain is not morally blameworthy for the resulting
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harm is based on a particular moral evaluation of his action—
namely, that it was morally justified. In Aristotle’s words, this
action and similar actions are ‘ worthy of choice at the time
when they are done ’, for in the abstract no one throws goods
away voluntarily, but on condition of its securing the safety
of himself and his crew any sensible man does so’.** When re-
sponsibility is denied in many cases of choice between evils,
often it can justifiably be claimed that such actions are morally
justified—that particular acts which cause harm, which would
otherwise be morally wrong, are right—given the circumstances
in which they are performed, or the good(s) which they
achieve.”® But a judgment that an agent was not morally
blameworthy in bringing about harm in order to achieve a
desired result is not exclusively a consequence of the view that
his action was morally justified. A person’s choice and action
may be wrong, yet morally excusable because the result of
morally genuine or defensible choices. Where someone acts in
accordance with a set of priorities which I consider mistaken,
T may regard his action as wrong, and yet find it understand-
able given the circumstances. Where an agent acts from con-
scientious or reasonable values—albeit ones which I do not
share—again the judgment that he is morally to blame may
not appropriately accompany the view that his action was
wrong.

Considerations justifiably regarded as excusing in this latter
context excuse from moral blameworthiness. Whether or not
such. considerations are regarded as excuses of this type, or as
justifications, depends upon our moral evaluation of the
agent’s action, and not upon the agent’s degree of responsibil-
ity for what he did. Sometimes we may be uncertain, or dis-
agree, about an action’s being justified, or alternatively, moral-
ly excusable on the above grounds. The storm may abate a

54 Aristotle, op. cit., 1110a, 10.
55 Eric D’Arcy makes this point about the nature of moral justification.
D’Arcy, op. cit., pp. 77-80.
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few minutes after the captain throws the cargo overboard.
Those who regard his action as right, as justified, given the
desperate nature of the circumstances, and those who believe
that the circumstances excuse, whilst believing that, neverthe-
less, the captain ought to have held out for a longer period of
time, differ in evaluation of the agent’s action. In neither case
need the agent be deemed morally blameworthy for what he
did, but he is nevertheless responsible, and a fit subject of moral
appraisal on its account. Further, that this is so makes it ap-
propriate to isolate this type of responsibility as moral, and
not simply personal, agent responsibility.

v
CONCLUSION

The reaction of moral philosophers to the Doctrine of Double
Effect has been mixed, and on a number of levels. The Doc-
trine has been dismissed by some as merely a piece of sophistry;
and carefully considered by others because its emphasis on the
distinction between the intended and the foreseen effects of a
voluntary action appears to be morally important in some
cases, and obviously irrelevant in others. At the same time,
the Doctrine is generally regarded as entailing morally shock-
ing conclusions—both in respect of permitting too little in-
tentional killing on the one hand, and too much foreseen killing
on the other.

Whilst the Doctrine does not deserve much of the attention
which it has attracted for the above reasons, philosophers would
do well to interest themselves in its distinction between respon-
sibility and moral permissibility in the appraisal of actions
with foreseen bad effects.

SuzanNE M. UNIACKE

University of Wollongong
Australia



A PHILOSOPHICAL PRECURSOR TO THE THEORY
OF ESSENCE AND EXISTENCE IN
ST. THOMAS AQUINAS

(o U]

N THIS PAPER I wish to present an important precursor,
hitherto unnoticed, to the theory of essence and exist-
ence in the thought of St. Thomas Aquinas. It comes
from an ancient pagan context and throws considerable light
upon the whole problem of whether the distinction between
essence and existence is real or not. I have in mind a series of
passages from the Enneads of Plotinus; their principal motifs
are significantly repeated in the anonymous commentary on the
Parmenides attributed to Porphyry,* and they are further sys-
tematized in the work of Proclus. Indeed too, I think, the
whole context of Boethius’s De Hebdomadibus in a more lim-
ited fashion owes much to Plotinus here.? What I wish to show,
however, is not simple textual correspondence, but a similar
philosophical approach to a similar problem. Before coming
to Plotinus, I shall first present the principal points of the
Thomistic distinction and then attempt to relate this to the
wider problems of nature and grace, natural capacity and the
vision of God’s essence. For the sake of simplicity and brevity
I shall confine myself almost exclusively to the question of
composition in either immaterial substances or created sub-
stances in general.
Unlike the Spanish philosopher Avicebron and all the Neo-
platonists, St. Thomas held that spiritual substances (human
souls and angels) do not include matter. Instead, following

1By P. Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus, Volumes I and II, Ttudes Augus-
tiniennes, Paris, 1968.
2 On this see below.
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Avicenna and St. Albert, they are compounded of essence, or
form, and being (esse) , and these elements are related to each
other as potency to act.

In an early work, De Ente et Essentia, Thomas argues for
the distinction as follows: every essence can be understood
without knowing anything about its existence. One can know,
for example, what a man or a phoenix is without knowing
whether or not it actually exists. Therefore existence is dif-
ferent from essence, unless there is something whose essence is
existence, in which case this Being is one and primary. In all
created things, however, existence is not contained in the no-
tion of essence and must, therefore, come from outside the es-
sence and enter into composition with it. Only in God are
existence and essence identical (De Ente, C. VI, pp. 84, 6-35,
2; Roland-Gosselin) .

Is this distinction real or conceptual? In the De Veritate®
and the Commentary on the Sentences*® these two intrinsic
principles of the creature are said to be really distinct. But in
the De Ente this is not specified.

What does the distinction mean? Essence refers to what is
expressed by the definition of a thing; existence, or Being, in-
dicates that the individual is and that it depends upon a prime
cause. In every created spiritual substance we find a quality,
the substance itself and its existence which is not the substance
(quod non est substantia ejus; Contra Gent. 11, 53) . Intelli-
gence receives its existence from God, but its essence is iden-
tical with that which it is (De Ente, C. 1V, p. 35, 4-6, R-G).
Every creature possesses existence, therefore, by participa-
tion; ® and the substance that participates in existence is some-
thing other than the participated existence. Hence, the essence
stands as potency to the act of existence which it receives from
God. The existence is “ that by which it is ”, the essence “ what

3 De Veritate 27, 1 ad 8; 1, 1 ad 3 (sed contra).
4In I Sent.: d. 13, q. 1, a. 3.
5 87T, 1, 61, 2, resp.: De Spir. Creaturis, 1, 1, 14.
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it is”. By essence Thomas means not the abstract universal
essence, even though it can be grasped abstractly, but the ac-
tual essence as found in things. Created substances, then, are
composed of “ quod est ” and something added to them, esse,
or “ quo est ”. Boethius ® had used these terms (quod est and
esse) to distinguish the concrete subject and nature in finite
things (cf. De Hebdomad., PL. 64, 1311C) . For him all things
are good in their own substantial existence only because their
‘ipsum esse’ derives from the First Good, whereas the First
Good is good simply and solely in the fact that it exists.’
Siger of Brabant, who found the distinction between essence
and existence difficult to understand, argued that if existence is
not the thing itself, nor its parts (matter and form in material
substances), nor an accident superadded to the created thing
(as in the case of Avicenna), it must be a fourth nature® In
this case existence will be something over and above the
essence. St. Thomas, however, holds not only that existence is
constituted by the principles of essence (“sed quasi constit-
uitur per principia essentiae ”, In IV Metaph. lect. 2; ed.
Cathala, no. 558) and that in the thing it is “actus entis
resultans ex principiis rei ” (In III Sent. d. 6, q. 2, a. 2, Resp.;
ed. Moos, IT1, 238) , but that whatever is in something and dis-
tinct from its essence, belongs to the thing only accidentally
(quidquid est in aliquo praeter essentiam ejus, inest ei acci-

8 On this see generally P, Hadot, “La distinction de 1’4tre et de 1’étant
dans le De Hebdomadibus de Bodce ”, Miscellanea Mediaevalie (ed. P. Wil-
pert, Berlin, 1963), II, pp. 147-153. The wider scope of my present subject
prevents any discussion here of Hadot’s position as regards Boethius, or
Porphyry and Marius Victorinus (see note 1 above). Nonetheless, I hope to
demonstrate that the general c¢haracter of the distinction between id quod est
and esse is already developed in some passages in the Enneads.

7 Later, in thinkers like St. Albert, for instance, these terms are brought
to refer specifically to essence and existence in immaterial substance: “Ex
intellectu enim possibili . . . est natura intellectualis id quod est, sed ex
agente est perfectio ipsius secundum esse intellectuale in actu” (eited in Le
“De Ente et Hssentia ”, Roland-Gosselin, p. 177, note 6).

8 Quaestiones in Metaph., Introd., p. 16, 20-32 (Graiff).



222 KEVIN CORRIGAN

dentaliter. Comp. Theol. C. LXVI). How can Being be both
essential and accidental? How can it be both prior and
posterior?

Fr. Owens® has applied the distinction of two lines of causal-
ity, formal and efficient, to this problem (according to the
principle: esse per se consequitur formam creaturae, supposito
tamen influxu Dei: sicut lumen sequitur diaphanum aeris sup-
posito tamen influxu solis. ST'. I, 104, 1 ad 1). He has shown
that in the line of formal causality created essence holds Being
as something essential to it, so that the form, as subject to
Being, determines that being (. . . “Quia tamen quaelibet
forma est determinativa ipsius esse, nulla earum est ipsum esse,
sed est habens esse ” De Hebdomad. lectio 2, n. 84) *° and exer-
cises a formal causality upon an act which is added to it and
is other than it (. .. esse enim quod huiusmodi est, est aliud
secundum essentiam ab eo cui additur determinandum, De
Pot.; VII, 2, ad 9); whereas in the line of efficient causality,
since it has to be produced by something other than itself, its
being is accidental to essence. Being, therefore, is essential and
accidental from different viewpoints: “It is the same being
that is caused formally by the essence and efficiently by the
external cause.”

But how can we grasp essence and existence as intrinsic prin-
ciples, if existence ““ advenit ab aliquo principio extrinseco sicut
lumen in aere ex influentia solis” (De Ente. C. IV, p. 85, 4-6) ?
The two positions, extrinsic and intrinsic, seem to go together:
“ whatever does not belong to the notion of essence ”, Thomas
states, “ hoc est adveniens extra et faciens compositionem cum
essentia ” (ibid., p. 84). Three notions are of importance here:
esse is (1) an extrinsic principle (extra), (2) a secondary

9J. Owens, “ The Accidental and Essential Character of Being in the Doc-
trine of St. Thomas Aquinas”, Mediaeval Studies 20, 1958, 1-40. See also
“ Quiddity and Real Distinetion in St. Thomas Aquinas ”, Mediaeval Studies,
27, 1965, pp. 1-22,

10 R. Spiazzi, Opuscula Theologica 2 (Rome, 1954), p. 398.

11 Qwens, op. cit., p. 40.
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principle of movement and also constitutive of the whole
created thing, that is, “adveniens” and * faciens compo-
sitionem ” connote agency or efficiency movement, and (3) an
intrinsic principle. From the point of view of ‘ movement’,
therefore, it appears that esse is added from above, not in the
sense that essence is independent, but rather because existence
is prior and more fundamental to the nature of the whole ob-
ject. The distinction between essence and existence is not one
between a more or less abstract concept, essence, and an intui-
tion, esse, but between an intrinsic nature and the objective
meaning it possesses: this latter is in some sense both intrinsic
and extrinsie, and from it the essence is not in fact abstractly
separate. Existence, therefore, is creative. It expresses the
pure value of activity.” Secondly, existence includes, and cor-
relates, the activity of God and creature (it is a ‘ line * between
cause and effect, immediately in the case of the efficient cause,
mediately in that of the formal) .** Thirdly, the motive activity
of God and creature is distinguished: when viewed in terms of
the effect, existence is internal to the creature, yet it possesses
(implicitly in the language of St. Thomas) a movement, a sort
of agency in that it “ comes from ” God and is ‘ added to ’ the
essence. :

This dynamic notion of being as a simple perfection which is
prior to essence, which enters into composition with it and
which also points beyond itself, qua created esse, to Ipsum esse,
is very much connected with the problems of nature and grace,
natural capacity and the vision of God’s essence, the goodness

12 The idea is perhaps akin to the semse in which Aristotle states that
waking, perception and thinking, as it were the existential acts of the essence,
are pleasant because of God’s perfect actuality (Metaph. XII, 7, 1072 B 13-
18). However this depends upon the implications of &4 +ovro and perhaps
the statement should be taken to be a general remark on the link between
pleasure and activity rather than a statement that our pleasure in waking or
thinking depends upon God’s actuality.

13 De Ver. 27 1 ad 3; ed. Mandonnet I 693 A.
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of created being and divine goodness. St. Thomas speaks in
similar terms of grace:

Since grace is above human nature, it cannot be a substance or a
substantial form, but only the accidental form of the soul. That
which is substantial in God becomes accidental in the soul that
participates in divine goodness.

And he continues:

Accordingly, therefore, because soul participates imperfectly in di-
vine goodness, which is grace, it has existence in the soul in a more
imperfect manner than the soul subsists in herself; it is, however,
more noble than the soul, inasmuch as it is an expression or par-
ticipation of divine goodness, though not in its mode of being
(. . . inquantum est expressio vel participatio divinae bonitatis:
non autem quantum ad modum essendi) .1

Participation involves a reference to unrestricted goodness be-
yond both the essential nature and the restricted, participated
existence.® Grace, like existence, enters from outside; it per-
fects and completes nature, just as existence perfects and com-
pletes essence. On the other hand, nature, like essence, without
a supernatural end is only an abstraction. Nature cannot be
seen in isolation from that which moves it. Man, for instance,
1s the instrument of God: he participates in divine governance
by gubernari and gubernare. Thomas states with regard to both
habitual and actual grace that the operation of any effect is
attributed to God alone insofar as our mind is only moved,
and this is gratia operans. But insofar as our mind both
moves and 1s moved, it is attributed both to God and to our
soul. This is gratia cooperans. 1 suggest, then, that existence
stands In a similar concrete relationship to essence: “quod
venit in compositionem alicuius, non est primo et per se agere,
sed magis compositum ” (ST. 1. 8, 8, resp.) .

14 87, 1-11, 110, 2, ad 2.

15 Generally on the question of ¢ participation’ see L. Sweeney, « Existence/
Essence in Thomas Aquinas’ Early Writings”, in Proc. of the American
Catholic Philosophical Associgtion, 1963 (pp. 97-131), espec. p. 131.
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A similar function is involved in the problem of how imma-
terial substances, like our own intellects, can actually see God’s
essence. On the one hand, grace in the highest sense exceeds
every faculty of created nature (ST. I-II, 112, 1). Human in-
tellect in its present state can understand neither the substance
of uncreated essence nor even pure, immaterial, created sub-
stances (ST. 1, 88, 8, resp.). On the other hand, since the ulti-
mate perfection of man consists in coming to God, and since
he possesses a  natural desire ’ of knowing the cause, when he
sees the effect, Thomas concludes that the ‘ beati’ must see
the essence of God (ibid.). But since the intellectual virtue of
the creature is not the essence of God, “ relinquitur quod sit
aliqua participata similitudo ipsius, qui est primus intellectus
(ST. 1, 12, 2) . This ‘ participata similitudo’> bears an affinity
to the dynamic function of esse: as received in the effect, it is
¢ likeness to God ’;*® but as an expression of God’s essence and
goodness, it is no longer simply a likeness, but “ perfectio
quaedam intellectus, confortans ipsum ad videndum Deum ”
(ST. 1, 12, 5, resp.) . In the composition of the intellect itself,
therefore, must lie a natural * movement ’ between the sphere
of its own essence and the real vision of God’s essence upon
which intellect’s own existence follows. The notion of ““ what
is participated ” is a fulcrum point of this ‘ movement’, for, by
its reference, it links the unbounded life and goodness of God
by means of the instrumentality of created light/existence/
grace to the natural powers of the complete, immaterial sub-
stance. Nature, therefore, in its act of existence takes some-
thing to itself over and above itself and, in the creativity of
this participation, a creativity which comes alone from God,
already possesses a natural efficacy to a supernatural end.
Hence, created light is necessary to the vision of God’s essence:
it is a perfection of the intellect, giving it extra strength to
see God. By means of this light intellect is made ° deiform’

16 De Spir. Oreeturis, 1, 1, 14 anything participates in the first act “ per
assimilationem . . . in quantum habet esse ",
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(ST. I, 12, 5, resp.). It is a light which “continues to grow
from above” from divine grace and which gives a “ virtus in-
telligendi ” to intellect. So too existence is “like light ”: it is
an “influxus Dei” (ST. I, 104, 1, ad 1), that is, at once a
power of God and a power from God present to the created sub-
stance, and granting illumination and meaning to both the
whole object (viz. existence and essence considered as com-
posite) and the essence.

1t is evident that many of the expressions we have encount-
ered, such as participation, reception, are, generally speaking,
“Platonic ”. For example, the notions of ‘ participation’ and
‘the participated’ are characteristic of Tamblichus, Proclus
and Pseudo-Dionysius; the distinction between nature and
grace, of course, is integral to the Christian Platonism of St.
Augustine and the long tradition founded upon this; the ‘ light’
motif, based chiefly upon Plato’s Republic and Aristotle’s De
Anima 111, 5, and much developed in Neoplatonic thought, is
also familiar in earlier Mediaeval Philosophy; the notion of
the “primus intellectus ”, cited above, occurs frequently in
Plotinus and is also reminiscent of the Chaldean Oracles,*
much quoted by Neoplatonic writers. More importantly, in the
thesis that created being is prior to every other effect (“ Primus
autem effectus est ipsum esse, quod omnibus aliis effectibus
praesupponitur et ipsum non praesupponit aliquem alium ef-
fectum ”. De Pot., I11, 4c; ed. Mandonnet, IT, 52a) Thomas has
in mind the Liber de Causis and the saying “ prima rerum
creatarum est esse” (In Lib. de Causis, Lect. 1V, init.; ed.
H. D. Safirey, p. 27 fi.) . Being in the thing is that upon which
all other effects are grounded (cf. Comp. Theol. C. LXVIII).
A. Maurer ** thinks that the composition of form and being

17In the Chaldean Oracles the famous phrase is “ &rfos vov 7, frs. 49, 2
and 1, 1. Oracles Chaldaiques aed. . des Places), Paris, 1971. cf. also
Bnnead VI, 7T, 32, 31: Abvams oby marrds (i€, 70 &) waXov dvfos éorl, xdAhos
xkaAAomoioy.

18 On Being and Essence, Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, Toronto,
1968, p. 53, note 8.
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found in the De Causis is not one between essence and being in
the Thomistic sense, but between being, understood as the
primary substratum of things, and their essential determina-
tions or forms. This is too narrow a view of the function of
Being in Proclus. H. D. Safirey ** holds that in Neoplatonism
what passes from the One to inferior hypostases is not exist-
ence, but a content of Being opposed to existence by its formal
determination; the Plotinian “ system of causality ”, he con-
tends, has a certain role to play, but the notion of existence is
developed principally through and from Boethius. Although
there is some truth in this view, it is—as we shall see—mis-
taken. Roland-Gosselin * believes that in Proclus and in the De
Causis there is an equivalent to the distinction between essence
and existence. In Proclus (as also in Plotinus) Being (Vmdpéis,
obola, 70 & etc.)—in whatever sense—is prior to life and
thought. There is no fixed terminology, however, in Proclus
and the distinction has none of the importance it will assume in
Thomas. Later in the De Ente (cap. V, p. 39, 10-14) it is
rather the distinction between Limit and Unlimit which in-
terests St. Thomas (cf. Elements of Theology, props. 89, 84-
86; De Causis, St. Thomas lect. 4) . Every real being is com-
posed of limit and unlimit; from above it is limited, from below
unlimited (cf. espec. Elements, prop. 89) . Of course, the whole
question of the nature of Being in Later Neoplatonism and its
relation to Mediaeval Thought is beyond the scope of this
paper. However, I wish to point out, alongside the comments
of Maurer, Saffrey and Roland-Gosselin, that Thomas himself
finds both distinctions, ‘ forma’ and © esse’, ‘ infinite inferius’
and ‘finite superius’, well suited to his own theory; and I
think that, given the differences between the Thomist and
Neoplatonist views, and given the full richness of the concep-
tion which lies behind the two distinctions of Proclus, St.

19 I'n Lib. de Cousis, Introd. p. XXI.
20 Le “ De Hnte et Hssentia” de 8. Thomas D’Aquin, Vrin, Paris, 1948, p.
147.
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Thomas is correct to view Proclus in this manner. However,
the first object of our study is to see how we can gain greater
insight into a philosophical spirit which integrates and unites
these general correspondences. To that end, and with our
position clear so far, we can now turn to Plotinus.

With regard to created immaterial substances there are im-
mediate and important differences in composition and creation
(apart from the obvious differences of creatio ex mihilo in
Thomas and God as transcendent of ‘ Being’ (ousia) in Plo-
tinus) . For Plotinus an effect proceeds from its cause as an
unformed potentiality (cf. the indefinite dyad); only in turn-
ing back to its cause does it actually and properly become it-
self. Whereas in Aquinas all creation belongs solely to God,
for Plotinus not only does the Second Hypostasis (Intellect)
produce the Third (Soul), but each hypostasis after the First
is both created and self-created. Secondly, as to composition,
each intelligible object is composed of intelligible matter and
form. Prima facie, therefore, one is confronted with a com-
pletely different world view in Plotinus. If one adds to this
the fact that a distinction between essence and existence in the
manner of St. Thomas is nowhere immediately apparent in
Plotinus, the difference is even more aceentuated.

However, in one of Plotinus’s greatest works, VI, 7 (38), On
How the Multitude of Forms Came to Be and On the Good,*
Plotinus does make a distinction (consciously following and
developing Aristotle) between the being of the thing (i.e., the
causal essence, i fv eivar, the 8i6r) and the thing itself (the
ér) . In looking at material objects, he argues, we set the fact
of existence and the cause as separate (VI, 7, 2, 3 ff.), whereas
in the intelligible world this can not be so. Indeed not even in
the sensible world is it always the case that we should perceive
the object and the cause to be separate: in understanding what
an eclipse is we find them to be identical (:bid., 11-12; cf.

2tcf. also VI, 8 (39), 12-14). In referring to the Enneads, numbers in
brackets refer to chronological order.
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Aristotle, Metaph. H4; Po. An. 11, 89B ff.) . Each object, there-
fore, must be a cause (“8 7 ”); for “ what each thing is, it is
because of this ” (ibid., 16) . In other words, in coming to grasp
what the reality of Néus or Intellect is, we must proceed more
concretely into the nature of the object before us in order to
avoid seeing the cause as an abstraction. So far, the argument
distinguishes a formal cause of being, essence, and the material
object—but not abstractly. However, what Plotinus is most
interested to explore is the meaning of the living existence of
the sensible object before us, whatever it be, in relation to the
cause of being which is not abstractly separate from it. Thus,
he explicitly states that in arguing that the substance of each
thing is its essence he does not refer to the form as cause of
being (in the Aristotelian sense that being is derived from the
form), but rather that “if you also unfold the form itself—
that is, each form to itself, you will find the cause ” (e xal airo 7o
€ldos EkaoTov mpods adrd  dvamricools, ebpijoas év abrd 70 S i), Where
a thing is idle (dpyév) and has no life, then it cannot altogether
possess the cause, but where it is a form and dependent upon
intellect, it must take its cause from Noéus, which is also a
form and is not separate (19-22). Hence, even the fact of a
living thing’s existence is seen to be neither accidental nor sim-
ply identical with either its matter or form, but rather to be
included in its intellectual nature, where “that it is” and
“why it is 7 are one (ibid., 45-6) .

In later chapters (notably 9-12) this comprehensiveness of
the intellectual nature is extended not only to all creatures,
rational and irrational, but even to the elements—fire, earth,
air, water (C. 11). The intelligible contains them all. And in
V1,7, 18 it is argued finally that the infinite diversity in unity
of essential existence is necessary to the very meaning of in-
dividual intelligible activity and indeed of activity itself (48-
51: oiveary Tots dArots 70 GoadTws Kkai katd TabTd v yap pY wepl T& dAAa
70 Godvres kal katd TO adTé, dpyel wdvry kal TO évepyela kal 7 évépyea
otdapov) . To remove even one individual existent from the life
of Intellect is to diminish its total substance (ibid., 55-7) .
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It seems therefore, that here we already have a philosophical
prolegomenon to the Thomistic theory, even though in VI, 7,
2 Plotinus’s approach is very different and his argument is
worked out in a rather experimental manner.

However, it is in the study of intelligible substance that
Plotinus makes the clearest distinction between a thing’s na-
ture and that by which it is. The whole argument takes place
in the context of the Good, but it seems incorrect not to in-
terpret it as referring ultimately to the pure value of existence,
as activity, by contrast to intelligible essence.

According to what criteria is the intelligible form good *
(VI, 7, 18-20) ? The form is good in its nature; for it derives
from the Good. Like St. Thomas’s essence, it too is created: ipsa
quidditas creari dicitur (De Pot. III, 5 ad 2m). But if we
ask what it is in all these intelligible forms that makes each of
them good (cf. VI, 7, 21, 1 fI.), then we are speaking of some-
thing which is at once above the object itself and yet present
in it. This Plotinus says, is a ‘love’ (ibid., 11-12), given to
the intelligibles by God (cf. 22, 18-19), “not when they are
what they are ” (obx érav §j dmep éoriv) but “ when, already being
what they are, they take something else in addition from
There ” (8rav éxefev 8y dvra Spep éoalv GANo mpoaddfy) 21, 11-12) %
What is this dA\e which is added to their nature? How can it
be an element in their composition?

It is light, and all light’s content, by which the forms are
visible to themselves and to the soul (21, 18-17). This light
‘runs upon’ them (22, 1-3) and makes them capable of effi-
cient causality, that is, it makes them able to move us (ibid.,
dray oy 70 Pds T6UTE Tis 8y vore 8 kal kwirrar ér' abdrd xal Tov Purds

™60 &mibéovros ér’ adrois yhixdpevos edppalverar «.1.M.), just as in the

22Tn much of this passage Plotinus has Republic 508-9 C at the back of
his mind. The coloring, therefore, is highly Platonic, as also in chapter 22
where passages from the Phaedrus come to the forefront.

23 cf, also VI 8 13, 12-14: +@i vrwy Exacboy épiéuevor ToU dyabou PBollerar
éxePo plNNov % & éobw éwar, ko TéTe pdhioTa olerarelvar, 8Tav Toy dryafoy
meTaléBn kTN
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case of material bodies we love not their substrata, but the
beauty which is manifested to us in them. This light, therefore,
is not only “upon” the Form (or material body), but also
manifested in the Form; and it is even dynamically present in
color (cf. 22, 6), although color strictly speaking is a dif-
ferent light actually in the substrate (cf. 21, 14-15). Here
again we encounter the duality of form and matter in Intellect,
but we should remember, firstly, that this duality is dynamic,
which is to say it leads by the path of analysis either to greater
unity or greater multiplicity (cf. II, 4, 4-5) and, secondly, that
in Nous the substrate is substance or “ rather it is thought with
that upon it and is a whole illuminated substance’ (pdAdov 8¢
perd Tov ér’ adty vooupéyn «xal 8\y odoa mepwtiopéva odeia), What is
‘that upon it’? It is not simply color, or symmetry, as re-
siding in the object, but the light which gives the object its
meaning. Therefore, since Intellectual substance can not be
seen in abstraction from the cause which makes it what it is,
and since the presence of the cause is from the point of view of
the effect efficient productive activity realized in the effect,
“light ”, or that which gives the essence its true value, is prior
(and added) to the effect’s essential nature and yet also an
element in the composition of the whole illuminated Form.

The following will act as a summary and development of the
most important ideas:

Firstly, each thing is good not in itself simply, but because
the Good makes it so, which is to say that it takes (or, in the
language of Tamblichus and Proclus, “ participates in ”’) some-
thing over and above its own nature. This is almost certainly
the origin of Boethius’s argument in the De Hebdomadibus, but
it goes beyond the position of Boethius, as we shall see below.

Secondly, Light is a ‘love’ given by God, an efluence from
God (22,8: T ékabev dmoppdyv, cf. Phaedrus 251B), an “in-
fluxus De1 ” (Q,l, 4y ™ piv Tayabsv evépyeav, paidlov 8¢ éx Tdyaocﬁy) .
Tt corresponds, therefore, not only to the action of grace in St.
Augustine and St. Thomas, but especially to that of existence
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in the latter. Moreover, in VI, 7, 22 the phrases “radiant
grace which is the bloom of beauty ” (24; trans. McKenna:
xdpis émbéovoa 16 kdAe) and “the Good who gives grace and
loves to those who desire them ” (6-7: 60 dyafv domep xdpiras
86vros abrois kal els Ta épiépeva épwtas) are, 1 think, enormously
significant for the history of thought, despite the fact that a
pagan xde:s in the sphere of aesthetics inhabits an entirely dif-
ferent universe of discourse from the Christian “ Grace ”. This
theory of light-grace, which unites sensible and intelligible
reality in us by integrating the language of perception and in-
tellection, had a very great effect not only upon later Neo-
platonists and Pseudo-Dionysius, in particular, but especially
upon St. Augustine and even the Cappadocians. This is all the
more go because of Plotinus’s remarkable statement that even
Intellect’s own beauty is boring without the light of the Good
(cf. 22, 11-12) .

Thirdly, in what sense might we understand Plotinus to be
referring ultimately to existence?

(a) Plotinus recognises that the beauty of intellect without
the light of the good (i.e., existence of an essence, or essence
possessing determinate existence) is an abstraction, but one
which is an unfortunate part of our psychological experience
(as, for example, in the dilemma to know the good, but to be
unable to do it). It is, therefore, an abstraction, or declina-
tion, from the fuller meaning of what each intelligible object
is in the light of its source.

(b) The value of the intelligible object (i.e., every ‘in-
telligible * object above the substratum and the irrational con-
ditions which are to be ascribed to matter in the sense-world)
is at once prior to the essence, in the object and above the ob-
ject; for what makes a form valuable and meaningful, what
makes it actually existent as a real thing for us, is its ability
to move us, to excite us; this is its life, which involves a real
reference to the cause; and this is to say its life is well-founded
in the cause.
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We may conclude, therefore, that Plotinus is primarily in-
terested (both here and in other similar passages) in the mean-
ing and value of existence at each level of life; this, he main-
tains, can only be fully grasped in relation to the meaning of
pure goodness which, as the creative power of the One, actually
causes the pure value of existence in the whole hierarchy of
formally determined existence.

Hence at VI, 7, 23, 22-24 Plotinus asks what does the Geod
make now, and he answers that now it has all things in its
keeping (odle ékéwa) ; it makes intelligences think living things
live and “if something can not live, it makes it be”. The
Good, therefore, is the efficient cause of existence to all deter-
minate existences. It is ‘above Being’; yet, as Plotinus will
say at the conclusion of the following treatise, VI, 8 (89), it
is “itself alone and really itself” (pdvoy adrd kal dvros aird),
whereas everything else is both itself and another (e ye 8dv dAov
&aorov adro kal dAho) . Life, eternal Being and Act, therefore,
are desirable not qua ndus (ody # vévs) but qua good (3 dyabed
Kkal grd dyadov xal eis dyaldv, VI, 7, 20, 22-23) .

At first glance the position of Proclus (for instance in The
Elements of Theology prop. 101) seems to be different. For
him all “ existence ” depends on Being just as all life depends
on Life; and Being is the more generic because it gives rise to
more effects, that is, Being includes all things, whereas Life in-
cludes only all living things.”* The difference, however, is only
apparent; for the well-foundedness of all determinate existences
upon the Good ¢s in fact Being when one thinks in terms of
effect.”® Hence, the notion of value-existence is equally im-
portant for Proclus’s thought, even if some of its meaning seems
to be lost in the vast hierarchical structure erected.

Finally, in this context, it should be made clear that for
Plotinus determinate intelligible existence (like determinate

2¢¢f. In Lib. de Causis, prop. 1: omnis causa primaria plus est influens
super suum causatum quam causa secunda universalis.
25 See St. Thomas, De Causis, lect. IV (Saffrey), p. 28, 4-9.
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sensible existence) is constituted by the formal principles of
the thing, as it is for St. Thomas; for in the constitution of
Intellect, Intellect is shaped both by the One and by itself
(cf. V, 1, 5, 17-18) ; but this self-shaping also has a doubleness
to it : on the one hand, nous generates itself only as an ex-
pression of the One’s power. In other words, its creativity is
an ability to move, to shape its own nature by virtue of the
power invested in it. This power, therefore, even though it
belongs in the effect, is not something which can be reduced to
the substratum simpliciter. We shall provide an illuminating
example of this presently. On the other hand, Intellect’s shap-
ing of itself as a formal subject has to be seen in the light of
the substrate; and this line of determination is formally caused
by that substrate, since in intelligible substances (despite the
composition of intelligible matter and form) the substrate is
form

We have shown, therefore, that a real distinction between
essence and existence, as pure value, is an important feature
of Plotinus’s thought, in which he comes very close to the in-
ternal dynamic of the Thomistic theory. We have also shown
that this value, as light, is prior to essence and added to
essence entering into composition with it and that it is related
to the whole notion of nature and grace (i.e. gift from/of God) .
Finally it appears that the distinction between two different
lines of causality, efficient and formal, is as important for
Plotinus as it is for St. Thomas.

It remains to examine the function of this prior element for
Plotinus not only in the composition of immaterial substance,
but also in relation to the vision of God. What for instance is
its function in thought? In what sense might we term it the
actus essendi? Can Form be related to it as potency to act?

In a later chapter of the same work, VI, 7, 40, Plotinus
argues that both personal experience and the logic of the situa-
tion demand that the One transcend °thought’ (véyois). Im-

26 For the general principle see I, 1 (53), 12, 24 ff.; IV, 3 (27), 9, 20-22.
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plicitly his argument is directed against the possibility of a
“ thinking of thinking ” (véyois vorjoens) , which we find in Aris-
totle’s Theology; indeed, his first statement that “all thought
is from something and belongs to something” (40 6; wéoa
vinois & Tiwds kal Twos) is to my mind a covert ‘citation’ of
some such passage as Physics 224 B 1: wioa «ivpois & mwos kal
eis 7, and indicates (the Aristotelian principle) that there can
not be ‘movement of a movement’ or ‘a thought of a
thought’, but that the sense of such terms as kinesis and
noesis must bear a definite relation to a substrate.

Plotinus goes on to distinguish two sorts, or aspects, of
thought, one of which expresses the notion of “ belonging to
gomething ” (rwos), the other that of “coming from some-
thing ” (& 7wos) . The first has no generative function: it is an
activity of the substrate and belongs to it simply (6-10: xai
% pév owwdvoa ¢ & ob éorw tmokelpevov pév Exer 10 ob éoTi vénaus, olov 8¢
duirelpevoy adry yiverar adrov odoa xal whnpovoa 10 Suvdpe éxeivo obdév
ad7) yewwdoa ékelvov ydp éomv, ob éomi, pdvov, olov tedelwais) . The sec-
ond is the creative act which makes the thing what it is, One
knows that this is not the activity of the First only because of
the fact that it is not in the First (10-13). This aspect of
thought is (a) a self-dependent generative power (18-14:
Shvas 160 yeviv ép° éavris dyéwa kA, (b) it accompanies the
substance and gives it being (10-11: vénois per’ obolas «ai
troorijoaca Ty odelav) , (c) its act is substance and (d) it is in
the substance (15). And therefore, Plotinus concludes,
thought, substance, and that by virtue of which ** (§ éavriy vod)
néus thinks itself, are not different, except conceptually (e’
7 Aéyw) . This activity can not reside in the Good because it
belongs in the composition of Naus.

What relation does this passage bear to the Thomistic dis-
tinction between essence and existence? At first glance there
appears to be little relation, for Plotinus is not speaking overtly

27 ¢p. also VI, 7, 40, 55-56: Adyw 8éel §A\Ny uév 4 Sbvams adrov,fiv éudvbarer,
dX\\n 86,5 éudvbaver.
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about existence. Rather, this passage illustrates a similar ap-
proach to a similar problem, the meaning of composition in
immaterial substance. For Plotinus, the intellectual object al-
ready possesses. the duality of form-act and substrate (8-10);
and this is also a function of the fact that for him the intellect-
ual “ essentia ” is created by a sort of emergence from the One,
in which form and matter emerge together (6-7): # p&v owévoa
% ¢ of ¢orw) and constitute one perfect object (7-10), whose
substrate must nonetheless  stand under’ its form. This is a
significant difference between Plotinus and St. Thomas, but
it should also be remembered that the form is the substrate. To
all intents and purposes, therefore, the first noesis constitutes
the bare object or essence of Nous.?®

The second act is that which actually gives it substantial
existence (10 f1.): It is prior (cf. 48); it does not belong to
the substrate in the same way as the essential “ shape ™ does;
it is self-dependent and dependent on the Good; and yet it
also enters into composition with the “ essence ” of the object,
where the substance and the “ quo est ” are different both con-
ceptually and really. The correspondence with the Thomistic
theory seems complete: the pure act of Being and Thought is
prior, and indispensable, to the ‘ quod est’. It can not be re-
duced to the substratum and yet it has an intimate connec-
tion with it. The distinction between the two is, therefore,
real; but it is not a distinction between two things; and since
the ‘ quod est’ is only an abstraction without the ‘ quo est’,
the distinetion is also conceptual.

In Plotinus this act, which is a self-dependent power, is re-
lated to the vision of God. It is an image of God (VI, 7, 40,
19: Hdadpa) the exact equivalent of a “ similitudo participata’™.
The power in virtue of which it generates substance is both the

28 It is worth remarking that Plotinus does not use the word odgfa in lines
6-10. It is only in the light of the second act that the whole object can be
seen to be ome substance by the time the argumen{ reaches that position at
lines 15-16,
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power by which “it will think ” and that by which it sees God
(cf. VI, 85, 20-33) . This letter, Plotinus says, is the “loving ”
nous (ibid., 28-26). Intellect’s vision of the Good, therefore,
is non-intellectual (“ it no longer thinks ”) , pre-intellectual and
yet clearly it is also “ quaedam perfectio ” which gives rise to
the act of thought in Intelligence.?

Furthermore, the theory that essence stands to existence as
potency to act, developed by St. Thomas with Aristotle, Pro-
clus (Elements, props. 77-9) , Avicenna and St. Albert in mind,
is very much connected with the idea that the higher act of
Intellect belongs to the Intellectual subject only accidentally.
The most famous, if indirect, example of this way of thinking
is Aristotle’s ndus thurathen and the long tradition based upon
it. And just as pertinent perhaps as Avicenna’s ‘‘naturae
hominis ex hoc quod est homo accidit ut habeat esse” ** are
two examples from Alexander of Aphrodisias and Plotinus. For
Alexander when act and object are one, man knows primarily
the immaterial intelligibles; he perceives only accidentally that
he himself is this object (De An. 86, 14-23, Bruns).** For
Plotinus, in thinking the Good, Intellect thinks itself per ac-
cidens (V, 6, 5, 16-17). Hence, Nous, as determinate Intelli-
gence, is the recipient of a potency for the pure act, noesis,
which has come to it from the Good.

Hence, in the thought of Plotinus one finds for the first time
a natural, organic structure of the immaterial substance in
virtue of which it both sees God and is. The correspondences
with St. Thomas are exact; but, more importantly, the different

20 It is important to point out two things here: Firstly, I do not mean to
imply that what Intellect takes from the vision is any sort of content of the
vision. The One remains transcendent of odoia (cf. VI, 7, 40, 49-56). Secondly,
it may be objected that it is not the non-intellectual vision of the One which
gives rise to the act of thought in Intellect, but Intellect’s subsequent self-
reflection. In my view it is both (cf. VI, 7, 85, 30-33) ; or one might also say
that the subsequent self-reflection arises directly out of the non-intellectual
vision (ef. VI, 7, 16, 13-16). A full discussion of this subject, however,
would require a separate treatment.

30 Metaphysica, tr. V, ¢. 2, . 87.

31 cp. Aristotle, Metaphysics XII, 9, 1074 B 35-36,
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focus of attention in Plotinus illuminates the nature and func-
tion of the distinction between essence and existence in
Aquinas, just as the study of Thomistic texts on this question.
certainly helps to illuminate Plotinus.

How is this double-noesis related to later Neoplatonism? Its
exact status in Plotinus with relation to the triad Being-Life-
Intelligence would require a separate treatment.** However, we
can say that pure noesis corresponds to Life, which is cause of
existence in Intellect, and that, as something created, this de-
pends upon Intellect’s vision of the One, the object of which
in relation to itself, as a subject, is Being.

The position is much simpler with regard to the anonymous
commentary on the Parmenides attributed to Porphyry.®
Here Porphyry distinguishes two states of Intelligence in a dis-
cussion of the Parmenides’ second hypothesis.®* The lower
power is that which deals directly with the Intelligibles, the
higher is comprehensive and judgmental of them all. The two
powers are analogous to perception of the special sensibles and
the sensus communis. According to the lower power Intellect
is multiple, according to the higher (8¥vous émavaBeBuxuvia, p. 108,
28-29) it is simple, transcendent and in contact with its prior,
the One. The lower power is noesis in the more usual sense,
i.e., self-intellection (ef. pp. 110-112); the higher has two mo-
ments: as Being (¥mapés) it is immobile (p. 110, 22-28), as
Life ({ov) it is an activity inclining from Being, p. 112, 25-26:
ék Ths trdpews ékvedoaoa e’ve'p'yaa) . This Life although indefinite in
itself by contrast with the substratum, Nous-noesis, is- clearly
a prior, comprehensive, self-dependent and generating activity
of thought; and as Being it coincides with The One. The motif
of double-noesis, therefore, is significantly repeated/developed

32 On this see P. Hadot, “ f*jtre, Vie, Pensée Chez Plotin et Avant Plotin »,
Les Sources de Plotin, Fundation ¥ardt, Vandoeuvres-Genéve, 1957, pp. 107-
157.

83 ¢f. P. Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus, volumes I and II (cited above in
note 1).

84 Op. cit., Vol. 2, p. 106 fI.
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in Porphyry. I would argue here that from the point of view
of the second hypothesis, Being is the object of Intellect’s
vision of the One (which is different from saying that The One
is simply an intelligible object) ; in this sense pure existence is
derived from the transcendent One and is for Intellect domep idéa
760 dvres (p. 106, 29-33) .** Similarly, for Plotinus the Idea in
immobility (4 #éa & ordoe) is the Limit of Intellect (wépas . . .
vév, VI, 2, 8, 23-24) , that is, its “ boundary stone ”.*® This same
notion, ultimately stemming from the Philebus, passes into
Proclus within the framework of the internal triadic structure
of noéus (mong, prohodos, epistroph€) and is at the root of the
distinction between °finite superius’ and °infinite inferius’,
which in Proclus is #dv 10 dvres 8v & wépards éori kal dmwelpod (Ele—
ments, prop. 89), precisely the equivalent of Plotinus’s wédoa
vénois & Twds éom xkal Twds. It expresses a dynamic, creative move-
ment (which is thought) from the pure identity of God to the
distinction between dependence and self-dependence in the
creature. This movement is the life of Intellect and the source
of its existence, transcending its intellectual essence.

The position of Pseudo-Dionysius is different, but similar in
important details. From the distinet perfections in the divine
procession (Being, Life, Wisdom) ' there come the participated
perfections in created things, of which Being is the first; and by
Being God is cause of existence to all that is (De Dw. Nom.
V, 5; P.G. 8, 820 A-C). In this passage 70 elvac adrd, or ipsum
esse, is used instrumentally as a channel to link God and crea-
ture. As St. Thomas recognises (In Lib. de causis IV, p. 29, 8-
12, Saffrey) , when ‘ Proclus ’ speaks of ‘ esse ’ he means neither
separated Being, nor Being participated communally by all
existents, but Being participated ‘in primo gradu entis creati’

85 See 106, 29-35: "Qore Surrdv 70 elvay,7d uéy wpovrapyer Tov Bvros,Td 3¢ §
éwdryerar &k Tov Bvros Tev Emékewa &vds Tov elvar 8vros 16 dméluror kai Gowep %
i8éa 76D Bvros,00 peracxdr EA\o T & yéyover,d olfuyor 16 am’ adrdd emipepbucvor
elva.

36 A full discussion of the differences between Plotinus and Porphyry is to
be found in volume 1 of Porphyre et Victorinus. Unfortunately, it is not
possible to comment further on this topie here.
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(tbid., line 12). How is this to be related to °existence’?
Surely Being in this sense already possesses a definite formal
content, as Saffrey claims? The “ formal content” which Be-
ing possesses at this level, however, is not the essential, in-
tellectual nature, but, firstly, the value and meaning of exist-
ence grounded in what is beyond substance, and, secondly, a
productive power whose efficacy is realized in the essence:
Being and Life give existence to the essence and make it what
it is, but the essence or ‘ quod est’ is necessarily distinct, since
neither Being nor Life can be simply reduced to it; instead,
Being is “ received ”, not “ absolute ” (cf. De Ente V, 39, 6-10) .

In conclusion, therefore, I propose three things: firstly, that
there is an immediate aflinity between the language and
thought of Plotinus and St. Thomas on the subjects of light,
nature, grace and the finite being’s capacity to see God, and
that this is directly relevant to the question of essence and
existence; secondly, that the distinction between esse and id
quod est, first explicitly stated by Boethius, has its roots
demonstrably in the general framework I have outlined from
Plotinus’s thought; and finally that this theory of composition,
worked out by Plotinus and developed by Porphyry and later
Neoplatonists (especially Proclus and Pseudo-Dionysius) is
the real source of the whole character of the Thomistic theory
of essence and existence in created immaterial substances, and
that, together with the question of individual existence in
Aristotle’s logic, it prefigures in an important way the more
scholastic distinction between essence and existence among the
Arab philosophers. Certainly, the question of whether or not
the distinction is real receives a definite, affirmative answer
when the problem is looked at in this way.”

Kevin CORRIGAN
Athol Murray College of Notre Dame,
Saskatchewan, Canada

871 ghould like to thank Professors A. H. Armstrong and R. Crouse, and
Father O. Lewry, O.P., for reading this article and making many valuable
comments.












































































































































































































































































































