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N THE JUNE, 1992, issue of Theological Studies Roger
Haight, S.J., of the Weston School of Theology, authored
an essay entitled “ The Case for Spirit Christology.”* In
the December, 1992, issue of the same journal John Wright, S.J.,
of the Jesuit School of Theology at Berkeley, wrote a critical re-
sponse entitled: “ Roger Haight’s Spirit Christology.” ? While
I fully endorse Wright’s reservations, here I wish to offer some
of my own criticisms as well as expand upon some of his.®
In order for a Spirit Christology to be viable Haight believes
that it must fulfill six criteria: 1) It must adequately explain why
Christians believe that their salvation is found in Jesus; 2) It
must be faithful to the Bible; 3) It must uphold the teaching of
the Councils, especially Nicaea and Chalcedon; 4) It must be in-
telligible and coherent; 5) It must respond to contemporary con-
cerns, specifically the relationship of Jesus to the founders of other

1 Roger Haight, S.J.,, “The Case for Spirit Christology,” Theological
Studies 53(1992) : 257-287. Hereafter referred to in the text by page num-
bers.

2 John Wright, S.J, “Roger Haight’'s Spirit Christology,” Theological
Studies 53(1992) : 729-735.

3 While this article will focus exclusively on Haight’s Spirit Christology,
much of what will be said here, by way of criticism, can be applied equally to
other expressions of Spirit Christology, since the various forms are quite
similar. Haight himself relies heavily upon and substantially agrees with
G. W. H. Lampe, “ The Holy Spirit and the Person of Christ,” in Christ,
Faith and History, ed. S. W. Sykes and J. P. Clayton (Cambridge: Uni-
versity Press, 1972) 111-130; and God as Spirit (Oxford: Clarendon, 1977).
For other recent examples of Spirit Christology see Haight’s footnote 1, p.
257.
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religions; 6) It must be able to stimulate and empower Christian
life (see 260-262). As in Wright’s response, I wish to examine
Haight's Spirit Christology in light of these criteria.

I will begin with an extensive examination of Haight’s second
criterion—faithfulness to scripture—for it is most central to his
whole enterprise. Then, more succinctly, I will address his other
criteria.

Biblical Revelation and Religious Language

The central, and therefore fatal, flaw within Haight’s Spirit
Christology is that his understanding of “ God as Spirit,” upon
which the whole of his Christology is founded, is itself non-bibli-
cal. To discern Haight’s understanding of “ God as Spirit,” we
must first examine his notion of religious language and the philos-
ophy sustaining it.

For Haight, “ the medium through which religious experience
takes place may be called a symbol, making all religious knowl-
edge symbolic knowledge. A symbol is that through which some-
thing else is made present and known; a symbol mediates a per-
ception and knowledge of something other ” (263). While the
symbol makes the presence of God known, yet, precisely because
it is a symbol, God is beyond or transcends what is symbolized.
The symbol ““ both makes God present and points away from it-
self to a God who is other than itself” (263). Thus the sym-
bolized “is” and ““is not”’ the symbol (263).

Haight argues then that the biblical symbol, “the Spirit of
God ” refers to God and is ““ materially and numerically identical
with God. God as Spirit is God” (266). However, God as
Spirit “indicates God at work, as active, and as power, energy,
or force that accomplishes something ” (266-267). God as Spirit
refers not to God as he is immanent in himself, but to God as
he is “ outside of himself,” within the order of time and history.
Haight recognizes that the Old Testament also uses “ Word”
and “ Wisdom” as symbols along with ““ Spirit,” but “all of
these symbols are basically the same insofar as they point to the
same generalized experience of God outside of God’s self and im-
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manent in the world in presence and active power ”’ (267). While
Haight acknowledges that these symbolic expressions were at
times personalized in the Old Testament, it would be wrong to
hypostatize them, that is, conceive them as objective and individ-
ual. To do so detracts, Haight believes, from the fact that they
are symbols of God himself and do not designate some inter-
mediary between the world and God. Thus, “in order to pre-
serve this primal quality of the biblical symbol Spirit, against the
tendency of objectifying a personification, I use the phrase God
as Spirit 7 (268).*

Haight is correct that all religious language is, in some sense,
symbolic. However, his understanding of symbolic language is
not without ambiguity and error. This leads him to misrepresent
biblical language, and thus biblical revelation itself.

Firstly, he speaks, at times, of religious symbolic language as
being metaphorical. For example, Jesus as Savior is a “ meta-
phor of understanding ” (264). “God as Spirit” is a ‘‘ meta-
phorical symbol” (267). The Old Testament use of “ Word ”’
and “ Wisdom” are “ metaphors [which] contain imaginative
virtualities that reveal aspects of God” (267). He refers to the
“metaphorical and symbolic character of this term Spirit”
(267).

Now a metaphor is a word, phrase, action, etc., that is not liter-
ally applicable, such as “ raining cats and dogs,” or “a glaring
error.” The Bible does use metaphor—God is said to be a rock,
or anthropomorphically, to possess eyes and ears. The statements
themselves are not literally true though they do express some-
thing that is true about God-—that he is steadfast and faithful or
that he perceives human thought and action. However, while
terms, such as “ the Spirit of God,” “ Wisdom,” and “ Word,”
are symbolic, they are not metaphors, for they are stating some-
thing that, in some sense, is literally true—God acts in time and
history by his Word, Wisdom, and Spirit in a way analogous to
the way human beings speak and act. There is something literally

4 Haight is closely following Lampe here and refers to his God as Spirst,
37, 115-116, 179.
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true about what is expressed, even if what is said is not the whole
truth. Missing here in Haight’s understanding of symbolic lan-
guage is the traditional notion of the analogical use of religious
language where what is said about God is not just a metaphor,
but rather what is said actually lays hold of and literally corre-
sponds to something true about God in himself and his activity.
This ambiguous understanding of symbolic language, however,
allows Haight to regard symbolic religious language as merely
metaphorical when he wishes to deny something within the Bible
that contradicts his notion of “ God as Spirit,” such as the per-
sonification of “ Spirit,” “ Word,” or “ Wisdom.”

Secondly, this leads to a more serious problem. Haight does
wish to maintain, as the above exposition of his thought con-
firms, that his notion ““ God as Spirit” actually does symbolize,
and thus truly express, the reality of God and his activity in the
world and within history. For Haight, however, the symbol it-
self “mediates” or “ makes present and known” God. While
Haight then professes that “ God as Spirit points to God as ac-
tive” (268), underlying his understanding of the symbolic na-
ture of religious language is a philosophy that does not see God
as actually acting in distinct and different kinds of ways in the
world or within history. (This becomes most evident when
Haight compares Jesus with the founders of other religions. All
religions embody “ God as Spirit,” that is, God’s universal and
generic activity. There may be a difference of degree but not of
kind.) Rather the symbolic language itself mediates God’s pres-
ence and merely articulates and expresses the continuous, generic
manner in which God is always ““ present ” and “active.” “ The
metaphorical symbol of God as Spirit expresses the experience of
God’s power and energy in creation; this power is seen in its
effects. The verbal or conceptual symbol points to the way God
is present in the world ” (269). Thus the symbolic, for Haight,
expresses not a new and specific action of God as such, but rather
human insight into the transcendent nature of finite reality. The
symbolic gives utterance not to a new action of God, but to an
new insight of man. Because God’s generic presence is perceived
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in a new way, God is said, symbolically or metaphorically, “to
act.”

The philosophy behind Haight’s understanding of religious
language then is hardly biblical. The Old Testament, when it
speaks of God ratifying a covenant with the Israelites, or inspiring
the prophets, or forgiving sins, or answering the prayers of the
poor is symbolically expressing, not just some human insight (al-
though human beings did have to grasp what was happening),
but God’s distinctive activity within history and in the lives of
individuals. The Israelites came to new knowledge because God
acted in a new way. Equally, the primary presupposition of the
New Testament is that God acted in a distinctive and new kind
of way in and through Jesus.

In summary—for Haight, human insight, expressed sym-
bolically, is the immediate justification of revelation, and thus
man is the primary source of its meaning. Within the Bible,
God’s specific and distinct action is itself revelatory, and there-
fore the source of its meaning, which is experienced and then ex-
pressed in a symbolic manner. For the Bible, God (by his reve-
latory action in word and deed) defines, specifies, and interprets
the symbol. For Haight, the symbol (of human origin) defines,
specifies, and interprets God.

The Spirit of God vs. God as Spirit

What has been said so far now converges upon Haight’s use
of the term ““ God as Spirit.” Despite Haight’s continual appeal
to the necessity of a biblical perspective, the phrase “ God as
Spirit "’ never once appears in the Bible. The Bible does speak of
““the Spirit of God ” and Jesus tells us that ““ God is Spirit” (Jn
4:24), but scripture never employs the idiom “ God as Spirit.”
This biblical absence does not necessarily discredit the expression,
for the Church does use non-biblical words and concepts to de-
clare what it believes to be biblical revelation, such as Nicaea's
homoousios and Trent’s “ transubstantiation.” In this situation,
however, its absence is significant.
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The Old Testament’s perception of the ““ Spirit of God ™ differs
in three ways from Haight's understanding of ““ God as Spirit.”
Firstly, “Spirit of God” refers to God’s distinctive activity in
history, and not just to human insight into God’s generic presence
in history ‘““as Spirit.” Secondly, while “ Spirit of God” in the
Old Testament is used to protect God’s transcendence, yet it is
used precisely to affirm that the wholly other, as the wholly other,
(without losing his wholly otherness) is in our midst and acting,
and not the wholly other manifesting himself in some lesser de-
gree or form “as Spirit.” ““ God as Spirit ” makes a non-biblical
separation between the wholly transcendent God and his lesser
manifestations in history “as Spirit ”’—as force, energy, power.
Thirdly, “ Spirit of God” specifies the personal nature of the
God who acts in history. God personally acts in the Spirit and
not impersonally “as Spirit.” “ God as Spirit” subtly, but ef-
fectively, depersonalizes God. “ God as Spirit”” is no longer an
acting subject. Rather ““ God as Spirit” becomes the symbolic
expression of a philosophical principle—there is something trans-
cendent or beyond (not necessarily a personal God) within the
realm of the historically finite that human beings can personally
embody, symbolically express, and so come to know. Haight’s
understanding of “ God as Spirit” is closer then to the meta-
physics of Hegel and to the religious philosophy of Schleier-
macher than to the revelation of the Bible.®

Jesus and God as Spirit

Because Haight’s basic concept of “ God as Spirit” is non-
biblical, his Spirit Christology is not founded upon the New
Testament proclamation. Haight states that by Spirit Chris-
tology he means one ‘“that ‘explains’ how God is present and

5 While Haight continually appeals to the importance of historical revela-
tion and our contemporary historical consciousness in order to advocate his
notion of “ God as Spirit” and his Christology, yet his theology levels history.
History is only the backdrop for man to discern God’s generic presence, rather
than the divine drama in which God himself acts in new and distinctive kinds
of ways. History no longer bears a divine expectancy.
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active in Jesus, and thus Jesus’ divinity, by using the biblical
symbol of God as Spirit, and not the symbol Logos” (257).
Jesus then is not the eternal Son of God who came to exist as a
man; rather he is a man who incarnates in a pre-eminent man-
ner “God as Spirit.” * Haight believes that this is more in
keeping with the Synoptic portrayal of Jesus as speaking and act-
ing by the power of the Spirit. Also, “ God as Spirit ” gives rise
to his filial consciousness and sense of mission (see 269). Equal-
ly, the apparent equating of the Spirit and the risen Christ within
the early Church tends to confirm this understanding (see 270-
271).7

[Thus] the symbol of the Spirit more forthrightly makes the claim
that God, God’s very self, acted in and through this Jesus. This
stands in contrast to the symbols of God’s Word and Wisdom which,
insofar as they became personified and then hypostatized, tend to
connote someone or something distinct from and less than God that
was incarnate in Jesus even though it is called divine or of God. By
contrast the symbol of God as Spirit is not a personification of God
but refers directly to God, so that it is clear from the beginning that
nothing less than God was at work in Jesus (272).

Haight argues, in the above quotation, that “ God, God’s very
self, acted in and through this Jesus.” He believes that this ade-
quately accounts for Jesus’ divinity. This understanding, how-
ever, is scripturally deficient in three ways. Firstly, this “self ”
is not God as he exists in himself wholly as God, but the lesser
expression of himself “as Spirit.” Thus, while Haight claims
that it is “ nothing less than God at work in Jesus,” it is not the
“ whole fullness of deity ” that dwells in him bodily (Col 2:9).
Secondly, as Wright in his response emphasizes, Haight neglects
significant portions of the New Testament, specifically the heart

6 Lampe states: “In this continuous incarnation of God as Spirit in the
spirits of men the Jesus presented to us by the Gospels holds his unique place.
. .. In Jesus the incarnate presence of God evoked a full and constant re-
sponse of the human spirit. This was not a different presence, but the same
God the Spirit who moved and inspired other men, such as the prophets”
(God As Spirit, 23-24).

7 Again, Haight is much indebted to Lampe’s exegesis, Cf, God As Spirit,
62-94.
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of the New Testament proclamation that Jesus is the unique Son.

That Jesus is Son of God is declared or implied throughout the New
Testament. Jesus is not just a son of God like every other believer,
but God’s ‘ beloved Son’ (Matthew 3:17), ‘ his own Son’ (Romans
8:3), to whose image we are predestined to be conformed (Romans
8:29), ‘ his only begotten Son’ (John 1:14; 3:16). Paul’s preach-
ing of the gospel ¢ concerns his Son’ (Romans 1:3). This Son is in-
volved in the creation of the world: e.g. 1 Corinthians 8:6; Colossians
1:15-17; Hebrews 1:2; John 1:3).8

Moreover, even within the Synoptics, Jesus’ divinity is implied
and revealed in such passages as the Infancy Narratives, in his
unique authority as Son to forgive sins and to augment God’s
commandments, etc. (see Lk 1:32-35, Mt 1:23, Mk 2:1-12, Mt
5:21-48). Furthermore, and most obviously, as Wright also
notes, “ Haight does not take serious account of the Christology
of John.”® Thirdly, while Haight speaks of Jesus’ filial con-
sciousness and of “ God as Spirit in his life” as the “ ground
of Jesus’ sonship” (269), yet the concept “ God as Spirit”’ nec-
essarily brings to Haight’s Christology an impersonalism that is
totally absent in the New Testament. Jesus is not the eternal Son
who now as man relates to the Father in love and obedience, but
becomes “son” by incarnating “ God as Spirit,” that is, the
force, energy, and power of God. Despite Haight's disclaimer,
this is adoptionism, or rather “ symbolic adoptionism.” ** What
Jesus is actually doing is embodying the philosophical principle
that there is something transcendent within the finite which is
symbolically called “ God as Spirit.”

Because of the impersonal nature of Haight's Christology, it is
not surprising that he never once refers to the Father. Signifi-
cantly too, the emerging and even developed personal subjectivity
of the Holy Spirit within the New Testament is completely lost

8 Wright, 730-731.

9 Wright states: “ It is not only that he [Haight] neglects John's teaching
on the Logos with God in creation (John 1:1-3) and the affirmation of the
incarnation of the Logos (John 1:14), but he also takes no account of the ‘I
am’ assertions of the Johannine Jesus” (731).

10 Both Haight and Lampe believe that by saying Jesus embodied “ God as
Spirit” from the first moment of his existence they have freed themselves
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within Haight’s Christology. The Holy Spirit is not a divine
subject who anoints Jesus and sanctifies his followers, but the im-
personal force or energy of the transcendent God which Jesus
and others embody and so “ personalize ” in themselves.

Jesus and Salvation

Given Haight's Christology, it is easy to discern his soteri-
ology. Jesus brings salvation in that through embodying ““ God
as Spirit ” he discloses in a preeminent manner, and so becomes
the paradigm for, how God has always acted and is present. This
revelation in turn empowers his disciples to follow his example.
It is a “ revelational and exemplary theory of salvation” (278).
“ Jesus saves by being the revealer of God and God’s salvation
which God as Spirit has effected from the beginning, the revela-
tion of what human life should be, and the empowering example
of life for disciples” (278). Haight again professes that this
soteriology is biblical in nature. While containing biblical ele-
ments, it is far from the whole truth, and by what it lacks it com-
pletely distorts New Testament soteriology.

Haight does not address the biblical notion of sin and its radi-
cal effect upon our relationship with God and others. Nor does
he envision the devastating effect that sin has upon us as human
beings. Because of this, his notion of salvation is Pelagian and
Gnostic. Jesus is the Gnostic redeemer who reveals to us and is
the paradigm for how we are to relate to God and so become
human. Once we have learned the lesson, we can do it on our
own. Equally, Haight reduces the Gospel to pure moralism, for
we are justified and saved not through faith, but merely by imitat-
ing Christ through our ethically good actions (see 278).

from adoptionism. Cf., Haight, 277; Lampe, “ The Holy Spirit and the Person
of Christ,” 125-126. The issue of adoptionism, however, is not a question of
timing, but a question of who Jesus is. Is the historical Jesus the eternal Son
of God existing as a man? Or, is he a man who is in some manner united
to God and so constituted his son? If the latter is the case, the time or manner
does not ultimately matter. It is still adoptionistic. If the Son is not God,
then the sonship is always one of adoption. Only if Jesus is the eternal Son
of God, and therefore needs no adoption, since he is Son by nature, can adop-
tionism be overcome,



182 THOMAS WEINANDY, O.F.M., CAP.

Moreover, once Jesus has revealed to us how we are to live
and so furnished the ultimate salvific clue of the universe, his im-
portance ceases. The historical Jesus in himself is not the Savior.
He is purely a Gnostic functionary who performed his task of
putting us in the know. Gone is the biblical, historical Jesus who
took the sins of all upon himself and died, and now, as the risen
Lord, pours out his Spirit, intercedes for us in heaven, personal-
ly acts within the Church and sacraments, and who will come
again in glory.

In contrast, the New Testament professes that through Jesus’
historical death and resurrection our relationship with God and
with one another changes not in degree (from good to better),
but in kind (from bad to good). Jesus did not supremely reveal
an already founded relationship with God, and thus enable those
who follow to utilize better the pre-established salvific program;
rather through his death and resurrection, he changed in kind
our relationship with God. A whole new salvific order is initi-
ated. We go from being enemies of God to being children of the
Father. Moreover, those who now live in Christ possess a rela-
tionship with one another that differs in kind from their relation-
ships with those who do not believe. Furthermore, because of
and simultaneous to our new relationship to God, those who be-
lieve are changed, not in degree, but in kind. We become a new
creation in Christ, for the Holy Spirit now dwells in us in a new
way.t

Jesus’ lack of contemporary importance can also be seen
in Haight’s view of Christian prayer. Because Jesus is a human
being who incarnates “ God as Spirit,” one does not really wor-
ship Jesus, but worships God through Jesus (see 283-284).
Haight admits that there are a few instances of prayer to Jesus
in the New Testament. Here again, however, he misrepresents
the scriptures. The recognition of Jesus as Lord means that our
relationship to him as Lord is one of worship (see Jn 20:28,
Phil 2:10-11). Moreover, the whole of the Book of Revelation

11 For a fuller expression of how salvation “differs in kind ” see: T. Wein-
andy, In the Likeness of Sinful Flesh: An Essay on the Humanity of Christ,
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1993), pp. 85-88.
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is a portrayal of heavenly worship of the Father and the Son.
Not to worship Jesus, besides being contrary to the whole Chris-
tian tradition, radically transforms the nature of Christianity.
Christians, by definition, worship, adore, and glorify Jesus as
their Lord and God.*

In light of these criticisms, we are compelled to conclude that
Haight’s Spirit Christology does not fulfill his second criterion—
that of being faithful to the scriptures.

Spirit Christology and the Councils

Haight believes that his Spirit Christology is fully in keeping
with the doctrines enunciated at the Councils of Nicaea and Chal-
cedon, namely that Jesus is truly God and truly man. In claim-
ing that by hypostatizing the Logos one runs the risk of impos-
ing a lesser intermediary between God and man, and by empha-
sizing instead that ““ not less than God was present to and opera-
tive in Jesus,” Haight actually circumvents the heart of Nicaea’s
teaching.

Nicaea precisely proclaimed (against Arius) that the Son was
not some semi-divine intermediary, but that he was fully divine,
homoousios with the Father. While Haight consistently quotes
Chalcedon’s statement that Jesus is homoousios with man, he
never quotes Nicaea’s that the Son is homoousios with the Father.
The reason for this is simply discerned. Homoousios bears upon
one’s ontological status. Haight does want to say that Jesus is
man, but he does not want to say that Jesus actually s God. This
is, however, expressly what Nicaea wishes to ensure. The his-
torical Jesus, as the Son, is not only * not less than God,” he also
ontologically is God. All that the Father is, the Son is. The Son
is not just “adverbially” God, as Haight maintains (287).*

12 Wright comments: “ Christian experience of Jesus is expressed in doxo-
logies given to him in the New Testament (e.g. Heb 13:21; 2 Pet 3:18; Rev
5:13) and found in Christian worship ever since. An experience of Jesus is
expressed in Thomas’s profession of faith repeated by countless believers after
him: ‘My Lord and my God!’ (John 20:29). These expressions are not di-
rected simply to God as Spirit dwelling in him, but to Jesus himself. Haight’s
Spirit Christology does not justify this aspect of Christian experience” (730).

13 As Haight notes, he obtains this notion of Jesus being *adverbially ”
divine from Lampe. Cf. “ The Holy Spirit and the Person of Christ,” 124.
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He (verbally) 2s God. This, Haight’s Spirit’s Christology will
not allow. Jesus may incarnate “ God as Spirit” to the highest
degree possible, but God himself, in the whole of his reality as
God, is not man.

On the question of preexistence, Haight argues that in order
to assure that Jesus is thoroughly like us, one cannot “ really
think of a preexistence of Jesus,” since that would demand that
he be substantially different from us. As preexistent he would be
a different kind of man (276).** This argument misses the point
entirely. The eternal Son, as God, preexists; not Jesus as man.
As Wright remarks: “ No one ever understood preexistence in
this way, so why trouble to refute it?”* We must remember
though that for Haight, if Jesus did preexist, he would necessarily
preexist as a man, since within his Christology there is no pre-
existent divine Son. Nonetheless, Haight attacks this bogus
heresy precisely because it helps to undermine the preexistence of
the Son as God and provides a platform for insisting that Jesus
incarnates ““ God as Spirit,” which then guarantees that Jesus is
not only fully man but also only a man.

This same contrived confusion is evident on the question of
whether or not Jesus differs from us in kind or in degree. For
Haight, to say that Jesus is qualitatively different from us would
be ““ directly contradictory to the doctrine of the consubstantiality
of Jesus with other human beings ” (279).** Again, no orthodox
theologian or council ever held that Jesus’ humanity was different
in kind from ours. What the Christian tradition has always in-
sisted upon, and which Haight denies, is that Jesus’ sonship dif-
fers from us in kind since he is the eternal Son, and therefore that
God is present in Jesus in a different way, that is, as incarnate.
Haight's philosophy will allow only one kind of relationship with

14 Lampe argues in a similar vein. Cf. God As Spirit, 120-144,

15 Wright, 731.

18 It is interesting that those segments of the tradition with which Haight
agrees are called “doctrines,” such as Jesus being homoousios with us, but not
those with which he disagrees, such as Jesus being homoousios with God.
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God, that is, the embodying of “ God as Spirit,” and therefore,
by necessity, Jesus can only differ from us by degree in that he
incarnates ““ God as Spirit ” more than we do.*’

Haight, obviously, wishes to ensure the full humanity of Jesus
and believes that the traditional understanding of the Incarnation
jeopardizes this since the personhood of Jesus is the eternal Son.
While a discussion of this cannot be fully undertaken here, it
must be said that to specify the divine subjectivity of Jesus in no
way implies that he is less than human. He possess all that per-
tains to being human, including a human self-conscious “1I1.”
What the councils and the tradition wished to ensure was that
the subjective identity of that human “I” was the eternal Son
of God. Not to acknowledge that Jesus is truly the Son of God
thoroughly abandons the significance of the full humanity and
thus of the Incarnation itself.*®

With regard to the Trinity, Haight admits that the traditional
language about three persons in one God “ is not directly reflected
in Spirit Christology ” and that “more speculation will be
needed ” (285-286). He denies that there is any intrinsic or
necessary relationship between the developed trinitarian doctrine
and the New Testament (see 285). Moreover, “the economic
Trinity is distinct from the doctrine of the immanent Trinity . . .
and the former does not necessarily entail the latter ” (285).

Here, in speaking about the Trinity, Haight exposes how truly
non-biblical is his Spirit Christology. The personalism and the
communion of life between persons, which is so prevalent in the
Bible, is absent. Not only is the being of God no longer a com-
munion of life and love between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,

17 While Haight states that he does not hold that the traditional Logos
Christology is wrong, but rather wishes “to characterize a Christology that is
more adequate to our situation” (259), actually the traditional I.ogos Chris-
tology is the only Christology that is ruled out of court.

18 For a fuller discussion of how the eternal Son can become man without
diminishing his humanity, see T. Weinandy, Does God Change?: The Word’s
“ Becoming’ in the Incarnation (Petersham: St. Bede’s Press, 1985), 96-100,
184-186; and In the Likeness of Sinful Flesh, 11-13. See also Jean Galot, The
Person of Christ (Chicago: Franciscan Herald Press, 1983), and Who Is
Christ? (Chicago: Franciscan Herald Press, 1981), 279-311.
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but also God no longer shares this communion of life with us.
“ Father,” “ Son/Word,” and “ Spirit” only function as sym-
bols or metaphors of our human perception of a solitary “ trans-
cendent being.” He is not a God who acts, much less a trinity
of persons who desire to form a common life with us. Haight is
less than an Old Testament monotheist. He is simply, at best, a
unitarian.®®

Thus Haight does not meet his third criterion of being faith-
ful to the tradition and to the councils. Nor then is his fourth
criterion feasible for the viability of his Spirit Christology—in-
telligibility and coherence. Wright is correct when he writes: “ It
seems to me that Haight’s position is coherent within itself, but
not with the experience of most Christians, with the teaching of
the New Testament, nor with the Councils of the Church and the
Great Tradition generally.” *°

Jesus and Other Salvation Bringers

Haight’s fifth criterion, that Christianity must take into ac-
count other religions and their founders can now be briefly ex-
amined. Haight writes: “ In an historicist framework and on the
basis of a Spirit Christology one also confesses that Jesus is an
ontological mediation of God that is decisive, definitive, final, and
even absolute, provided that these determinations are not con-
strued exclusively, as negating the possibility that God as Spirit
is at work in other religions” (282). Jesus may be decisive and
absolute for Christians, but this decisiveness and absoluteness is
relative because God is working in the same kind of way in other
religions—as Spirit.

However, this again is contrary to the New Testament and to
the Christian tradition. Granted that God can and does work in
other religions, yet Christians believe that Jesus, as the Son of
God incarnate, differs from other founders of religion not only
in degree (as Haight maintains), but in kind. Moreover, unlike

19In response to Lampe’s God As Spirit, E. L. Mascall wrote an essay
“ Quicunque Vult . . .? Anglican Unitarians,” in his Whaotever Happened to
the Human Mind? (London: SPCK, 1980), 97-127.

20 Wright, 733.
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the founders of other religions, who in themselves are unimpor-
tant, but function as couriers of an important religious message
which is not about themselves, Jesus is himself fundamentally
significant and not just a proclamation about something apart
from himself. Jesus is himself the message. He is the way, the
truth, and the life (Jn 14:6). He is the resurrection and the life
(Jn 11:25). The Church preaches Jesus Christ and him crucified
(1 Cor. 1:23). Before him every knee is to bend and every voice
proclaim that he is Lord (Phil 1:10-11). Jesus himself was im-
portant within his earthly life because only in his death and resur-
rection is sin and death vanquished so that now in him, as the
risen Lord, we have a new kind of life with Father, the fullness
of the Holy Spirit and the promise of eternal life. Many people
from other religions may get to heaven, but they will do so be-
cause in Jesus’ name alone do we have salvation (Acts 4:12).%

Reason and Inspiration

In light of all that has been said, Haight’s position does not
uphold his first and sixth criteria—that Christology justify our
faith in Jesus and inspire Christian life. Within Haight’s Spirit
Christology there is little reason to believe in Jesus. Actually, as
noted earlier, the biblical concept of faith has been abandoned.
Faith is not an intellectual acceptance of nor a personal commit-
ment to Jesus as Lord and Savior by which we are justified and
made holy, but is reduced merely to imitation. What we truly
require is the means to discern how to live a “ good life” and
then live it. A noble philosopher could do as well as Jesus, al-
though he would inevitably not practice what he preached. Jesus’
perfect example may then inspire us, but he is not the eternal Son
of God who has actually experienced our human plight, nor is he
our Savior who has radically changed our desperate condition.*

21 Wright believes that Haight's Spirit Christology “ seems to undercut
radically the mission of the Church” to preach the gospel to all nations (734).

22 Wright states: “ At least for myself, as I contemplate a purely human
Jesus, though one in whom the Spirit is fully operative, I experience an im-
mense sadness and sense of loss: for this would mean that God after all did not

love us enough to become one of us and die for us. But Haight thinks that
such a Jesus is one we can follow more readily ” (734).
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In a world racked with so much injustice and war and in the pain
of sin and death that inflicts our personal lives we need a God
who does more than provide us moral encouragement.

This essay could be construed as being merely negative.”® How-
ever, my goal has not been just to demonstrate the inadequacy of
Haight’s Spirit Christology, but to defend the gospel as it has
been passed down to us through the Church. The only message
that gives life is this gospel, revealed and protected by the Spirit
of truth and lived out by the saints of all ages.

23 This essay should not be interpreted as implying that I see no role for the
Holy Spirit in the life of Jesus. Actually, I believe traditional Christology and
soteriology have been quite deficient in their understanding of the position of
the Holy Spirit. See Weinandy, In the Likeness of Sinful Flesh, 59-60, 97,
102, 150-151.
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Introduction

HE PHILOSOPHY of the twentieth century has been
to no small extent a critique of metaphysics. Admittedly,
philosophical programs have been developed in which the

tradition of metaphysics survives. Yet the position of metaphysics
in the modern age is disputed even today—as is demonstrated by
the recent controversy between Jiirgen Habermas and Dieter
Henrich about the possibility of metaphysics after Kant.* Since

1 See J. Habermas, “ Riickkehr zur Metaphysik: Eine Tendenz in der deut-
schen Philosophie?” Merkur 439/440, 39 (1985) : 898-905; “ Metaphysik nach
Kant,” in K. Cramer et al, eds., Theorie der Subjektivitit: Dieter Henrich
zum 60. Geburistag (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1978), 425-443. (Both
articles are reprinted in J. Habermas, Nachmetaphysisches Denken: Philo-
sophische Aufsdtze [Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1988], 18-34; 267-279.)
Henrich replied to Habermas’s critique in the article “ Was ist Metaphysik,
was Moderne?: Thesen gegen Jiirgen Habermas,” Merkur 440, 40 (1986):
495-508 (reprinted in D. Henrich, Konzepte: Essays zur Philosophie der Zeit
[Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1987], 11-43). On the controversy between
Habermas and Henrich, see V. Gerhardt, “ Metaphysik und ihre Kritik: Zur
Metaphysikdebatte zwischen Jiirgen Habermas und Dieter Henrich,” Zeit-
schrift fiir philosophische Forschung 42 (1988) : 45-70. Habermas’s notion of
a “return to metaphysics ” undoubtedly has a certain diagnostic value; after
all, there has indeed been a recent “discovery” of metaphysics. But Haber-
mas’s criticism of the concept and content of metaphysics—i.e,, his thesis that
after Kant metaphysics is impossible—not only contradicts the self-understand-
ing of modern philosophy for which metaphysics is essential; it also fails to
recognize the metaphysical implications of his own theory of communicative
action. See W. C. Zimmerli, “ Kommunikation und Metaphysik: Zu den
Anfangsgriinden von Habermas’ ¢ Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns,’” in
W. Oelmiiller, ed., Metaphysik heute? Kolloquien zur Gegenwartsphilosophie,
vol, 10 (Paderborn: Schoningh, 1987), 97-111.
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metaphysics has been indispensable for the self-understanding of
philosophy in the modern age up until Hegel, this controversy
cannot be reduced to the simple disjunction: either the “end of
metaphysics ” or the “return to metaphysics "—as Habermas
has suggested. The task of philosophy today lies in a meta-
physical form of thinking that remains possible even after the
critique of metaphysics in Kant and Heidegger.

Until recently, the current debate about metaphysics has not
been adequately addressed by theology. That is surprising be-
cause metaphysics is also indispensable for theology.? But in the
light of the modern critique of metaphysics, the self-understanding
of theology and its relationship to metaphysics cannot remain un-
changed—just as the self-understanding of metaphysics itself can-
not remain unchanged. Yet at least in the realm of Catholic the-
ology, the traditional doctrine of the pracambula fidei has not
been abandoned.

The aim of the following reflections is to show that the deter-
mination of the relationship between metaphysics and theology
depends upon how metaphysics understands the “ difference of
Being ” that is given with the manifold of beings. I will introduce
four different understandings of the “ difference of Being " : that
which is found in Aquinas’s metaphysics; that in Kant’s trans-
cendental philosophy; that in Heidegger’s thinking of Being; and
that in the metaphysics of the absolute projected by Henrich. In
some concluding reflections, T will then try to draw out some
implications of these understandings of the “ difference of Being ”
for the determination of the relationship between metaphysics and
theology.

I. Metaphysics of God and Creation:
Theological Difference (Aquinas)

It is well-known that Thomas Aquinas defines metaphysics as
the science of being qua being. The subject-matter that dis-

2 See W. Kasper, “ Zustimmung zum Denken: Von der Unerldsslichkeit der
Metaphysik fiir die Sache der Theologie,” Tibinger Theologische Quartal-
schrift 169 (1989) : 257-271.
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tinguishes metaphysics from all other sciences is the ens inquan-
tum est ens ® or the ens commune.* Contrary to later concepts of
metaphysics, this is not an abstract-universal, for “the term ‘a
being ’ [ens], which is applied to a thing by reason of its being
[esse], designates the same thing as the term which is applied by
reason of its essence.” ®* Now the ratio entis of metaphysics—
based on a negative judgment that Aquinas calls separatio *—is
not simply the same as the concept of being that “the intellect
first conceives as most known.” ” The discovery of metaphysics
leads to the knowledge of the principles of its subject-matter. And
it is well-known too that according to Aquinas the understanding
of being qua being is ultimately only possible in relation to a di-
vine being. Although the divine being does not fall under the enis
commune,® metaphysics deals with everything that is called “ be-
ing.” And theology is the goal and the conclusion of metaphysics.
Therefore, theology can be another name for first philosophy.®
So both metaphysics and theology signify one and the same sci-
ence.

If metaphysics deals with everything that is called “being,”
then a higher science going beyond that science seems to be im-
possible, for a science can only exist about being.* Now besides

3In De trin., q. 5, a. 4c (ed. Decker, 194:23-27).

4In Met. Prooem. (ed. Marietti, 2).

5In IV Met., lect. 2 (ed. Marietti, n. 558).

8 In De trin., q. 5, a. 3¢ (ed. Decker, 186:13-16).

7 Illud autem quod primo intellectus concipit quasi notissimum et in quod
omnes conceptiones resolvit est ens (De ver., ¢. 1, a. Ic [ed. Leonina XXII/1,
5:100-102]).

8 Ens commune est proprius effectus causae altissimae, scilicet Dei (Swum.
Theo. I-11, q. 66, a. 5, ad 4 [ed. Leonina VI, 436]).

9 Prima philosophia tota ordinatur ad Dei cognitionem sicut ad ultimum
finem unde et scientia divina nominatur (III Cont. Gent., c. 25 [ed. Marietti,
n. 20631).

10 Non entis non est scientia (In Sent., prol,, a. 1, ob. 1 [ed. Mandonnet]).
See also: Praeterea, doctrina non potest esse nisi de ente: nihil enim scitur
nisi verum, quod cum ente convertitur. Sed de ommnibus entibus tractatur in
philosophicis disciplinis, et etiam de Deo . . . Non fuit igitur necessarium,
praeter philosophicas disciplinas, aliam doctrinam haberi (Swm. Theo. I, q. 1,
a. 1 ob. 2 [ed. Leonina IV, 61).
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the theology that is “ part of philosophy,” Thomas recognizes the
theology of ““ Sacred Scripture.”

Theology or divine science is twofold: one in which divine things
are considered not as the subject of the science but as principles of
the subject-matter, and this is the theology pursued by philosophers,
which by another name is known as metaphysics; the other kind of
theology considers divine things themselves as the subject of the sci-
ence, and this is the theology which is treated in Sacred Scripture.*

The two theologies are generically distinct,*® for they belong to
different sciences, which Aquinas calls metaphysica and sacra
doctrina or (rarely) theologia. So metaphysics and theology
signify not only one and the same science but also two different
sciences.

The theology that is different from metaphysics is—Ilike meta-
physics—wisdom, ordering knowledge on the basis of knowing
the first causes and highest principles of everything. Yet it is not
metaphysics but rather theology as scientia principalis that has
sovereignty over all other sciences subordinate to itself.** The
reason for this is that theology deals with the truths of the in-
comprehensible God towards whom man is directed “as to an
end which surpasses the grasp of his reason.” ** But metaphysics
has a knowledge about God only as the “first principle” of all
beings ** and this knowledge of God is known only by a few, after

11 Sic igitur theologia, sive scientia divina, est duplex. Una in qua consider-
antur res divinae, non tamquam subiectum scientiae, sed tanquam principia
subiecti, et talis est theologia quam philosophi prosequuntur, quae alio nomine
metaphysica dicitur. Alia vero quae ipsas res divinas considerat propter seipsas
ut subiectum scientiae, et haec est theologia quae in sacra scriptura traditur
(In De trin, q. 5, a. 4c [ed. Decker, 195:6-11]). See also In I Sent., prol,
a. 1, sol. (ed. Mandonnet, 7-8) ; In De trin., q. 2, a. 2¢ (ed. Decker, 87:7-15) ;
I Cont. Gent., c. 3 (ed. Marietti, nn, 21-27) ; Sum. Theo. 1, q. 1, a. 1c (ed.
Leonina IV, 6).

12 Unde theologia quae ad sacram doctrinam pertinet, differt secundum genus
ab illa theologia quae pars philosophiae ponitur (Swum. Theo. I, q. 1, a. 1, ad
2 [ed. Leonina IV, 7]).

18 [ I Sent., prol,, a. 1, sol. (ed. Mandonnet, 8).

14 Homo ordinatur ad Deum sicut ad quendam finem qui comprehensionem
rationis excedit (Swum. Theo. I, q. 1, a. 1c [ed. Leonina IV, 6]).

15T Cont. Gent., c. 3 (ed. Marietti, n. 16).
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a long time, and with the admixture of many errors.** Theology
makes up for these inadequacies of philosophy.*”

The unity of theology as a science different from metaphysics
cannot result from the ratto entis; otherwise there would not be
two different sciences. The proprium subiectum *® through which
the theology of Sacred Scripture is distinguished from all other
sciences, i.e.,, the formal object that constitutes its unity, is God
himself.?* Contrary to metaphysics, which considers everything
inasmuch as it is “ being,” i.e., sub ratione emitis, theology con-
siders everything sub ratione Dei.** Moreover, the subject-matter
of the theology that is different from metaphysics cannot simply
be the divine being insofar as it is known through natural reason,
but rather the divine being insofar as it is knowable through reve-
lation.?® The subject-matter of the theology of Sacred Scripture is
a quidam credibile * for which there exists no ratio demonstrativa
but only a raiio persuasoria.**

18 I Cont. Gent., c. 4 (ed. Marietti, n. 22-25) ; Sum. Theo. 1, 4. 1, a. lc (ed.
Leonina IV, 6).

17 In I Sent., prol, a. 1, s.c. (Ed. Mandonnet, 7).

18 I'n I Sent., prol,, a. 4, ob. 3 et s.c. (ed. Mandonnet, 8).

18 I I Sent., prol,, a. 4, sol. (ed. Mandonnet, 15-16).

20 Sum. Theo. 1, q. 1,a. 3cet ad 1 (ed. Leonina IV, 12).

21 Omnia enim quae in haec scientia considerantur, sunt aut Deus, aut ea
quae ex Deo et ad Deum sunt (In I Sent., prol, a. 4, sol. [ed. Mandonnet,
161).

22 Sum. Theo. 1, q. 1, a. 3¢ (ed. Leonina 1V, 12). Thomas speaks of “in-
spiration” in In I Sent., prol., a. 4, sol. (ed. Mandonnet, 16).

28 I I Sent., prol.,, a. 4, sol. (ed. Mandonnet, 15).

24 In De trin., q. 2, 2. 1, ad 5 (ed. Decker, 84:3-4). The theology of “ Sacred
Scripture ” is a science sui gemeris based on the “science of God and the
Blessed” (Swum. Theo. 1, q. 1, a. 2¢c [ed. Leonina IV, 9]). Aquinas avoids
speaking of the theology that is different from metaphysics as a “ dialectical
science,” as Al-Farabi and Avicenna speak of kalam. Both classic kalom and
falsafa do not distinguish between philosophy and theology as did Christian
theologians in the Middle Ages (see R. M. Frank, “The Science of Kalam,”
Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 2 [1992]). According to Al-Farabi and Avi-
cenna, the difference between kalam and falsafa is that in kalam there exist
only *“dialectical arguments,” i.e., arguments based on opinions. Since the
theology of Sacred Scripture cannot regard the articles of faith as mere
opinions, Aquinas therefore also avoids calling the arguments of the theology
that is different from metaphysics “ dialectical arguments”; instead, he speaks
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Now Aquinas’s metaphysics does not lead—Ilike Aristotle’s
metaphysics—to a divine being that is, as the highest instance of
being, simultaneously a genus of being, albeit the * worthiest
genus of being.” *® God, or better, the divine, of Aristotelian
metaphysics is that necessary being upon which depend nature
and the heavens, the other genera of being.*®* Yet the divine
being itself is a part of the whole of beings and so seems to be a
finite being.*” By contrast, Aquinas’s metaphysics leads to a di-
vine being that as the highest principle of existence is beyond the
whole of beings, i.e., beyond the difference of Being: Deus non
est in genere. This understanding of the difference of Being de-
pends on a proof for the existence of God that determines the re-
lationship between metaphysics and theology. Thus the existence
of God does not belong to the ““ articles of faith” but rather is a

about rationes probabiles (see I Cont. Gent., c. 9 [ed. Marietti, nn. 51-56]) ;
only once does Aquinas use the term “dialectical argument” to signify the
character of an argument of probability of Christian faith, namely, in an article
about the fourfold function of Christian faith as an argument (De ver., q. 14,
a. 2, ad 9 [ed. Leonina XXI11/2, 444:369-3901). Yet Aquinas’s distinction be-
tween the ratio demonstrativa and the ratio persuasoria shows that he recog-
nized that for the authentic truths of faith there exist no apodeixis but rather
that the arguments of the theology of Sacred Scripture—like the arguments of
the Aristotelian Topics—have the goal of persuasion and thus require free
agreement. A ratio demonstrativa for an authentic truth of faith would elimi-
nate the merit of faith: “ Si autem talis ratio ad probanda ea quae sunt fidei,
induceretur, evacuaretur meritum fidei, quia iam assentire his non esset volun-
tarium, sed necessarium” (In De trin., q. 2, a. 1, ad 5 [ed. Decker, 84:7-101).

25 Meta. VI, 1, 1026a 21-22.

268 Meta, X11, 7, 1072b 10-14.

27 Aristotle’s divine being belongs to that Being which is a priori present in
all genera (Meta. 1V, 2, 1004a 4-5). According to J. Owens the divine being
of the Aristotelian metaphysics is not an infinite being as is the God of Chris-
tian belief (see “ The Relation of God to World in the ‘ Metaphysics,”” in P.
Aubenque, ed., Etudes sur la Métaphysique d’ Aristote. Actes du VIe Symposium
Aristotelicum [Paris: Vrin, 1977], 213, 219-221. On this see also R Soko-
lowski, The God of Faith and Reason: Foundations of Christian Theology
[Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 19821, 12-20; “ Creation and
Christian Understanding,” in D. B. Burrell and B. McGinn, eds., God and
Creation: An Ecumenical Symposium [Notre Dame: University of Notre
Dame Press], 1990, 179-196),
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“ preamble of faith” which is proved in philosophy and neces-
sarily presupposed in the science of faith.*®

Among Aquinas’s different proofs for the existence of God in
both of his Summae, the most important is the one based on the
contingency of beings; this proof is important because of its inner
connection with the center of Thomistic metaphysics, the think-
ing of the difference of existence (esse) and essence (essentia)
that determines the whole of beings. This proof is also the au-
thentic metaphysical proof for the existence of God, if Kant’s
thesis in his Critique of Pure Reason is correct, namely, that
every metaphysical concept of God presupposes the concept of an
ens necessarium.*® Admittedly, that concept appears as such first
in the ontological proofs for the existence of God in the modern
age; * and Aquinas does not understand God as causa sui. But
Aquinas already refers to the divine being as that being which is
necesse-esse ¥t or, more precisely, per se necesse-esse.** In this

28 Ad primum ergo dicendum quod Deum esse, et alia huismodi quae per
rationem naturalem nota possunt esse de Deo, ut dicitur Rom. 1,19, non sunt
articuli fidei, sed praeambula ad articulos (Swum. Theo. I, q. 2, a. 2, ad 1 [ed.
Leonina IV, 30]); Primo ad demonstrandum ea quae sunt praeambula fidei,
quae necesse est in fidei scire, ut ea quae naturalibus rationibus de Deo prob-
antur, ut Deum esse, Deum unum, et alia huiusmodi vel de Deo vel de crea-
turis in philosophia probata, quae fides supponit (In De trin., q. 2, a. 3¢ [ed.
Decker, 94:27-95]). At the end of the methodological introduction to his Sum-
ma contra Gentiles, Aquinas even maintains that without the proof for the
existence of God every consideration of divine things would be nullified and
that therefore the proof is the necessary basis of that work. “Inter ea vero
quae de Deo secundum seipsum consideranda sunt, praemittendum est, quasi
totius operis necessarium fundamentum, consideratio qua demonstratur Deum
esse. Quo non habito, omnis consideratio de rebus divinis tollitur ” (I Cont.
Gent., c. 9 [ed. Marietti, n. 581).

29 Critique of Pure Reason, B 611-619,

80 See D. Henrich, Der ontologische Gottesbeweis: Sein Problem und seine
Geschichte in der Neugeit, 2nd ed. (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1967); Proofs for
Eternity, Creation and the Existence of God in Medieval Islamic and Jewish
Philosophy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), 378-406.

311 Cont. Gent., c. 15 (ed. Marietti, n. 124).

3211 Cont. Gent., c. 15 (ed. Marietti, n. 927). Aquinas speaks also about a
primum necessarium that is per se necessarium. See I Cont. Gent., c. 15 (ed.
Marietti, n. 124) ; Sum. Theo. 1, q. 2, a. 3c; tertia via (ed. Leonina IV, 31).
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Aquinas is following Avicenna,®® who seems to be the first in the
history of philosophy for whom the necesse-esse per se, the later
ens necessarium, becomes the substantial concept of the absolute.

In Aquinas’s Summa contra Gentiles and his Summa theologiae
we find three different versions of the proof for the existence of
God based on the contingency of beings: I Cont. Gent., ¢.15, II
Cont. Gent., .15, Sum. theo. 1, q. 2, a. 3 (tertia via). In all
three versions there is a distinction drawn between things that
are generated and corruptible and things that are not. Things
falling under the latter category are the angels, the celestial
bodies, and the human souls. They are necessary, but do not exist
through themselves, so that they are in themselves contingent.
The first and the third versions of the proof begin with things
that are generated and corruptible. But the proof in its second
version begins with beings that are possible considered in them-
selves and according to their existence or non-existence, i.e., con-
tingent beings. The second version of the proof leads—just like
the other versions of the proof—to something necessary that is
the cause of the existence of all contingent beings. Yet the second
version is closest to Avicenna’s proof for the existence of God
and shows that Aquinas’s proof is in itself independent of its
theological framework.

According to Aquinas, in all contingent beings, their essence
does not include their existence. The contingency of beings de-
pends on the difference between existence and essence. Therefore
it is not surprising that that difference itself is the starting-point
for another proof for the existence of God. It is the proof (or, as

33 Meta. I 6-7, fol73va-74ra (van Riet, 43:2-55:55); Meta. VIII 4-5,
f0l.98vb-99vb (van Riet, 397:53-411:48). See Thomas Aquinas, De pot., q.
5, a. 3¢ (ed. Marietti, 135: “ Avicenna namque posuit [lib. VIL Metaph., c.VI]
quod quaelibet res praeter Deum habebat in se possibilitatem ad esse et non
esse. Cum enim esse sit praeter essentiam cuiuslibet rei creatae, ipsa natura
rei creatae per se considerata, possibilis est ad esse; necessitatem vero essendi
non habet nisi ab alio, cuius natura est suum esse, et per consequens, est per
se necesse esse; et hoc Deus est.”
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some would insist, the alleged proof) in De ente et essentia that
leads Thomas directly to his actual metaphysical concept of God,
the concept of ipsum esse subsistens.®* This proof depends on a

8¢ D¢ ente, c. 4 (ed. Leonina XLIII, 376:127-377:146). On the systematic
connection between the proof for the existence of God in De ente, c. 4 and the
tertia vig, see J. F. X. Knasas, “ Making Sense of the Tertia Via,” The
New Scholasticism 54 (1980) : 489-511. Among Thomists there is a contro-
versy as to whether or not De ente, ¢. 4 contains a proof for the existence of
God. According to M. S. Gillet, De ente, c. 4 contains both the most direct and
the soundest proof for the existence of God in Agquinas, one that has to be
preferred to the proofs of the gquinque viae (see Thomas d’Aquin [Paris:
Dunod, 1949], 67-68). Besides Gillet, also F. van Steenberghen, J. Owens, and
J. F. Wippel see in D¢ ente c4 a proof for the existence of God, yet van
Steenberghen maintains that the proof for the existence of God in De ente,
c. 4 is unsuccessful because it is based on an unsuccessful attempt to demon-
strate a real distinction between existence and essence in finite beings. See F.
van Steenberghen, “ Le probléme de l'existence de Dieu dans le ‘De ente et
essentia’ de Saint Thomas d’Aquin,” in Mélanges Joseph de Ghellinck, Vol.
II: Moyen age. Epogues moderne et contemporaine (Louvain: Duculot,
1951), 837-847; J. Owens, An Elementary Christian Metaphysics (Milwaukee:
University of St. Thomas, 1986), 80-81, 337-338; “ Quiddity and Real Dis-
tinction in St. Thomas Aquinas,” Mediceval Studies 27 (1965): 17; J. F.
Wippel, Metaphysical Themes in Thomas Aquinas (Washington, D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 1984), 107-132. By contrast, E. Gilson
and A. Maurer deny that there is a proof for the existence of God in De ente,
¢. 4. See E. Gilson, “La preuve du ‘De ente et essentia,” Doctor Communis
3 (1950)): 257-269; “ Trois lecons sur le probléme de lexistence de Dieu,”
Divinitas 1 (1961) : 6-8; A Maurer, Introduction to On Being and Essence,
trans. A Maurer, 2nd. rev. ed. (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies, 1968), 25-26. Their reason is that the argument of De ente, c. 4 ap-
pears neither in I Cont. Gent., c. 13 (ed. Marietti, nn, 81-115) nor in Swum.
Theo. 1, q. 2, a. 3¢ (ed. Leonina IV, 31-32). That reason is not entirely con-
vincing, First of all, it rules out a development in Aquinas’s attempts to prove
the existence of God. Second, it does not recognize that the fertic vig in the
Summa theologice and the corresponding versions of the proof in the Summa
contra Gentiles presuppose a concept of the contingency of finite beings that
cannot be thought without a difference between existence and essence in such
beings, a difference that is more than merely conceptual. Admittedly, Owens
denies that the proof for the existence of God in De ente, c. 4 presupposes a
real distinction between existence and essence in finite beings. Yet Wippel dis-
putes this interpretation of De ente, c.4 with convincing arguments (see Meta-
physical Themes in Thomas Aquinas, 120-132). S. Macdonald also argues for
a real distinction between existence and essence. See MacDonald, * The Esse/
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logical and metaphysical argument for the difference between
existence and essence in all finite beings. The logical argument is
that the essence of any finite being can be understood without its
existence because the essence can be considered absolute in itself.*®
The crucial metaphysical argument is that there can be no more
than one being whose essence is Being itself, i.e., in which essence
and existence are identical. This would be Being itself (ipsum
esse) or pure Being (esse tantum) beyond all differences of genus,
species, and individuals in which Being is multiplied. Being it-
self or pure Being would neither admit a multiplication through
such differences nor could it be multiplied in itself, because such
a multiplication would require something potential receiving Be-
ing which could only be a possible essence or form. Therefore in
all beings apart from the assumed Being itself or pure Being,
existence and essence must be different.*® But in all finite beings

Essentia Argument in Aquinas’s De ente et essentia,” Journal of the History of
Philosophy 22 (1984) : 157-172. Owens has repeated his position in ““ Aquinas’
Distinction at De ente et essentia 4.119-123,” Mediaeval Studies 48 (1986) :
264-287.

35 Quicquid enim non est de intellectu essentiae vel quiditatis, hoc est ad-
veniens extra et faciens compositionem cum essentia, quia nulla essentia sine
his quae sunt partes essentiae intelligi potest. Omnis autem essentia vel quiditas
potest intelligi sine hoc quod aliquid intelligatur de esse suo: possum enim in-
telligere quid est homo vel phoenix et tamen ignorare an esse habet in rerum
natura; ergo patet quod esse est aliud ab essentia vel quiditate. Nisi forte sit
aliqua res cuius quiditas sit ipsum suum esse (De ente, ¢. 4 [ed. Leonina
XLIII, 376 :94-104]).

36, . . et haec res non potest esse nisi una et prima: quia impossibile est ut
fiat plurificatio alicuius nisi per additionem alicuius differentiae, sicut multi-
plicatur natura generis in species; vel per hoc quod forma recipitur in diversis
materiis, sicut multiplicatur natura speciei in diversis individuis; vel per hoc
quod unum est absolutum et aliud in aliquo receptum, sicut si esset quidam
calor separatus esset alius a calore non separato ex ipsa sua separatione. Si
autem ponatur aliqua res quae sit esse tantum ita ut ipsum esse sit subsistens,
hoc esse non recipiet additionem differentiae, quia iam non esset esse tantum
sed esse et praeter hoc forma aligua; et multo minus reciperet additionem
materiae, quia iam esset esse non subsistens sed materiale. Unde relinquitur
quod talis res quae sit stum esse non potest esse nisi una; unde oportet quod
in qualibet alia re praeter eam aliud sit esse suum et aliud quiditas vel natura
seu forma sua; unde oportet quod in intelligentiis sit esse praeter formam, et
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their existence cannot be caused by their own essence or quiddity
or form—otherwise they must be their own cause, which is im-
possible.®” Therefore their existence must be traced back to a
primum ens that is the cause of existence (cause essendi) : pure
Being (fantum esse),*® Being itself (ipsum esse),®® or more
precisely that being which exists as Being itself (ipsum esse sub-
sistens)

With the difference between existence and essence and the two
above-mentioned proofs for the existence of God in Aquinas,
metaphysics reaches an understanding of the difference of Being
that is unknown in Aristotle’s metaphysics.** For Aristotle’s

ideo dictum est quod intelligentia est forma et esse (De ente, c. 4 [ed. Leonina
XLIII, 376:104-377:126]1). For the correct understanding of the different
arguments, see Wippel, Metaphysical Themes i Thomas Aquinas, 129-132.

37 Omne autem quod convenit alicui vel est causatum ex principiis naturae
suae, sicut risibile in homine vel advenit ab aliquo principio extrinseco, sicut
lumen in aere ex influentia solis. Non autem potest esse quod ipsum esse sit
causatum ab ipsa forma vel quiditate rei, dico sicut a causa efficiente, quia sic
aliqua res esset sui ipsius causa et aliqua res se ipsam in esse produceret: quod
est impossibile (De ente, c.4 [ed. Leonina XLIII, 377:127-1351).

38 De ente, ¢. 4 (ed. Leonina XLITI, 377:145).

39 De ente, c. 4 (ed. Leonina XLIII, 376:104) ).

40 Frgo oportet quod omnis talis res cuius esse est aliud quam natura sua
habeat esse ab alio. Et quia omne quod est per aliud reducitur ad id quod est
per se sicut ad causam primam, oportet quod sit aliqua res quae sit causa es-
sendi omnibus rebus eo quod ipsa est esse tantum; alias iretur in infinitum in
causis, cum omnis res quae non est esse tantum habeat causam sui esse, ut
dictum est. Patet quod intelligentia est forma et esse, et quod esse habet a
primo ente quod est esse tantum, et hoc est causa prima quae Deus est (De
ente, c. 4 [ed. Leonina XLIII, 377:135-146]; see De ente, c. 4 [ed. Leonina
X1II1, 377 :115]).

41 According to D. Henrich this applies to the whole of Greek philosophy
(see Der ontologische Gottesbeweis, 264). Henrich labels the difference be-
tween existence (esse) and essence (essentia) an “ ontological difference.” But
that difference is not simply identical with Heidegger’s “ ontological difference.”
When Heidegger speaks about the * ontological difference,” he means the dif-
ference of Being itself as Ereignis. Yet according to Heidegger the distinction
between existence and essence in all finite beings leads to the thinking of the
“ontological difference”; it touches upon that difference. See The Basic
Problems of Phenomenology [Grundprobleme der Phinomenologie, 1975), A.
Hofstadter, trans, (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988), 78, 120.
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question of Being ** inquires about substance as the * first cause

of being ”; *® but Aristotle does not ask what it means for some-
thing to be a being at all. Yet if human reason gained something
by thinking of the difference between existence and essence, it
cannot stop there. Human reason must transcend the whole of
beings towards something beyond itself, which Aquinas sometimes
calls absolute Being (esse absolutum) or infinite Being (esse
mfinitum)—as distinguished from beings whose existence is
limited through their essence.**

Now Aquinas’s understanding of the difference of Being effec-
tively deals with the whole of beings in relation to the God of
Jewish-Christian monotheism. The difference of Being is under-
stood on the basis of the difference between the one God and the
world as His creation,*® a difference that we can call the “ theo-
logical difference.” Yet Aquinas’s above-mentioned proofs for the
existence of God do not in themselves lead to the God of Jewish-
Christian monotheism. Neither proof can give an answer to the
question of how necessary Being or pure Being has to be thought
in itself and in its relation to the whole of beings. In order to
answer this question, both concepts would have to be determined
not only in contradistinction to contingent beings but in an actual
definition. But this is impossible, not only according to Kant but
also according to Aquinas.*®

Instead, Aquinas starts by identifying the highest object of
metaphysics with the God of Jewish-Christian monotheism. The
crucial argument for that identity is meant to show that we have

42 “Tn short, the question that has always been asked and is still being asked
today, the ever-puizzling question “What is being?’ amounts to this: ‘ What is
primary being?” (Meta. VII, 1, 1028b 2-4, Richard Hope, trans. [Ann
Arbor, Mich.: University of Michigan Press, 1960], 131).

48 Meta. VII, 17, 1041b 27-28,

44 See In I Sent, d. 8, q. 5, a. 1, sol. (ed. Mandonnet, 226-227) ; In I Sent.,
d. 43, q. 1, a. 1, sol. (ed. Mandonnet, 1003).

45 See I Cont. Gent., cc. 23-24 (ed. Marietti, nn. 981-1008).

46 See Exp. Peri herm. 1, 14 (ed. Leonina I*1, 73-74). According to
Aquinas, we have no comprehensive and defining knowledge of God. For more
on this, see Wippel, Metaphysical Themes in Thomas Aquinas, 215-241,
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to ascribe all perfections found in the whole of beings to its origin.
The basis of that argument is Aquinas’s application of the Aris-
totelian ommne agens agit sibi simile to the origin of the whole
of beings. That principle leads Aquinas to extend his metaphysics
of the one God and His creation beyond the concept of the ipsum
esse subsistens. And it is that extension which determines
Aquinas’s authentic view of the relationship between metaphysics
and theology. Thus what is proved in philosophy and what must
be presupposed by the science of faith is the existence of that God
who is one,*” having intellect,*® will,*® and free choice,” and who
is the creator of all things.”* The God of the “I am "—at least
with regard to truths of the praeambula fidei—is a common ob-
ject of metaphysics and of the theology of Sacred Scripture.®
Yet the crucial argument leading to Aquinas’s metaphysics of
God and creation does not have the same cogency as the above-
mentioned proofs for a divine being beyond the whole of beings.
Of course certain perfections are to be ascribed to the divine be-
ing, first of all the perfection of Being, which according to
Aquinas is the first non-univocal analogical name.®® But it is not
at all conclusive that the origin of everything is individuated by

47 Sum. Theo. 1, q. 11, 2. 3¢ (ed. Leonina IV, 111).

48 Sum. Theo. I, q. 14, aa. 1-4 (ed. Leonina 1V, 166-172).

49 Sum. Theo. 1, q. 19, a. 1 (ed. Leonina IV, 231).

50 Sum. Theo. I, q. 19, a. 10 (ed. Leonina IV, 248).

51 See In De trin., q. 2, a. 3¢ (ed. Decker, 94:27-95:7), where Aquinas dis-
tinguishes between a threefold use of philosophy in the theology which is dif-
ferent from metaphysics: “ Sic ergo in sacra doctrina philosophia possumus
tripliciter uti, Primo ad demonstrandum ea quae sunt praeambula fidei; quae
necesse est in fidei scire, ut ea quae naturalibus rationibus de Deo probantur,
ut Deum esse, Deum esse unum et alia huismodi vel de Deo vel de creaturis in
philosophia probata, quae fides supponit. Secundo ad notificandum per aliquas
similitudines ea quae sunt fidei, sicut Augustinus in libro De trinitete utitur
multis similitudinibus ex doctrinis philosophicis sumptis ad manifestandum
trinitatem. Tertio ad resistendum his quae contra fidem dicuntur sive ostend-
endo ea esse falsa sive ostendendo ea non esse necessaria.”

52 Sum. Theo. I, q. 13, a. 11 (ed. Leonina IV, 162).

53 Sum. Theo. I, q. 13, a. 5, ad 1 (ed. Leonina IV, 147) : “in praedicationibus
omnia univoca reducuntur ad unum primum, non univocum, sed analogicum,
quod est ens.”
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itself ** and has to be thought as the one God with the whole
of beings as His creation. The ‘ theological difference” of
Aquinas’s metaphysics is a distinction that belongs to Christian
belief.®® Aquinas’s crucial argument for the identity of the high-
est object of metaphysics and the God of Jewish-Christian mono-
theism is at most an argument of probability. But if the God of
Jewish-Christian monotheism cannot be a common object of meta-
physics and theology, then their relationship cannot be determined
the way Aquinas determines it, namely, through his twofold no-
tion of theology. At the same time, however, there can be no al-
ternative to Aquinas’s understanding of metaphysics and theology
as different sciences that hoth constitute wisdom and deal with the
origin of everything. For it is impossible to return to the patristic
view that the sapientia christiana is a higher form of philosophy.*®

I1. Critique of Metaphysics: Transcendental Difference
(Kant)

Kant’s critique of metaphysics is not directed against meta-
physics at all. Yet this critique asks about the possibility of meta-
physics in general. In this sense, the Critique of Pure Reason is a
theory of metaphysical knowledge. Kant can therefore call it the
“ metaphysics of metaphysics.” ®* The basis of this ““ metaphysics
of metaphysics "’ is a “ revolution in thinking ” that gives human
self-referentiality a priority that had never been acknowledged be-
fore. Thus Kant’s transcendental philosophy is based on a strong
philosophical notion of self-consciousness, or the notion of trans-

5¢ De ente, c. 5 (ed. Leonina XLIII, 378:21-24); Sum. Theo. 1, q. 3, a. 3c
(ed. Leonina IV, 39-40); Sum. Theo. I, q. 13, a. 11, ad 1 (ed. Leonina 1V,
162).

55 For more on this, see R. Sokolowski, The God of Faith and Reason, 21-
30, 41-52; “ Creation and Christian Understanding,” 181-184, 188-190.

56 For the patristic view, see An Early Christian Philosopher: Justin
Martyr’s Dialogue with Trypho, Chapters One to Nine, Introduction, Text,
and Commentary by J. C. M. van Winden (Leiden: Brill, 1977).

57 Letter to Marcus Herz from May 11th 1781, in Kant's Gesammelte
Schriften, ed. Prussian Academy of Sciences (= Acad.), (Berlin: W. de
Gruyter, 1902-), Vol. X, 269.
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cendental apperception,® from which empirical apperception is
distinguished.®® This distinction makes it clear that for Kant self-
consciousness is not merely a psychological problem.* The word
“17” stands for a self-relation that goes beyond the self-relation
of a merely empirical and sensible self-possession.

The transcendental unity of self-consciousness in the “ I think ”
is the ground of the possibility that something can be thought and
known by me as an object. Any relatedness to an object is noth-
ing other than the “ correlate of the unity of apperception.” *
But since this in itself reveals no object, the subject of trans-
cendental apperception, though unconditioned, cannot be an ab-
solute subject. The knowing subject is a subject of facticity.

The facticity of transcendental subjectivity is expressed in vari-
ous places. In his Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics,
Kant refers to transcendental apperception as a “ feeling of exist-
ence ” that is “ without the slightest concept” and that is merely
a ‘““representation of that to which all thinking stands in rela-
tion.” ® 1In his Critique of Pure Reason, he refers to transcen-
dental apperception as the act of determining one’s own exist-
ence.®® “ Existence is already given thereby, but the mode in
which I am to determine this existence, that is, the manifold be-
longing to it, is not thereby given.” ** Kant sees in transcendental
apperception something quite real.®® Yet the subject of this con-
sciousness is not empirical.®® On the contrary, it is essential: “ in
the consciousness of myself in mere thought I am being stself.” ¢

1

58 See Critique of Pure Reason, B 133a.

59 See Critigue of Pure Reason, B 132.

80 See R.-P. Horstmann, “ Gibt es ein philosophisches Problem des Selbst-
bewusstsein? ” in Theorie der Subjektivitit, 228-231.

61 See Critique of Pure Reason, A 250.

62 Prolegomena, Acad., Vol. IV, 334a.

62 See Critique of Pure Reason, B 158a.

64 Thid.

85 See Critique of Pure Reason, B 419-420.

66 See Critique of Pure Reason, B 158.

87 Critique of Pure Reason, B 429. Therefore transcendental apperception is
not merely a principle of transcendental analysis. See D. Henrich, Identitit
und Objektivitidt: Eine Untersuchung iiber Kants transzendentale Deduktion
(Heidelberg: C. Winter, 1976), 83, 111.
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Even if transcendental apperception is in itself a consciousness
of existence, Being cannot coincide with empirical Being. There
must then be two different kinds of Being, namely the Being of
the “I” and the Being of the things within the world. Only this
transcendental difference of Being makes it possible for the cri-
tique to take the object “ in a twofold sense, namely as appearence
and as thing itself.” ®® But how are we to understand this dif-
ference of Being in relation to Kant’s well-known thesis concern-
ing Being?

According to this thesis, stated in Kant’s refutation of the
ontological proof for the existence of God,* Being is not a real
predicate, but rather the positing of a thing as itself. This simply
means that Being is not something that can be predicated of some-
thing else. Being, of course, can be used as a logical predicate, but
Being cannot occur in a judgment as a determination of the sub-
ject of the sentence. If Being does not simply mean the logical
relation between the subject of the sentence and the predicate in
judgment, then Being means the same thing as existence, and
precisely as the positing (Setsung) of something, not only rela-
tively but in itself, absolutely,” a positing that Kant therefore calls
absolute.™ The sentence “ God is” is used in this sense. But
what does ““ absolute positing ” mean with regard to the meaning
of Being?

In the context of his refutation of the ontological proof for the
existence of God, Kant does not provide an answer.”” But the

68 Critique of Pure Reason, B XXVII.

69 See Critique of Pure Reason, B 620-630. For arguments similar to Kant’s
thesis concerning Being from the Critique of Pure Reason, see the first section
of The Only Possible Argument for a Demonstration of God’s Existence from
1763 (Acad., Vol II, 70-92) and the Essay concerning Being (=Essay) from
the Herder-estate, which is probably related to Kant’s lecture on metaphysics
(Acad., Vol. XXVIII/2.1, 949-961). See G. Lehmann, ¢ Einleitung,” in Acad.,,
Vol. XXVII1/2.2, 1353.

70 Through the “it is,” I think something as “given absolutely ” (Critigue
of Pure Reason, B 627).

71 The Only Possible Argument, Acad., Vol. 11, 73.

72 Also, in the The Only Possible Argument Kant fails to say what “ab-
solute positing ”’ means.
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“transcendental deduction of the pure concepts” does help here.
It labels the “is” of an existential proposition as that which is
represented in the ‘‘objective unity of apperception.” ”* Since
transcendental apperception is the possibility of all thought and
knowledge, Being here cannot simply mean the logical relation
within judgment, but rather must have the meaning of existence.
According to the central theoretical part of Kant’s philosophy,
Being as absolute positing (existence, existentia) has its place in
the transcendental unity of self-consciousness—but that means in
thinking. So Kant’s thesis concerning Being becomes a thesis
about the relationship of Being and thinking.™

If Being and thinking belong together, Being cannot be a mat-
ter of something that can be absolute, according to the original
sense of the word. When Kant speaks of Being as absolute posit-
ing, he uses ““ absolute” in the sense of “ unconditional ” and he
means by this that something is posited in itself and for itself in
its existence. But what is posited in this way through trans-
cendental apperception is the empirical existence of things of the
world. But how are we to think of the existence of the “ 1" itself
in relation to Kant’s thesis concerning Being? To give an answer
to this we must return to the refutation of the ontological proof
for the existence of God.

What is important for this refutation is not—as is often as-
sumed—the logical argument according to which the conclusion
from the concept of an ens realissimum to its existence constitutes
a metabasis eis allo gewos [change into another genus]. This
argument ultimately plays, like the empirical argument, only a
subordinate role. In its main point, Kant’s critique of the onto-
logical proof for the existence of God is reducible to the objection
that the metaphysical concept of an ens necessarium cannot be
thought in a determinate manner and is thus contradictory as a
concept in an actual definition.”™ According to the only possible

78 Critique of Pure Reason, B 141.

7¢ See M. Heidegger, Kants These iiber das Sein (Frankfurt am Main: V,
Klostermann, 1963), 17-32.

75 See D. Henrich, Der ontologische Gottesbeweis, 137-188.
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verbal definition, an ens necessarium is something whose non-
being is impossible.” But it cannot be shown that the concept of
an ens necessarium is identical with the concept of a highest di-
vine being, which is like an individual, i.e., the ens realissimum
of Kant’s transcendental ideal.

Now all existence that is known by us, including our own exist-
ence, is in itself contingent. This is shown by the possibility that
such existence can be conceived as negated without contradiction.
In the Critigue of Pure Reason, Kant labels such a negation
“transcendental negation” in opposition to mere “logical nega-
tion. ” " Since all existence that is known by us is contingent, it
is a natural process for our reason to seek the ground of all that
exists in a being that is necessary in all respects. Although the
thought of such a being represents an abyss of human reason,
it is nevertheless a limiting concept for reason that can be avoided
only when thought is broken off in an arbitrary manner. And the
concept of an ens mecessarium—as a limiting concept—can be
thought without contradiction. For according to Kant, there is
““a difference between assuming the necessary being with a view
to an other, and knowing a being through its concept as neces-
sary.” " But “ we must regard what is absolutely necessary as
being outside the world.” *°

The opposite of the negation of Being in the transcendental or
absolute negation is the “transcendental affirmation” ®* or the
absolute positing of Being.*” But the absolute positing of Being—
just like the absolute negation of Being—is possible only in
thought which always already presupposes itself.** Now Kant

76 Critique of Pure Reason, B 620.

77 See Critique of Pure Reason, B 602-603. The Essay refers to it as “ab-
solute negation” (Acad.,, Vol. XXVIII/2.1, 955).

78 See Critigue of Pure Reason, B 641; Metaphysics K8, in Acad., Vol.
XXVIIL/2.1, 784. '

79 Reflection 5783, in Acad., Vol. XIX, 354.

80 Critique of Pure Reason, B 645.

81 See Critique of Pure Reason, B 602.

82 Kssay, in Acad., Vol. XXVIII/2.1, 955.

83 Being therefore, according to the Essay, “is the foundation of all our
thinking and the element by which we are filled” (Acad, Vol. XXVIII/2.1,
956).
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argues in the Critique of Pure Reason that a being that is thought
only through the concept of existence does not differ from a
merely possible being, and thus that objects of pure thinking can-
not be known in their Being.®*

Yet transcendental apperception is not an object of thinking,
but rather the thinking in itself. Kant therefore can say without
contradiction that in transcendental apperception I am aware
“that I am” ® and can understand that as a consciousness of
existence. The transcendental difference of Being is thus not in-
compatible with Kant’s thesis concerning Being. With regard to
objects (things) of thinking, the consciousness of existence be-
longs without doubt “‘ exclusively to the unity of experience.” *
But the unity of experience itself is established through trans-
cendental apperception in which an “I” is distinguished from all
possible objects within the world. Only in the horizon of this
transcendental difference can it be said that something “is.”
Kant’s refutation of the ontological proof for the existence of
God and his thesis concerning Being show that that which com-
prehends both the “ I and all objects of the world must be con-
ceived as the in-itself-unknown One that lies beyond all differ-
ences, the authentic absolute. Yet the absolute that lies beyond
the transcendental difference cannot merely be a regulative idea—
otherwise the truth of the transcendental difference itself would
be a delusion. But this is the insight of a thinking that Henrich
called the ‘““third reflectedness” (dritte Reflektiertheit).® In
the irrefutable metaphysical “rising above” (Uberstieg)® be-
yond the “I” and the things within the world we are certain of
the absolute in its existence, even though its essence remains con-
cealed from us.

84 See Critique of Pure Reason, B 629.

85 Critique of Pure Reason, B 157.

86 Critique of Pure Reason, B 629,

87D, Henrich, Fluchtlinien: Philosophische Essays (Frankfurt am Main:
Suhrkamp, 1982}, 51.

88 Ibid., 17-18.
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III. Return to the Ground of Metaphysics:
Ontological Difference (Heidegger)

Reflections on the transcendental difference of Being have not
yet brought us to an understanding of Being itself in the identity
of Being and thinking. To achieve this, it is necessary to con-
sider Heidegger’s “ step back " into the essence of metaphysics.®®
Systematically viewed, this “ step back ”’ is that transcendence that
leads to the ““essential origin of identity ” * to which both Being
and thinking belong and that Heidegger calls Ereignis. Ereignis
here has to be understood as a singulare tantum. It is not an oc-
currence within the world, but rather the basic happening of Be-
ing as Ereigmis.”® According to Heidegger, Ereignis refers to the
task that remains for thought after the end of onto-theology: This
is the task of thinking Being out of difference and as difference.®?

The term “ onto-theology ” first turns up in Kant and means
theology based on the ontological proof for the existence of God.*®
Heidegger uses the term ‘‘onto-theology” in a wider sense to
signify the basic constitution of Western metaphysics up until
Hegel, which is, as the science of being, simultaneously a science
of God as the cause of all beings different from Him. Even
though Heidegger’s critique of Western metaphysics and his
thesis concerning its “ forgetfulness of Being ”’ does not do justice
to the history of metaphysics, the characteristic of Western meta-
physics as onto-theology may be irrefutable—at least since Aris-
totle’s metaphysics.®

89 Identity and Difference [Identitit und Differenz, 1957], J. Stambaugh,
trans. (New York: Harper & Row, 1969), 50-51. In the following quotations
from the translated work of Heidegger I have slightly altered the translations
in part. The German words Ereignis and Dasein remain untranslated because
there are no adequate words in the English language.

90 Tdentity and Difference, 39.

9t See On Time and Being [Zur Sache des Denkens, 1969], J. Stambaugh,
trans. (New York: Harper & Row, 1972), 19-21.

92 See Identity and Difference, 61-65.

93 Critique of Pure Reason, B 660.

94 See G. Picht’s informative remarks on the concept of the absolute in Plato
and Aristotle in Aristoteles “ De anima” (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1987), 47-
86. According to Picht, metaphysics has had an onto-theological character
from the time of Aristotle onward.
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Heidegger’s thinking of Being is not a move away from meta-
physics. Admittedly after the “ turn,” Heidegger does reject con-
cepts such as “ metaphysics ” and ‘ philosophy ”’; but thinking
should not simply be identified with philosophy.®”® Heidegger seeks
to overcome onto-theological metaphysics in a new thinking.
Therefore his statements about the “end of metaphysics ” ¢ are
far more nuanced than is often assumed. Heidegger is not of the
opinion that metaphysics is at the “end” at all.’* Heidegger’s
thinking about Being seeks ““ to save metaphysics in its essence.” *®
Therefore Heidegger’s thesis about the “ end " of metaphysics is
not incompatible with his earlier claim “ that philosophy ultimate-
ly cannot do without its genuine optics—metaphysics.” *° If one
does not restrict the notions of metaphysics and philosophy to the
Western tradition of thinking up until Hegel—and there seems to
be no reason why such a restriction is obligatory—then one can
apprehend Heidegger’s thinking of Being itself as a crucial con-
tribution to a changed metaphysical form of thinking.**
With Being as Ereignis Heidegger thinks his only thought.'®

95 See Letter on Humanism [Brief iiber den Humanismus, 1947], trans. F. A.
Capuzzi in collaboration with J. G. Gray and D. F. Krell, in M. Heidegger,
Basic Writings, ed. D. F, Krell (San Francisco: Harper, 1977), 236-242;
On Time and Being, 55-73.

96 Nietgsche, Vol. IV : Nihilism [Nietzsche II, 1961], F. A. Capuzzi, trans.
(San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1982), 147-149.

97 Already in Being and Time the postulated “ destruction” of metaphysics
is meant to be at the same time a “ construction ” as the “ positive acquisition
of the past” so that it might be brought into the “ full possession of the most
characteristic possibilities of questioning” (Being end Time [Sein und Zeit,
1927], J. Macquarrie and E. Robinson, trans. [New York: Harper & Row,
1962], 41-42).

98 The Question of Being [Zur Seinsfrage, 19561, W. Kluback and J. T.
Wilde, trans. (New York: Twayne, 1958), 93.

98 Die Kategorien- und Bedeutungslehre des Duns Scotus (Tiibingen: Mohr,
1916), 235, L. Oeing-Hanhoff holds a different position in this issue. See
“ Metaphysik,” in Historisches W irterbuch der Philosophie, Vol. 5, 1269-1270.

100 See R. Maurer, “ Thesen zu: Heidegger und die Metaphysik,” in Meta-~
physics of physis ” (46-49).

101 See O. Poggeler, “ Sein als Ereignis,” in Heidegger und die hermeneu-
tische Philosophie (Freiburg-Munich: Alber, 1983), 118.
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This thought concerns nothing other than the difference of Being
itself, a difference that Heidegger calls the ““ ontological differ-
ence.” It is the foundation of every difference in the realm of be-
ing, including the difference between myself and all the things
within the world. According to Heidegger, this difference is the
difference between the Dasein of man and all beings whose being-
ness is mere existence in the sense of being-available. Heidegger’s
Dasein and the “1” of Kant’s transcendental apperception are
not simply the same. But both describe a being that in its Being
is substantially different from the Being of the things within the
world.

The Being of the ontological difference is not something “ be-
ing-like”; it “is,” but not in the way a being ““is.” Being goes
beyond all beings. Similarly, the Being of the ontological differ-
ence is not the Being of God. Heidegger says explicitly: ““ Being
—is not God,” *** because Being “is in essence finite.” *** The
Being of the ontological difference is the prevailing difference of
Being itself, within which the being-understanding Dasein of man
emerges. So Being—that with which all philosophy must begin
according to Hegel **—amounts to a quite simply unavailable

102 [ egmarken (Frankfurt am Main: V. Klostermann, 1967), 162.

103 [V hat is Metaphysics? [Was ist Metaphysik?, 1929], D. F. Krell, trans.,
in Basic Writings, 110. The Being of the ontological difference is not the
ipsum esse subsistens of Aquinas’s metaphysics. According to M. Miiller (see
Existenzphilosophie: Von der Metaphysik zur Metahistorik, 4th ed. [Frei-
burg-Munich: Alber, 1986}, 87) the Being of the ontological difference re-
sembles the actualitas omwium rerum (see Sum. Theo. I, q. 4, a. 1, ad 3
[ed. Leonina IV, 50]). On the relationship between Heidegger’s thinking of
Being and Aquinas’s metaphysics of being, see T. Prufer, “ Heidegger, Early
and Late, and Aquinas,” in R Sokolowski, ed., Edmund Husserl and the
Phenomenological Tradition: Essays in Phenomenology, Studies in Philosophy
and the History of Philosophy, Vol. 18 (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America Press, 1988), 197-215. Like Miiller, Prufer compares
the Being of Heidegger’'s ontological difference with Aquinas’s esse commune,
which is not self-sufficient—unlike the ipsum esse subsistens of God in Aquinas’s
metaphysics of creation (212).

104 See the Introduction to Wissenschaft der Logik, Erster Band: Die objek-
tive Logik (1812/1813), ¥. Hogemann and W. Jaeschke, eds., Gesammelte
Werke, vol. 11 (Hamburg: Meiner, 1978), 15-29.
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ground that is presupposed in all thinking, even in speculative
thinking.*®

Because Being itself is finite according to its very essence, Be-
ing and nothingness belong together. Therefore one can ask:
“Why are there beings at all, and not rather nothingness?” %
The primeval ground of everything must lie beyond the Being of
the ontological difference, and that means beyond time.’®” Yet,
as such a ground, it is to be understood as the nameless abyss of
Being.**® This is the real reason why “ the onto-theological char-
acter of metaphysics has become questionable for thinking.” *°°
Heidegger’s philosophy is not a philosophy against God. Admit-
tedly, this thinking stands before a decision on theism; yet this
is “ not because of any indifferent attitude, but rather out of re-
spect for the limits that have been set upon thinking as thinking,
and indeed through that which gives itself to us as that which
has-to-be-thought, i.e., through the truth of Being.” *** Hence it
is understandable that Heidegger prefers “to keep silence about
God in the realm of thinking.” ** Yet Heidegger is convinced
that his “ god-less thinking ”—by giving up “the God of philos-

105 See On Time and Being, 49-50.

108 [Vhat s Metaphysics?, 112.

107 See On Time and Being, 19.

108 According to an announcement to M. Miiller, Heidegger in his first draw-
ing up of the third section of Part One of Being and Time wanted to articulate
a threefold difference: “the ‘transcendental’ or ontological difference in the
narrow sense: the distinction of the being from its beingness; b) the ‘trans-
cendent-like ’ or ontological difference in the wider sense: the distinction of
the being and its beingness from Being itself; ¢) the ‘transcendent’ or
theological difference in the strict sense: the distinction of God from the being,
from beingness and from Being” (Existenzphilosophie, 86). But Heidegger
abandons this as still onto-theological because a theological difference, which
remains a possibility and task after the “end” of Western metaphysics, is not
experienced in thinking. The unfinished third section of Part One of Being
and Time was to have been titled “ Time and Being” and might have ac-
complished the so-called “turn,” which was brought about in Heidegger’s later
essay On the Essence of Truth [Vom Wesen der Wahrheit, 1943], J. Sallis,
trans,, in Basic Writings, 117-141.

109 Identity und Difference, 55.

110 [ etter on Humanism, 230.

311 [dentity and Difference, 53,
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ophy ”"—is perhaps closer to the “ divine God ” and is perhaps
“ more free for him, than onto-theo-logy might want to admit.” **
Heidegger’s thinking about Being claims rather to think in that
dimension within which alone we today can ask meaningfully
about God.**®* “Only from the truth of Being can the essence of
the holy be thought. Only from the essence of the holy can the
essence of divinity be thought. Only in light of the essence of di-
vinity can we think and speak about what the word ‘ God’ is to
signify.” *** After the end of onto-theology, the question about
“God” can be no longer be pursued on old paths. We must
achieve a new understanding of what is brought up in the ques-
tion of God.*® Thus according to Heidegger, we have to return
to the genuine ““ matter of thinking, whose revealedness remains a
mystery.” *¢

Even though onto-theology has become questionable for think-
ing, there remains for thought the very task that, according to

112 Tbid,, 72. According to Pannenberg, Heidegger claims that Christian
theology after the end of onto-theo-logy can no longer be the “ science of God”
(see Metaphysics and the Idea of God, P. Clayton, trans. [Grand Rapids: W.
B. Eerdmans, 1990}, 8-10). In making this claim, Pannenberg refers to
Heidegger’s treatise on the onto-theological basic constitution of Western
metaphysics (in Identity and Difference) and the treatise Phenomenology and
Theology [Phinomenologie und Theologie, 1970]. Yet I think that neither
the theology in Phenomelogy and Theology nor the critique of the onto-theo-
logical metaphysics in Identity and Difference can support this thesis. Of course
Heidegger’s statement, “ Theology is not speculative knowledge of God” (The-
ology and Phenomenology, in The Pilety of Thinking: Essays by Martin
Heidegger, J. G. Hart and J. C. Maraldo, trans. [Bloomington: Indiana Uni-
versity Press, 19761, 15), is not without problems. But if Heidegger under-
stands theology as reflection on Christian belief, then he recognizes that, ac-
cording to Christian belief, the cross and resurrection go ahead of this belief
as its object and foundation (see Phenomenology and Theology, 8-11). When
Heidegger speaks in Identity and Difference about god-less thinking, he is re-
fering to philosophy not to theology.

113 See Letter on Humanism, 230; The Essence of Reasons [Vom Wesen des
Grundes, 19291, T. Malick, trans. (Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
1969), 91, note.

114 Thid. See also Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Logik im Ausgang von
Leibwiz, Gesamtausgabe, vol. 26 (Frankfurt am Main: V, Klostermann, 1978),
211, n. 3.

115 See Letter on Humanism, 492,

16 On Time and Being, 82,
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Plato, is the purpose of philosophy: Philosophy is a sea-journey
in search of ground *** and leads to the absolute, the origin of
everything."®* Admittedly, Heidegger’s thinking about Being in-
cludes the thought of the absolute in the thought of the abyss-like
ground of Being. Yet in Heidegger’s thinking about the Ereignis
of Being as the essential origin of that identity within which
Being and thinking belong together, Being will be returned to its
finitude.™® “ What remains to be said? Only this: Ereignis oc-
curs. In saying this, we say the Same in terms of the Same about
the Same.” **® But the ontological difference itself cannot be the
concluding thought of thinking.*®* Beyond it, the thought of the
absolute is inevitable if we want to understand subjectivity in the
Dasein of man. Although man belongs to the Ereignis of Being,
he emerges therein as subject. Yet in his position as subject, he
rises above Ereignis. Heidegger’s critique of the modern philos-
ophy of subjectivity leads him in his later thinking to dissolve
human subjectivity in the truth of that very Being that has been
returned to its finitude.®®® But the identity in which Being and

117 See Phaedo 99D.

118 See Politics 511A. Plato’s “absclute ” might be seen as the idea of the
good beyond being. See Politics S509B.

119 See On Time and Being, 49, 54.

120 Thid., 24.

121 Pannenberg is right to recognize here the limit of Heidegger’s thinking
of Being. See Metaphysics and the Idea of God, 17-18.

122 See W. Marx, Is There a Measure on Earth? Foundations for a Non-
metaphysical Ethics, T. J. Nenon and R. Lilly, trans, (Chicago: The Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1977), 34-39, 126-146; H. Ebeling, Das Verhingnis:
Eyste Philosophie (Freiburg-Munich: Alber, 1987), 21, 31-34; “Das Subjekt
im Dasein. Versuch iiber das bewusste Sein,” in Theorie der Subjektivitit 78-
80. In the treatise The Essence of Reasons a retrospective remark on Being
and Time shows that in Being and Time the Dasein of man has become sub-
jectless. According to this retrospective remark, the Dasein of man admitted-
ly is determined through selfbeing. Yet the selfbeing of Dasein should be
neutral over against I-being and you-being. “ All essential propositions of an
ontological analytic of ‘ Dasein’ in man take this being a priori in this neu-
trality ” (The Essence of Reasons, 87). Only to the extent to which man
loses his position as subject can Ereignis in the later thinking of Being be con-
sidered pure in itself—as a neutrale tontum (On Time and Being, 47).
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thinking belong together is not without the subjectivity of man.
Therefore this subjectivity must be made as clear as possible
through the metaphysical “ rising above.”

IV. Metaphysics of the Absolute:
Speculative Difference (Henrich)

In contemporary German philosophy, Dieter Henrich in par-
ticular has endeavored to effect a renewal of metaphysics. He
attempts a speculative thinking that is supposed to be possible
after Kant’s critique of metaphysics and that seeks to unite Kant’s
basic ideas with those of Hegel in a workable way.**® This think-
ing develops within the context of a theory of subjectivity that has
as its starting-point “ conscious life.” In “conscious life” man
knows himself both as an empirical individual being in a world of
ordered individual things and as a unity-producing subjectivity to
which the world and all individual things are related. Thus Hen-
rich—like Kant—starts with the fundamental difference between
the Being of man as subject (“I”) and the Being of things with-
in the world.

The ““ basic-relation ” is the name that Henrich gives to the
same original self- and world-relatedness of conscious life—to
which man awakes daily and to which relations with other human
beings belong.*** In the “ basic-relation,” there exists an imbal-
ance in the correlation between self-consciousness and the unity of
the world in favor of the unity-producing subjectivity. As a sub-
ject, man possesses a “ central position as the anchoring-point of
our knowing relatedness-to-the-world.” *** And the self-related-
ness in which man knows himself ““ as the One opposite the whole
world ”’ **¢ constitutes a “ real knowledge.” **" “ It is a knowledge
of the real and of reality itself, and both are necessary at the same

123 See Selbstverhiltnisse: Gedanken und Auslegungen zu den Grundlagen
der klassischen deutschen Philosophie (Stuttgart: Reclam, 1982), 173-208.

124 See Fluchtlinien, 99, 135.

125 Thid., 141, 162.

126 Thid., 138.

127 Ihid., 144.
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time.” **®* The subject, to which the world and every individual
thing in the world is related, possesses a unique ontological status.
It is not determinable as a thing within the world.**®

The self-relation of the subject cannot be understood through
itself alone. According to Henrich, there can be no theory of self-
consciousness that intends to start out from the elements of the
internal structure of self-consciousness, because any such theory
must always presuppose self-consciousness.’®® Self-consciousness
arises in human consciousness instantaneously. It cannot be
brought into reality; that means, it cannot be produced.* The
self-relation of the subject occurs in a consciousness “ which is
not its own possession and which constitutes the ground of the
possibility of all its activities and achievements. In such an un-
derstanding, the self overcomes reflection as the real definition of
its reality and dignity.” *** So, like Heidegger, Henrich denies
that self-consciousness has the right to be the first evidence in
philosophical grounding.™*® Yet in contrast to Heidegger’s dis-
solution of human subjectivity in the truth of Being, Henrich
maintains the priority of self-consciousness and subjectivity in
conscious life.

Since the “basic-relation” cannot be understood through it-
self alone, conscious life must naturally be unclear about its nature
and its origin. One can achieve an understanding of oneself only
by “ rising above” (Uberstieg) the fundamental but complex fact
of the basic-relation. According to Henrich, this “ rising above,”
which is caused through the basic-relation itself, determines the

128 Thid.

129 Thid,, 144, 162. Here Henrich, like Kant, begins with the fundamental
difference between the Being of man as subject (“I1”) and the Being of things
within the world.

180 See Selbstverhilinisse, 57-82. See also D. Henrich, “ Selbstbewusstsein :
Kritische Einleitung in eine Theorie,” in R. Bubner, ed., Hermeneutik und
Dialektik, Vol. I: Methode und Wissenschaft. Lebenswelt und Geschichte
(Tiibingen: Mohr, 1970), 264-269.

131 See Selbstverhiltnisse, 99.

132 Selbstbewusstsein, 283.

133 See Selbstbewusstsein, 283.
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concept of metaphysics.”®* Metaphysics is not cosmology.*®® The

metaphysical transcendence of the basic-relation leads neither to
a formula that explains everything about the world, nor to a first
divine substance. It leads instead to the concluding thought of the
absolute “ which as such is nothing individual.” **® Because the
metaphysical “ rising above” is a departure from the ontology
of the natural world, which is determined through individuals,**
the metaphysical “rising above ” is simultaneously an alternative
to that ontology.

According to Henrich, the absolute in its relation to the world
of individuals has to be grasped as the thought of a difference set
in opposition to its own self. Following Hegel, he would extend
the thought of the absolute to the basic speculative idea of * self-
relating difference.” In such speculative thinking, self-conscious-
ness would then be understood as ““ knowing oneself as oneself in
the other of oneself.” *** According to Henrich, a metaphysics of
the absolute is possible if it follows this direction. Metaphysics
leads to the thinking of a speculative difference: the difference of
the absolute itself. Yet Henrich denies that metaphysics can at-
tain a knowledge of the absolute in itself. If one takes Kant’s
critique of metaphysics seriously, then the metaphysics of the ab-
solute must be essentially a thinking of the absolute.*®® But the
absolute is not merely a regulative idea. It is present in specula-
tive thinking.*** The thinking of the absolute is a constructive
kind of thinking that interprets the basic-relation through the ab-
solute. In this way, speculative thinking protects human subjec-
tivity from its naturalistic or materialistic dissolution.***

134 See Selbstbewusstsein, 167, 169.

135 See ‘ Grund und Gang spekulativen Denkens,” in D. Henrich and R.-P.
Horstmann, ed.,, Metaphysik nach Kant? (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1988), 101-
102,

188 Fluchtlinien, 171-172.

187 See Fluchtlinien, 174.

188 Flychtlinien, 175.

189 See Fluchtlinien, 176 ; “ Grund und Gang spekulativen Denkens,” 106.

140 See Fluchtlinien, 177.

141 See Fluchtlinien, 178.
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In the metaphysics projected by Henrich, the basic-relation is
not to be dialectically sublated in the unity of the absolute. Since
the concluding thought of the absolute can only be reached in
transcending the basic-relation, this thought remains bound by its
starting-point. Therefore the absolute has “to be thought as a
process of emerging from itself out of which the  basic-relation’
first comes into existence,”’ **? so that the whole basic-relation is
to be thought as a kind of descent.™*® Naturally it is closed in it-
self. Yet the basic-relation can only come to its self-elucidation
and its actual freedom in transcending the natural world.***

This is where there arises a problem for Henrich’s project of a
metaphysics of the absolute. According to Henrich, philosophy in
the modern age inherits religion’s task of providing a comprehen-
sive understanding of the natural world. Henrich determines the
relationship between religions and metaphysics in a Hegelian
manner. But how far can metaphysics proceed with its construc-
tive thinking of the absolute when the absolute in itself remains
unknown? There is no doubt that metaphysics is necessary for a
comprehensive understanding of the natural world. But an un-
derstanding of the world apart from which man can live is pro-
vided only in religions. This is because only religions give final
answers to the questions about the origin, the future, and the
salvation of man, questions that are unavoidable—just like the
metaphysical question about the absolute.

V. The Wisdom of Religion:
The Difference Between Metaphysics and Theology

In Western metaphysics the thought of the absolute has been
connected with the thought of God. This is easy to explain: Ever
since the beginnings of metaphysics, its knowledge of the origin
of everything has been related to man’s historical pre-set con-
sciousness of God. And up until Hegel, metaphysics started from
an identity of reference presupposing that its concluding thought

142 Thid., 180.
143 Thid., 110.
144 Tbid., 180.



218 HELMUT HOPING

must be identical with the thought of God. Now the word
“ God ” originally belongs to the language of religion. Therefore
in philosophy this word is, according to an expression of Richard
Schaeffler, a “ loan-word.” *** If philosophy combines the thought
of the absolute with the thought of God, then it already uses the
language of religion.**® But because of the religious origin of the
word “ God,” the representation of some kind of personality can-
not be separated from it.**" Therefore the thought of God is not
simply identical with the thought of the absolute.**® The absolute
can be understood as the non-personal One from which all indi-
viduals emerge and into which they all pass—as, for example, in
Buddhism.™® So the concluding thought of metaphysics is in it-
self equally open for both the Semitic and the East Asian types of
religion.*®

Now the truth claims of different religions can only be main-
tained argumentatively with reference to the concluding thought
of metaphysics. This thought makes religions above all into
“ possible candidates of truth ¥ (W. Pannenberg). But the refer-
ence to the concluding thought of metaphysics presupposes that
religions can express the whole of reality and are capable of a
comprehensive understanding of the natural world. This prob-
ably applies only to high religions for whose wisdom the thought

145 See R. Schaeffler, Das Gebet und das Argument. Zwei Weisen des
Sprechens wvon Gott: Eine Einfiithrung in die Theorie religiosen Sprechens
(Diisseldorf: Patmos, 1989), 290-292.

146 See W. Pannenberg, Metaphysics and the Idea of God, 19.

147 Thid., 28-29; W. Pannenberg, “ Eine philosophisch-historische Hermene-
utik des Christentums,” in Theologie und Philosophie 66 (1991) : 486; An In-
troduction to Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: W. B. Eerdmans, 1991),
8-9.

148 See D. Henrich, “ Grund und Gang spekulativen Denkens,” 109.

149 See D. Henrich, “ Ding an sich: Ein Prolegomenon zur Metaphysik des
Endlichen,” in J. Rohls and G. Wenz., ed, Vernunft des Glaubens: Wissen-
schaftliche Theologie und kirchliche Lehre, Festscrift zum 60. Geburtstag von
W. Pannenberg (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck, 1989), 92.

150 See D. Henrich, Fluchtlinien, 117. According to Henrich, these two types
of religion are distinguished by the fact “that in knowledge of the unimagin-
able origin they posit either the individuality of person or the purity of con-
scious life as the ultimate orientation.”
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of the unity of reality and of its origin is decisive. While it may
be that one cannot decide once and for all about the truth claims
of religions, from metaphysics there emerge criteria that are rele-
vant for passing judgment on their truth claims.** Thus the truth
claim of the Christian religion could not be maintained if the theo-
logical concept of divine personhood were incompatible with the
thought of the absolute—as Fichte claimed.”** And Buddhism
could not be true if its critique of the brahmanic doctrine of the
self were to mean that human personality and subjectivity are
nothing other than appearance compared with nirvana, the con-
dition of the Awakened One—as is often assumed.*®®

Both metaphysics and high religions understand the natural
world with a view towards the origin of all. But the comprehen-
sive understandings of the natural world in high religions have
their actual ground of validity in a religious experience relating to
either a historical revelation of the absolute, as in Christian faith,
or to a process of inner enlightenment, as in Buddhism. Therefore
each religion has to show its comprehensive understanding of the
natural world to its best advantage based on some virtue unique
to it.

The wisdom that is called theology is necessarily related to the
thought of the one God. But if the thought of God is not simply
identical with the thought of the absolute, then the possibility of

151 See D. Henrich, “ Ding an sich,” 92; W. Pannenberg, “Eine philo-
sophisch-historische Hermeneutik des Christentums,” 486-487.

152 According to W. Pannenberg, the Boethian definition of person as an
“individual substance of intellectual nature” led to an image of God as mind
or intellect. To reconcile the Christian doctrine of creation with the Aristo-
telian concept of God, the medieval theologians argued that God as a mind or
intellect must also have free will (An Introduction to Systematic Theology,
33). The decisive question for systematic theology is how to formulate the
Christian doctrine of God in light of modern philosophical critiques of it.

158 Admittedly the Buddhistic critique of the brahmanic doctrine of the self
does not include the thesis about the complete annihilation of the arhat (see
M. Eliade and I. P. Couliano, The Eliade Guide to World Religions: The
Authoritative Compendium of the 33 Major Religious Traditions [San Fran-
cisco: Harper, 19917, 28). Yet the decisive question for passing judgment
about Buddhism is whether or not human personality and subjectivity have
any reality,
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theology depends on the fact that the unimaginable origin of
everything reveals itself as the one God. A conceptual history of
the word “ theology ” can unite different meanings of theology by
labeling all talk of God as “ theology.” ** But in order to be able
to determine the concept and matter of theology, one has to ap-
peal to a historical revelation of God. That means that the con-
cept of theology cannot be determined independently of the con-
cept of revelation.” Since human thinking by itself has no knowl-
edge about such a revelation, a philosophical theology in its tradi-
tional meaning is impossible.*®® Of course there is need for a phi-

154 For more on this, see M. Seckler, “ Theologie als Glaubenswissenschaft,”
in W. Kern, H. J. Pottmeyer and M. Seckler, eds., Handbuch der Funda-
mentaltheologie, Vol. 4 (Freiburg-Basle-Vienna: Herder, 1988), 180-190.

155 For more on the concept of revelation, see M. Seckler, * Offenbarung,”
in Handbuch der Fundamentaltheologie, Vol. 2 (Freiburg-Basle-Vienna:
Herder, 1985), 60-83.

158 This is not to deny the possibility of a natural knowledge of God in
contradistinction to the supranatural knowledge of God—as taught by the First
Vatican Council (DS 3004, DS 3026) with reference to Rom 1:19-20. Ad-
mittedly, this Council presupposed that the praecambula fidei, and above all the
existence of God, are susceptible of proof (DS 3019). But to be able to un-
derstand this, it is necessary to take into account that this Council, standing
within the tradition of Thomism, had to defend the faith against scientific and
philosophical opponents like materialism, naturalism, and rationalism, and had
to defend the rationality of faith against fideism (see H. J. Pottmeyer, Der
Glaube vor dem Anspruch der Wissenschaft: Die Konstitution iiber den
katholischen Glauben “ Dei Filius” des Evsten Vatikanischen Konzils und die
unveriffentlichten theologischen Voten der vorbereitenden Kommission [Frei-
burg-Basle-Vienna: Herder, 1968]). In addition to that, one has to realize
that the natural knowledge of God is not simply the same as the alleged knowl-
edge of God in philosophy. The natural and supranatural knowledge of God
are not two completely different kinds of knowledge. According to the First
Vatican Council, the same God who reveals the mysteries of faith (DS 3015)
also places himself in the mind of man through the natural light of reason
(DS 3017). Yet in saying this the Council refers back to a self-manifesta-
tion of God in His creation, i.e. a kind of revelation. The Second Vatican
Council therefore can place the natural knowledge of God within the frame-
work of that history of salvation which is given through God’s unfathomable
will-to-reveal-himself (Dei Verbum 6). Of course the self-manifestation of
God in His creation is to be distinguished from God’s supernaturalis revelatio.
But the natural knowledge of God taught by both Vatican Councils does allow
for a kind of divine revelation as the very condition of its possibility.
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losophy of religion whose task is to ask about the nature and the
truth claims of religions and their relationship to the understand-
ing of the natural world in metaphysics. But it belongs to the task
of systematic theology to justify the understanding of the natural
world in Christian faith so far as possible.™’

To sum up: It is the lasting insight of Thomism that the rela-
tionship of metaphysics and theology as two kinds of wisdom is
substantially a relationship of difference. But if the God of
Jewish-Christian monotheism is not simply identical with the
highest object of metaphysics, then the relationship between meta-
physics and theology can no longer be determined as that of two
kinds of theology. In contrast to metaphysics, which leads to a
thinking of the absolute, theology has to be understood as that
wisdom whose object is the one God who becomes accessible
through the history of His revelation and the history of faith.
Yet it is the task of both metaphysics and theology to protect that
which the language of religion calls the holy or the divine over
against the natural world, and thereby to protect the natural
world from any naturalistic reduction to itself.

157 Further reflection on the concept of systematic theology would be be-
yond the scope of this article. For an important contemporary concept of
theology in the tradition of Catholic theology, see M. Seckler, “ Theologie als
Glaubenswissenschaft,” in Handbuch der Fundamentaltheologie, Vol. 4, 179-
24]. See also M. Seckler, “Fundamentaltheologie: Aufgaben und Aufbauy,
Begriff und Namen,” in Handbuch der Fundamentaltheologie, Vol. 4, 450-514.
The most impressive contemporary concept of systematic theology in the tradi-
tion of Protestant theology is elaborated by W. Pannenberg. See Theology and
the Philosophy of Sciences, F. McDonagh, trans. (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1976) ; Systematic Theology, vol. I (Grand Rapids: W. B. Eerdmans,
1991), 1-61; An Introduction to Systematic Theology.



MYSTERY AND EXPLANATION IN AQUINAS'S
ACCOUNT OF CREATION

MicuAarL LIcCIONE

Houston, Texas

ONTEMPORARY philosophers of religion have de-
voted much worthy effort to analyzing and reconsider-
ing such important traditional doctrines as those of di-
vine omniscience and simplicity. But the similarly important and
traditional doctrine of creation ex nihilo has not been enjoying
the same kind of attention. One reason for this may be that its
purport seems clearer, and its place in classical theism according-
ly less controversial, than those of certain other doctrines, so that
neither proponents nor opponents are as much inclined to puzzle
over it as over those other doctrines. But in Aquinas’s magisterial
account, at least one of the doctrine’s aspects bears a philosophical
interest that is easy to overlook. In this paper I will bring out
that aspect by resolving two alleged inconsistencies in Aquinas’s
account.

Two well-known writers have argued that Aquinas’s explana-
tion of God’s creating is incompatible with his description of
God’s freedom in creating. In the late 1940s, most of the perti-
nent textual and philosophical matters were hotly debated be-
tween Lovejoy® on the one hand, who attacked the Common

1 Arthur O. Lovejoy, “ The Duality of Thomistic Theology: A Reply to
Mr. Veatch,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 7 (1947): 413-
438; “ Analogy and Contradiction: A Surrejoinder,” Phil. Phen. Res. 7
(1947) : 626-34; “Necessity and Self-Sufficiency in the Thomistic Theology :
A Reply to President Pegis,” Phil. Phen. Res. 9 (1948): 71-88; “ Comment
on Mr. Pegis’ Rejoinder,” Phil. Phen. Res. 9 (1948) : 284-90.
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Doctor’s account as thus inconsistent, and Veatch * and Pegis ®
on the other hand, who defended it as both consistent and true.
More recently, Kretzmann * has advanced a professedly tentative
interpretation that offers what is, in effect, a weakened version of
Lovejoy’s attack; and though he refrains from citing Lovejoy—
doubtless for good reason—Kretzmann is only the latest exponent
of a line of criticism that the great historian’s influence has been
largely responsible for sustaining. But even though my sym-
pathies lie with such traditional Thomists as Veatch and Pegis,
much of their treatment was as unnecessary as it was tortuous.
Rather than rehearse the details of the older debate, then, I shall
analyze the passages to which we should attend most closely, and
then use them to show why Lovejoy and Kretzmann are wrong.

That will in turn help to show that the existence of the world
is both fully explicable and essentially mysterious. It is fully ex-
plicable inasmuch as God effectively wills it, with good and suf-
ficient reason for doing so. It is essentially mysterious inasmuch
as God freely wills it, with no reason to create rather than not,
and no reason to create this world rather than any other he could
have created. The question why the world exists thus has a good
answer that preserves the wonder which Aristotle says is the be-
ginning of philosophy.

God’s Reason for Creating

Aquinas says that

. . . the distinction and multitude of things is from the intention (ex
intentione) of the first cause, who is God. For he brought things
into being in order that his goodness might be communicated

2 Henry Veatch, “ A Note on the Metaphysical Grounds for Freedom, with
Special Reference to Professor Lovejoy’s Thesis in The Great Chain of Be-
ing,” Phil. Phen. Res. 7 (1947) : 391-412; “ A Rejoinder to Professor Love-
joy,” Phil. Phen. Res. 7 (1947) : 622-25.

3 Anton C. Pegis, “ Principale Volitum: Some Notes on a Supposed Thom-
istic Contradiction,” Phil. Phen. Res. 9 (1948) : 51-70; Autonomy and Neces-
sity: A Reply to Professor Lovejoy,” Phil. Phen. Res. 9 (1948) : 89-97.

4 Norman Kretzmann, ‘“ Goodness, Knowledge, and Indeterminacy in the
Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas,” Journal of Philosophy 80 (1983): 631-
49.
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(propter suom bonitatem communicandam) to creatures, and be rep-
resented by them. And because his goodness could not be adequately
represented by one creature alone, he produced many and diverse
creatures . . . (ST Ia Q47 Al).®

Therefore, God’s creating the world is intentional: the intention
is to communicate his goodness to creatures and adequately rep-
resent it by them (better: through them). Nevertheless, what
God thus intends by creating the world is not the same as his
reason for creating it. To understand that reason, it is essential
to understand first why, for Aquinas, the communication (and
representation) of the divine goodness must be God’s intention in
creating.

Consider a key use Aquinas makes of the venerable Neo-pla-
tonic principle bonum est diffusivum sut et esse—* the good is
diffusive of itself and being.” On that use, any action performed
by any agent entails the agent’s communicating its goodness:

The communication of being and goodness proceeds from goodness.
This is clear both from the very nature of good and from its con-
cept (ratio). For by nature, the good of anything whatever is its act
and perfection. Now something acts insofar as it is in act, and by
acting, it diffuses its being and goodness into other things . .. For
this reason it is said that “ the good is diffusive of itself and being.”
This diffusion belongs to the God (Deo competit), for . . . He is the
cause of being for other things. (SCG 1.37.5)°

Now if communicating its goodness to other things is what any
agent does just by acting, then, it seems, God’s acting at all en-
tails his creating something-or-other. At any rate, Aquinas
clearly implies that God communicates his goodness by diffusing
it into other things, and Aquinas seems to imply that some such
diffusion is entailed by God’s doing anything at all.

5Cf. II Cont. Gent. c. 45, 9. English translations of the Summa theologiae
(abbreviated here as S7T) are from Basic Writings of St. Thomas Aguinas,
Anton C. Pegis, ed. (New York: Modern Library, 1948).

8 The phrase Deo competit is difficult to render; “belongs to God” is a
short way of expressing its meaning here, which is something like “befits and
is rightly attributable to God.” Unless otherwise indicated, the translations
from the Summa conirg Gentiles (abbreviated here as SCG) are my own.
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Moreover, just by producing something, God represents his
goodness: “. . . everything seeks after its own perfection, and the
perfection and form of an effect consist in a certain likeness to
the agent, since every agent makes its like . . .” (ST Ia Q6 Al).
Creatures necessarily “ participate” or partake in their first effi-
cient cause by being, and tending to be, like it; creatures thus nec-
essarily represent that cause. By the same token, that cause is
their final cause. As Aquinas continues in the same passage:

. . . hence the agent itself is desirable and has the nature of good.
For the very thing which is desirable in it is the participation of its
likeness. Therefore, since God is the first producing cause of all
things, it is manifest that the aspect of good . . . belong[s] to Him . . .

Indeed Aquinas answers the question “ whether God is the final
cause of all things " affirmatively by arguing that

. every creature intends ? to acquire its own perfection, which is
the likeness of the divine perfection and goodness. Therefore the di-
vine goodness is the end of all things (S7 Ia Q44 A4).

Creatures are ordered to God’s goodness by tending to be like it,
and that is what God’s final causality consists in. Just by being
the efficient and final cause of other beings, then, God represents
his goodness.

If so, then God’s representing his goodness by creating is nec-
essarily equivalent to his communicating his goodness by creating.
That is because, for Aquinas, an agent’s producing something en-
tails the communication of its goodness, and every agent pro-
duces its like, which as such represents it. Therefore, assuming
that creation is intentional and that he knows what he is about,
God necessarily intends by creating both the communication and
the representation of his goodness.

For all that has been said so far, we could conclude that God’s
intention in creating the world is simply to do “ adequately”

7 Although the Latin is sutendit, a better translation for contemporary ears
might be “aims at.” Aquinas is not insinuating a form of pan-psychism, ac-
cording to which every agent harbors a conscious or quasi-conscious intention
to do what it does; he is merely describing a necessary tendency to act for an
end, in line with his essentially teleological conception of the universe,
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what his doing anything at all entails. If so, and assuming that
God is necessarily active in some-or-other sense, then what rea-
son other than what we have heard God intends could he have
for creating the world? Indeed, since Lovejoy’s now-classic lec-
tures,® something like this view has not only been respectable as
exegesis of Aquinas but has also been upheld as a truth in its own
right. For we have heard that God cannot represent his good-
ness adequately except by creating “many and diverse things”;
representing his goodness is necessarily equivalent to communicat-
ing his goodness; and communicating its goodness ad extra is
what any agent does just by acting. Or so it would seem.

Certainly, if Aquinas is right, both the communication and the
adequate representation of his goodness is what God is about in
creating the world. (For brevity, let us simply say henceforth
that what God is thus about is the diffusion of his goodness.)
Moreover, we regularly cite what somebody intends in doing
something as their reason for doing it or the reason why they do
it; and the diffusion of one’s own goodness seems fit to be called
such a reason, as well as what God intends by creating. So one
might think that, for Aquinas, the diffusion of his goodness is
God’s reason for creating the world. But Aquinas never says
this. What he does say is that the end or reason for which God
creates is the divine goodness—period.

Prima facie, this is quite puzzling. When we say that some-
body has a reason for performing an action 4, we typically mean
or imply that there is some good they want to achieve by perform-
ing 4. One might thus say that they are after some good that
they believe performing A4 would secure or attain. But it would
be utterly false to Aquinas’s notion of the divine perfection to
suggest that God could be after anything by creating, for there
neither is nor could be any good that God seeks to attain or se-
cure thereby. Thus, although it “belongs” to “ imperfect”
agents, ““ to intend, by acting, the acquisition of something,” this
“does not befit the First Agent, who seeks only to communicate

8 Published as The Great Chain of Being (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1936).
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His perfection, which is his goodness ” (ST Ia Q44 A4). What-
ever other goods they may seek and achieve by acting, imperfect
agents always act so as to become more perfect; but that cannot be
the case with an absolutely perfect being. Hence, even though
the diffusion of his goodness is what God intends by creating the
world, to say that what God thus intends is his reason for creat-
ing the world would involve too close an analogy between God
and lesser agents.

At the same time, however, Aquinas rejects ““ the error of cer-
tain people who say that all things (ommnic) depend on the simple
divine will, without any reason,” ° since ‘‘ every agent acts for an
end.” ** When an intelligent agent acts as such (i.e., acts per -
tellectum), it acts ““ under the conception of the good (sub ratione
boni) that is the object of the will” (SCG I11.3.6). In creating,
God is the First Agent; and since an agent by intellect and will is
“ prior ” to an agent that acts merely *“ by nature,” God must act
“by intellect and will” (ST Ia Q19 A4). In this way, the end
or good for which an agent acts may be called the reason (or at
least a reason) for the agent’s so acting. IHence, there must be a
good or end that constitutes a reason, perhaps the reason, for
God’s willing other things (ratio wvolends alia; SCG 1.86.2)—
even though God has nothing to gain, and cannot improve reality,
by so willing.

That the divine goodness must be the reason for which God
wills that there be other things follows if “ [the divine will]
wills nothing . . . except by reason of its goodness ™ (nisi ratione
suae bonitatis; ST Ia Q19 A2 ad3). That God wills only by
reason of his goodness is said in turn to “ follow ” from the fact
that God’s ““ own goodness suffices the divine will.” It is plausible
but insufficient to read this argument as a truncated version of
another argument that God is lberal:  since the goodness of God
is perfect and can exist without other things, inasmuch as no per-
fection can accrue to him from them, it follows that for him to

9II Cont. Gent., c. 24, 7. From the context of this passage, it is clear that
“all things ” means “ what God has created.”
10 Sum. theo., 1, q. 44, a. 4; cf. III Cont, Gent., c. 2, 17-18.
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will things other than himself is not absolutely ** necessary ” (ST
Ia Q19 A3; cf. SCG 1.81.2); yet God does will other things;
hence “God alone is the most perfectly liberal giver, because he
acts not for his own profit (utilitatem), but only out of his own
goodness ” (propter suam bonitatem; ST Ia Q44 A4 adl).
As evidence of his liberality, God’s creating the world is explic-
cable by his goodness. But this cannot be the sense in which
God’s goodness is the reason for which, or reason why, he creates
the world. That God is perfectly liberal is only an inference—
albeit a valid one—from the fact that God has nothing to gain by
creating and yet diffuses his goodness by doing so. Yet we are
still left with the question: Why create?

Strictly speaking, nothing can be a cause of God’s willing to
create (ST Ia Q19 AS5; SCG 1.87). God’s goodness can, it
seems, be called such a cause (SCG 1.87.2; cf. ST Ia Q19 Al
ad3), inasmuch as it moves his will as the latter’s principal ob-
ject.*® But since God’s goodness is identical with his existence,
his “act and perfection” (SCG 1.37.6), and thus with his “act
of will” (SCG 1.87.2),*® to cite God’s goodness as a cause of
his act of will is not to explain that act in any clear and non-
trivial way. So, one should not assign a cause to God’s act of will
according to the sense in which some philosophers say that reasons
can be causes. Rather, * the will of God is reasonable insofar as he
wills one thing to be because of another ” (ST Ia Q19 A5 adl).
More specifically, for every creature, there is at least one other
creature such that God wills that “one of them is the cause of
the other’s being ordered to the divine goodness ” (SCG 1.87.3).
In characteristically lapidary style, Aquinas concludes that God
“ wills this to be as means to that; but he does not will this be-
cause of that ” (ST Ja Q19 A5). God’s goodness is the ratio of
creation: his goodness is that to which each creature is ordered

11 We shall discuss the distinction between absolute necessity and necessity
ex suppositione below.

12 For an inventory of texts on this point, see Basic Writings, 56ff.

18 This is a consequence of Aquinas’s doctrine of divine simplicity, which is
beyond our scope. My aim here is merely to indicate how Aquinas thought
we could say that there is a reason for creating.
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by causal relations with other creatures. What God creates is
thus intelligible—as well-ordered.

But this cannot be the complete answer to the question why
God creates the world. If it were, the answer would come to:
“ Because the world is well set up.” But God in se, who wills
and loves his own infinite goodness “ by the necessity of natural
order” (De Ver. Q23 A4) and cannot augment it by creating,
is set up better than anything else can be. So even leaving aside
the question whether God has reason enough to create, such an
answer by itself would not tell us how God has any reason to
create. It supplies a 7atio of creation, but no rationale for crea-
tion.

Fortunately, a fuller answer may be extracted from Aquinas’s
account. Consider:

. if natural things, insofar as they are perfect, communicate
their good to others, much more does it pertain to the divine will to
communicate by likeness its own good to others as much as is pos-
sible. Thus . .. [God] wills both Himself to be, and other things to
be; but Himself as the end, and other things as ordained to that end,
inasmuch as it befits (condecet) the divine goodness that other things
should be partakers therein (ST Ia Q19 AZ).

As we have heard before, God communicates his goodness to
other things by producing them and ordering them to it; things
so produced and ordered somehow “ partake” in God’s goodness
by being “ordained” to it. That communication is a diffusion
of God’s goodness, which is God’s intention in creating; and to
execute his intention in creating is for God to act reasonably,
since creation, as ordered to God’s goodness, is well-ordered.
Here, however, we also hear that the communication especially
“befits 7 God. Since that communication is a diffusion of God’s
goodness, it follows that to diffuse itself also “ befits 7’ the divine
goodness. Therefore, there-being-other-things-ordered-to-God’s-
goodness befits the divine goodness. And it is in that sense that
the divine goodness is creation’s rationale.

To see why, consider an analogy. A good work of art will
naturally reflect the artist in various ways; in Aquinas’s sense, it
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will diffuse and befit the artist’s goodness, his characteristic ““ act
and perfection.”” That can be one of the artist’s reasons for creat-
ing a work. When it is, it forms part of the work’s rationale.
Of course, it is both more common and commonly right to say
that the work itself is the reason for creating it; but if we ask in
what respect the work counts as such a reason, its befitting the
artist in its composition is sometimes a good and sufficient answer.
Now if Aquinas is right, we may infer that the world itself is a
reason for creating it. But the world counts as such a reason be-
cause, in diffusing God’s goodness by its order, it befits that good-
ness. If so, then his goodness is God’s reason for creating the
world: it is creation’s rationale.** Therefore, though Aquinas
did not say so explicitly, I conclude from his account that God’s
goodness is his reason for creating the world in the following
dual sense: the world’s existence befits his goodness in diffusing
it and diffuses it by being ordered to it. That is also the reason
why the world exists.

Now following Lovejoy,** some would object that, on this
interpretation, Aquinas faces an insoluble dilemma. On the one
hand, if creation neither adds anything to God’s goodness nor
otherwise serves as a means to his perfection, then God can
acquire no good by creating; if so, then there is no reason for
God to create rather than not; and thus there seems no explana-
tion for God’s creating. On the other hand, if there is a reason
for God to create, then God secures some good by creating that
he does not enjoy just by existing; if so, then God does have a
reason to create rather than mot; and thus there is an explana-
tion of God’s creating, namely, that in some sense he is better, or
better off, for creating. And even though it does not follow from

14 Professing to agree with Aquinas, James Ross asserts that God’s reason
for creating is simply “ what he makes” (see “ Creation II,” in F. Freddoso,
ed., The Existence and Nature of God [Notre Dame, Ind.: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1983], 135). Aquinas, however, never says this explicitly;
moreover, this only invites the question as to why what God makes counts as a
reason for his making it. What I am claiming that Aquinas does in fact say,
however, would answer that question.

15 ovejoy, The Great Chain of Being, 425f%.
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this alone that something is added to the divine goodness by crea-
tion, it is natural to conclude that creation’s being ordained to the
divine goodness consists not just in God’s being its final cause,
but in its being a means to the end of God’s goodness.*® Thus,
God’s goodness requires both the act and the content of creation
in order to be the infinite goodness it necessarily is. The dilemma,
in short, is this: Either God has no reason to create rather than
not, or his goodness necessitates that he create.

But conceiving this choice as a dilemma derives from an un-
founded prejudice. It is true, as Lovejoy would have insisted,
that the sort of interpretation I am giving does not have Aquinas
explaining why God created rather than not. But if God has a
reason to create, it does not follow that there is a reason why he
created the world rather than not—either for Aquinas or in gen-
eral. That is partly because there is no general principle of ex-
planation according to which a reason-why-# must also be a rea-
son-why-#-rather-than-anything-incompatible-with-x.

To be sure, it is trivially true that a reason-why-# is also a rea-
son-why-#-rather-than-some-things-incompatible-with-#. For ex-
ample, suppose that I plan to devote a particular evening to doing
something befitting a good husband, and that any of several al-
ternatives open to me would fill the bill. I thus have a reason for
doing any one of them that is also a reason for not doing anything
incompatible with each and every one of them. So, whatever I do
to carry out my plan, the reason why I do it is, in this rather
trivial sense, also a reason for doing it rather than anything in-
compatible with being a good husband. But there is also a sense
in which my reason for doing it could be a reason for doing any
of a number of things that would befit a good husband but that are
also mutually incompatible as things stand. For suppose also that,
as it happens that evening, I can fulfill my plan either by taking
my wife to the movies or by staying home and cooking dinner
for her, but that there is no time for both. Even so, given my

16 That is why Lovejoy generally favored the translation of ordinata ad
finem and ea quae ad finem as “ means to an end” rather than as “directed to
an end.”
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reason for doing one or the other, either would serve just as well;
and thus my reason for doing the one is equally a reason for
doing the other, even though they are mutually incompatible as
things stand. Therefore, my reason for doing the one need not
also be a reason to do the one rather than the other. The same
goes, I think, for a great many exercises of what the later scho-
lastics called * liberty of spontaneity.”

If so, then we can reasonably say, on the one hand, that the
fittingness of God’s diffusion of his goodness ad extra is a reason
for him to create and, on the other hand, that it is no reason for
him to create rather than not. For the fittingness of that diffusion
makes neither for more good-in-general nor a better God in par-
ticular than there would be if that diffusion were not to occur.
“ God saw all that he had made, and it was very good ”; but since
creation is purely contingent and derivative, the world is good in
its diffusing the goodness of its source only by being ordered to
that source—i.e., only inasmuch as the divine goodness is its rea-
son for being. There is no such thing as a quantity of goodness
that purely contingent good things could augment; still less is
there a virtue of goodness that their production would enhance.
There is only infinite and self-sufficient goodness, which can in-
telligibly diffuse itself ad extra, but need not.

God’s Freedom in Creating

If, as Aquinas maintains, God creates the world intentionally
but not necessarily, then God creates it strictly “of his own ac-
cord” (propria sponte; SCG 1.88.2), by free choice (lLiberum
arbitrium). 1 shall not try here to expound this claim fully or
reconstruct all of Aquinas’s arguments for it. But I shall adduce
considerations that help us to appreciate its import. Thus, just as
God has good reason to create, though no reason to create rather
than not, so too does God have good reason to create this world,
but no reason to create this world rather than any other he might
have created.

Lovejoy thought that Aquinas also commits himself to the
negation of that proposition. If Lovejoy were right, then
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Aquinas’s account of creation would be so fundamentally incon-
sistent that its interest would lie not in its synthesis of mystery
and explanation but in the question how to explain its inconsist-
ency. So, I shall first show that Lovejoy was wrong. Next, I
shall refute Kretzmann‘s view that Aquinas implies, inconsist-
ently, that God must create some world or other, though not this
world in particular. I shall thus exhibit the full extent to which,
for Aquinas, creation is mysterious.

According to Lovejoy, Aquinas holds the “ principle of pleni-
tude,” which here entails that God “ necessarily ” creates, and
creates ““ all things that he understands as possible.” ** From this
point of view, Aquinas seems committed to a version of what I
call monomodalism : the doctrine that the actual world is the only
possible world. The two main texts Lovejoy cites to support this
interpretation are SCG 1.75 and SCG 11.45; but before consider-
ing them, note how grossly he misreads an important passage that
militates against his view.

Aquinas therein implies that God has not created all that he
understands as possible:

3

. . . the universe could not be better than it is, because of the su-
premely befitting order which God has assigned to things, wherein
the good of the universe consists. If any one of these things were
{separately] better, the proportion which constitutes the order of the
whole would be vitiated . . . Nevertheless, God could make other
things than he has, or could add others to the things he has made;
and this other universe would be better. (ST Q25 A6 resp. & ad 6)

Lovejoy asserts that the third sentence of this argument is “ the
formal negation of the first.” ** That assertion, of course, is a mis-
take about logical syntax; but it is also wrong as textual in-
terpretation. Aquinas says, in effect, that given the constituents
of the universe, its composition is optimal, though there could
have been other or more things that would have made for a bet-
ter universe—one that, in God’s wisdom, would have been op-
timally composed in its own way.*® There’s nothing odd about this:

17 Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being, 73ft.
18 Ibid., 79.
18 Kretzmann, “ Goodness, Knowledge, and Indeterminacy,” 640-41.
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from the fact that God makes the world as good as he can make it,
it does not follow that he makes as many good things as it is pos-
sible for him to make. And so neither does it follow that God
creates all that he understands as possible.

Indeed, Aquinas elsewhere implies that #o possible world could
contain all that God so understands.”® Whatever one may think
of his actual arguments—a matter that need not detain us—the
conclusion seems unassailable. For not all things that are several-
ly possible for God to create are compossible—even if, per impos-
sibile, a collective actualization were to consist in all the several
possibilities’ being actualized in a particular order. Whatever the
order, it seems that another would have been logically possible,
because whatever God creates, there is always something different
he might have created as well or instead. So, why think that
Aquinas is committed to the principle of plenitude?

Lovejoy quotes:

Everyone desires the perfection of that which for its own sake he
wills and loves: for the things we love for their own sakes, we wish
.. . to be multiplied as much as possible. But God wills and loves his
essence for its own sake. Now that essence is not augmentable or
multipliable in itself but can be multiplied only in its likeness, which
is shared by many. God therefore wills things to be multiplied, inas-
much as he wills and loves his own perfection. (SCG 1.75.3)
Moreover, God in willing himself wills all the things which are in
himself ; but all things in a certain manner pre-exist in God by their
types (rationes). Therefore in willing himself God wills other things.
(SCG 1.75.5)*

In essence, the argument Lovejoy builds on this passage runs as
follows. For Aquinas, any being other than God multiplies the
divine essence in its likeness, and nothing can be unless God wills

20 This implies of course that God cannot create any “best possible world”
and therefore that no such world is really possible. See In I Sent. d. 44, q. 1,
a. 2 and Kretzmann’s explication of it; cf. De Veritate, q. 23; De Potentia
Dei, q. 1, a. 2; Veatch, “ A Note on the Metaphysical Grounds for Freedom,”
4011,

21 The translation here is that of Fr. Rickaby, used by Lovejoy. The phrase
“multiplied in its likeness” would be better translated as “multiplied by way
of likeness.”
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it. So if, as the quotation seems to imply, God has willed as
many things-that-multiply-his-essence-in-its-likeness as possible,
then God has willed all the things that are really possible. Given
divine omniscience, this result is equivalent to God’s willing all
that he understands as really possible. Therefore, Aquinas is com-
mitted to the principle of plenitude, despite his all-but-explicit dis-
avowals of it elsewhere.

If this argument were sound, Aquinas’s account of creation
would indeed be inconsistent. And it would be sound if the first
sentence of the passage meant: “ Necessarily, if x wills the per-
fection of some F that x wills and loves for F’s own sake, then
x wills that there actually be produced as many Fs as possible.”
But construed this way, the sentence is so patently false that we
should doubt that a thinker of Aquinas’s robust good sense would
have believed it. If I will my perfection for its own sake—in
whatever sense that is so—it does not follow that I want there
to be as many beings like me as possible. One may ask: Does it
not follow for God in particular if not for everyone in general?
Not according to Aquinas, who not only wmplies that it does not
(in what T quoted above from ST Ia Q25), but expressly denies
it a few chapters after the passage we are now considering (in
SCG 1.81). In fact, Lovejoy’s quotation omits part of the first
sentence, which when fully translated reads: “ Everyone desires
the perfection of that which for its own sake he wills and loves:
for the things we love for their own sakes, we wish to be most
perfect, and always to become better and to be multiplied as much
as possible ” (emphasis added). Aquinas obviously did not be-
lieve that the divine essence can become better. What, then, are
we to make of the sentence at issue?

Well, Aquinas thinks that the other things God wills neces-
sarily are things as they pre-exist wn him—in Neoplatonic terms,
the “ divine ideas.” In necessarily knowing his essence, God nec-
essarily knows all the ways in which it can be imitated (SCG
1.54); the divine essence as known necessarily includes all the
divine ideas; hence, so does the divine essence as willed and
loved. It is in this sense that, necessarily willing his own good-
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ness, God necessarily wills other things. But it simply does not
follow that he necessarily wills to create those things, i.e., to in-
vest them with actual existence ad exira. Whatever one may
think of the notion of divine ideas (or of Aquinas’s understand-
ing of it), its role in SCG 1.75 is clear. In light of this, the sent-
ence in question is not intended as a premise in any argument that
God must create. At most, it introduces an analogy meant to
show how reasonable it is that God wills some possible things to
be actual.

Needless to say, a difficulty remains, and we shall have to make
a detour to dispose of it. Lovejoy makes much of Aquinas’s in-
sistence, in the very next chapter of the SCG, that God necessarily
wills by one act of will whatever he wills (1.76). Thus, it is in
some sense necessary that, in willing his own goodness or per-
fection, God wills not only all the divine ideas themselves but also
wills to create what some divine ideas are ideas of. Quite so;
but if so, then does not God necessarily will whatever he wills?

No. To see why, note first that Aquinas is unquestionably
committed only to:

(1) Necessarily, for any F not identical with God, if God wills that
there be an F, then God wills himself and there-being-an-F in one
act of will.

This is an instance of what the scholastics called the “ necessity

of the consequence.” But Lovejoy seems to read Aquinas as claim-
ing also that :

(2) For any F not identical with God, God necessarily wills him-
self and there-being-an-F in one act of will.

This is an instance of the ““ necessarily of the consequent.” Now
(2) implies that God necessarily creates. But (1) does not, and
(2) neither means the same as (1) nor follows from (1) in vir-
tue of their logical form. If Lovejoy thought that Aquinas either
means or is committed to (2) in virtue of meaning or being com-
mitted to (1), then the problem is that Lovejoy is attributing his
own fallacy to Aquinas.
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But the problem is more likely his failure to appreciate the sub-
tleties of certain other texts. For one thing, it is, all-too-easy to
have Aquinas sliding from (1) to (2), because as we will short-
ly see, there is a sense in which, for Aquinas, (2) is true—never
mind that it does not follow from or mean the same as (1). If
(2) is true in any sense at all, then from (1) and in the absence
of other considerations, one easily concludes that God wills to
create not just by reason of his goodness but by just the same
necessity by which he wills his goodness. In order to show how
to forestall this result, we must consider three points Aquinas
makes later in the Summa theologiae: one about necessity, the
other two about will.

He consistently distinguishes absolute necessity from necessity
ex suppositione. Absolute necessity arises from the relation of
terms—e.g., “a man is an animal” or ‘“numbers are odd or
even.” Necessity ex suppositione might be explained as necessity
on a given hypothesis—e.g., giwen that God wills something in
particular, he cannot not will it, for his will is unalterable (ST
Ia Q19 A7 resp. and ad7). Hence, “ on the supposition” that
God creates anything at all, (2) is true if construed as:

(2*) For any F not identical with God, God unalterably wills him-
self and there-being-an-F in one act of will.

Now since Aquinas constantly affirms that creation is not ab-
solutely necessary, he would clearly have said that, where ‘F’
ranges over creatures as well as the divine ideas, (2*) holds only
1f God creates. Hence, even though God wills both himself and
creatures unalterably, the modal operator in (2*) is weaker than
that in (1), which also signifies absolute necessity.”® That is why
(2), on that construal of it which Aquinas would have affirmed,
in no way follows from (1).

As to will, there are two dispositions that “‘ pertain to the
will 7 : by the first, one “ seeks ” (quaerat) some good or “‘ tends ”

22T avoid calling (1)’s modal operator one of “logical” necessity because
(1) is not true in virtue of its logical form, but only in virtue of richer con-
ceptual considerations on its terms.



AQUINAS'S ACCOUNT OF CREATION 239

toward it if one lacks it; by the second, one “rests” (gquiescat)
in a good when one has it (ST Ia Q19 Al). For Aquinas, it is
clear that God’s will does not seek his goodness—i.e., his “ act
and perfection ”"—by doing things to bring it about or augment it,
but simply rests in it. And though I cannot pause to do justice
to this profound and readily misunderstood claim, we can under-
stand it well enough for present purposes by considering the re-
lated point that there are two ways in which something can be,
or come about “ by will” (ST Ia Q41 AZ).

In one way, use of the ablative woluntate—"‘ by will "—only
designates “‘ concomitance” (concomitantia) between the will
and an already obtaining state of affairs. For example, “I am
human by my will ” would mean not that I have willingly made
myself human but that I happily accede to being human (it is
worth noting that the example Aquinas uses here involves my
will’s acceding in something necessarily true of me.) In the other
way, the ablative form voluntate is used as a way of characteriz-
ing the cause of some state of affairs: e.g., “an artisan works by
his will ” means that the artisan’s will (rather than any necessity
of his nature) is the cause of his work. We may take the former
way in which something can be ““ by will ” to be one of the ways—
or aspects—in which someone’s will can “ rest” in something he
possesses. In context, Aquinas employs this distinction between
two uses of woluntate to argue that, although the Father begets
the Son by will in the former sense, the IFather only produces
creatures by will in the latter sense.

From what he says here and elsewhere, it follows that God as
triune must will the divine goodness in the same way in which
the Father wills the Son: God’s will thus rests and accedes in
the divine goodness by natural necessity. The same goes for the
divine ideas as belonging to the divine essence; for given divine
simplicity, the latter is identical with the divine goodness. But
what of creatures? Even if God wills in one act of will whatever
he wills, it would be absurd, in Aquinas’s terms, to say that God’s
will necessarily rests in creatures, for they are not the terminus
of his will: such “ other things ” are willed only “ by reason of ”
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and “as ordained to” God’s goodness. So Aquinas must rather
say that, in one and the same act of will, God rests in his own
goodness and brings about creatures as ordered to that goodness.
And so the question arises: How can one and the same act of will
be both a resting in its end, which is absolutely necessary, and a
production of things ordered to the end, which is necessary only
ex suppositione?

Lovejoy’s answer would almost certainly have been: “ It can-
not.” But I confess I cannot see why not. Take our own case:
We will our own act and perfection—i.e., our own goodness—by
natural necessity, yet freely will various things we believe, right-
ly or wrongly, will contribute to it. That is because, as regards
all except the “ principal object” or last end of its will,

any rational nature . . . so has its inclination within its power that it
does not necessarily incline to anything appetible which is appre-
hended, but can incline or not incline. And so its inclination is not
determined for it by anything other than itself. It can come about
that something determines for itself its inclination to an end only if
it knows the end and the bearing of the means to the end. . . . (De
Ver. Q22 A4; my translation)

Given this connection of freedom with rationality, we can see that
there are many cases in which, in one actual intentional state, an
agent wills its own goodness by natural necessity and yet freely
wills what seems to him best suited to producing it. There are
of course major differences between God’s willing to create and
our willing to do produce anything—differences on which I need
not here elaborate. The point is simply that it not only logically
possible, but the most common thing in the world, for one act of
will to have more than one object, one of which is willed by
natural necessity, the other either by hypothetical necessity or only
contingently.

Lovejoy’s major difficulty was that he was bent on proving a
larger historical thesis with which the above considerations are
incompatible. The thesis was that a “ principle of plenitude”
stretching back to Plato’s Timaeus, and handed down to the theo-
logians of the Latin West through the Pseudo-Dionysius, en-
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tailed that God necessarily created as much as was compossible.
Adherents of that principle tended to believe that, had God not
created as much as was compossible, he would have been less than
perfectly liberal and hence not perfectly good. Since this result
would have been wholly unacceptable to them, they concluded
that God’s producing as many things as possible was necessary
to his being perfectly good, and hence that creation was a * means
to the end” of God’s goodness. And if “to will the end is to
will the means to the end "—as Aquinas was rightly fond of say-
ing—then God’s willing his goodness by absolute, natural nec-
essity entailed his willing to create by the same necessity. But we
can now see why, for Aquinas, it just was not so.

Having completed this lengthy but, to my mind, rewarding de-
tour, we can now see that the first major passage Lovejoy con-
siders (SCG 1.75) is no evidence that Aquinas is there com-
mitted to a principle of plenitude that he tries to evade in the
larger body of his work. And the other passage Lovejoy quotes
—a large section of SCG I1.45-suits his purposes even less.
Since his treatment of it may be rejected for roughly the same
reasons for which I have rejected his treatment of ST Ia Q25, I
leave the matter to the interested reader.

Still, when Aquinas says elsewhere that ‘ the divine will com-
municates its own good by likeness to other things as much as
possible ” (ST Ia Q19 A2, emphasis added), his aim is to argue
that God creates other things. And we do find a closely related,
more detailed argument to that effect at SCG 1.75.6:

To the extent to which something has the perfection of a power, its
causality is extended to more things and over a wider range . . . But
the causality of an end consists in the fact that other things are de-
sired because of it. Therefore the more perfect and willed an end is,
the more the will of the one willing the end is extended to more
things by reason of that end. But the divine essence is most perfect
in the essential nature (ratione) of goodness and of end. Therefore
it will diffuse its causality as wuch as possible to many things, so
that many things will be willed because of it—and especially by God,

who wills [the divine essence] perfectly in respect of all of its
power.2®

28 The translation is Kretzmann’s (emphasis mine).
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Kretzmann offers the latter passage as evidence that, in conjunc-
tion with two other claims, Aquinas is committed to concluding
that God must create something-or-other, though not this world
in particular.® If Aquinas were so committed, his account of
creation would indeed be inconsistent.

The two other claims Kretzmann cites are clear and familiar:
“in willing himself God also wills other things” (the thesis of
SCG 1.75) and “ God wills himself and other things in one act
of will” (the thesis of SCG 1.76). The former, as Aquinas
wants us to accept it, means that in one act of will, God wills him-
self as end and other things as ordered to it; the latter, that this
willing, though it has more than one object, is no more than one
act. But why, given Aquinas’s strong denials that God necessarily
creates anything at all,*® should we think that the three claims in
question entail that God must create?

Kretzmann reminds us of Aquinas’s repeated invocation of the
Neo-platonic principle we have heard about already—" the good
is diffusive of itself and being” (call it ‘GD’ for short).”® I
have already quoted one passage (SCG 1.37.5) where Aquinas
invokes GD to describe an essential note of goodness; and the
long passage I quoted above from SCG 1.75.6 might also be con-
strued as containing an application of GD. Now as Kretzmann
acknowledges, Aquinas did not typically adopt GD as entailing
that an agent, to the extent it is good, efficiently causes (pro-
duces) something-or-other (call this version ‘ GDe’). Indeed, if
Aquinas be interpreted as consistent, he adopted GD only as en-
tailing that, whatever things an agent produces, it exerts its final
causality over them as much as possible (call this version
“GDr’).*" Thus the more perfect it is, the more the agent makes

24 Kretzmann, “ Goodness, Knowledge, and Indeterminacy,” 636.

25 To cite just a few of the better-known examples: Sum. theo., I, q. 19, a.
3; I Cont. Gent., c. 81, 2; II Cont. Gent., c. 28, 10.

26 Because a version of the principle had been lent authority in Christian
theology by Pseudo-Dionysius, Kretzmann gives this principle the more spe-
cific name “ Dionysian.”

27 The wording of GD, and GD, is mine; the basis for it is De Veritate, q.
21, a. 1, ad 4, which Kretzmann says “may be Aquinas’ only explicit discus-
sion” of GD, (“Goodness, Knowledge, and Indeterminacy,” 635).
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the things he makes as good-of-their-kind as possible. Now it is
a wise rule of thumb, when dealing with a thinker of Aquinas’s
caliber, to interpret him as consistent if at all possible. But Kretz-
mann, while not exactly ignoring this rule, seems all-too-willing
to break it. He claims that GD: does not leave room for God to
refrain from creating something-or-other, and that, recognizing
as much, Aquinas implicitly embraces GD. in SCG 1.75.6.

To show why, Kretzmann supposes arguendo that only GD:
is true, and that God creates nothing at all. In such a state of
affairs,

God’s will has no object other than its principal object, goodness it-
self, or the divine essence; and so the final causation inherent in
God’s goodness must draw only God’s will, and only in the direction
of God himself. The diffusiveness of goodness conceived as final
causation cannot be extended to the drawing of anything other than
God himself toward it unless there are other things . . . But in those
circumstances, why should God’s will cause anything to begin to
exist? . . . Granting that God’s will is the efficient cause of the exist-
ence of something besides God, we are left with the need for an ex-
planation of God’s willing it.2*

The explanation, according to Kretzmann, can only be found in
Aquinas’s embracing GDe. Essentially self-diffusive, God’s good-
ness entails that God create something-or-other ordered to it. It
is this explanation that Kretzmann says Aquinas “ comes close
to presenting” in SCG 1.75.6, despite his “explicit rejection”
of it elsewhere.

But the explanation we can derive from Aquinas’s corpus is
the one I have already presented: the world befits God’s good-
ness in diffusing it, and diffuses it by being ordered to it, i.e., by
being finally caused by it. For the reasons I have given, this is
explanation enough; so Aquinas does not need GD. to explain
why God creates the world. Rather, for him, the essential self-dif-
fusiveness of his goodness entails only that #f God creates, he
diffuses his goodness as much as possible, and i that way has
good reason to create. To be sure, that explanation shows neither

28 Kretzmann, “ Goodness, Knowledge, and Indeterminacy,” 635,
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that God must create rather than not, nor why God creates this
world rather than some other. But it is by no means a trivial ex-
planation. So Kretzmann’s critique is misguided.

In light of this, the correct interpretation of SCG 1.75.6 is
that, assuming he creates, God so diffuses his final causality that
“many things” share it. In creating many things rather than
only one or a few, God causes things to cause other things’ exist-
ing and resembling him. As we saw at the beginning of the previ-
ous section, that is what God must do to diffuse his goodness
adequately. God therefore diffuses his goodness by diffusing his
final causality in an optimally composed world—which serves to
explain how he can communicate his goodness as much as pos-
sible in creating (cf. ST Ia Q47 Al).

The argument that Aquinas believes GD. rather gains force
from SCG 1.37.5 and its background: “ Something acts insofar
as it is in act, and by acting, it diffuses its goodness into other
things.” Must not God, who is goodness itself (SCG 1.38) and
“pure act,” (SCG 1.16.5), therefore create?

No. Within a domain of causally interrelated beings, it does
follow that if a being acts, it diffuses its goodness into some other
being. But even supposing that in general, when goodness is dif-
fused, it is diffused into an “ other,” Aquinas hints in an early
text that God “ communicates ” or diffuses himself as much as
possible internally in their being ““ more than one distinct person
in the unity of the divine essence,” i.e., in the Trinity.*® This
holds whether or not God creates. Kretzmann brushes that text
aside, saying that
in Aquinas’ system it is the #triune God whose essence is goodness it-
self. Unless there is some further intrinsic diffusion, beyond the
pluralizing of persons, the essential self-diffusiveness of goodness re-
mains intact and calls for extrinsic diffusion.®®
But if the triune God “ acts insofar as he is in act” and is pure
act, it does not follow that he must act ad extra. According to
the orthodox doctrine to which Aquinas adhered, each of the
three divine persons, as subjects of intellect and will, necessarily

29 In I Sent.,d. 2, q. 1, a. 4, sed contra; cited by Kretzmann (634).
30 Kretzmann, “ Goodness, Knowledge, and Indeterminacy,” 634.
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know and love each other (ST Ia Q27). Those relations are an
“intrinsic diffusion” that satisfies GD: That is all Aquinas
needs, if indeed he needs even that.**

To be sure, Kretzmann does adduce a passage from the De
Veritate to try to prove that Aquinas thinks God must create
something-or-other: “[God’s] goodness has no need of things
that are ordered to it except as o manifestation of ¢, which can
be appropriately accomplished in various ways. And so there re-
mains for him a free judgment for willing this one or that one,
just as in our own case” (De Ver. Q24 A3).** But this need
only be interpreted as: If God manifests his goodness, then he
must produce some-thing-or-other, though not anything in par-
ticular, that is ordered to it. To insist now that, for Aquinas, the
persons of the Trinity must collectively diffuse the divine good-
ness ad extra by efficient causation, not merely severally diffuse
it ad intra by final causation, would just be marching on the spot.

If Aquinas is both consistent and right in implying that God
need not create anything at all, then the world has been produced
by an act of perfect liberality. There is thus sufficient reason for
God to create, but no reason for him to create rather than not.
For no matter what God creates, what he ultimately intends
thereby is already fulfilled just by his own existence. We might
well say, with Miss Anscombe, that God creates out of * sheer
exuberance.” The question why the world exists is fully answered
by a mystery.

81 He did not seem convinced he needed such a deus ex revelatione: in sub-
sequent writings, he does not invoke such Trinitarian considerations in order
to defend GD,;. Perhaps he thought that the od intra diffusion required by
GD; is effected by the necessary ordering of God’s will to his goodness as its
principal object. If so, then he can be interpreted as adopting a still weaker
version of GD, than I have so far been considering. That version would a
fortiori preserve the consistency of his overall account.

32 As John Wippel has pointed out to me, comparing editions of the original
Latin helps here. The Latin that Kretzmann quotes, and translates by “ex-
cept as a manifestation of it,” is from the Marietti edition and reads nisi eius
ad maonifestandam. But the Leonine edition reads nisi eius manifestationem.
The gerundive-with-ad construction in the first reading allows the transla-
tion, “unless his goodness is to be manifested,” which would accord well with

Kretzmann’s interpretation. The second reading does not admit this transla-
tion and does not suggest Kretzmann’s interpretation.
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OR CENTURIES, the moral analysis of war began with

a consideration of a set of principles which together form

the doctrine of the just-war and with a rejection of paci-
fism. However, several recent studies by Catholic moralists argue
that pacifism and just-war theory have much in common and con-
verge in at least one morally important way—namely, they share
a presumption against violence. In this note I want to consider
whether or not classical just-war theory gives us reason to ac-
cept this claim. I will give evidence against it, and suggest that
the “original just-war question,” as James Turner Johnson calls
it, does not begin with a prohibitive presumption or some equiva-
lent constraint on action. If we are to speak of a presumption in
classical just-war theory, it is that justice be done for the sake of
the common good.

Up to very recent times, those Christian denominations which
Ernst Troeltsch called the “ church-type” (Lutheran, Anglican,
Calvinist, and Roman Catholic) upheld a “ two-tiered” or
“double ” morality. A “ vocational ”’ pacifism was required of
clerical ranks, and the individual Christian was obligated to take
up arms for the sake of the common good. For example, prior
to the Second Vatican Council, Roman Catholic teaching on war
rejected conscientious objection to all war (i.e., pacifism) as an
option for Catholics. Manuals of moral theology prior to Vatican

11 wish to acknowledge the very helpful and detailed comments provided
by Richard B. Miller to an earlier version of this paper.
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IT did prohibit the soldier from fighting in an unjust war and
made room for subjective doubt about the justice of a particular
war. But the consensus among Catholic theologians was both
wide and deep. Pacifism for individual Christians did not have
any moral-theological justification. It was, in fact, a grave moral
error.

In spite of this, Vatican II called for a “ completely fresh re-
appraisal of war.” * The policy of obliterating whole cities enacted
during World War II, coupled with the development of nuclear
and other indiscriminate weapons of destruction (e.g., in-
capacitating gases, biological weapons, etc.) and the instability of
superpower relations, created an unprecedented condition for
which traditional teachings on war seemed woefully inadequate,
if not morally dangerous. A new, more far-reaching perspective
was needed. And this was to allow for individuals the pacifist op-
tion as a second and complementary moral doctrine alongside tra-
ditional teaching on war.® As the American Catholic bishops said
in their pastoral letter on war and peace:

2 Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World, in A. Flannery,
O.P., ed, Vatican Council II: The Conciliar and Post Conciliar Documents
(Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1975), par. 80.

3 This development in contemporary Roman Catholic teaching on war and
peace has been challenged with considerable force by George Weigel in what
has become one of the most controversial studies on the subject. In Tran-
quillitas Ordinis: The Present Failure and Future Promise of Amervican Cath-
olic Thought on War and Peace (New York: Oxford University Press, 1987),
Weigel advances several arguments which are meant to correct what he in-
sists is a failure among Catholic ethicists in the U.S. to develop their tradi-
tion, and, indeed, an abandonment of their heritage. “ At the level of moral
theory,” Weigel maintains, “the two classic positions [just-war theory and
pacifism] are not reconcilable. The attempt to merge them . .. tends to cor-
rupt both traditions. Pacifists end up making judgments on military strategy
and tactics, and just-war theorists are held accountable to arguments they
previously declined to accept. . . . The net result is to bifurcate morality and
politics, and to abandon attempts to apply the tradition of reason to the limit
case of the use of armed force in the defense of values—which is precisely the
result Murray most feared in his strictures against moralism” (251). For
David Hollenbach’s rebuttal, see his review essay, *“ War and Peace in Ameri-
can Catholic Thought: A Heritage Abandoned? ” Theological Studies 48
(1987) : 711-727.





























































































































































































































































































