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HERE HAS BEEN much discussion in recent years
I about whether or not the Christian doctrine of the resur-
rection of the body can be rationally defended. The ques-
tion ““ What happens after we die? ”’ seems to have been raised by
philosophers in every tradition. Materialists have answered that
the corruption of the body is the annihilation of the individual.
Idealists or spiritualists have answered that the soul lives on with-
out the body. Christians have traditionally held that the body
is to be resurrected. Do Christians have any evidence, outside of
the faith, for holding that there will be a resurrection? If the an-
swer is no, then the doctrine of the resurrection of the body might
rightly be ignored by anyone who is not a Christian. If the an-
swer is yes, what is the evidence?

There seem to be three basic ways of applying reason to ques-
tions about life after death and hence to the doctrine of the resur-
rection of the body. One way is parapsychology. Through re-
cording information from mediums and from those who have had
experiences of being dead and reviving, statistical evidence is
gathered to support the theory that there is life after death, and a
description of what that life might be like is drawn up. Here the
attempt is made to apply the scientific method of hypothesis and
verification to the issue. A second way of applying reason to the
issue is to assume through faith that the resurrection of the body
is true and then try to show that such a position is not incoherent.
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This position attempts to show that it is not impossible to con-
ceive of God resurrecting the body, that is, the concept does not
involve a contradiction. A third way is to try to show, not only
that the resurrection of the body is a coherent concept, but that
it is true, that there is evidence upon which to base an argument
which leads to the conclusion that the resurrection of the body
is the best answer to what happens to us after death. This third
position is that of St. Thomas Aquinas and will be the position
defended in this paper. Let me just briefly sketch Thomas’s posi-
tion at this point.

Thomas arrives at his position on the resurrection of the body
by considering evidences which are discovered in reflecting on
what it is to be human. On the one hand, we exercise an imma-
terial activity, thinking, which means that we have a faculty
whose operation transcends the body and therefore is not cor-
rupted when the body is. Thus, the rational soul is an incor-
ruptible substance. On the other hand, this incorruptible sub-
stance is the form of the body, naturally requiring the body for
its perfection. It is I who thinks and senses, not my soul in one
case and my body in the other. Instead of reading this pair of
evidences as mutually exclusive options requiring a choice
(which choice would entail absurdly denying one or the other of
these fundamental aspects of human nature), Aquinas acknowl-
edges both evidences and finds in them reason to affirm the res-
urrection of the body.

The structure of the paper will be as follows. In the first sec-
tion of this essay I shall examine the current literature on the
reasonableness of the doctrine of the resurrection of the body.
In the second part I shall look at the philosophical arguments
which establish the apparently contrary evidences indicating that
the human being has an incorruptible soul and yet is a unity of
body and soul. Part three will involve an examination of
Aquinas’s reasons for affirming the resurrection of the body. And
in the fourth and final section, some fundamental objections will
be entertained concerning difficulties in holding that the body is
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to be resurrected, particularly the problems of the continuity of
the individual and the possible encroachment of philosophy into
the realms of theology and grace.

I

As has been said, there appear to be three ways to apply reason
to what happens after we die: the statistical analysis of para-
psychology, coherence theory, and what might be called rational
psychology or philosophical anthropology, that is, the study of
what it is to be human and what this implies. Let us consider the
options in turn and some of the arguments that are made for and
against them.

Parapsychology offers statistical data, gleaned from reports of
people who claim to have “ been to the other side ” and returned
to tell about it, as support to the position that there is life after
death. Such evidences have been documented in the Proceedings
of the Society for Psychical Research since its inception in 1882.
Over the years there have been quite a few well-known philoso-
phers who have been presidents of this society, notably Henri
Bergson, William James, Henry Sidgwick, and F. C. S. Schiller.
The contemporary philosopher of religion John Hick thinks that
parapsychology should not be ruled out as a support to the case for
life after death. With the reservation that he finds these reports
inconclusive up to the present, Hick cautions against ignoring the
results of such study. * In the meantime one should be careful not
to confuse absence of knowledge with knowledge of absence.” *

Whether such data would support the resurrection of the body
is debatable. In his book Life after Life, Raymond Moody notes
that it is often the case that the one reporting his experience of
being dead has been aware of having a body of some kind. “ He
notices that he still has a ‘ body,” but one of a very different na-
ture and with very different powers from the physical body he

1 John H. Hick, Philosophy of Religion (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-
Hall, 1963), p. 57.
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has left behind.” * This sounds more like the “ astral body ™ posi-
tion discussed by Anthony Flew than a resurrected body.®
Nevertheless, it could perhaps be counted as evidence that life
after death is not a disembodied existence.

However, does any of this really have any positive bearing on
whether or not one can reasonably hold that there is life after
death or that such a life would be somehow bodily? In answer
to this question, I agree with Anthony Flew’s conclusion which
he claims to take from a paper by E. R. Dodds entitled “ Why I
Do Not Believe in Survival,” which appeared in the Proceedings
of the Society for Psychical Research in 1934. Flew writes:
“ The so-called survival evidence can be adequately, and therefore
better, interpreted in terms of more or less elaborate and uncon-
scious normal and paranormal transactions among the living—
without postulating any surviving entities at all.” * In short, if
survival evidences are taken from the reports of those who say
they have been dead and returned, it is hard to put much trust in
them. It would seem more likely that they are reports of near-
death experiences, not of being dead.

The problem with applying the scientific method (with its re-
quirement of verification) to the problem of whether there is life
after death is that there is no direct sense experience to verify
one’s hypothesis, only reports by those who are supposed to have

2 Raymond A. Moody, Life after Life (Harrisburg, Pa.: Stackpole Books,
1976), p. 21.

8 This position holds that the soul is not immaterial but corporeal. This
corporeal soul or “astral body ” is made of very fine matter and constitutes a
shadow image of our more grossly corporeal body. When the earthly body
corrupts at death, this shadow image—the real person—survives. See Anthony
Flew, “ Against Survival” in Philosophy of Religion, ed. by Louis Pojman
(Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth, 1987), pp. 335ff., reprinted from Flew’s God,
Freedom and I'mmortality (Buffalo, N.Y.: Prometheus Books, 1976). Although
he rejects any notion of life after death on scientific (materialist) grounds,
Flew does allow that this astral body position is more likely than either the
disembodied soul position of Plato or a reconstitutionist (resurrected body)
position (Pojman, p. 342).

4 Ibid,, p. 342.
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been dead and returned. In short, trying to apply the scientific
method to the question of life after death cannot succeed because
of the impossibility of direct sense verification (i.e., holding to the
scientific method). Thus, parapsychology would not appear to
offer any great support to the existence of life after death or de-
scribe what such life might be like.

Many philosophers who would agree with the verificationist
demands have taken another tack in their application of reason
to the issue, one more modest in its claims. These philosophers
would hold that it cannot, in fact, be proven whether or not there
is life after death: affirmation of such a life and assent to the
doctrine of the resurrection of the body are matters of faith. One
only knows that we are immortal and that our life beyond the
grave will one day involve a resurrected body because Chris-
tianity says so. Reason is powerless to prove the truth or falsity
of this. What reason can do is show that holding such a position
is not incoherent, that is, that such a position does not involve
one in a logical contradiction. This position tends to be the one
espoused by philosophers who are also Protestant Christians.
This would seem, in fact, to be the only option for thinkers in
the tradition of the Reformers, who held that matters of faith are
all beyond reason. If God’s existence cannot be proven rationally,
then certainly neither can the resurrection of the body, which
would certainly seem to demand the activity of God. There are
many proponents of this view, but I shall focus here on the posi-
tion of John Hick, who is an eminent spokesman for the position.

Hick offers his famous “ replica theory " in defence of the co-
herence of holding that the body is to be resurrected.” In funda-
mental agreement with the Protestant tradition which holds that
doctrines of the faith cannot be established by reason, Hick holds
that there is no indication from our understanding of human na-

b

5 Hick, pp. 51ff. Derek Parfit, with his “teletransporter,” presents a posi-
tion much like Hick’s in trying to show the coherence of holding that there
could be a resurrection of the body: Reasons and Persons (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1984), pp. 199ff.
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ture that there will be any life beyond the grave. “ Only through
the sovereign creative love of God can there be a new existence
beyond the grave.” ® What Hick does believe is that reason can
answer any objections to believing in the resurrection of the body.
He develops his “ replica theory” in order to dispel the objec-
tion that the resurrected “me” would not be the same ‘“me”
who lived on earth. In answer to this objection, Hick says that
if John Smith were to disappear in one place and, at the same
moment, an exact replica of him were to appear at another place
possessing the same memories, physical characteristics, habits,
beliefs, and even thinking of himself as the original John Smith,
then we would correctly say that the replica is, in fact, John Smith.
The same idea can be applied to death and resurrection. Since it
is possible to conceive of a disappearance on earth and a reappear-
ance in heaven, then it is possible that it does happen.” Thus, be-
lief in the resurrection of the body is justified to the extent that
it is neither disproven nor incoherent.

Many have argued against such positions as Hick’s replica
theory. A. Olding argues that there is no meaningful way to talk
of a replica appearing at the same time in heaven as the person
dies on earth since heaven and earth do not share a common
temporality.®* Terence Penelhum thinks that it is not at all clear
that the identity of the replica and the original would be the same.
“ Given such an account as this, it is clear that the belief in sur-
vival requires the unambiguous satisfaction, as part of the predic-
tion, of presupposed criteria of identity.” * John Perry says sim-
ply that the replica or duplicate would not be the originial. “ He
[God] could create someone similar to me, but not someone who
would be me.” ** The replica theory does not seem to establish

6 Ibid., p. 124. 7 Ibid., pp. 51-52.
8 A. Olding, “Resurrection Bodies and Resurrection Worlds,” Mind 9
(1970) : 585.

9 Terence Penelhum, “ The Importance of Self-Identity,” Journal of Philos-
ophy 68 (1971) : 676.

10 John Perry, A Dialogue on Personal Identity and Immortality (Indian-
apolis: Hackett Pub., 1978), p. 33.
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that the resurrected ““ me” has the same identity as the earthly
“me.” And if it does not, it is hard to see how one could speak
of “my ” resurrection. Even if one grants that the replica theory
preserves the essence of identity, all that has been shown is that
it is theoretically possible (involving no inherent contradiction)
that there could be a resurrection of the body.

This is really as far as these theories go; but Thomas Aquinas
thought that a consideration of human nature shows that the doc-
trine of the resurrection of the body is true. He is not unique in
this: there is a Catholic tradition which holds this same position,
although not, perhaps, with such systematic reasoning.* In fact,
if the Protestant tradition tends to be restricted to showing the
coherence of the positions of the faith, the Catholic tradition tends
to be open to showing, insofar as this is possible, that doctrines
of the faith are in accord with what natural reason tells us about
the world.** Within the Catholic tradition there is plenty of de-
bate on how one knows that there will be a resurrection of the
body and what this means. Some argue for a position of what
may be called “ temporary disembodiment ”” ** as the link between
this life and the resurrection of the body. This position depends
on the philosophical understanding of the indestructibility of the
soul and so uses natural reason to support the faith. Stephen

11 For a good account of this tradition, see Stephen Davis, “ Christian Be-
lief in the Resurrection of the Body,” The New Scholasticism 62 (1988) : 72-97.

12 There has been some disagreement within the tradition about what kinds
of things can be proved. There have always been, of course, some Catholics
who, like the Reformers, denied to natural reason any insight at all into the
faith—Tertullian and Peter Damian, for example. There have also been some
who held that reason can tell us many things about the faith—that God exists
and that we are immortal, for example—but not that God must be a Trinity
or that the Incarnation is necessary. In this tradition are thinkers such as
Justin Martyr, Augustine, and Thomas Aquinas. Then there is the position of
Anselm who thought that even these mysteries of the faith could be proven.
The Church has held traditionally to something like the middle position of
Augustine and Aquinas.

13 This is the term that Stephen Davis uses in his article “ Christian Belief
in the Resurrection of the Body” (p. 74).
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Davis, Peter Geach, and Joseph Ratzinger all adhere to this gen-
eral position. Others, who do not accept the philosophical doc-
rine about the indestructibility of the soul and claim to find no
warrant for such a doctrine in Scripture, hold that there is no
interim period, but that we die directly into the resurrection.
Hans Kiing and Gisbert Greshake are eminent spokesmen for
this position. Before I consider the debate among those who claim
to be in this Catholic tradition, especially the conversation be-
tween Ratzinger and Kiing, let me trace the train of thought
which led Thomas Aquinas to proclaim that the resurrection of
the body is not only a matter of faith but also apparent to natural
reasof.

II

In developing the argument for the resurrection of the body
St. Thomas shows, on the one hand, that there is reason to be-
lieve that the rational soul is immortal and, on the other, that
there is reason to deny that the rational soul is the human being.
To understand Aquinas’s argument, let us begin with a considera-
tion of what we are presently doing—thinking. If one pays at-
tention to what thinking is, one becomes aware of an activity
transcending the temporal and spatial limitations of the material
world. When we are engaged in distinguishing one thing from
another, or one argument from another, we are considering com-
mon structures of meaning. But commonness or universality is
not a feature of matter. One never meets the same matter in dif-
ferent things, only the same structure of matter. Spot, Fido, and
Sparky are all dogs, not because they are the same matter but
because they share the same structure or form of matter. The
understanding of what a dog is is not confined to this wagging,
barking animal at this moment but extends to all such creatures
wherever they may be found—today, yesterday, or tomorrow.
Matter is always particular; meaning is always universal. Mean-
ing transcends the mere particularity of time and place. Thus, the
object of the intellect (what is understood) is not material. Now
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an immaterial object does not register on a material organ.** For
this reason, Aquinas holds that the activity of knowing must be
immaterial and that the intellect itself must be an immaterial fac-
ulty. As Aquinas says: “ The intellect according to its nature is
elevated altogether above matter, which its activity shows: we do
not understand anything unless we separate it from matter.”*
Since the intellect has its own specific act in which the body does
not share, it is not completely bound up with the body. In fact,
Aquinas says that the soul is a substance in its own right, trans-
cending the body and capable of subsisting apart from the body.
‘It is necessary to say that that which is the principle of intel-
lectual operation, which we call the soul of man, is a certain in-
corporeal and subsisting principle.” ** When the body corrupts,
the intellect is not destroyed. Its immateriality assures its incor-
ruptibility.

One might object that the body plays an essential role in think-
ing. After all, Aristotle said that there is no knowledge that does
not arise through sensation.'” We cannot think without images,
and images are supplied by the body. In answer to this, Thomas
replies that the soul does not require the body for its activity but
to supply it with its object,*® which is, in the first place, the
essences of material things.*® Although all thinking happens to

14 This is why science can never find God, nor absolute values, nor, for that
matter, mind. Insisting that all that is real be verifiable by sense experience,
it must count all immaterial objects as unreal. But then, of course, its own
verification principle must be rejected as unreal since it is a universal state-
ment that has itself never been verified by the senses.

15 “ Tntellectus autem omnino secundum suum naturam super materiam ele-
vatur: quod eius operatio ostendit, non enim intelligimus aliqua nisi per hoc
quod ipsa a materia separamus. “ Compendium Theologiae (hereafter, CT),
84. Unless otherwise noted, all translations are my own.

16 “ Necesse est dicere id quod est principium intellectualis operationis, quod
dicimus animam hominis, esse quoddam principitm incorporeum et subsistens”
Summa Theologiae (hereafter ST) I, 75, 2, c. See also Summa Contra Gentiles
(hereafter CG) 1I, 51, 55, 65; De Potentia 111, 9, 11; De Awima 1, 14; De
Spiritualibus Creaturis I, 2.

17 Metaphysics 1, 1, (981a 2).

1887 1,752, ad 3.

1WSTI 12,4, c.
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be accompanied by bodily activities such as sense perception or
imagination, thinking stself is not a bodily activity. And since an
activity which transcends the body cannot be the activity of any
material organ with the attendant potentiality for corruption, the
seat of thinking—the rational soul—is incorruptible.

Not only does the immortality of the soul become evident
through a reflection on what it is to know, it is also revealed
through reflecting on what it is to value. Human beings are en-
dowed with a natural desire for things which transcend the limi-
tations of materiality—things such as truth, friendship, and
beauty. Unless we are to say that what is natural is meaningless
and to no purpose, we have evidence here to affirm the incorrup-
tibility of the rational soul which, besides knowing, also values.
The argument is in two stages: the first is concerned with show-
ing that we have a natural desire to be forever, the second with
showing that such a natural desire indicates that we are, in fact,
immortal.

As to the first part of the argument, Thomas begins by mak-
ing the general claim that all things can be said to desire, analogi-
cally, existence (esse) according to their own natures.® Mate-
rial things desire one another (law of gravity). Plants desire to
grow and propagate. Animals, in addition to growth and propaga-
tion, by nature possess sensation and locomotion and can be said
to desire things outside themselves. However, this desire is al-
ways particular and for this time only. Human beings, however,
desire things which transcend space and time. We desire truth,
and truth is forever; we desire friendship, and true friendship in-
volves a commitment to another human being as other, that is, as
a center of meaning irreducible to the material universe or to one-
self. The recognition of beauty, its order and perfection, trans-
cends the mere flux of passing time and the corruption of material
things. These goods call us to permanent participation. Com-
muning with and valuing the everlasting, we desire to be forever.

2085T1,756c
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But, Aquinas says, no natural desire is in vain.** Plants natu-
rally desire nutrients, water, and sunlight: there are such things.
Animals naturally desire food and a mate: such things are avail-
able. We naturally desire truth, friendship, and beauty: such
things exist and exist beyond the merely particular and momen-
tary. Since our natural desire is not in vain, that is, meaningless
and to no purpose, we are immortal. How else could the desire
to participate in these timeless goods be satisfied, except that the
one who desires this participation in some way transcends the
limitations of time and space, that is, the limitations of mate-
riality ?

Unless we are willing to disregard the meaning that we find in
our human nature as creatures who know and value (and to dis-
regard meaning is to cease to think, is to cease to care), we must
admit that the human being is, in some way, immortal. Hence,
we implicitly understand that the soul is immortal in every act of
understanding or valuing.

Since it is certain that we think, and that thinking is not the
activity of a material faculty, one might be led to say with Plato
that the human being is the soul alone, and that the soul’s union
with the body is unnatural and, in fact, bad for it, since our bodily
appetites and passions often cloud our thought. But Aquinas says
this cannot be true. In the first place, we have immediate aware-
ness of the unity of the soul and the body. It is / who thinks and
senses, not my soul in one case and my body in the other. One
speaks of my body but also of my soul. The speaker, the self, is
the real existing unity of which the soul and body are parts.*
Beyond this most obvious point, there is a technical problem with

21 Thid. Aquinas gets this argument from a passage in Aristotle: “ Nature
makes nothing which is purposeless or doomed to frustration.” On the
Heavens, 11, i1 (291b14), tr. by W. K. C. Guthrie (Cambridge, Mass.: Har-
vard University Press, 1960).

22 “It can be said that the soul understands as the eye sees, but it is more
properly said that the man understands through the soul. Potest dici quod
anima intelligit sicut oculus videt, sed magis proprie dicitur quod homo in-
telligit per animam.” ST I, 75, 2, ad 2.
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holding that the human being is the soul, one which emerges
from Plato’s own principles. If the soul were not naturally the
form of the body, making a unified composite, then the unity
would be accidental. There would be no natural reason for the
soul to be united to the body. If one says that the soul does not
need the body and that the body actually restricts the activity of
the soul, then, apparently, the only explanation for the soul unit-
ing itself to the body would be that it is for the good of the body.
But this makes no sense on Plato’s principles themselves, for the
soul is good and real, and the body evil (at least for the soul) and
unreal. Aquinas, in qualified agreement with Plato’s principles,
answers that since form (soul) is never for the sake of matter
(body), nor act for potency, the soul cannot possibly be for the
good of the body. On the contrary, the body is for the good of
the soul.?®

This does not mean, however, that the soul would be better off
without the body. On the contrary, it is emphatically Thomas’s
position that the human soul is imperfect without the body. It
is the unity of soul and body which is natural and for the good
of the soul.*® The human soul is a subsisting thing which is, by
nature, the form of the body. There are not two separately exist-
ing things, body and soul, which are put together to make the
human being. The existence (esse) of the soul and the composite
is one and the same.”® The ground for saying this is one’s imme-
diate observation and understanding of what it means to be
human. One knows that one senses, and one knows that one
knows. And just as one knows oneself not to be two different
agents, so, metaphysically speaking, one ought to speak of the
human being not as two formal unities (soul and body) but as
one unified whole with one act of existing.

It must be said that the soul is very distant from the body if the
conditions of each alone is considered; hence if either of them had
existence separately, it would be necessary that many mediating

23CT, 167; ST 1, 76, 5.
28T 1, 89, 1.
B ST1,76,1ad5.
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things come between. But inasmuch as the soul is the form of the
body, it does not have existence apart from the existence of the body;
but through its existence it is immediately united to the body.2®

Aristotle, as against his master Plato, insists on this unity of
soul and body. The soul is the form of the body; the human be-
ing is the composite. 1f one agrees with Aristotle on this point,
is one committed to Aristotle’s thinking on the meaning of death
and the nature of reason? Aristotle agrees with Plato that reason
is an immaterial activity and hence indicates the presence of an
incorruptible faculty. However, so committed is Aristotle (and
rightly so) to the unity of the soul/body composite that he re-
jects the possibility of individual immortality.®” The corruption
of the body is the absolute end of the individual. Reason, with its
implication of incorruptibility, apparently comes to us from a
higher power and returns to that power when we die.?

But Aristotle’s is not the only option for one who would hold
the essential unity of body and soul. Thomas Aquinas agrees
with Aristotle that the composite is the human being. In fact,
he is even more committed to the unity of the human being, so
much so that he will not allow that one’s thinking is not one’s
own, as is suggested by Aristotle’s theory sketched above. If what
reasons is incorruptible, but I am not, then / do not reason; my
thoughts are not my own. But this is absurd. “If, however,

26 “ Dicendum quod anima distat a corpore plurimum, si utriusque conditiones
seorsum considerentur; unde si utrumque ipsorum separatim esse haberet,
oporteret quod multa media interveniunt. Sed inquantum anima est forma
corporis, non habet esse seorsum ab esse corporis; sed per suum esse corpori
unitur immediate.” ST I, 76, 7 ad 3.

27 Aristotle, On the Soul II1, 5 (430a20-25).

28 Ruth Reyna in her article “ On the Soul: A Philosophical Exploration of
the Active Intellect in Averroes, Aristotle, and Aquinas,” Thomist 36 (1972):
131-149, agrees with this interpretation of Aristotle. “ He clearly states in the
De Anima (413b26) that the intellect is in some way separable from the body
and as such cannot be its substantial form. Following this in the Metaphysica
(1072b, 26ff.) he postulates the presence of a divine element in the human
soul—the nows, which constitutes the really immortal part of man. It enters
from without” (p. 142).
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someone wishes to say that the intellectual soul is not the form
of the body, he must find out how it is that this act of under-
standing is the act of this man; for each one experiences it to be
himself who understands.” ** And if one’s thinking is one’s own,
then there is individual immortality. But if one’s thinking is one’s
own, so is one’s sensing; and hence the unity of the human being
includes soul and body. “ It is the same man himself who per-
ceives that he understands and senses.” *°

The dual evidences of sensation and thought, with their respec-
tive requirements for body and an immaterial soul, lead Plato to
say one thing and Aristotle another. Each recognizes the immat-
rial nature of knowing and hence the immortal character of the
intellectual faculty; but they take radically different positions on
what the intellect’s relation to the body might be. Plato says that
the human being is the soul, but then cannot account for why the
soul is tied up with the body. Aristotle, standing firm on the
unity of body and soul, ends up saying that reason is our tem-
porary visitor; but then he cannot account for the immediate con-
viction that it is oneself who understands and wills.

III

St. Thomas finds the positions of both Plato and Aristotle
absurd.®® What, then, does he present as more reasonable? The
doctrine of the resurrection of the body. The rational soul is im-
mortal and the form of the human being.®* Since being follows
form, for us to be is to be immortal and embodied. It is the na-
ture of the human soul to be at once rational (and hence im-
mortal) and the form of this particular individual. Although the

29“Gi quis autem velit dicere animam intellectivam non esse corporis
formam, oportet quod inveniat modum quo ista actio quae est intelligere, sit
huius hominis actio; experitur enim unusquisque seipsum esse qui intelligit.”
STI1,761,c.

30 “ Inse idem homo est qui percipit se intelligere et sentire.” Ibid.

31 What he actually says is usually in support of Aristotle, but it is evident
that the position he attributes to Aristotle is his own and not the Philosopher’s.

28T 1,76, 1, ad 5.
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doctrine of the resurrection of the body may seem surprising,
Aquinas would say that it is more reasonable than any other al-
ternative. Let us review his arguments.

As we have outlined above, reason is an immaterial activity
which requires an immaterial (and hence incorruptible) faculty.
If it is incorruptible, then it is never destroyed (short of being
annihilated by God, which has nothing to do with the require-
ments or limitations of its nature). But the soul is created (not
generated )®® to be the soul of a particular human being, to be
part of the unity that is an individual person. The soul is created
with, and always retains, a relation to a particular body. Hence,
it is unnatural for the soul to be without the body. In fact
Aquinas goes so far as to say that “if the resurrection of the
body is denied, it is not easy but difficult to uphold the immor-
tality of the soul.” ® This is because the soul is naturally the
form of the body. After the soul is, to all appearances, separated
from the body at death, the soul is in an unnatural state. With-
out the body, the soul is imperfect, for its nature requires that it
inform a particular body. But, Aquinas says, no unnatural state
can be permanent. Throw a stone up against the force of gravity,
it returns to earth. Submerge a burning branch in water, and
the fire is soon extinguished. It is not natural for a stone to be
upheld by air or for fire to burn under water; therefore, these
states of affairs are not permanent. This general statement that
no unnatural state can be lasting is particularly clear with regard
to permanent beings, for in such cases the contradiction involved
is obvious. The permanent separation of the soul (which is
naturally the form of the body) from the body would imply that
there is a permanent being (since the rational soul is indestruc-
tible) which is permanently not what it is. The human being is
rational and material: the denial of either of these aspects of our
nature is a denial of the truth, is a courting of absurdity.

3838T 1, 90,2, c.
34 “ Si negetur resurrectio corporis, non de facili, imo difficile est sustinere
immortalitatem animae.” I ed Corinthios, 15, L. 2.
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As to our being rational, to say that one does not possess rea-
son is really to say nothing meaningful; for if I say that I do not
possess reason, then, according to my own principles, my state-
ment bears no universality and hence cannot communicate mean-
ing: it fades away like a sense impression, lost in time past. It is
to have said nothing at all, to have made a meaningless utterance.
I give up the right to consider what I say right or wrong and
thus, by default, leave the field wide open to any challenger. If
I have no reason, then I have no proof.

On the other hand, it is just as absurd to say that I have no
relationship with this body. Through the bodily senses we are in
direct contact with a world of existing things, from which,
through the intellectual power of abstraction, we learn.® In
other words, our very rationality requires materiality. Al our
knowledge begins in sense experience. The senses are not (in the
healthy person) essentially defective and thus by nature an im-
pediment to the intellect; if they were, we would never be able to
judge that they are sometimes mistaken (when we are sick, color
blind, deceived by mirages, etc.). Verification besides being an
act of mind and will, involves the senses.

Just as we argued for the immortality of the soul from the ac-
tivities both of knowing and of valuing, so, besides arguing for
the resurrection of the body based on the nature of knowing, we
may also argue for the resurrection from what we naturally value.
Since we have a natural desire to know (i.e., we naturally value
knowledge), we have a natural desire to be embodied, for this is
required for us to gain knowledge. The rational soul needs the
body to help it learn. Besides valuing knowledge, we value other
things such as friendship and beauty. We value friendship, and
at least part of friendship is a rejoicing that someone is here in
the flesh, and, by implication, that one is here in the flesh to re-
joice in that other. Beauty is not just an intellectual experience
but is found in sights and sounds as well as formal structures.
Without the body, we cannot properly participate in these goods

55T 1,851, c
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which we naturally value. Hence, if the relation between body
and soul is broken, as at death, the soul retains a natural desire
for reunion. Since a natural desire is not in vain (that is, mean-
ingless and to no purpose), the reunion of soul and body which
is the resurrection will happen.*®

We have no better grounds for explaining what it means to be
human than the evidence available to us now. Human life is full
of goods apprehended by reason and desired by the will which in-
volve the unity of body and soul. The project in which we are
presently engaged is a case in point. Writing and reading, speak-
ing and listening—acts of communication—are activities of em-
bodied reason: this is what we are; this is what we value; this is
what is natural.

Closely allied with this argument from the natural desire of the
rational soul for the body is Thomas’s argument taken from the
natural human desire for happiness. For human beings to achieve
perfect happiness, they must be complete, i.e., not disembodied
souls but unities of body and soul.** Happiness is what motivates
us to do anything we do; it is the natural object of our desires.
If happiness were not achievable, then our whole existence as in-
tellectual animals would be ultimately meaningless. If there is no
achievable happiness, then what is the point? One might say (and
many have said) that there is no point, but then, as we detailed
above, all statements including that one dissolve into absurdity.
Reason and argument require meaning. If there were no such
thing as meaning, then we would not question or argue or pursue
the true and the good. Since we do all these things, there must
be ultimate meaning. This is not to say that all must achieve
happiness, only that it can be achieved; it is available under cer-
tain conditions. Although the resurrection of the body is not a
guarantee or sufficient condition for happiness, it is a necessary

36 CT, 151; I ad Corinthios, 15, L. 2; CG IV, 79, [11]; ST I, 76, 1 and
89, 1.
37 CT,151; ST I-11, 4, 5, c.; CG IV, 79, [111; De Potentia, 5, 10.
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condition. There may, indeed, be more required for happiness,*
but the soul’s reunion with the body is a necessary condition for
the happiness of the individual who is the union of soul and body.

Aquinas even gives an argument from rewards and punish-
ments which, like the argument from natural desire of the ra-
tional soul or from the requirements of happiness, is not as
strange as it might at first seem. Our actions in this life which
are good or evil (and therefore deserving of reward or punish-
ment) involve the soul and the body. It is the individual person
(the composite) who acts, not the soul or the body. If good
deeds are done, they deserve the reward of happiness; if evil deeds
are done, they deserve the punishmnt of unhappiness. The mean-
ingfulness of ethical requirements demands this. In one way, to
be sure, reward or punishment comes immediately with the deed,
for to do good is to be more fully human and hence happier, and to
do evil is to be less human and so less happy. However, since the
human being is not just the soul but the unity of soul and body,
rewards and punishments should apply to the body as well as to
the soul. Ultimate happiness of mind and body, because of its re-
quirement of absolute stability, cannot be achieved in this life-
time, for our lives are subject to changes beyond our control. And
it is quite obvious that many evil deeds go unpunished either
mentally, as when a person’s conscience is so numbed that he is
not even aware of the atrocities he has committed, or physically,
as when a thief and murderer dies peacefully in his sleep after
years lived in the lap of luxury. In order that justice be fulfilled—
a requirement of meaningful activity, which in turn is a require-
ment of properly human activity—it is necessary that there be
an integral human being to be rewarded or punished, and hence
that there be a resurrection of the body.*

We have spoken in this section of the requirements of human
intellectuality and how from this point of view, the separation of

38 St, Thomas and any believing Christian would agree that there is—the
grace of God.
3 CG IV, 79, [12].
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the soul from the body is unnatural. The obvious response to all
this is to say that for a material being (which we also are) decay
and death is the most natural thing in the world. What is
Thomas’s response to this? He answers that in a way death is
natural, and in a way it is unnatural.®® Introducing his treatise
on the human being in the Summa Theologiae, Thomas writes:
“On man who is composed of a spiritual and a corporeal sub-
stance.” ** On the one hand, a human being is the product of
nature, evolving from more primitive material forms, and born of
these particular parents. On the other hand, since knowing
transcends the particularity of matter as to space and time, the
whole process of material nature cannot account for human in-
tellectuality. The rational soul is not a product of evolution but
is created directly by God. Hence the birth of a human being is
simultaneously a natural and a supernatural act.

Now if we consider ourselves as corporeal substances, then it
is natural for us to be corrupted, for that is what it means to be
material, to be able to become something else. But insofar as we
are rational we are incorruptible and hence permanent features of
the universe. Aquinas explains that for the rational soul to be
united to matter, there is required a special disposition of the
matter. The human being is the only case of matter taken up into
intellectuality. This disposition is not natural to matter but is,
like the rational soul, the effect of a supernatural act. Originally,
Aquinas explains, this disposition allowed the body to be perma-
nently joined to the rational soul.** From the point of view of the
soul (which itself has a direct supernatural origin) the unity of
body and soul was to be forever. From the point of view of the
body alone in its naturalness, death was inevitable. But, one may
ask, since matter is always for the sake of form, and being comes
according to form, why is it that the separation of soul from body
is possible?

0 CG 1V, 81, [1-3].

41 “ De homine qui ex spirituali et corporali substantia componitur.” ST I,
75.

2T, 152.
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The answer lies in the mystery of sin. I say mystery because
no reason can be given for sin. We only sin when reason tells
us one thing, and we do the other. Now insofar as it is natural
for human beings to be reasonable (that is, to have an intellectual
soul), sin is unnatural. The sinning soul is an imperfect soul.
Speaking theologically, Aquinas says that the perfect domination
of the rational soul over matter was forfeited by sin. Although
there is no obvious deduction from sin to the disruption of natural
unity of soul and body, there is a kind of explanation in this ac-
count. At least we can see a flaw that weakens the power of the
rational soul. God creates a rational soul to be joined, through
a created disposition, to matter. By sinning, human beings allow
the appetites of the body to rebel against reason. In this rebellion
is the seed of death.

In order that the corporeal matter might be adapted to it (the ra-
tional soul), it was necessary that some disposition be superadded to
the human body through which it might become suitable matter for
such a form. And just as this form is brought into existence by God
alone, so that disposition exceeding corporeal nature was given to
the human body by God alone. . . . When, however, the soul of man
through sin turned from God, it was suitable that the human body
lost that disposition by which it remained completely subservient to
the soul: and thus man incurred the necessity of death.*®

It seems to me that some supernatural disposition is required
even now for that unity of the immaterial and the material that
we know ourselves to be. Matter is not naturally intellectual; it
takes on an intellectual character only, as far as we can tell, in the
unity of the rational animal, the human being. But the perma-
nent character of this disposition is forfeited since all of us give

43 Ad hoc igitur quod materia corporalis convenientur ei aptata fuerit,
necesse fuit ut aliqua dispositio humano corpori superadderetur per quam fieret
conveniens materia talis forme. Et sicut hec forma a solo Deo exit in esse per
creationem, ita illa dispositio naturam corpoream excedens a solo Deo corpori
humano attributa {fuit. . . . aversa autem anima hominis per peccatum a Deo,
convenientur et corpus humanum illam supernaturalem dispositionem perdidit
per quam immobiliter anime subdebatur; et sic homo necessitatem moriendi
incurrit.” CT, 152, See also CG IV, 81, [1-3].
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up (apparently genetically, hence the doctrine of original sin) the
permanent character of reason’s rule, since we sin. Hence death
is called unnatural, for the nature of the rational soul is to be the
form of the body. The unnaturalness of sin is responsible for the
unnaturalness of death. ““If, therefore, we consider the nature of
the body, then death is natural. But if we consider the nature of
the soul and the disposition which on account of the soul was
supernaturally given to the human body from the beginning, then
it is per accidens and against nature, since to be united with the
body is natural for the soul.” * Since, therefore, the unnatural
cannot be forever, there will be a resurrection of the body.

v

To such arguments for the resurrection of the body, there are
three serious objections that must be considered. First of all,
there is the question of how the resurrection can happen. The
original generation of the human being involves a natural change.
The union of the male and female elements begins a process of
growth which issues in the full development of the bodily form.
If the same body is to be restored after it has been corrupted, it
cannot be by the same kind of natural act, for nature, operating
always in time and particularity, cannot generate the same thing
twice.*® Secondly, if the union of body and soul is broken at death
(as seems to be the claim of Christianity), then how can the same
individual be resurrected since one criterion for individuality
would appear to be the continuity of the body/soul composite?
How can one say that the individual survives the interval of sepa-
ration in its part, i.e., the soul? Finally, is it not the ultimate
presumption to try to prove philosophically what is a matter of
revelation? Is this not an attempt to unravel the mystery that is
our redemption, to take to ourselves the gift that has been prom-

44 “Sj igitur ad naturam corporis respiciatur, mors naturalis est; si vero
ad naturam anime, et ad dispositionem que propter animam supernaturaliter
corpori humano a principio indita fuit, est per accidens at contra naturam,
cum naturale sit anime corpori esse unitam.” CT, 152,

4 CG 1V, 80, [11; CT, 154,
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ised us beyond all natural hope? To these three serious questions
I now turn.

In answer to the first question, Aquinas freely admits that the
resurrection requires a supernatural cause. However, this does
not negate its naturalness. It is true that nothing in nature has
the ability to resurrect the same body: physical nature cannot
generate the same thing twice since material things are particular
to time and place; the only other kind of making is creation
which, since it requires infinite power (to bring something into
being from nothing), cannot be performed by any finite thing,
material or immaterial. But it is also true, as we said above, that
human nature requires the resurrection of the body. Although
the efficient principle will be supernatural, this does not discount
the naturalness of the resurrection, any more than the fact that
the efficient cause of the soul is supernatural (the rational soul is
created) requires us to deny the naturalness of human genera-
tion.*® To put it in other terms, the final cause of the resurrection
is human nature, but the efficient cause is God. Although it is
true beyond a doubt that God’s creative activity is required for a
human being to come to be, it is just as true that God cannot
create a human being whose natural unity does not require final
resurrection of the body. The natural evidence of what it is to
be human provides the basis for any philosophical arguments for
the resurrection of the body. St. Thomas puts it this way: “ The
resurrection is natural as to its end inasmuch as it is natural for
the soul to be the form of the body; but its active principle is not
natural, but is caused solely by divine power.” *

There are, of course, two legitimate ways to go with this: one
may emphasize either the requirement for a supernatural cause
and dwell on the miraculous nature of the resurrection, or one

46 For that matter, the entire universe depends on the efficient creative causal-
ity of God, yet we speak of the natures of plants and animals, the nature of
water and quartz, and the natural laws of physics.

47 Resurrectio enim quantum ad finem naturalis est, inquantum naturale est
animae esse corpori unitam; sed principium eius activum non est naturale, sed
sola virtute divina causatur.” CG IV, 81 [14].
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may focus on the requirements of human nature and speak of the
naturalness of the resurrection. One can emphasize the fact that
no physical operation can cause the same thing to come to be
twice, and that no immaterial created nature can act directly on
matter to alter it. If these two points are made clear, then it is
obvious that the resurrection can have no natural efficient cause.
Therefore, if the resurrection happens, it is the act of God. With
this point in mind, Thomas says that the resurrection of the body
is miraculous.*®

Now all this is no doubt true, but then one must also admit
that the procreation of a human being is miraculous, for it can-
not happen except God, by an act of creation and hence a miracle,
create the rational soul and the disposition which allows matter to
be taken up into intellectuality. It is surely good to recognize the
miraculous in human life, but one normally does not regard the
issuing of a human being as the offspring of a man and a woman
as unnatural. It is natural that sexual intercourse between man
and woman should bring forth a human child with the potential-
ity of being fully rational, even though rationality cannot be gen-
erated. The final cause of the child’s coming to be is human na-
ture; nevertheless, the efficient cause of the child is in part (and
in main part, since being follows form and the form of the child
is its rational soul created by God) an act of divine power.

There is insight to be gained on both sides here. On the one
hand, what we take to be natural to a human being, that is, to be
a unity of mind and matter, by implication suggests the natural-
ness of the resurrection of the body. On the other, the obvious
presence of the divine hand in the miraculous act of resurrection
by implication recalls to mind the miraculous act of the “ natural ”
birth of a human being. Hence, our nature, and thus our natural
reason, is couched in miracle. That we are and what we are can-
not be wholly explained by any natural data. But the idea that
the resurrection of the body is natural in a way that complete
annihilation (materialists), or the immortal existence of the soul

48 IV Sententia, dis. xliii, a. 1, q. 3.



188 MONTAGUE BROWN

alone (Plato), or the destruction of the person when the com-
posite of soul and body corrupts (Aristotle) are not should be
welcomed for what it is: not some wish fulfillment in the face of
obvious evidence to the contrary (who knows what death is?),
but the sane and fruitful gift of reason.

Now although the active cause of the resurrection requires a
cause which is not in nature, we need not say that the resurrec-
tion is impossible, for we know that there does exist a cause be-
yond nature—the cause of nature, God the creator. In fact, the
requirements of human nature for the resurrection provide us
with one more insight into the existence of God. Since the in-
tellectual soul has an activity in which the body does not share,
i.e., thinking, it enjoys an immaterial and hence incorruptible
existence. Thomas says that it can exist on its own.** However,
it is also the form of the body. It is not accidentally joined to
the body but requires the body to provide it with materials upon
which to act, for our knowledge originates in our experience of
the material things which share our world. Ours is the kind of
intellect that requires a body for its perfection. We know these
things are true because we know we are rational and embodied.
We think; it is not reason thinking through us.®® Since the soul
cannot be destroyed, and since it must always be the form of the
body (or it would be destroyed), there must be the resurrection
of the body. Otherwise, the soul would not achieve its natural
perfection and therefore would not be what it is. But the efficient
cause of the resurrection cannot be found in any limited principle,
material or immaterial. Therefore, according to the demands of
reason as applied to human nature, there must be a being of in-
finite power which can accomplish the resurrection of the body.
Such a being we call God.

46T 1,75 2.

50 “ Tt is not because Socrates is moved by his intellect that he understands,
but rather the reverse: it is because he understands that Socrates is moved by
his intellect. Non quia movetur Socrates ab intellectu, ideo intelligit; sed

potius e converso, quia intelligit, ideo ab intellectu movetur Socrates.” ST 1,
76, 1, c.
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Let us turn now to a consideration of the second serious objec-
tion. It might be objected that once the soul and body are divided,
there is a break in the continuity of the person: any body which
the soul were consequently to receive would not be, in any mean-
ingful sense, the same body, nor would the same person result
from the union.®® It might appear that a doctrine which has the
soul created as the form of the body, then existing on its own,
and finally reunited with the body fails to respect the continuing
individuality of the person. For, after all, Aquinas says very ex-
plicitly that I am not my soul.®® If this is true, then when the soul
is separated from the body, I no longer exist. But if ever I cease
to be, what sense does it make to say that I, the same identical
person, could be again? *®

In response to this, Thomas distinguishes two ways in which
we can speak of body. Body may refer to an essential component
of our essence, or it may refer to the particular cells and atoms
that at present constitute my physical existence.®* Taken in the
first sense, to be embodied is essential to the human being, and
hence it is contained in the rational soul. Aquinas says that “ the
corporeity of any body is nothing other than its substantial

51 On this issue Sandra Edwards writes: “If the soul is not the man, then
at death there is a break in the continuity of the individual which even bodily
resurrection cannot remedy.” “ Saint Thomas Aquinas on ‘ The Same Man’,”
Southwest Journal of Philosophy Vol. 10 (1979) : 95.

52 [ ad Corinthios, 15, L. 2.

53 It seems to me that the introduction of the “replica theory” (which I
have discussed above) does little to circumvent the problem; for if what con-
tinues to exist is a replica, it is not I. Rather than discussing an imaginary
and highly hypothetical situation, it would seem more to the point to focus on
the evidence we have for what it is to be human and what this implies. Besides,
the replica theory as presented by Professor Hick is concerned with what God
could do, not with what can be argued philosophically for what the nature of
the human being requires and what can constitute continuity between this life
and the resurrected life. It is a question of whether or not there is anything
natural about the resurrection. The position of Thomas Aquinas, and the one
for which I am arguing, is that there is.

54 CG IV, 81, [7]; see also De Veritate, 10, 4, ad 3, and De Spiritualibus
Creaturis, 3 ad 14.
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form.” ®® There is only one form of the human composite, which
is the rational soul. If there were another form of body in addi-
tion to the rational soul, then one form or the other would have
to be accidental; and thus either to be embodied or to be reason-
able would not be essential to being human. But to deny either
our rationality or our animality is to go against what one im-
mediately and obviously knows oneself to be. Although Aquinas
does speak of the human being as two substances in one, as we
have mentioned, he insists that they are unified by the require-
ment essential to the rational soul that it be the form of the body.
So although the “animal” is worked up by nature and the “ ra-
tional ” created by God alone, we do end up not with two lives
but with one.%®

When quantitative corporeity (these particular dimensions,
this weight etc.)- is lost at the separation of soul and body in
death, the essential principle of corporeity is not destroyed. The
restoration of the same body is not threatened by the release of
these cells and atoms. Aquinas points out that what was not a
problem during life should not be a problem at the resurrection.
No one would dispute that one has the same particular body
throughout life, although the cells are being constantly replaced.
Aquinas was well aware that our bodies are in flux and that we
are not the same matter today that we were several years ago; **
still, we do say that we have the same bodies throughout our
lives. Our substantial bodily existence is the same. Since sub-
stance is the ultimate source of accident, it is possible for the
formally identical body (i.e., the body informed by this rational
soul) to be restored. Of course, the efficient cause of this restora-

55 ¢ | corporeitas cuiuscumque corporis nihil est aliud quam forma sub-
stantialis eius. . . .” CG IV, 81, [7].

56 “ Tt must be said that the soul communicates that existence in which it
subsists to the corporeal matter, from which and the intellectual soul there is
made one being; so that that existence which is of the total composite is also
the existence of the soul itself. Dicendum quod anima illud esse in quo subsistit
communicat materiae corporali, ex qua et anima intellectiva fit unum; ita quod
illud esse quod est totius compositi, est etiam ipsius animae.” ST I, 76, 1 ad 5.

57 See CG 1V, 81, [12]; CT, 159, 160.
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tion, as we have said, will be God, but the point at issue here is
continuity, and that is guaranteed by the rational soul possessing
all the formal elements of the human being, including the form
of body. ‘ Therefore, it must be that corporeity, as it is substan-
tial form in the human being, is not other than the rational soul,
which requires that its matter have three dimensions: for the
soul is the act of some body.” °®

Here the unity of the human being, which was so stressed by
Aristotle and even more by Thomas, comes to the fore. What-
ever is real is real to the extent that it has form. Matter alone
does not make anything to be. As mere potentiality, it has no
power to actuate. But in any one thing there can be only one
form actuating it; for if there were many, it would not be one
thing. Contrary to reductionist tendencies of analysis in modern
science, Thomas holds that the higher up the chain of being one
goes, the more unified things are. A cat is not a conglomeration
of atomic, chemical, organic, living, and sensing forms: it is a
feline sensitive soul (containing virtually all the lower forms we
may analyze out) informing prime matter. Likewise, the human
being is not a conglomeration of the kinds of forms listed above
with the addition of a rational soul. ““ Thus we say that in this
man there is no other substantial form than the rational soul, and
that through it the man is not only a man but an animal and a
living thing and a body and a substance and a being.” *°

With the distinction between the rational soul which is itself
subsistent and the composite which the soul informs, one might
think that there is an additional problem of unity when consider-
ing the human being. But the truth is that the unity of a human
being is even more pronounced than the unity of other things, for
the human being is not merely one individual of a species through

58 “ Oportet, igitur, quod corporeitas, prout est forma substantialis in homine,
non sit aliud quam anima rationalis, quae in sua materia hoc requirit, quod
habeat tres dimensiones: est enim actus corporis alicuius.” CG IV 81, [7].

59 “ Sic ergo dicimus quod in hoc homine non est alia forma substantialis
quam anima rationalis, et quod per eam homo non solum est homo sed animal
et vivum et corpus et substantia et ens.” De Spiritualibus Creaturis, 1, 3 c.
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matter but is also individuated through its form—through the
rational soul which is an integral part of the universe and is
created directly by God. *“ Souls are multiplied in accordance
with the multiplicity of bodies; nevertheless, the multiplicity of
bodies will not be the cause of the multiplication of souls.” *
Thus, the human being is a rational soul informing prime matter,
with all the other formal characteristics contained virtually in the
rational soul.®® It is true that one cam analyze the body of a
human being, breaking it down into lower forms; but every stage
of reduction is accomplished only by destroying the unity and
hence the being of the thing which is being analyzed. A corpse
is not a human being; carbon is not organic tissue; protons, neu-
trons, and electrons are not carbon. The order that makes a thing
one is supplied by the form; take away this order, and one no
longer has the same thing.

Thus, nothing is actually and independently supplied by the
material principle, in this case the body.** The body is the recep-
tive component which receives all its actuality from the form. If
the body had independent existence, there would be no human
unity, but two substances stuck together. All that is formal and
actual in the human being is contained in the rational soul. Since
the rational soul is incorruptible, one can conclude that all that is
formal in the human being is incorruptible. So it is that the
formal requirements for the resurrection are contained within the
immortal rational soul which, since it has an activity that trans-
cends the body and all matter, cannot naturally cease to be. It

80 “ Multiplicantur quidem animae secundum quod multiplicantur corpora,
non tamen multiplicatio corporum erit causa multiplicationis animarum.” CG
I1, 81; see also ST I, 76, 2, ad 1.

61 Perhaps a note on that mysterious “ thing ” we call prime matter might be
in order here. Prime matter is not some primal stuff of which all things are
made, for even stuff must have form of some sort. It is rather the continuity
that exists between all material things by which one thing can change into
another.

62 “ Tt is clear that there is one existence of the matter and the form, for
matter does not have actual existence except through form. Manifestum est
enim quod materiae et formae unum est esse, non enim materia habet esse in
actu nisi per formam.” CG IV, 81, [11].
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is, then, possible (granted that the efficient principle of the resur-
rection must be divine) that the resurrection may take place, for
all the formal reality, all specificity, is contained in the immortal
rational soul.

Granted that there is to be a resurrection of the body with the
rational soul providing the transition from this life to the other,
would not the break in the continuity between the soul’s informa-
tion of the body in this life and its information of the resurrected
body rule out the possibility of the person being one and the same
in each case? This is a very important objection, for, although
all formal reality of embodiment is contained in the rational
soul, the rational soul itself is not the human being. If it were,
there would be no reason to argue for the resurrection of the
body. Since the argument has been for the necessity of the res-
urrection of the body for the human being to be complete, then
clearly the disembodied soul is not to be considered the complete
human being. And with all of Thomas’s insistence on the unity
of the human being, a break in this unity would seem to imply
the dissolution of the individual.

What is it that materiality adds to the completeness of the
human being? Human beings are individuated according to mat-
ter because each has a rational soul, created by God, and irredu-
cible to the material universe or the rest of humankind. But mat-
ter is not, as we have seen, the cause of individuation. Quite the
contrary, our materiality is our communion with the rest of the
human species and with the material universe. The fullness of the
individual human being is found in communion with other human
beings, both naturally, insofar as we are what Aristotle calls
“ political animals,” and supernaturally, as we are the Body of
Christ. Our full identity is bound up with our materiality, that is,
our continuity with the rest of humanity. Thus, the objection that
questions how one’s identity can survive disembodiment is a very
serious objection indeed.

My response to this objection (a response which I believe to
be consonant with Thomas’s thought) is that discontinuity de-
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pends on a break in time, and that time is not at issue here. In
many ways, my position on the resurrection of the body is quite
like what Stephen Davis calls *“ temporary disembodiment,” which
is also the basic position of Peter Geach in his interpretation of
Aquinas’s doctrine.®* However, it is the issue of a temporary gap
in the unity of the individual composite that is the strongest argu-
ment against the continuity in being of the same person and hence
against the meaningfulness of this person’s resurrection. One
need not be bound by this objection if one is careful to note what
must be true, namely, that the existence of the rational soul apart
from the body is not temporal.

The separation of the soul and the body is unlike substantial
change within this world of material things in that there is no
matter nor time to underlie the transition.®* There are not two
substances as poles of a change which occurs within time. It is
not like grass becoming cow, where the form of cow replaces the
form of grass to the destruction of the grass.®® It is true that the
corpse’s form is no longer the rational soul, but the rational soul
is not destroyed in this change that occurs to the corpse. The
two poles of the transition are not both within the single context
of time. The rational soul, since it is a substance on its own, is
not corrupted when the body is, and its separated existence (be-
ing immaterial) is not one of passing time. From the point of

83 See Stephen Davis, “ Christian Belief in the Resurrection of the Body,”
The New Scholasticism 62 (1988): 97; Peter T. Geach, God and the Soul
(London, 1969), p. 28.

64 It is not even really correct to talk of what happens as a “ transition” or
a “change” since both require a substratum of matter and time. It would
perhaps be better to speak of this as an “event.”

65 (Gerald Kreyche in his article “ The Soul-Body Problem in St. Thomas,”
New Scholasticism 46 (1972) : 466-484, argues that death is a substantial
change in the full sense. “If a man dies, then a substantial change has taken
place, that is, a change which ‘goes all the way’ to primary matter. Such a
change is necessarily instantaneous and involves the loss of one form with the
subsequent presence of another form” (p. 472). While it is true that the
atoms which constituted the composite are organized under another form, the
rational soul is not destroyed.
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view of form (that is, from the point of view of meaning, since
form is the source of meaning), there is no discontinuity. It is
true that the rational soul does not exist in eternity like God.
Unlike God (and like the angels) it does not understand every-
thing through one idea but rather knows through the considera-
tion of multiple ideas.®® However, this does not mean that the
rational soul exists in time. Rather, like the angels it exists in
what Thomas calls aeviternity, where there is no substantial
change, but where such accidental change as does not involve
time (such as knowing) is possible.®

To know per se (even in this life) does not involve time; it is
not a temporal transition, like substantial change or motion, but a
perfection. Although we require a body to supply us (through
sensations) with the raw material from which we extract mean-
ing, the grasping of meaning itself is not an act of time. And al-
though our rationality in this life involves time as we marshall
premises and conclusions, the insight itself, the actual grasping
of the conclusion in the premises, is not a temporal act. If the
premises were only understood at separate moments of time, their
relationship would remain atomistic, each occupying its own im-
penetrable sphere of meaning. If this were so, premises would
never yield conclusions. In the act of understanding, two mean-
ings are grasped simultaneously in a new and more comprehen-
sive act of meaning.

Joseph Ratzinger, while appreciating the subtlety of Thomas’s
theory of aeviternity, does not think it is very helpful in solving
the problem of the transition from this embodied existence to the
resurrection of the body. He writes: “ The idea of the aevum
was developed in order to throw light on the mode of existence of
angels, of pure spirits, not that of man.” ® Although I am in

66 ST I, 55, 3.

67 On geviternity, see ST 1, 10, 5.

68 Joseph Ratzinger, Eschatology: Death and Eternal Life, tr. by Michael
Waldstein, Volume 9 of Dogmatic Theology (Washington, D.C.: Catholic
University of America Press, 1988), p. 182,
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fundamental agreement with Ratzinger in much of what he says
about the resurrection of the body, on this point I must disagree.
True enough, aevum is a term Thomas ascribes to the angels, but
it is to the angels as immaterial beings. Now, if Thomas is seri-
ous about saying that the rational soul is an immaterial substance
in itself, then what applies to other immaterial substances ought,
at least in some way, to apply to it as well. Also, if the soul can
provide transition between this bodily existence and the resur-
rected body, this is only because it is not destroyed, that is, it is
not subject to substantial change (which is measured by time).
Somehow, one must, it seems to me, answer this objection: if
the rational soul’s role in the transition from this embodiment to
the resurrection of the body implies a time when the soul exists
without the body, then there is a break in the continuity which
guarantees that the resurrected “ me” will be the same “ me” as
the present composite individual. To insist that the soul’s exist-
ence is not one of time or eternity but of the aevum is to deny
the temporal aspect of the soul’s existence apart from the body.

Again, the main point is this. Substantial change requires time
and a material substratum (prime matter), neither of which is
appropriate to speaking of the soul’s act of knowing or its transi-
tion from this composite life to what life it possesses upon its
separation from the body. Simply put, it does not seem that we
are required to speak of a break in time in which the soul is with-
out the body. And so the continuity of the person is not
jeopardized.

The question might fairly be raised, at this point, as to whether
or not my position is the same as one currently espoused by Hans
Kiing, who holds that upon dying we enter immediately into the
resurrection.®® Before I give my answer (and what I believe is
Thomas’s), let me discuss the current status of the debate between
Kiing and Ratzinger.

89 Hans Kiing, Eternal Life, tr. by Edward Quinn (Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday, 1984), pp. 136-142. Kiing is not alone in his position. In these
pages he points to the Protestant theologian Karl Barth in support of this
theory as well as to the contemporary Catholic theologian Gisbert Greshake.
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Insisting on the unity of the human being (an expressly
Thomistic theme), Kiing rejects the idea that the soul could sur-
vive the death of the body. ““ The human person dies as a whole,
with body and soul, as a psychosomatic unity.” *° What happens,
then, to the human being? Kiing replies that death is not, in fact,
annihilation, but rather a matter of dying into God. It is not
that our nature indicates that we shall die into God: our nature
indicates that we shall be destroyed. It is solely by the grace of
God that we shall not be annihilated. ““ The essential thing is that
man dies not into nothingness but into God and so into that eter-
nity of the divine Now which makes irrelevant for those who have
died the temporal distance of this world between personal death
and last judgment.” ™

If we wonder whether this is a Thomistic position, we have not
far to look: Kiing himself says that it is not. “ Dying into God
must be understood not in a Platonic or Aristotelian-Thomistic
sense, as a separation of body and soul, but as an act of merciful
judgment of purifying, enlightening, healing consummation, by
which man becomes through God wholly and entirely man, in-
tegrated and in fact ‘saved’.” " There is no natural continuity
between this life and the next. The human being dies, body and
soul, and is renewed by God’s activity of “ salvation.” Whereas
Thomas held that the resurrection of the body was natural as to
its final cause (i.e., that human nature requires the resurrection
of the body), Kiing apparently sees no implication from the status
of this life to life after death. There is nothing in human nature
which indicates that the human being will survive death. It is
merely a matter of faith that we shall not be annihilated.

Against this position of Kiing, Ratzinger insists on the Thom-
istic doctrine that the soul, which is the only form of the body,
survives the decay and dissolution of the body and exists alone
in an interim period before the resurrection of the body occurs.”™
As we said above, the soul is the kind of soul which demands a

70 Thid., p. 138. 72 Ibid., p. 139.
71 Ibid., p. 138. 73 Ratzinger, p. 119 ff,, p. 259.
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body. It is because the soul is indestructible (the seat of think-
ing) and the permanent form of the body that the resurrection
can be said to be a matter of natural knowledge.” Abandon this
central idea of the soul, and one must abandon any philosophical
position on the likelihood of the resurrection of the body. Rat-
zinger, criticizing Kiing’s position, writes: “ The theory of res-
urrection in death . . . demolishes bridges that would lead to the
intellectual commonwealth of philosophical thought, as well as to
the history of Christian thought.” ™ If Kiing’s position is taken,
the tradition of the church,” as well as any philosophical posi-
tion on the resurrection of the body, must be abandoned. This
is a truly Protestant position, reminiscent of Luther’s total dis-
paragement of philosophy. Far from being a question of disrupt-
ing the unity of the human being, Aquinas’s doctrine on the soul
guarantees that there be a human unity, for the soul cannot be
corrupted, and it is forever the soul of the body. ““ As this debate
proceeds, it becomes clearer that the function of the idea of the
soul’s immortality is to preserve a real hold on the resurrection
of the flesh.” **

In addition to the philosophical reasons for keeping the doctrine
of the soul surviving death and being a partial cause of the res-
urrection of the body (the final cause, not the efficient cause),
Ratzinger has another important reason to hold on to the doc-
trine—this one theological. If we are the Body of Christ, then the
resurrection of the body, the fulfillment of history, cannot occur
until history has run its course, until the Body is complete.”
Kiing’s position implies that salvation is an individual thing and
not a corporate one. Each individual dies directly into God,
achieving individual salvation. For this reason prayers for the
dead are misguided, for they do not need our prayers since they

74 Thid., pp. 178-181.

75 Thid., p. 256.

76 On this tradition, see the already cited article by Stephen Davis “ Chris-
tian Belief in the Resurrection of the Body.”

77 Ratzinger, p. 267.

78 Ibid,, p. 190.
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are already in the eschaton.” But, Ratzinger points out, even in
this life we are interdependent; Christology makes absolutely
clear what is already suggested by nature. “The Body of Christ’
means that all human beings are one organism, the destiny of the
whole the proper destiny of each. True enough, the decisive out-
come of each person’s life is settled in death, at the close of their
earthly activity. . . . But his final place in the whole can be de-
termined only when the total organism is complete, when the
passio and actio of history have come to their end.” * The doc-
trine of the immortality of the soul guarantees that the distinc-
tion between the judging of the individual and the salvation of
the “ Body of Christ” be honored. Ultimately, for Ratzinger,
this theological requirement is more important. “ Speaking as a
theologian, I consider this to be, in the last analysis, not a debate
about philosophy but about the capacity of the faith to become
proclamation, and about the resurrection. As already suggested,
it is paradoxically the case that resurrectional realism depends on
the ‘soul’: a realism about faith in God’s power from whose
compass materiality is not excluded.” ®

In contrast to Ratzinger and Kiing, my position in this paper
has not been theological. Rather, I have tried to show what
natural reason reveals about the human being and last things. In
accordance with this program, I still would say (in partial agree-

79 Kiing, p. 139. In this position (as well as in its foundation in the assump-
tion that we die into God), there is a strong presumption of grace. Although
we ought to be confident in God’s love for us, we also ought to be confident
that God is just. That some may not go to heaven need not imply any lack
of mercy on God’s part; for those only are excluded from heaven who refuse
heaven, and God, in his justice, will not destroy the integrity of human choice.
Also, Kiing’s position on the fruitlessness of prayers for the dead seems to
miss the point. Prayer is never the cause of God’s grace, as if we could
prompt God to do something good. Rather, God’s grace is the prompting of
our prayer. Prayer, like all good gifts, comes from God whose gifts are good
for his creatures. Prayer for the dead is good for us. It is good that we be
concerned for the well-being of those who have died: this is part of the perma-
nence of true friendship. Beyond this, in the mystery of God’s wisdom and
love, our prayers may very well be participations—as secondary causes—in
divine providence.

80 Ratzinger, p. 190. 81 Thid., p. 269.
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ment with Kiing’s point, though for different reasons) that there
is nothing philosophical which requires that there be an interim
period, that is, a period of time between when the psychosomatic
unity is dissolved and when the resurrection of the body takes
place. It is true that when the problem is examined from our
point of view, as existing in time and history, one can meaning-
fully speak of a passage of time between when one’s mother died,
for example, and the final resurrection (which includes, hopefully,
oneself). However, since an immaterial being does not exist in
time, we need not say that for the soul there is a time when it is
disembodied.

As for the philosophical possibility of purgatory, it is concep-
tually possible (although unimaginable, since all imagination de-
pends on time and space) for purgation to happen to the disem-
bodied soul without introducing time. Thomas says that there is
learning among the angels, but it occurs not in time but in de-
grees of unity of apprehension. *“ There is in the intellect of a sepa-
rated substance a certain succession of understandings. Never-
theless, there is no motion properly speaking since act does not
succeed potency, but act succeeds act.”” ** The separated soul un-
derstands as an angel, although on a lower level of universality
and completeness. The fact that the disembodied soul could not
learn anything new naturally (through abstraction from material
things) is not a stumbling block here either, for the soul in purga-
tion is not adding to its natural knowledge but having its rela-
tion to that knowledge reordered and purified by divine illumina-
tion. St. Thomas clearly did not think that purgatory was a mat-
ter of time, for he states that “ immediately after death the souls
of men receive, according to their merits, either punishment or
reward.” ®#® The soul separated from the body can learn but not
in its natural way. It learns as any immaterial substance must,
by influx of intelligible species. “ Separated souls acquire this

82 “ Fst in intellectu substantiae separatae quaedam intelligentiarum successio.
Non tamen motus, proprie loquendo: cum non succedat actus potentiae, sed
actus actui.” SG 11, 101, [3].

8 CG IV, 91, [1].
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knowledge immediately by way of influx, and not successively by
way of instruction.” ®* Therefore, one need not introduce time
into the moment of transition from this composite existence to
the resurrection of the body: one can account for the purification
and the learning component of purgatory without ever introduc-
ing time. Not only can the separated soul understand apart from
the body, and thus without recourse to abstraction, but St.
Thomas denies that this understanding is altogether unnatural.

It must be said that the separated soul does not understand through
innate species; nor through species which it then abstracts; nor only
through species retained; but through participated species, from the
influence of the divine light, of which the soul is made a participant
just as other separated substances, although in an inferior way.
Hence, as soon as it ceases turning to the body, the soul is turned
toward things which are above it. Neither, however, is this under-
standing or power unnatural since God is the author not only of the
influx of the light of grace, but also of the light of nature.” 8

To know that God’s mode of knowledge is not any creature’s
mode of knowledge (since the creator is not the creature) is to
know that a distinction must be made between the notion of eter-
nity which belongs properly only to God and that of aeviternity
which belongs to intellectual beings. The latter indicates, not a
passing through time, but the necessary distinction between the
absolute simplicity of God’s knowledge and the growing complex-
ity of knowledge in beings as they fall below the perfection of the
creator.®® One has to admit that one does not know how this
kind of learning goes on in immaterial substances, since we only
know naturally the natures of material things. But if we know

8¢ “ Hanc cognititionem acquirunt animae separatae subito per modum in-
fluentiae, et non successive per modum instructionis.” De Amima, q. 1, a. 18, c.

85 “ Dicendum quod anima separata non intelligit per species innatas; nec per
species quas tunc abstrahit; nec solum per species conservatas; sed per species
ex influentia divini luminis participatas, quarum anima fit particeps sicut et
aliae substantiae separatae, quamvis inferiori modo. Unde tam cito cessante
conversione ad corpus, ad superiora convertitur. Nec tamen propter hoc cog-
nitio vel potentia non est naturalis, quia Deus est auctor non solum influentiae
gratuiti luminis, sed etiam naturalis.” ST I, 89, 1, ad 3.

86 ST 1, 89, 1, ¢; see also CG 11, 98 [9 & 10].
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that there are immaterial beings (not in time) which as created
are imperfect (not in eternity but subject to perfection), then we
must allow for the possibility of a perfecting that does not occur
in time.

However, having denied that one need say that the soul exists
apart from the composite for a period of time, I think it is nec-
essary to distinguish between the subsistent soul as being cap-
able of existing without the body and the soul as demanding the
body for its perfection. For one thing, such careful philosophical
analysis preserves the distinction between nature and grace, which
I fear Kiing has blurred or dissolved in his talk about “ dying into
God ” and being, “in fact, ‘saved.’” Because Kiing recognizes
no natural requirement for immortality and resurrection (a de-
fect rooted in his failure to think clearly about what it is to think
and to know and to value), he sees the resurrection of the body
as wholly an act of divine mercy. There is no reason for the
resurrection, only divine will. With no reasoned continuity be-
tween what we are and do here and what we shall become and
have done to us hereafter, Kiing has lost the distinction between
the resurrection of the body and the Resurrection to Life. For
St. Thomas, the resurrection of the body is not wholly an act of
grace; that is, to be resurrected is not necessarily to be in God.
It may very well be a matter of being resurrected into separation
from God. The universalism and exclusion of hell from Kiing’s
picture of the hereafter ® are natural consequences of failing to
distinguish these two meanings of resurrection—the one of na-
ture for all, and the one of grace for the elect. Kiing holds this
position of affirming universalism and denying hell despite Bibli-
cal passages a plenty in which there is clear talk of separating
sheep and goats, of gnashing of teeth, etc.®®

Thus, the importance of careful philosophical work on this issue
becomes evident. In Kiing’s case, a philosophical failure has re-

87 Kiing, pp. 139-40. Although Kiing warns against “a superficial univers-
alism ” and insists on the “individual’s responsibility ¥ for his actions, these
distinctions must be blurred by the notion of “dying into God.”

88 Matthew 25:31; 13:50; 22:13; 3:12; 5:29; Luke 13:28; 3:17; 6:23.
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sulted in a theological position at odds not only with reason but
also with tradition and Scripture. While philosophy does not dis-
place theology, and while it cannot handle all aspects of theology,
it is an indispensable tool for theology. A clear and accurate
philosophical understanding can keep us from charging down
roads which are dead ends. One may think that philosophy is un-
important to the faith, but as indicated right here, we shall think
whether we have faith or not; and since we shall think (willy-
nilly, whatever our attitudes may be toward thinking), we had
better be sure that our thinking is the best possible. Philosophy
may not be able to give us the truth about all reality (particular-
ly the source of existence—God), but it can prevent us from
drawing false conclusions which can make nonsense of what is
revealed.

Kiing’s premise, if accepted, does lead to his conclusions, as ill-
fitting as they are to tradition and Scripture. “If we start out
precisely from the basic idea of dying into God, understood as
purifying consummation, the old idea of a place of eternal punish-
ment becomes so much more questionable.” ®® The question is,
of course, should we start out from such a premise. What war-
rant is there for accepting this starting point? There is perhaps
a Biblical one (or, as Kiing says, the lack of any direct Biblical
support for the immortality of the soul) ; but if a theological posi-
tion goes against reason, should we follow it? Since grace does
not destroy nature—for Grace created nature—it would seem to
be foolish to take the path against reason. As Ratzinger puts it:
“ The integrity of faith depends on rigor of philosophical think-
ing, such that careful philosophizing is an irreplaceable part of
genuine theological work.” *

This discussion of the need for the distinction between nature
and grace in Kiing’s thought leads me to the final major objec-
tion which could be raised against Thomas’s position on the res-
urrection of the body. This objection involves the charge that
philosophy is usurping material that properly belongs to theology,
whose principles lie beyond the reach of natural reason. Since

89 Kiing, p. 140 90 Ratzinger, p. 269.
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our fulfillment of beatitude involves the resurrection of the body,
and beatitude is solely a gift of divine grace, it might seem that
reasoning about the resurrection is entering realms proper only
to faith. But, as has been mentioned briefly, the resurrection of
the body as a philosophical conclusion establishes only that bodily
existence will be restored according to human nature. It says
and can say nothing about what is properly of grace, such as the
sharing in the eternity of God and in His divine life, which is
beyond what is appropriate to the intrinsic nature of the human
being through the rational soul. But the resurrection of the body
is not only for those receiving grace. All will rise, the damned as
well as the saved.

It must be said that those things the reason for which is taken from
the nature of the species must be found in a similar way in all the
members of the same species. Such a thing, however, is the resur-
rection, for its reason or cause is that the soul, separated from the
body, is not able to be in the ultimate perfection of the human species.
Hence, no soul will remain forever separated from body. And so it
is necessary that all, just as any one, will rise again.®*

To say that, because the soul is immortal and the form of the
body, there will be a resurrection of the body is merely to say
what is naturally due the human being by creation. All it means
is that we never die metaphysically, that is, we never cease to be;
it is quite as compatible with spiritual Death as with spiritual
Life. It is of the first importance to the Christian faith that
Christ by his suffering, death, and resurrection has atoned for
our sins, which cause our death, and has given us Life. As St.
Paul says, “ So you also must consider yourselves dead to sin
and alive to God in Christ Jesus” (Romans 6:11).** The Life
of grace we are given is given to us now, if not in its fullness,
still in its radical distinction from our natural life: “ The life I

91 “ Dicendum quod ea quorum ratio sumitur ex natura speciei oportet simi-
liter inveniri in omnibus quae sunt eitsdem speciei. Talis autem est resurrectio:
haec enim est ratio, quod anima in perfectione ultima speciei humanae esse non
potest a corpore separata. Et ideo necesse est, sicut unum, ita et omnes re-
surgere.” IV Sententia, dist. xliii, a. 1, q. 2.

92 All Biblical texts are taken from the Revised Standard Version,
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now live in the flesh I live by faith in the Son of God, who loved
me and gave himself for me” (Galations 2:20). And again,
“ He himself bore our sins upon the tree, that we might die to
sin and live to righteousness ” (I Peter 2:24). In the Gospel of
John we read: “ Truly, truly, I say to you, he who hears my word
and believes him who sent me, has eternal life; he does not come
to judgment, but has passed from death to life” (John 5:24).
The Life we are given by grace through Christ is a Life other
than the life that is ours by nature. It is not the guarantee of ever-
lasting bodily life of the kind, we now possess with all of its im-
perfections and limitations: such a guarantee would, I should
think, be rather cause for alarm. Rather it is a Life lived in God
through our being loved out of ourselves and into his Life.

Of course, if this new Life were offered us merely while we
are living on earth, only to be taken from us when we die, then
surely our hope and the gift would be imperfect. For this reason
St. Paul insists also on believing in the resurrection of the body
and the eternal life it makes possible. For although the perfect
Eternal Life such as our Lord by grace gives us is not guaranteed
by a resurrected bodily existence, it would be prevented were the
resurrection of the body denied. And so St. Paul writes: ““ For
if the dead are not raised, then Christ has not been raised. If
Christ has not been raised, your faith is futile and you are still
in your sins. Then those who have fallen asleep in Christ have
perished. If for this life only we have hoped in Christ, we are
of all men the most to be pitied ” (I Corinthians 15:16-19).

The Life we are promised, salvation which is imperfect now
and reaches full perfection only in heaven, is wholly grace and is
a distinet gift from created existence, whether resurrected or not.
Thus, the everlasting life suggested by philosophical analysis is
no guarantee of, nor substitute for, the Life which Jesus gives to
us through his death and Resurrection. We are Dead (in this
sense of grace) insofar as we sin. We are Alive insofar as Christ
lives in us. Now is the time to trade the old nature of sin for the
new nature which is Life in Christ. “ Put off your old nature
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which belongs to your former manner of life and is corrupt
through deceitful lusts, and be renewed in the spirit of your
minds, and put on the new nature, created after the likeness of
God in true righteousness and holiness ” (Ephesians 4:22-24).

I am not saying that the resurrection of the body is not a great
gift, only that it is also natural in a way that this gift of the New
Nature is not. Distinguishing the naturalness of the resurrection
of the body from what is purely of grace serves to guard against
a mistake in emphasis, that is, placing our hope in a future res-
toration of our physical existence rather than accepting the grace
offered now, which, if refused, turns the restoration of our physi-
cal existence into the hell of endless pain. It is true that our final
happiness would be incomplete without the resurrection of the
body, but the resurrection of the body is no assurance of that hap-
piness. The perfection of our resurrected life depends on our ac-
ceptance of the Life of grace offered us now. Thus, to say that
the resurrection of the body is natural is not in any way an at-
tempt to explain away the gift of our salvation.

v

In conclusion, let me reiterate that Thomas Aquinas’s philo-
sophical arguments for the resurrection of the body are based on
the immediate experience and understanding of what it is to be
human. We think, and hence are immortal as to the rational soul.
But it is not our souls that think: we think—these composite
unities of soul and body. The soul is naturally the form of the
body. Separated from the body by death, the soul is in an un-
natural state; and since an unnatural state is unstable and re-
quires a restoration of the natural, there must be a resurrection
of the body.”® To recognize this doctrine as the most reasonable

93 This statement is unsatisfactory as it seems to imply time, which, I have
stressed, is not at issue. Unfortunately, we cannot speak without using tem-
poral terms. Therefore, it is necessary to make appropriate qualifications. The
stages of the soul’s separation from the body and restoration in the body are
philosophical moments in understanding why the resurrection of the body is
natural; they do not mean that the soul has a temporal existence apart from
the bady.
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account of what happens after death is simply to be true to the
evidence which we face in this life: the human being is a pro-
found unity of rational soul and body. There is no reason to re-
duce one to the other. It is true we do not comprehend the act
by which the resurrection will occur, and so we say that the effi-
cient cause of the resurrection must be divine. Nevertheless, the
resurrection of the body is a requirement of human nature.

St. Thomas teaches us that what we must never do in explana-
tion is reject clear evidence in the name of simplicity. We must
not deny what we have learned from our experience unless it
contradicts something else from our experience. What Aquinas
does in his thinking is to bring to light whatever is true and to
show that truth does not contradict truth. There may indeed be
tensions, and I would suggest that at the heart of all of the great
philosophical insights there are tensions, but they are dynamic
tensions, not flat contradictions. That the human soul is sub-
sistent, that it is the form of the body, that it can exist without
the body, but that it would be incomplete in such a state and
would require reunification with the body: these are conclusions
which we have reached through an examination of the reality we
find ourselves to be. Unless and until we discover sufficient
evidence to refute one or more of these truths, we have no right
to cast away any. To do so is to renounce our intellectuality, is
to invite the absurd. Certainly, we do not understand all aspects
of the resurrection of the body, especially the act by which it could
happen; but it is a meaningful doctrine based in self-knowledge,
avoiding the twin absurdities of materialism (we are merely
bodies) and spiritualism (we are merely souls). If the options
are to be in mystery or in absurdity, there can be no doubt where
we belong.
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HEN WE SPEAK of future events, does today’s
truth mean tomorrow’s necessity? The question is as
old as Aristotle’s sea battle tomorrow. The last ships

should have been sunk long ago, but after two thousand years
the textual analysis of this passage is still controverted. Yet I
think something new can be said about it if we consider afresh
the philosophic issues themselves.

What philosophic consequences must we accept if we suppose
that predictions, that is, propositions referring to future events,
are either true or false antecedently to the events themselves? In
particular, if a prediction be true now, does its present truth imply
a fixity inherent in the future such that fatalism is unavoidable? *

It has been argued that it does. Aristotle sketched such an
argument in the sea battle passage already alluded to:

. . . [If anything] is white now it was true to say earlier that it
would be white; so that it was always true to say of anything that
has happened that it would be so. But if it was always true to say
that it was so, or would be so, it could not not be so, or not be going
to be so. But if something cannot not happen it is impossible for it
not to happen; and if it is impossible for something not to happen
it is necessary for it to happen. Everything that will be, therefore,
happens necessarily. So nothing will come about as chance has it or
by chance; for if by chance, not of necessity.?

1 Whether it makes any sense to speak of a proposition as true “now” or at
any other time will be considered below.

2 De Interpretatione (trans. J. L. Ackrill; Oxford University Press: 1963),
ch. 9, 18b9 ff.
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If, then, a prediction is true in the present or false in the pres-
ent, its very truth value today seems to create an ineluctable fixity
upon tomorrow’s event such that fatalism would be unavoidable.
And as is implied in Aristotle’s example, it seems natural to sup-
pose that a prediction must, after all, be either true or, if not true,
then false. Does not the law of excluded middle demand this?

Thus the logic of truth relations seems to impose a fatalistic
view of events. Indeed, fatalism is sometimes defined precisely
in terms of logic, so that a contemporary author writes: “ Fatal-
ism is the thesis that the laws of logic alone suffice to prove that
no man has free will, suffice to prove that the only actions which
a man can perform are the actions which he does, in fact, per-
form, and suffice to prove that a man can bring about only those
events which do, in fact, occur and can prevent only those events
which do not, in fact, occur.” 3

I shall, however, argue that (1) neither the law of excluded
middle nor any other logical consideration requires that predic-
tions be true or else false when they are asserted; (2) the ante-
cedent truth (or falsity) of predictions would not necessitate
fatalism by reason of any logical considerations, (3) though it
could necessitate fatalism for causal reasons; and (4) predictions
are never, absolutely speaking, true or false before the occurrence
of the events to which they refer, though they may be true or
false in an attenuated, relative sense.

Thesis 1: Neither the law of excluded middle nor any other logi-
cal consideration requires that a prediction be, prior to the
event, true or, if not true, then false.

I understand the law of excluded middle (LEM) to mean that,
for any meaningful proposition p, it is (logically) necessary that
$ be true or, if not true, then false.

By ordinary usage a proposition referring to a state of affairs
in the world, as distinguished from one referring to logical re-

3 Steven M. Cahn. Fate, Logic, and Time (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1967), p. 8.
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lationships, is called true’ if and only if that state of affairs ob-
tains. The proposition “ I am sitting ” is true just in that case
when I am sitting.

This usage normally presupposes that the object or event de-
scribed in the statement is available as a referent. Thus if Mary
should say “1I am taller than my sister,” when she has no sister
at all, there is a clear sense in which her statement could not be
regarded either as true or as false.* The existence of the referent
for comparison can thus be a necessary condition for applying
LEM.

Now it may reasonably be doubted, and I do doubt it, that a
future event, as future, is available as a referent in the present.
A prediction is dubiously true now (or false now) when the event
it refers to has not yet taken place. As Mary’s phrase “my
sister ”” provided only a nominal definition of an object of predica-
tion (since there was no actual object), so a prediction provides
only a nominal definition of a state of affairs until that state of
affairs exists. But can a non-existent ““ state of affairs ” function
to fix the present truth or falsity of the prediction that refers to
it? Only if that state of affairs is somehow available in the pres-
ent can LEM be applied to the statement.

What I mean is that LEM itself cannot meaningfully be ap-
plied to a prediction prior to the occurrence of the event to which
the prediction refers, inasmuch as a necessary condition for the

4 This sense focuses on the comparative “taller than” as requiring both
relate if it is to be affirmable or deniable at all. There is another sense,
utilized by Aristotle in Categories, ch. 10, in which Mary’s assertion would be
regarded as false. In that sense Aristotle appears to understand Mary’s state-
ment as asserting that her own state of being has the character of being taller
than her sister, but, since she has no sister, it obviously doesn’t. In that same
sense Aristotle would grant that if Mary made the conrtadictory statement,
“I am not taller than my sister,” her new statement would be true. This
again focuses not on the other relatum but on Mary’s state of being which is
not characterized by her being taller than a non-existent sister. In the first
sense, however, the sense I am using, it makes no sense to say that it is true
or that it is false that Mary exceeds in height a person who does not exist at
all.
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truth relation embodied in LEM is that the referent of the predic-
tion be available for comparison.

One may object that the present obviously does cast its shadow
on the past, as in the argument indicated by Aristotle. For com-
mon sense supposes that if X is the case today, an assertion made
yesterday that X would be the case today must yesterday have
been true.

Yet this supposition of common sense is purely gratuitous. For
though I existed yesterday, today’s-sneezing-me did not. While
the proposition that I am sneezing is true now if I am sneezing,
it does not thereby follow that it was true yesterday that I would
be sneezing today. To claim in general that the true description
of any present fact must always have been true (not, of course,
that the fact always obtained) is to utter what William James
would call a Machtspruch, a decree that closes the case before it
is heard. It implicitly appeals to what one may call the Logic of
the Future, and it supposes that truth is ommitemporal: that
what is true at any time is true at all times.

It might instead be proposed that the truth of propositions is
not omnitemporal but atemporal, literally timeless. Thus, though
my sneeze is a temporal event, the truth of the proposition that I
sneeze at such and such a time is not itself temporal. The truth
of the proposition, on this view, does not come into existence with
my sneeze nor with the proposition’s entertainment by anyone.
If, then, propositions are atemporally rather than omnitemporally
true, it does not seem sensible to speak of a proposition as true
“now ” or “then” or at any other time. Furthermore, the atem-
poral truth of propositions referring to the future would be suf-
ficient for the fatalistic argument indicated by Aristotle. For
there is obviously nothing one can do to change an atemporal
truth nor, consequently, to avoid the matter of fact that it atem-
porally describes.

This latter form of the objection, however, involves the same
presupposition as the former: that the future is as much a fact
as the past. For whether one regards the truth of propositions as
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omnitemporal or as atemporal, as reaching across all time or as
having nothing whatever to do with time, one implies that future
events as well as past belong to a unitary whole that is itself not
temporal. A common conception of this whole is that of a four
dimensional space-time manifold in which all temporal events are
naturally situated according to the time and place of their occur-
rence. This is the sense in which time can be said to ““ flow " only
in the way that a fence ““ runs” across the property.

I submit that to adopt this unitary view of temporal events,
hence to adopt an omnitemporal or an atemporal view of the
truth of propositions referring to those events, is to make an arbi-
trary and dubious presupposition that locks one into an untenable
metaphysical position. It gives to space and time, or to space-
time, an ontological priority over actual events instead of making
space-time derivative from events. It tacitly presupposes the
metaphysical priority of a space-time manifold which embraces
within itself all space-time events and thus unites the future with
the present. Such a unity would be requisite if logic would require
one to hold that predictions must be true or be false antecedently
to the events.

I do not grant, however, that space-time is ontologically prior
to actual events in their interrelations; consequently I accept
neither the omnitemporality nor the atemporality of the truth of
propositions referring to temporal events. I must on the other
hand provide a sense in which propositions can be said to be true
at some times while not at others, and indeed a sense in which
predictions become true or else false within the passage of events.
This sense will, I believe, become apparent in (and stand or fall
with) the argumentation for Thesis 4.

At present I tentatively suppose that it makes sense to speak
of propositions as true at some time, and I return to the ques-
tion whether any logical considerations require that predictions
be true or else false when they are asserted, prior to the occur-
rence of the events to which they refer.

So far there have been found no compelling reasons, either
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from LEM or from other logical considerations, to hold that they
are. In Thesis 4 I shall provide strong positive reasons for think-
ing that, in an absolute sense, predictions can in fact never be
true nor false prior to their events. If that be the case, then no
logical consideration could possibly require that predictions be
true before the fact, and thus Thesis 1 will be proved indirectly.
At this point, however, I have only shown that LEM cannot even
be applied to predictions unless the future events referred to are
available for comparison, and also that there are no evident rea-
sons requiring one to think that future events are thus available.

Thesis 2: The truth or the falsity of predictions prior to the oc-
curence of the events to which they refer would not logically
entail fatalism.

By fatalism I mean the view that whatever happens, happens
inevitably and could not have happened otherwise. It is reduc-
tively the view that the actual and the possible coincide, for if
nothing could happen otherwise than as it does, then the actual
exhausts the possible.®

The most common argument for fatalism, as in that already
quoted from Aristotle, goes roughly like this: “ Let ¢ stand for
any proposition referring to a future ‘ contingent ’ event—say the
proposition ‘I shall tell a lie tomorrow.” Since logic assures me
that either I shall tell a lie tomorrow or I shall not, it seems that
g must either be true today or be false. But if it is true today,
then, as in a Greek tragedy, I cannot avoid telling a lie tomorrow.
And if ¢ is false today, I shall be quite incapable of telling a lie
tomorrow. And since this trivial example can be generalized, it
follows that no events are in fact contingent, but everything hap-
pens of necessity.”

But this argument is unsound. In the first place it assumes that
LEM requires that g be true today or else false today, and that,

5 This definition of fatalism leaves unspecified the reasons one might have
for asserting fatalism. Taken with Thesis 2, the definition amounts to reject-
ing any definition of fatalism that implies that the laws of logic alone suffice
to prove that the future is fixed, given any present.
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as we have seen, is at best dubious. Secondly, the argument
illegitimately transfers the hypothetical necessity of the proposi-
tion (that g is true) to the human act.

For if ¢ be true now, what can be said to follow logically?
That I shall tell a lie tomorrow; that I shall not fail to tell a lie
tomorrow ; that I shall not not tell a lie tomorrow. But it does
not follow that I camnot fail to tell a lie tomorrow; that I shall
not be able not to lie tomorrow. In the fatalistic argument
sketched above, however, this logical misstep has been taken. The
element of necessity has been wrongly transferred from the logi-
cal situation to the act of telling the lie. That is, as long as we
assume that ¢ is true, it necessarily follows, on that assumption,
that I shall in fact tell a lie tomorrow, but it does not follow that
in telling the lie I shall do it necessarily.

This becomes clearer when we turn the time around. If today
it is true that I whistled *“ Dixie” yesterday, then, on that sup-
position, it is necessarily the case that I did whistle it. But the
necessity is only the necessity of the supposition that it is true
that T whistled it yesterday; it does not follow that yesterday I
couldn’t help whistling. ’

To return to the argument for fatalism described by Aristotle
(not necessarily his own), we find two distinct steps, which I
shall call (i) and (ii), both of which have now been called into
question :

(i) “[If anything] is white now it was true to say earlier that
it would be white; so that it was always true to say of anything
that has happened that it would be so.” This assertion is rejected
by Thesis 1 above.

(ii) ““But if it was always true to say that it was so, or would
be so, it could not not be so, or not be going to be so. But if
something cannot not happen it is impossible for it not to happen;
and if it is impossible for something not to happen it is necessary
for it to happen. Everything that will be, therefore, happens nec-
essarily. So nothing will come about as chance has it or by
chance; for if by chance, not of necessity.”
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Thesis 2, however, claims that there are no grounds in logic
for the assertion (ii) that today’s truth entails tomorrow’s
necessity. The first “could” in (ii) is logically unjustified;
“would ” is all that one is logically entitled to. Similarly un-
justified are the words “ cannot ” and “impossible ”’ that follow
the “ could.” If it was always (or at any past time) true to say
that something (say, X) would be so, then indeed X would not
not be so, but it does not logically follow that X could not not be
so. The necessity of the hypothesis that it was true to say that X
would be so cannot legitimately be transferred to the event itself.

On the other hand I think it must be granted that the present
truth or falsity of predictions could indeed entail fatalism, though
not by reason of logic.

Thesis 3: If predictions be absolutely true or else false prior to
the events referred to, fatalism would be inescapable, but for
causal, not logical, reasons.

Thesis 2 has already argued that the truth of predictions does
not entail fatalism by reason of logic. It should also be noticed
that the point at issue is independent of anyone’s knowledge of
the events. It is irrelevant to the argument whether anyone, in-
cluding God, somehow knows that a prediction is true. The ques-
tion is, rather, whether a proposition referring to future events
can itself be said to be true, independently of anyone’s knowledge
of its truth.

To explain and support Thesis 3, I must (a) explain the mean-
ing of the term, ““absolutely,” then (b) identify the necessary
condition for the truth of such predictions before their events.

(a) “ Absolutely ” refers to the following case. (Though ex-
treme, it is not really all that rare and will serve as a useful refer-
ence point for more ordinary cases.) Let us suppose a kind of
Laplacian Intelligence, or perhaps a supercomputer, and further
suppose it able to formulate a definite, though perhaps infinitely
complex, proposition that describes with absolute precision the
entire detailed state of the cosmos for all future time. This mega-
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proposition would constitute the complete World Book of the
Future. It would be a detailed expression of the sort of future
that is conceived as part of the unitary whole discussed under
Thesis 1. It would, in other words, be a complete script of that
definite future that is envisaged as occupying the space-time mani-
fold of actual events in the direction of the future. Such an as-
sumed future would correspond to the future that is assumed
when one supposes that logic alone entails fatalism: “ Que sera,
serd.”

I call “absolute” the hypothetical future thus conceived as a
complete and definite (exact) totality, and accordingly I call
“absolute ” the truth or the falsity of propositions referring to
this concept of a future.

(b) What would be the necessary condition for the present
truth or falsity of a proposition referring to such an absolute
future?

Any proposition about temporal events is called ‘true’ only
when the events it describes occur as stated. In considering
Thesis 1, T suggested that future events, as future, do not seem
available as referents for such a comparison. I now wish to give
more precision to this notion of availability and to do it in terms
of definiteness.

The predicate of the typical proposition, including a predic-
tion, assigns a certain definiteness to its grammatical subject. For
instance, the prediction may assign a sneeze to * tomorrow’s me.”
But “tomorrow’s me” is only a linguistic dummy, a kind of
nominal definition, until “ tomorrow’s me ” becomes definite in
every particular. Will “ tomorrow’s me ” actually include an act
of sneezing? Tune in again tomorrow to find out, for only then
will “tomorrow’s me” become a real, hence a definite and de-
terminate me.

Today’s real me is an openness to a whole spectrum of “ me’s ”
for tomorrow. Or more exactly: today’s actual me opens onto a
possibility-spectrum for “ tomorrow’s me.” The future as future
is always characterized by a certain vaguenes, a lack of definite-
ness. So too, tomorrow’s me, like a slide projected unfocused
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onto a screen, awaits the definiteness, the focusing, that only the
actual events between today and tomorrow can give it.

But we are presently in search of the necessary condition un-
der which a proposition referring to tomorrow’s event could be
called true, hence be said to match that event exactly, even to-
day. Indeed, in the present extreme example we seek the neces-
sary condition for the truth of the megaproposition describing the
total future.

Now only to the extent that all indefiniteness is even today ex-
cluded from tomorrow’s events can today’s prediction about them
be called true. Otherwise there is no precision to tomorrow itself
that can serve as a basis for the truth relation today. Only if
today’s set of events already fixes the definiteness of tomorrow’s
events can today’s prediction be now true of tomorrow.

But to suppose that the definiteness of tomorrow is already
settled today is to embrace the doctrine of determinism. By ‘de-
terminism ’ I mean the hypothesis that for every event, Q, there
is an antecedent event (or set of events), P, such that P consti-
tutes a sufficient condition for Q. Thus every actual event or
state of affairs (this is a universal hypothesis) would be the in-
evitable outcome of the previous state of affairs, since, by hypo-
thesis, the previous state of affairs is a sufficient condition for the
present state. And since the sequence of matters of fact is not the
result of purely logical relationships, I do not hesitate to call such
determinism ‘ causal ’.

If universal causal determinism accurately describes the world,
then every state of affairs today was already in the cards yester-
day, so that yesterday’s prediction referring to today’s event must
yesterday have been true or else false, inasmuch as even yester-
day there would have been no indefiniteness about the exact char-
acter of today’s events. The correctness of the hypothesis of de-
terminism would, then, be a sufficient condition for the truth or
the falsity of predictions prior to their events.

Conversely, only if determinism be correct could there yester-
day have been complete definiteness about today’s events. For
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what was to remove the vagueness, the indefiniteness of today’s
events, so as to guarantee their exact fit to yesterday’s predic-
tions, if not an impossibility, intrinsic in yesterday’s events, that
today’s events could turn out otherwise than precisely as they do?
Only such an impossibility could furnish yesterday the definiteness
for today that is requisite for yesterday’s truth or falsity of pre-
dictions about today.

But to say that yesterday’s events render today’s events ab-
solutely definite is just to say that yesterday’s events constitute a
sufficient condition for the definiteness of today’s, and that is
precisely the claim of causal determinism.

Determinism, therefore, is both a necessary and a sufficient
condition for the present absolute truth of the hypothetical mega-
proposition referring to a total future. If that proposition can
even now be true, then the hypothesis of determinism must be
correct.

But if determinism is correct, then every state of affairs, every
present, is the inevitable outcome of its own past, and this is ex-
actly the doctrine of fatalism. Therefore if predictions are ab-
solutely true or absolutely false prior to their events, fatalism is
entailed because causal determinism is entailed. And this is the
central assertion of Thesis 3. '

Is this ‘““absolute” sense of truth, however, a straw man?
Have I defined absolute truth in such extreme terms that the
thesis has no real practical application?

No, I don’t think I have. I had two reasons for saying earlier
that the hypothetical megaproposition describing the total future
is not really all that rare. The first is that it is natural, almost in-
stinctive, to regard the future as a totality of definite events that
lie ahead of us, much as the highway lies ahead of us around the
bend, even though we may be unable to see it. Insofar, then, as we
suppose that our expectations about any particular detail of the
future are basically correct, we tend to suppose that they shine a
spotlight, as it were, onto parts of that tacitly assumed, given
totality. The Logic of the Future seems to bind all events to-
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gether so that particular predictions imply that supposed totality
I have called ““ absolute.”

The second reason is that it is again natural, from a purely
logical point of view, to suppose that even the outcome of a free
decision also lies unambiguously ahead. But to suppose this, is
once again to suppose that there exists that totality of the future
just considered, since the hypothetically free decision, as {free,
could enjoy definiteness in the present only insofar as it forms
part of that very totailty.

The extent to which an analogue of Thesis 3 would apply to
more ordinary propositions, propositions not referring to such an
absolute future, will become apparent from the considerations
supporting Thesis 4, to which I now turn.

Thesis 4: Absolutely speaking, predictions are wever true nor false
antecedently to the occurrence of the events to which they
refer. In a relative sense, however, some predictions can be
so regarded.

Before giving reasons directly in support of this thesis, I must
offer some preliminary suggestions concerning (a) some rela-
tions between logic and metaphysics, and (b) the relation of
determinism to the thesis.

(a) At the heart of this issue lies the fundamental question,
mentioned earlier, of the relation of space and time, and perhaps
even of logic generally, to metaphysics. On the one hand it seems
natural to construct out of the abstract ideas of space and of time
a kind of logical, four-dimensional space-time manifold onto
which all temporal events can be mapped. The truth or the falsity
of propositions referring to events in this manifold would then
lie outside the manifold itself, hence be atemporal.

But such a construction implicitly presupposes that the space-
time structure enjoys logical, and even perhaps ontic, priority
over actual events. For the “ before” and ‘“ after,” the ““ here”
and “there” of temporal events is then thought of as at least
logically prior to the events themselves rather than derivative
from them.
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Paradigmatic of such a view is Newton’s conception of an ab-
solute space and time that serve as infinite, unaffected repositories
for all spatictemporal events. Analogous to this is the contem-
porary fascination with interpreting the actual world (actual
cosmic history) in terms of an infinity of hypothetical ‘ possible
worlds ’. possible cosmic histories. More than that, the meta-
physics of the actual world is thought of, implicitly at least, as
exemplifying one particular set of principles out of an infinity of
possible ones. In such a conception, metaphysical principles are
mapped onto a broader logical structure tacitly accorded a prior-
ity, in principle if not in time, to actual events and to the meta-
physical structure they exemplify.

I, on the other hand, proceed on the assumption—though this
is not the place to argue it—that, whether the logical order is
viewed as an abstract character of the extramental world or as a
reflection of the structure of thought, logical structure and the
structure of space-time inhere in and depend upon the structure of
actual events, not the other way around.®

(b) By Thesis 3, if predictions be absolutely true or ab-
solutely false prior to the occurrence of the events to which they
refer, fatalism is entailed because causal determinism is entailed.
Conversely, if determinism in fact holds, all predictions could be
considered true or else false prior to their events because all in-
definiteness of the predicted events would already have been ex-
cluded at the time the prediction is entertained.

If therefore the hypothesis of determinism be correct, Thesis 4
cannot stand. But is determinism correct? It would clearly be
unfeasible here to re-examine that complex and hoary question.
It is, however, appropriate to note that the hypothesis of deter-
minism is just that—a hypothesis and, indeed, a hypothesis that,

6 This is only another way of saying that esse enjoys an ontological priority
to its forms. That metaphysics enjoys precedence over logic is also an essential
presupposition in making metaphysical sense of the popular notion of “ possible
worlds.” One may note here my essay, ‘“Impossible Worlds,” The Interna-
tional Philosophical Quarterly 23/3 (September 1983) : 251-265, in which I
argue that most of these “ possible worlds” aren’t in fact possible since they
are metaphysically incoherent.
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in the nature of things, cannot be proved. You can never observe
that a particular event—Ilet alone all events—could not have
turned out otherwise. Neither can you demonstrate this on pure-
ly logical grounds. You cannot in fact argue to determinism at
all. You take a stand on it and you take the consequerces. Since
I hold that we are, at least sometimes, free agents responsible for
our decisions, and since I also hold that determinism is incom-
patible with freedom, I make no apology for assuming in what
follows that determinism, as a universal thesis, is false. Further-
more, the principles that I am about to propose in support of
Thesis 4 themselves serve as plausible reasons why determinism
cannot be a correct doctrine.

I now return to the consideration of Thesis 4 itself. The thesis
was adumbrated in a preliminary way in the considerations sup-
porting Thesis 1, by which the availability of future events for a
truth relation in the present was called into question. Further-
more, the antecedent truth of predictions was seen not to be re-
quired by what I have called the Logic of the Future. One can-
not claim, without simply begging the question, that the truth
value of propositions is omnitemporal, as if once true, always true,
in the past as well as in the future. It is just not evident that a
description of today’s fact must have been true yesterday—at least
not unless one is prepared to accept the claim of causal deter-
minism. For if the description was already true yesterday, of
what use is today? Unless indeed, as determinism would assert,
today adds no determinations to yesterday but only an ineluct-
able production of what is already causally necessitated. Simi-
larly, it is gratuitous to claim that tomorrow’s fact must be de-
scribable by true propositions today, for that presupposes that
tomorrow’s fact is settled even today. If so, of what use is to-
morrow ?

These questions are of course tendentious, and deliberately so.
They appeal to a metaphysical insight into the processive nature
of reality as we experience it. Let me describe this insight more
exactly in the form of the following proposed metaphysical prin-
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ciples. I say “ proposed ” since, like all metaphysical principles,
they cannot be demonstrated but only pointed out as more
plausible, closer to experience, than their opposites. The reader
must judge whether they ring true. The principles, however, in
concert with a rejection of determinism, constitute the metaphysi-
cal reason why predictions can never be absolutely true prior to
their described events.

Principle A: Past actuality, whether wmmediate or remote, 1is
definite, exact, unambiguous.

For instance, an essay or a novel, when the author is finished
with it, is just that particular assemblage of words. So too with
the definiteness of events. The Battle of Gettysburg was, in the
event, just those definite soldiers firing just those definite shots.
Closer to home: each of us has lived a very definite personal his-
tory. Our present memories about where we were or what we
did at any particular time may be uncertain, but we suppose
nevertheless that at every moment, past and present, we were just
“there ” doing just “ that.”

Principle B: Present actuality involves a process of determina-
tion, whereby from the indefiniteness of potentiality there is
created the definiteness of settled actuality.

The writing of a novel or an essay, for instance, is a process
by which the indefiniteness of the author’s initial vague ideas
takes on the definiteness of the finished product. Principle B
claims that something like this is happening all the time—that
this is exactly what ““happening ”’ amounts to.

The present therefore is always creating itself out of what is
given from the past for the present; it is not simply instantiating
the necessities inherited from the past (as determinism would
have it). If that be correct and determinism mistaken, then the
present has to be taken seriously as a kind of creation, a creation
in which genuinely new, and consequently unforeseeable, events
and details may take place. The exact history of our individual
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lives is the indelible trace of what we have chosen to make out of
the situations we found ourselves in.

Principle C: Only actual events create this definiteness of settled
actuality within the givenw width of possibility.

Principle C is roughly the converse of Principle B, and if any
aspect of my position is the most controversial, this is probably it.
Principle B asserts that actual events always exemplify, because
they produce, definiteness, an exact pattern of actuality. Principle
C, conversely, asserts that such definiteness, such exactness of
pattern, requires actual events as the origin of that definiteness.
Possibility as such is always vague, poorly defined, whereas ac-
tuality is definite and precise by reason of its own activity. Ac-
tual events, therefore, imply definiteness (Principle B), and defi-
niteness implies actual events (Principle C).

The possible ways, for instance, in which you can next walk
out the door of your room are limited by the door frame, but
within that limitation there is no end to the different ways you
can walk out. But the actual way you do walk out—say, left leg
first, etc.—gets its definition precisely and only from your act of
walking out.

Similarly, the actual writing by a real author is required not
only for the resulting novel as a whole but for the creation of the
pattern of words that constitutes its form. Dickens literally
created the literary pattern that is David Copperfield; he did not
select it from an array of pre-defined (or even of atemporal) pat-
terns within some limbo-library of possible novels available for
actualization.

An immediate consequence of C is that the definiteness of the
actual (its formal pattern) never precedes the actual in time.
Prior to the Battle of Gettysburg the generals involved doubtless
speculated on the possibility of a battle at Gettysburg. But one
can only refer to the Battle of Gettysburg after a battle has been
fought and has, by the fighting, transformed “a battle” into
“the battle.” The phrase, “ the Battle of Gettysburg,” supposes
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that exactness of detail that was supplied only by the fighting.
The same would be the case for a musical creation. Only after
Mozart had conceived it, at least, did there exist the definite and
marvelous pattern of notes that we call his Fortieth Symphony.
Mozart created that pattern in his thinking and his writing, and
prior to his act of creating the pattern simply did not exist, not
even to be talked about as a possibility.

This Bergsonian point is illuminated by noting that it would
be odd if someone were to entitle a book On Preventing the Next
Air Disaster but not odd to call it On Preventing Another Air
Disaster. For unlike “ another air disaster,” which is vague and
indefinite, ““ the next air disaster ” sounds as definite and precise
as “the last air disaster.” Yet “ the next air disaster ” cannot be
definite if it is in fact prevented and so never happens at all.

Now if the precise pattern of an actual event never precedes
the event in time, neither does the possibility of an absolute truth
relationship between that event and a prediction making an as-
sertion about it, for there is as yet no complete definiteness to the
event that the prediction can be compared with. The event is not
available for comparison precisely because it is indefinite. Since
this is the case, however, predictions can never be absolutely true
nor false prior to the occurrence of the events to which they refer.
And this is the primary assertion of Thesis 4.

Predictions, therefore, that directly or indirectly refer to a
total future, as do predictions about free decisions (as we have
seen), are never true nor false antecedently to their described
events.

Yet aside from these absolute cases there does seem to be a
large class of predictions that can be considered as antecedently
true or false in a relative sense. These are predictions about
events that, quite apart from the thesis of determinism, seem
physically necessitated, given our present understanding of na-
ture and given the factual situation at the time the prediction is
made.

Consider, for instance, the proposition. “ Tomorrow the moon
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will be at a distance of one light-year from the earth.” It seems
obvious from our understanding of nature that this proposition
cannot possibly be true; that it is even now false. One need not
hold determinism to recognize the absurdity of this proposition;
one need only know a little physics.

In considering Thesis 3, I granted that present predictions
could even now be true in a deterministic universe precisely be-
cause in such a universe the present would already fix the definite-
ness of the future. In an analogous way, to the extent that physi-
cal laws at work in the present fix the margins of the future, just
to that extent can predictions about the future be said to be even
now true or false. This, however, is truth or falsity in a relative
sense—relative, namely, to that width of possibility fixed for the
future by physical laws operative in the present. And this is the
meaning of the latter part of Thesis 4.

Consider a more ordinary example of predictions. What about
tide tables? Are the predictions about the height of future tides
true now? I think we should say yes, but in the relative sense.
After all, it is neither logically nor even physically impossible that
some cataclysm should occur (such as the sun exploding) prior to
some predicted tide, so that the prediction might prove false after
all. Hence the tide tables cannot be true in an absolute sense, as
if they were giving us a sneak preview of the future. Granted
that, however, and granted our solid knowledge of the gravita-
tional and kinetic forces at work, we seem justified in regarding
these predictions as true relative to those factors. Ask any
mariner.

Tide tables, however, may be less a description of the future
than a formalization of our own expectations about it. In any
case, most predictions fall in a gray area between predictions of
an absolute future, none of which can be true before their events,
and blind guesses. But the truth or falsity of most predictions is
exactly relative to the constraints of nature and is, therefore, a
relative kind of truth or falsity. But this relative truth of proposi-
tions referring to the future affords no argument for a doctrine
of fatalism.



FATALISM AND TRUTH ABOUT THE FUTURE 227

I conclude, then, that arguments for fatalism based on con-
siderations of logic are mistaken; that predictions about an ab-
solute future are never true nor false; and that predictions about
particular events can be true or false at most in an attenuated,
relative sense.

The philosophic scent of many philosophers has therefore been
accurate in sniffing fatalism whenever predictions were taken to
be unqualifiedly true or false in the present, yet almost all of the
barking has been directed up the wrong trees: the Tree of the
Law of Excluded Middle, wrongly thought to entail the truth or
the falsity of predictions antecedently to the occurrence of their
described events; and the Tree of the Logic of the IFuture, wrong-
ly thought to entail that what will be, cannot not be. The bark-
ing would have been better directed up the Tree of Causal De-
terminism where the serpent of fatalism actually lurks, tempting
us to take the fatal bite of supposing that what we say about an
absolute future can even now be true.
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UNS SCOTUS writes in his commentary on Aristotle’s
Metaphysics, *‘ the proof [of the indeterminacy of the
will] is a posteriori, for the person who wills experi-

ences [experitur] that he could have nilled or not willed what he
did. . ..” * Again, in the Ordinatio, Scotus says,

In regard to any object, then, the will is able not to will or nill it,
and can suspend itself from eliciting any act in particular with regard
to this or that. And this is something anyone can experience in him-
self [hoc potest quilibet experiri in seipso] when someone proffers
some good. Even if it is presented as something to be considered
and willed, one can turn away from it and not elicit any act in its
regard. . . .2

The significance of these statements for this paper lies in two di-
rections: (1) They may hold the key to Scotus’s fundamental

1 Duns Scotus, Quaestiones tn Metaphysicam I1X, q. 15, a. 2: “ Ad secundum,
a posteriori probatur. Experitur enim qui vult se posse non velle sive nolle,
iuxta quod de libertate voluntatis alibi diffusius habetur.” Though Scotus’s
commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics is an early work, it remains a signi-
ficant source for the Subtle Doctor’s thought on the will and human freedom.
I draw the English translation and the Latin text from Allan B. Wolter,
trans. & ed., Duns Scotus on the Will and Morality (Washington, D.C.: Cath-
olic University of America Press, 1986), pp. 152-153.

2 Ordinatio 1V, suppl. dist. 49, qq. 9-10; Wolter, Duns Scotus, pp. 194-195:
“Unde quodlibet obiectum potest voluntas non velle nec nolle, et a quolibet
actu in particulari potest se suspendere circa hoc vel illud. Et hoc potest
quilibet experiri in seipso, cum quis offert sibi aliquod bonum, etiam se ostend-
eret sibi bonum ut bonum considerandum et volendum, potest se ab hoc
avertere, et nullum actum voluntatis circa illum elicere. . . .” That this appeal
to experience also appears in the Ordinatio shows an important continuity in
Scotus’s thought about the will from his early to his later work.
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divergence from Aquinas, who could never have used such lan-
guage about the will.*> It has become something of a philosophical
commonplace to assert that what separated Aquinas’s and Scotus’s
accounts of human freedom was the relative superiority Aquinas
assigned to the intellect and Scotus assigned to the will.* All this
is quite true, but it does not get to the basic disagreement, the
two fundamentally different ways of thinking about human free-
dom that they present. Perhaps the above passages can provide
insight sufficient to overcome this shortcoming. (2) Scotus’s
statements about the experience of the will’s indeterminate free-
dom also take us, as they rightly should, to Scotus’s own writ-
ings. In recent years, at least three quite different interpretations
of what the Subtle Doctor really thought about human freedom
have appeared. While no medieval figure enjoys a universal con-
sensus (especially Aquinas), when it comes to Scotus on human
freedom, rarely have scholars dragged one man’s corpus in so
many contrary directions. Perhaps employing the experience of
freedom as a heuristic can bring some kind of order to these
disparate interpretations—or perhaps, at the very least, show that
such order could only be an external imposition and, therefore,
that fundamental tensions lie at the heart of Scotus’s thinking
about the liberty proper to viatores.

This paper has three sections. In the first, I present what has
for some time been the most popular reading of Scotus on human
freedom-—the libertarian interpretation. In light of this reading,
I next briefly attempt to show what it would mean to experience

3 Aquinas does occasionally appeal to experience to make his arguments,
though not the experience of the will’s activity. See Summa Theologiae 1.81.3;
1.84.7; I-11.112.5.

4 See, for example, Lawrence D. Roberts, “ A Comparison of Duns Scotus
and Thomas Aquinas on Human Freedom of Choice,” in Homo et Mundus:
Acta Quinta Congressus Scotistici Internationalis, 1981 (Rome: Societas In-
ternationalis Scotistica, 1984), pp. 265-272; fitienne Gilson, History of Chris-
tian Philosophy in the Middle Ages (New York: Random House, 1955), p.
463; and Robert P. Prentice, “The Voluntarism of Duns Scotus, as Seen in
His Comparison of the Intellect and Will” Franciscan Studies 28 (1968) : 63-
103.
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the will's freedom; and I expend these preliminary results in the
second section of the paper as fuel for a comparison with some of
Thomas Aquinas’s views. Then in the third section, I return to
Scotus and examine the two interpretations of human freedom in
his work that challenge the libertarian reading. The first of these,
offered by Professor Douglas Langston in a recent monograph,®
claims that Scotus thought that the will could be determined yet
free. The second finds its principal expression in works by Pro-
fessor William Frank ® and others and emphasizes those passages
where Scotus speaks of the will’s firmitas or steadfastness in pur-
suing a particular goal to the willed exclusion of other options. It
is not at all clear, however, that such an emphasis jibes with the
earlier language of experiencing one’s freedom. My conclusion
to this study will be that, with this language, Scotus gives to the
will an independence and an unsituated self-determination wholly
at odds with Aquinas and—very likely—with important strands
of his own later work.

I

The libertarian reading of Scotus emphasizes passages like his
claim that the will “is an active power indifferently regarding
opposed things, which power can determine itself to either of
these.” ” Lawrence Roberts, one of the foremost contemporary
representatives of this interpretation, highlights such statements

5 Douglas C. Langston, God’s Willing Knowledge: The Influence of Scotus’
Analysis of Omniscience (University Park, Pa.: Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity Press, 1986).

6 William A. Frank, “ Duns Scotus’ Concept of Willing Freely: What Di-
vine Freedom Beyond Choice Teaches Us,” Franciscan Studies 42 (1982):
68-89; and Frank, John Duns Scotus’ Quodlibetal Teaching on the Will, Ph.D.
diss., Catholic University of America, 1982.

7 Scotus, Secundae Additiones. This report of Scotus’s lectures has been
edited by Charles Balic in “ Une question inédite de J. Duns Scot sur la
volonté,” Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 3 (1931): 191-208.
I shall refer to this work as S4, followed by the page number in the Balic
edition. The passage quoted above is found on p. 207. I use the translation of
Lawrence D. Roberts, found in his John Duns Scotus and the Concept of
Human Freedom, Ph.D. diss., Indiana University, 1969.
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[4

on the way to concluding that Scotus proposes “a variety of
libertarianism.” ® Indeed, rich textual evidence suggests that free-
dom for Scotus is simply the ability and opportunity to do other
than what one does in every choice one confronts. Thus in his
quodlibets (one of his latest works), Scotus writes that “al-
though this [free] power involves both intellect and will, it is
only the will, I say, that can completely account for the indiffer-
ence or indeterminacy as regards the alternative—the indiffer-
ence, namely, that consists in the fact that the action which oc-
curred might not have occurred, or vice versa. .. .”?
Affirmations of the will's active power of self-determination
appear repeatedly throughout Scotus’s writings. In Quodlibet 16,
for example, Scotus explains that the will is “a freely active
principle, . . . in such a way that it determines itself to ac-
tion. . . .” ** The will has the power of self determination [* po-

8 Lawrence D. Roberts, “ The Contemporary Relevance of Duns Scotus’
Doctrine of Human Freedom,” Regnum Hominis et Regnum Dei: Acta Quarts
Congressus Scotistici Internationalis (Rome: Societas Internationalis Scotis-
tica, 1978), p. 536. On this same page, Roberts defines libertarianism as “the
view that freedom includes indeterminism in the production of actions, and con-
trol over actions by the agent.” Roberts provides a similar account of Scotus
on freedom in “ John Duns Scotus and the Concept of Human Freedom,” in
Deus et Homo ad mentem I. Duns Scoti (Rome: Societas Internationalis
Scotistica, 1972), pp. 317-325; “A Comparison of Duns Scotus and Thomas
Aquinas on Human Freedom of Choice,” in Homo et Mundus (Rome: Societas
Internationalis Scotistica, 1984), 265-272; ‘Indeterminism in Duns Scotus’
Doctrine of Human Freedom,” The Modern Schoolman 51 (1973): 1-16; and
his Ph.D. dissertation, John Duns Scotus and the Concept of Human Freedom.

9 John Duns Scotus, God and Creatures: The Quodlibetal Questions, Felix
Alluntis and Allan B. Wolter, trans. (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1975), 18.24, p. 406. For other passages where Scotus takes a very similar line,
see ibid., pp. 480-481; Quaestiones in Metaphysicam, in Allan B, Wolter, trans.
and ed., Duns Scotus, pp. 151-161; SA4, p. 207; and Ordinatio, 1, d. 1, part 2,
q. 2, n. 49; Vatican vol. II, p. 100: “in the power of the will is not only to
will this or that, but also to will or not to will, because its liberty is for act-
ing or not acting ” [“ .. in potestate voluntatis est non tantum sic et sic velle,
sed etiam velle et non velle, quia libertas eius est ad agendum vel non
agendum”].

10 The Quodlibetal Questions, 16.42 & 16.43, p. 384: “ Ipsamet [voluntas] est
tale activum, quod seipsam determinat in agendo. .. .”
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test se determinare”].** “ Every will,” he writes in Book III of
the Ordinatio, ““is the master of its own act.” ** It is “a free
power in its very essence” [ potentia libera per essentiam ”].**
This makes the will unique among human powers: “ It seems
stupid then to apply general propositions about active principles
to the will, since there are no instances of the way it behaves in
anything other than will. . . . other things are not like it. . . .” **
Moreover, the will is as singularly prized as it is singular: “ For
who would deny an agent is more perfect the less it is determined,
dependent, and limited in its action or effect? ” ** Applied to the
will’s activity, this becomes a classic statement of human freedom
as unfettered choice. For Scotus, the will must be free to escape
all potential restrictions on its activity by manifesting an inde-
pendence from prior formation or the influence of anything that
it did not itself explicitly choose. Only then can the will be free.

Significantly, emphasizing the ability to experience the freedom
of this kind of will has a natural fit here. The ability to experience
anything presupposes some kind of unencumbered access to what-
ever it is that one seeks to experience. Only a will, therefore, that
is truly isolated from and independent of prior attachments or
commitments could be experienced in the way Scotus wishes.

11 Quaestiones in Metaphysicam, pp. 156-157.

12 Ordinatio, I1I, d. 17, q. unica, n. 4; Vivés vol. XIV, p. 654b: “omnis
voluntas est domina sui actus.” See also, for example, Quaestiones in Meta-
physicam, pp. 157-159, 169; and p. 272 of Magnae Additiones, reports of
Scotus’s lectures made by his pupil, William of Alnwick. They were edited
by Charles Balic in Les commentaires de Jean Duns Scot sur les quatre lvres
des Sentences (Louvain: Bureau de la Revue, 1927), pp. 264-301. I shall use
the page numbers corresponding to the Balic edition, the translation found in
Roberts’s dissertation, and abbreviate Magnae Additiones as MA.

18 Ordinatio, 1, d. 17, part 1, qq. 1-2, n. 66; Vatican vol. V, p. 169 and also
Ordinatio, 1, d. 1, part 2, q. 2, n. 133; Vatican vol. I, p. 89. Also, in Quod-
libet 16.32, he writes, “ Now liberty is an intrinsic condition of the will . . .”
(p. 378).

14 Quaestiones n Metaphysicam, p. 159, In addition, see Ordinatio, 11, d. 37,
q. 2, n. 4; Vivés vol. XIII, p. 370a, where Scotus says that the will “is
supreme among all active causes ” (“ipsa [voluntas] est suprema inter ommes
causes activas 7).

15 Quaestiones in Metaphysicam, p. 159.
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Moreover, the very experience of indeterminate freedom—to the
extent it demands an introspective abstraction from the flow of
life—presumes this picture of the will and its capacity to step
back and away from all substantive attachments.®® Such is the
autonomous volitional activity of the will on a libertarian account.
In his quodlibetal questions, Scotus details the will’s ability to
step back and control all the attachments and attractions presented
by the intellect. While not explicitly present, the language of ex-
periencing the will’s freedom could be easily inserted here.

the initial state of indifference is [in our power], for one can deter-
mine himself to will or not to will—something which does not de-
pend on the intellect but on the will. The object moves the intellect
naturally. Now if the will were moved naturally by the intellect, then
the will itself would be moved naturally and man would not be
human but a brute. The will, then, is not moved naturally, but given
the initial intellection, it has it in its power to turn the intellect’s con-
sideration to this or that and hence it can will this or that or reject
these. Thus the first volition depends entirely on us. . . .27

Scotus marks an important moment in a tradition stressing voli-
tional autonomy that persists to this day (witness Iris Murdock’s
perceptive references to the ‘ giddy empty will’ that characterizes
so much of modern moral philosophy).*®

Why Scotus had to experience this type of freedom to estab-
lish its existence reveals much about the context out of which he
wrote. In the history of philosophy, the need to experience some-
thing as proof of its existence or activity almost always indicates

16 For a related controversy about such inner experience in the realm of
religious belief, see my “The Appropriation of Wittgenstein’s Writings by
Philosophers of Religion: Towards a Reevaluation and an End,” Religious
Studies 21 (1985) : 457-474,

17 The Quodlibetal Questions, 21.32, pp. 480-481. It should be pointed out,
though, that Scotus died before finishing his twenty-first quodlibet. What I
am quoting from here is a reportatio version of this question.

18 Iris Murdock, The Sovereignty of Good (London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1970), p. 36. See also Alasdair MaclIntyre, Whose Justice? Which Ra-
tionality? (Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1988),
esp. chap. 17.
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some kind of epistemological or philosophical crisis. The need to
experience » commonly arises in the context of rebutting critics
of one stripe or another who doubt that x is really there or that »
is really operating in a particular way. Listen to what René
Descartes—no stranger, he, to epistemological crises—says about
the will in his Fourth Meditation: ““1 likewise cannot complain
that God has not given me a free choice or a will which is suffi-
cient, ample and perfect, since as a matter of fact I am conscious
of a will so extended as to be subject to no limats™ (italics
mine).** Here we find echoes of both Scotus’s points: will is
more perfect the less dependent and limited it is, and experience
confirms this.

Now, Descartes was not Scotus, nor were Scotus’s problems
Descartes’s. For present purposes, saying that they took common
refuge from different enemies is meant to illumine what they
fled to rather than what they were each fleeing from. Not that
the latter is unimportant; rather, it is a story best told elsewhere.*
Suffice it to say that Scotus (and Ockham as well, whose program
also begins with the experience of free volition) * wrote in the
wake the Condemnation of 1277 ; these ecclesiastical censures ex-
pressed the concern that human freedom was being threatened by
the determination of the will—principally through the activity of

19 Descartes, The Fourth Meditation, in Margaret D. Wilson, ed., The Es-
sential Descartes (New York: The New American Library, 1969), p. 197.

20 T have tried to do this in my Ph.D. dissertation with the figures and issues
immediately after Aquinas and before Scotus. See Joseph M. Incandela,
Aquinas’s Lost Legacy: God’s Practical Knowledge and Situated Human Free-
dom, Princeton University, 1986. For an excellent presentation of Descartes’s
work in its historical context, see Jeffrey Stout, The Flight from Authority
(Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1981), esp. chaps.
1-3.

21 See Ockham’s Quodlibet I, q. 16; in Quodlibeta Septem, ed. J. C. Wey,
in Ockham, Opera Theologica (St. Bonaventure, N.Y.: Franciscan Institute,
St. Bonaventure University, 1980) vol. IX, p. 88: “ Potest tamen evidenter
cognosci per experientiam per hoc, quod homo experitur quod quantumcunque
ratio dictet aliquid potest tamen voluntas hoc velle vel nolle. . . .” For more
on Ockham’s views, see David Clark, “ Ockham on Human and Divine Free-
dom,” Franciscan Studies 38 (1978) : 122-160.



236 JOSEPH M. INCANDELA

the intellect.®® That explains the standard depiction, alluded to
earlier, about the differences between Aquinas (who died in
1274) and Scotus on freedom. It does not yet explain how these
differences reflect two fundamentally opposing views of human
freedom and the human condition.

At the same time, even while we have not yet uncovered how
and why these differences are important, we have said enough to
understand why such differences may be expected. Scotus gave
an account of human liberty grounded in the experience of the
will’s freedom, and he did this in the context of responding to the
particular problems and concerns of his day which were perceived
to challenge it. Thus the need to emphasize the will’s unfettered
freedom and, in fact, to experience it. We may expect, however,
that the account given by someone who was not facing those
doubts or those critics or that context of problems will be very
different. And we ought further to expect that it will be very
difficult—if not impossible—to insert the language of experienc-
ing freedom back into the earlier account without considerable
violence to its integrity, because experience is intrusive. Any ac-
count not similarly indebted to uncovering, isolating, and giving
prominence to the thing to be experienced—in this case, the free-
dom of the will—can afford to acknowledge that the will’s ‘ ex-
perience’ is mediated, situated, encumbered by a variety of other
factors which must needs produce a very different account of
human liberty and the human condition. How this gets played
out in Aquinas will be the burden of the next section.

22 For a text of the Condemnation, see E. L. Fortin and P. D. O’Neill,
trans., “ Condemnation of 219 Propositions,” in R. Lerner and M. Mahdi, eds.,
Medieval Political Philosophy (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1963),
pp. 335-354 (I borrow their numbering system below). The most comprehen-
sive source of information about the Condemnation is Roland Hissette, Enguéte
sur les 219 articles condamnés & Paris le 7 Mars 1277 (Louvain: Publications
Universitaires, 1977). See also John F. Wippel, “ The Condemnations of 1270
and 1277 at Paris,” The Journal of Medieval and Renaissance Studies 7 (1977) :
169-201. Among the condemned propositions relating to the activity of intellect
and will in human freedom are # 164 (“That man’s will is necessitated by
his knowledge, like the appetite of a brute”) and # 151 (“ That the soul wills
nothing unless it is moved by another. Hence the following proposition is
false ; the soul wills by itself 7).
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For now, consider this example: those of us who teach do,
from time to time, experience a certain joy in the activity. But
this is most often a retrospective joy of a class that went well or
of young minds loosed upon the world. I suspect that if I made
the experience of joy a priority of my teaching while I was doing
it, it would affect it greatly—and for the worse, I imagine.
Something would be elevated to preeminence that is not (nor
should be) preeminent in the undertaking. It is, rather, some-
thing so submerged in the activity that looking for it changes the
very nature of the activity. Perhaps, where framing theories of
liberty is concerned, the need to experience the freedom of the will
is similarly corrupting.

II

In his De anima (I1I1.10), Aristotle explained that the object
of the appetitive faculty causes the movement of the appetite to-
wards the object. More precisely, the thought of the object
causes motion, inasmuch as the object is only present to the ap-
petitive power through thought. The importance of the point for
present purposes is that this text ** sparked a lively medieval de-
bate over the respective roles of intellect and will in the act of
choice. Others have documented these controversies in detail.*

23 Aquinas appeals to this passage from Aristotle to ground his claim that the
will is moved by the intellect (Swumma Theologiae 1-11.9.1)—hereafter cited
as ST. I use the translation of the Fathers of the English Dominican Prov-
ince (New York: Benziger Brothers, Inc., 1947). See also Rosemary Z.
Lauer, “ St. Thomas’s Theory of Intellectual Causality in Election,” The New
Scholasticism 28 (1954) : 299-319; Gerard Smith, “ Intelligence and Liberty,”
The New Scholasticism 15 (1941) : 1-17; Alan Donagan, “ Thomas Aquinas
on Human Action,” The Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy,
Norman Kretzmann, et al, eds. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1982), pp. 642-654; and George P. Klubertanz, “ The Root of Freedom in St.
Thomas’s Later Works,” Gregorionum 42 (1967) : 701-724.

2¢ For an excellent collection of sources and analysis of this period, see An-
tonio San Cristébal-Sebastidn, Controversias acerca de la Voluntad desde
1270 o 1300 (Madrid: Editorial y Libreria, 1958); Dom Lottin, Psychologie
et morale aux XIle et XIlle siécles, Vol. 1. Problémes de psychologie, 2nd
ed. {Gembloux, 1957), esp. pp. 243-389; J. B. Korolec, “1. Ethigue & Nicoma-
que et le probléeme du libre arbitre & la lumiére des commentaires parisiens
du XIIIe siécle et la philosophie de la liberté de Jean Buridan,” Miscellonea
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Present purposes demand only that we try to understand what
these disputes amounted to in light of Scotus’s statement about
experiencing the will’s freedom. My treatment here will be high-
ly abbreviated though, I hope, substantial enough to show what
I feel really separates Aquinas and Scotus.

At bottom, what was at issue in these disputes about the in-
tellect’s role in volition was whether there was anything ““ out
there ”” in the person’s situation for the intellect to perceive in a
way that would draw or elicit the consent of the will. For
Aquinas, consent was something less than necessary agreement
with the intellect but something more than an autonomous mo-
ment of volitional activity. Free willing for Scotus, however,
was thought to be just such a moment of autonomous volitional
activity and therefore could be immediately experienced as such.
The will's purported independence and capacity for self-determi-
nation allowed the experiential access Scotus described.

That is why Scotus was so anxious to affirm the will’s control
of what was presented to it by the intellect (as seen in the quota-
tion above from his twenty-first quodlibet). The will is the su-
perior cause [ “causa superior ” ], while the intellect is an in-
ferior or subservient cause to the will [ “causa subserviens
voluntati ” ].** This superiority makes the will free to use or
not to use the activity of the intellect. It is like a cut-off switch
that either admits or does not admit into the act of volition some-
thing perceived by the intellect. Thus, Duns explains, “ Although

Medievalia 10 (1976) : 331-348; “Free Will and Free Choice,” Cambridge
History of Later Medieval Philosophy, pp. 629-641; and Raymond Macken,
“La volunteé¢ humaine, faculté plus élevée que lintelligence selon Henri de
Gand,” Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 42 (1975) : 5-51.

28 Ordinatio, IV, d. 49, n. 16; Vivés vol. XXI, p. 151b: “hoc modo voluntas
imperans intellectui est causa superior respectu actus eius. Intellectus autem
si est causa volitionis, est causa subserviens voluntati. . . .” In addition, see
SA, p. 203: “the will is the more principal cause and the knowing nature is
less principal . . .” ; Ordinatio, IV, d. 49, n. 18; Vivés vol. XXI, p. 155a:
“ Similiter posset dici, quod intellectus dependet a volitione, ut a causa partiali,
sed superiori; e converso autem voluntas ab intellectione, ut a causa partiali,
sed subserviente”; Ordinatio, I, d. 42, q. 4, n. 10; Wolter, Duns Scotus, p.
174: “ voluntas est agens superius respectu intellectus ”; and MA, p. 284. Com-
pare Aquinas in ST 1.82.3 and 1.82.4 ad 1.
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they [the will and known object] are not able to proceed to the
effect unless the other partial cause [the apprehended good]
naturally concurs, nevertheless the will uses [utitur] that partial
cause so that the effect follows. And nevertheless that cause is
in the power of the will to use or not to use; thus it freely acts,
as I freely see, because I use the power of seeing when I wish.” *¢
Consequently, the intellect does not cause anything “ except
through the will's causing, so that the causation of the intellect is
in the power of the will.” **

Making the intellect subservient to the will as Scotus does,
however, has the effect of widening the arena of the latter’s ac-
tivity by rendering even what is perceived by the intellect a prod-
uct of the will’s autonomous choice. Therefore, Scotus writes in
the Ordinatio, “ But it is in the power of the will that something
be actually suitable or not; for nothing is actually suitable to it
unless it pleases it.”’*® The picture of the will, then, is one in which
it is fully able to step back from any and all its loves and autono-
mously choose which ones to pursue. In this way, freedom goes
all the way down to the will’s choice of its ends. Scotus writes,

26 Scotus, M A, p 283. On the will's determination of the intellect, see also
SA4, p. 203; The Quodlibetal Questions, 21.32, pp. 480-481; and Quaestiones in
Metaphysicam, p. 157.

27 Ordinatio, II, d. 37, q. 2, n. 1; Vivés vol. XIII, p. 369a: “non tamen
[intellectus] causat nisi voluntate causante, ita quod eius causatio est in po-
testate voluntatis.” It is important to understand just where Scotus departs
from Aquinas here. Thomas too had written that “the will as agent moves all
the powers of the soul to their respective acts.” Yet this was because the will’s
object is the good in general “and each power is directed to some suitable good
proper to it” (ST 1.82.4). As he elaborates in the Summae Contra Gentiles
IT1.26—hereafter cited as SCG—this is merely an “ accidental” movement, in
which priority of action and perfection continues to devolve onto the intellect;
for “the will would never seek the act of intelligence. did not the intellect
first apprehend its act of intelligence as a good.” Scotus, however, wants to
say that the will itself controls this apprehended good.

28 Ordinatio, 1, d. 1, part 2, q. 2, n. 156; Vatican vol. II, p. 106: “ Sed in
potestate voluntatis est ut ei aliquid actualiter conveniat vel non conveniat;
nihil enim actualiter convenit sibi nisi quod actu placet.”” J. R. Cresswell, in
his essay, “Duns Scotus on the Will,” Franciscan Studies 13 (1953): 147-
158 (especially, pp. 154-156), calls attention to passages such as this one that
imply the will’s choice of its ends.
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“nor is every object of the will an end [finis], but only that
which has what the will wills, and for the sake of which it wills.
When the will and object concur at the same time, the object
moves efficiently in so far as it is that which the will wills. .. .” *
That said, how does Aquinas portray the will's activity? To
answer this question, it is necessary to hear his description of the
two main areas of the will’s activity: its relation to its ends (or
what it loves), and its relation to its means (how to get the
things it loves). In neither of these does Aquinas present the will
as a self-constituting, self-determining psychological faculty. It
lacks any moment of autonomy. For this reason, there is not, nor
can there be, the same kind of direct experiential access to the will
on Aquinas’s account of freedom as there was on Scotus’s.
First, the human will is not free to choose its ends. St. Thomas
repeatedly employs an interesting analogy to explicate this point.
Just as we do not judge the first principles of speculative reason-
ing but presuppose them when deriving conclusions, so “ when
there is question of the objects of appetite, we do not judge about
the last end by any judgment involving discussion and examina-
tion, but we naturally approve of it [sed naturaliter ei assenti-
mus].” * Here the Latin gives a truer flavor of Aquinas’s ac-
count: approval may still connote a level of activity that the pas-
sive resting of assent does not. We do not choose the loves we

29 My translation of MA, p. 285: “nec etiam omne obiectum voluntatis est
finis, sed illud quod habet illud quod voluntas vult et cui vult et tunc quando
concurrunt simul, movet effective inquantum est illud, quod vult. . . .” In his
essay, “ Circa positiones fundamentales I. Duns Scoti,” Charles Balic expresses
some doubt whether parts of the section of the MA where these words ap-
pear were faithfully reported by Alnwick (Antomianwm 28 (1953): 287n2).
This is a question I am not competent to answer. Yet the following can be
definitely concluded: these words are certainly in the spirit of some of Scotus’s
other remarks. See the preceding quotation as well as S4, p. 208.

80 De Veritate (hereafter cited as DV), q. 24, a. 1, ad 20. See also ST
1195, 1.62.8.ad 3, 1.82.1, 1.83.4, I-I1.22 and ad 3, I-I1.10.2ad 3, I-I1.13.3,
I-11.14.2, 1-11.14.5 and 6, I-11.57.4, II-11.23.7.ad 2, II-I147.6; SCG 1.76 and
80; and Own the Virtues in General (De Virtutibus in Communi), a. 8, in
Robert P. Goodwin, trans. and ed., Selected Writings of St. Thomas Aquinas
(Indianapolis : Bobbs-Merrill, 1965)—hereafter cited as OVG.
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pursue, but we do choose in light of ends we already love. Aquinas
is not, therefore, giving a libertarian account of human ends,
as there is clearly an important part of our moral life we do not
choose per se.

People do not (and, according to Aquinas, cannot) stand apart
from all the contingent considerations of their existence and select
de novo the ends they love. Rather, ends are grown into in the
context of a particular community and, within that community, of
a particular kind of moral training. In book II of the Nicoma-
chean Ethics, Aristotle writes , For the things which we have to
learn before we can do them we learn by doing: men become
builders by building houses, and harpists by playing the harp.
Similarly, we become just by the practice of just actions, self-con-
trolled by exercising self-control, and courageous by performing
acts of courage.” ** In this way, a certain feed-back process de-
velops.®? People who build well become good builders, people who
perform just acts become just people, and people who perform
cowardly deeds turn into cowards. Aristotle’s conclusion: *“ Hence
it is no small matter whether one habit or another is inculcated
in us from early childhood; on the contrary, it makes a consider-
able difference, or, rather, all the difference.” 3*

Nor is it a small matter precisely who is doing the teaching and
—what is the same thing—of what community people are a part.
Agreeing with Aristotle that men and women are social animals,
Aquinas states that community is necessary for human flourishing
since we cannot provide everything we need by ourselves: ““ For
men are of mutual assistance to each other in the knowing of
truth, and one man may stimulate another toward the good, and

31 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, Martin Ostwald, trans. (Indianapolis:
Bobbs-Merrill, 1962), bk, 11, 1, 1103a32-1103b1.

321 am indebted to David Burrell for this way of putting the matter. See
his Aquinas: God and Action (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press,
1979), pp. 128ff.

33 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 11, 1, 1103b23-25. For a lucid exposition
of similar passages in Aristotle, see M, F. Burnyeat, *“ Aristotle: On Learning
to Be Good,” in Ted Honderich, ed., Philosophy Through Its Past (Pelican
Books, 1984), pp. 54-77.
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also restrain him from evil” ** Not surprisingly, therefore,

Aquinas stresses the role of teaching in acquiring the good habits
known as virtues.*

Growth in specific habits means growing into the ends appro-
priate to that particular community. St. Thomas states, * be-
cause to anyone that has a habit, whatever is befitting to him in
respect of that habit, has the aspect of something lovable, since
it thereby becomes, in a way, connatural to him, according as
custom and habit are a second nature.” * What does this second
nature imply about the human will? Aquinas insists that powers
perfected by habits must be partly passive to receive the influence
habits exert.*” To the objection that the human will can bear no
such habits since it is the greatest active power[" maxime po-
tentia activa '], St. Thomas responds that the will, like every ap-
petitive power, is both mover and moved. So it can be the sub-
ject of habits since “to be susceptible of habit belongs to that
which is somehow in potentiality.” *® In this way, the will is
partially passive to make room for the habituation of the virtues.
So St. Thomas can write, ““ a man is made to be of a certain sort
by a habit ” [*“homo efficitur aliqualis per aliquem habitum ”].**

3¢ SCG 1I1.128. For a similar thought, see SCG TI1.85. This translation is
by Vernon J. Bourke in On the Truth of the Catholic Faith (Garden City,
N.Y.: Doubleday & Co., Inc.,, 1956), bk. III, pt. 2. Moreover, a nice state-
ment of the importance of community in Aquinas can be found in Richard P.
Geraghty, The Object of Moval Philosophy According to St. Thomas Aquinas
(Washington, D.C.: Univ. Press of America, 1982), pp. 125-126.

85 §T I-11.95.1 (“the perfection of virtue must be acquired by man by means
of some kind of teaching ”), I-I1.100.1, I1-11.47.15; DV q. 11, a. 1.

36 ST I-I1.78.2. See also SCG II1.65; ST I-I1.53.1.0bj 1.

370VG a. 1 and ST I-11.494. T am indebted to Vernon Bourke’s Will in
Western Thought (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1964), pp. 63, 74n26 for
pointing out the importance of this element of passivity.

38 §T I-11.50.5.ad 2. See obj 2 here and I-II.51.2 as well. For the role of
the will in the virtues, see also I-11.56.2.ad 2, I-I1.56.3, and I-II1.58.3.

39DV q. 24, a. 1, ad 19. Cf. ST 1.83.2.ad 5. The connection between what
we do and who we are received further testimony in Aristotle’s and Aquinas’s
definition of a virtue as that which makes its possessor good and his work
good likewise (Nicomachean Ethics 1I, 6; ST I1-11.55.3, I-II.56.1.ad 2, I-
I1.56.3; OV G a. 1). On the connection between the character one has and the
ends one pursues, Aquinas quotes Aristotle in S7 I-11.9.2, “ According as a
man is, such does the end seem to him.”
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That he is made to be [efficitur] of a certain sort rather than
choosing to be such shows the distance between Aquinas and
Scotus’s view of the will's ability to choose its own ends. The
passivity at the heart of St. Thomas’s view renders otiose and
thus effectively subverts any appeal to experiential verification of
the will’s activity. Too many things situate the will’'s freedom to
have any direct access to its operation.

In light of the acceptance of our ends (as opposed to an explicit
choice of them), we find a very particular relation of intellect to
will in St. Thomas’s writings. In many places he relates intellect
to will as active (or motive) to passive (or movable).* Yet it
is important to see why it was most fitting for Thomas to give
the intellect the role he did, for we here encounter the very basis
of human freedom in Aquinas’s work.

Because we do not choose our ends, the first movement in an
act of choice must be one of apprehension: we apprehend what we
already love, which is a function of who we are, the virtues we
possess, the community to which we belong, and so on. Aquinas
maintains that the intellect precedes the will in a “via recep-
tionis,” since anything moving the will must first be received into
the understanding.** Therefore, ““ The intellect apprehends [ap-
prehendit] the end before the will does. . . .” ** At first, the will
responds with what Thomas terms “complacency” [compla-
centia], a love or delight in what the intellect presents: “ Al-
though love does not denote the movement of the appetite in tend-
ing towards the appetible object, yet it denotes that movement
whereby the appetite is changed by the appetible object, so as to

40 87 1.823ad 2, I-11.51.2; DV 22, 12, obj 3 and ad 3; 22, 13, ad 4 and
10; OV G a. 7. See ST 1.19.1, 1.19.5, and I-I1.6.4.0bj 2, where Thomas writes,
“the will is a passive force: for it is a mover moved,” and cf. De Malo, q. 6,
obj 7 and ad 7.

DY q. 14, a. 5, ad 5. Cf. DV q. 24, a. 2; ST 1.82.3.ad 2, 1.824.0bj 3,
I-11.8.1, I-119.1 and ad 3, I.I1.10.1 and 2, I-11.13.5ad 1; SCG 1148, IIL.26,
I11.85, I11.149.

42 §T I-I1.34.ad 3. On the apprehension of the end by the intellect, see also
I-11.15.3 and I-II.58.5.ad 1.








































































































































































































































































































































































