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Quid sit universus :sub'-gtatu motus exlistens a Dlvo,Thqﬁg_

PRIEED 5.9, c.
R { : .

- -~ -exponitur-QWDLHL de’ PItE ) =
;% o Cum motus ex ipse suﬁ?rgp_pne repugnet ne possit #ed inis,
k. rosieo quod motus est in aliull “téiens,unde non habet ratis {{ finls,
i sed magls ejus quod est’ #@ firbm(ibid.,2.5,c.),quaecritii 9

4% rguid sit

omnium mobilium ‘#nis,/et quomodo in hunc

»»»»»

“861' quaenam sit causa finalis universi in quantum universp%xsyb;'
statu motus existit. ot ‘ L e
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Hujus aquaestionls solutio tota est in natura causal;k§§i5'

firis et in relatione appetitus ad appetibile.

. Nostra hujus problematis solutio philosophica .
previter exponitur apud B€ H.Grenier,Cursus Philosophilae,
Vol.I,pp.367 et sq., et hic longius declarabitur.fma=

reipkimgeumm Cum autem haec solutio,quae.jem a Patre . Ao~

Ly

Gardeil 0.P.(1859-1931) quantum ad substantiam et __
etiem a P.Sertlllangesypxmsika proposita est,lcum thesi
scientifica in genere concordat, etmultis recentioribus ...
(multi saltem numerice) impugnetur,quem impugnationem.

" in altissimis theologize locis fundari contendant, =

."‘ f‘

theologia Jogquent

quaedam hiC'prudentige_causa“breviter’préenpt&p@aisq@t,"

| i.Sﬁﬁefvacéneum_nQn,eétlnotafé‘hanéfqﬁééétiénéﬁfl‘””
diffieillimam esse, propter multas distinctiones . .-
faciendas quantum ad ipsa prolegomena,praesertim. inter
ea quae nobis de hac re REX

_ fide memymimmkmre revelantur et ..
ipsum problema in quantum .allo et alio ‘modo -pertinet
gd diversas disciplinas,ad sacram scilicet . theologiam, -
(quam theologiam ut in cursu methodologiae vidimus a fide
distinguendam), ad philosophiam et .ad.scientias . experimenta.
les. Quae distinctiones rmumquam fere ab.auctoribus factae
sunt,sed supponuntur. Harum distinctiomm difficultatem
nec suspicantur. Bt in hoc jacet maxima illa.disputationis
difficultas de qua fuse Aristoteles in Topicis. '

2+ Notandum esigﬂﬁodncum istis .auctoribus et .in. -

Gt

habgmus communia et nec hanc difficultatem suspicantur.
Et ex hoc patet utilitas eorum gquae habet- Aristoteles .de.;

secundo instrumento dialecticae,scil.. distinctio per. -

quam explicatur. quot modis res dicatur. & Cujus .instrumenti
necessitas eo magls apperet quod hi auctores eam lignorant.. .

V.g. sctus et potentia,vel quod magis est, ens et non-ens,
apud thomistas et apud sequaces Vasquezii,Molinae,et.. .
Suerez,nonnisi nomins habent comnunia. Quomode igitur | .
ad easdem conclusiones perveéniri posset,nisi ipsae. res’ =
omnino relativaegs®nt ut sophistae docebant? Cum autem
mumerus sequentium pExmiikkix praedictos scriptores..
longe khemiskaxzxupersk thomistarum numerum superet,
mgizitudnzgantxaﬁixemtinm de multitudine contradicentium
mirgndum non est.Fec nomen thomisjmi commune habemus.

fined*¥pdinentur,

- plurimum nonnisi.verba ...
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Quod. ad praesentem rem attinet,.de-ipsa evolutloniﬁ.nominls
significatione- aequivocatur.-qh,1,_ et ;Pw“ ST

3. Quamvis in philosophia ut scientia est auctorltas o
nulla sit,quia nbxd¥extxAxtEtuEEiRsXiNzIMY L EXAX SRR TY T ko
ggkzReivEzanxreverrzictamaszyetzrenz tamen-difficile est
nobis scire an. sciamus vel non,ut dicunt Aristoteles-et .
Angelicus in:Primo" Posteriorum,cathollco ‘In haé re-magna-
cum prudentia’ procedendum’ est. Quantum ad me- attlnet,
si auctoritas Sanctae Ecclesiae pbsitionem quam nunc.
defendimus- vel immllediate vel mediate memdmmwarmk - = -
rejiciendam esse declararet,absque ulla terglversatione
ejus’ dedltloni me dederem. , Lot -

. . quOd i L S

4. "Saepe saepius dlCltur/p051tio nostra vel simills
saitem imprudens est. Quod facile d1c1tur si positio:
nostra non intelligitur, et si ipsa. pr1n01pia non .
admittuntur,quod constat. Atqui nullum invocamus . prlnciplum
quod spud Aristotelem et divum Thomam non invenitur.

Sed auctores avEBERkzEGREXsxempzimskamex,neglectis .
principiis,arguunt contra conclusionem, noluntque ipsa
prlPCipia considerare. i}

5. Item,saltem in praxi, multl ¥k in theologia loquentes,
plures theclogiae- locos re3101unt ut sunt phllosophla
et scientiae experimentales.. Constat ‘enim modernds in
theologia loauentes magls maglsque philosophiam rEgIigurky
negligere, et certissimas: qupstlones magna cum lévitate
considerare. Hoc eo magls:quod istl. magizpkize sapientis
nomen.sibi vindicant. ¥omzsufficibxangem Ad sapientiam -
vero non sufficit de omnibus judicare: oportet-enim ut
hoc judicium mzgiwms sapiens sit. Quomodo autem sapienter
de illis judicare possumus quae totaliter k ignoramus?
Ouomodo sapiens appelari potest qui non solum imssaet
penereropam quid sint scientiae experlmentales et qualia
et xammmdm quibus rationibus adferuntur,sed et quiad
xt%¥ philoscphia et qualia philosophica superbe ignorant?
Quod sl talis esset sapientia,nihil ea faclillus:mxzz
gsset enim quaedam:qualitas casu fortunaque indite,
virtute qua quilibet . de quocunque praesertim ignorato
judicare pmzmk posset. Verum est quod¥Sapiens mew debet
omnia scire sed scire omnino ea de qulbus Judicat et
in quantum judicat.

6. Afferre hodle consuetum est Sanctae nostrae Eccle51ae
R ) "~ Patres unsnimiter contra nostram sententiam locutos lesse."
Sed ut postea ostendetur,ipsis Patribus fuse citatis,
onnino distinguendum est inter hanc de Patribus.loguendi
modernamconsuetud&“ﬁﬁae manifeste fundatur in hoc quod
W - zurtmpzsxmudrrrt unus auctor altérum modernum transcribit
g i&“cmﬁEEIin theologia locuentes abusive theologi vocantur,
et 1psum Patrum consensum qul totus contra Verbum Dei -
prpriae mentis pigritiae alligantes zomvwrkerdmsxextx
) _ revertendus est,ita ut izkroxm istorum modernorum xEwkiz
G sententia saltem periculosissima sit. Istorum’auctorum
i 2EEXbEtmm argimenti pondus semper jacet in his- quae
Patres non dicunt,acsi de iis de quibus nihil dixerunt
nihil amplius dici posset.




wh cencluaires -«~—Lfalse supponunt quod nostree
-._.«’/

"

‘ 7" theologias §EH31§§”§¥6?&ﬁHi§§1mam‘a meTerEREkdem agnoscere
«Jkﬁ&@f nolunt, qui omnium theolOgopum;modo;probativo‘procedentium

Qﬁgia — ignorantes, quanmvis concedant in ipsis divi

S O

7. Notandum etiam quod plures modernorum khzalagarmx
in theologis logquentium Vasquezium et Cartesium
sequuntur,sive explicite sive implicite,theologiam ut
veram sclentiam negando,ejusquegnecessitatem.'VeI ita

principie immediate ex fideadeprqmpto; Quo. modo procedun
ut in scientiis experimentalibus,quaefexxprincipio posit.
ipsum principium deducunt’, Talis conceptio theologiae
‘mere dialectics estynon proprie scientifica.Et ideo
¢ o _conclusiones ut validae sinf
-~ in aliquo"fﬁbologiaé'cho expliciteVinveniendae mzx esse:
- - BWNky et arroganter quaerunt ut kmxkex nps textus
vel Patrum vel Ecclesiae-doctorum'vel-declarationum ,
- H2Reranmx adferamus qui cum istis conclusionibug XdmpkER;
- identificari possent. Et hoc<stultissimum,est. .

.-

8. Scientiarunm experimentalium et methodum et rationes
Thomae operibus distinguendunm esse inter ea quae proprie
sclentifica xmmk sint et quae1scientiax.experimentali

sui temporig innixa, isti auctores et loquentes omnino
incapaces sunt distinguendi in ipsis divi Thomae" X
HUEeXIR argumentis eg quae_scientifice'constant ab eils
quae in experientis sui temporis fundantur. Non vident
quousque Angelicus in altissimis suig tractibus copiose
scientisg experimentali sui,temporistSUS'est; Si circa
has quxextizntx_quaestiones;apud ' I3 loquentes

animalia'blasphemantes in & iis quee ignorant,n ut dixit

ktkmriw Sanctus Albertus Magnus de iis:quincontra'suiipsiu
—*’“ﬁﬁ“@jﬁ@-discipuli"novitates" auctoritatem Patrum et

Sanctorum“xdfexehanzx attulerunt, . coe

9.;éphorrehdiusunt.qui'iﬁté; fhomismum et alias

Genesis, de quibus. etiam tentativam quamcunque cogitationem |
EX® vel Prohibent vel imprudenteq asserunt. Si salten
quae de hig apud Patres hekankne habentur docuissent,
81 saltenm minus:leviter.ﬁx.mirabili Sancti Augusting

quaerentibus propriam «
noluissent, C




l.Quaestio hangdifficEé;iﬁé'est propter multas distinctiones
faciendas,praesertim intep-€a quae de maxe hac re in fide nobis ”
revelantur et ipsum ppmkfbhiemaxsmcHPRUNZEREAXPREXPEERLINA s .
problema in quaﬁzgmzdlio et alio modo pertinet ad diversas ’ ' i
disciplinas, ad.-Sacram doctrinam scilicet (quam ut in cursu ) e
methodologlzervidimus a fide distinguendam), ad philosophiam, - 21
et ad sciefitias experimentales. ' & , ; C -

ool : s : 3

©, Hodie consuetum est echtendere Ecclesize Patres unanimiter f
contra nostram_senten;iam’iocutos esse. Ut postea ostendetur, = o ;
omnino distinguenduwm-ést inter hanc de Patribus loquendi ' - )

recentem consuetudinem quae in hoc fundatur guod unis auctor alterum

zXium transceribit et omnes in theologia loquentes abusive theologl i
dicuntury et ipsum Patrum consensum gqui totus contra verbum Del N
(1) zi%;gahhibnx propriae mentis pigritiae_alligantibus a@f® revertendus

Z. Multi im in theologia loguentes,sub specie zelus domus
Domini sed revera occulte protestantismo laborantes, et Sacrae
Scripturze,et ‘radivioni,et Patribus,et Eccaesize doctoribus, - n
et Ecclesisce declarationibus sive doctrinalibus' sive prudentialibus,

propriam opinionem et praesertim propriam intellectus imbeccilitaem
imponunt. ' ' ' ~ '

, 4, Item,in praxi,mul%;/in theologia loguentes,ysrimix varios
i theologize locos rejiq;u t,ut phikdsophia et sclentiae experimentales
e0 magis quo xapiﬂngiﬂexzmmxnxaiﬁizxindizxntx isti saplientise

nomen sibi virdicarf. Revera,ﬁé sapientise munere nihil intelligunt.
Cuomodo sapiens appelari potést ille in theologia logquens qui o
non solum ignopat quid si;fphilosophia,et qualie sint philosophica,
guid sit scgzhtiau.experimentalis,et qualia et quibus rationibus
saferunturs” Quod si tzdis esset sapientia,nihil facilius: quaedam
enim cusfitas esset rtute gua quilibet de quocunque praesertim
igrorgto solemnite /judicare posset. Verum est quod sggpimpz :
sini¥zirigkake sapiens non debet scire omnisa,sed scire: omnino

e

v

e2”de quibus eb in quentum judicat..

5. Problema hoc tam arduum est et xakimmEsxgmX tam subtiles
rationes solventes ut ridiculum exk esset,etiem in theologia
loguentes,pondere argumentorum convincere velle. Et nota hoc
novitie, quie multi sunt cartesianismo affecti,acsi proprietas
s0lidi argumenti esset cujuscumque intellectum cogere posse.

- Timete in angulis zeremzpuErix loquentes coram puerls qui #=
komzeriutsxrebex nesciunt de causis arduis juflicare,falsi nominis
scientia glorisbundos. Et scite quod igpse divus Thomas alicuando _
periculum Ecclesize appelatus est et everroismo accusatus. . ¥ ]
Eaec scripsit Joannes Peckham(1840-1292) qui =miigmardm Parisiis =~ . g
docuit et Oxonii et postea archiepiscopus cantauriensis creatus
est, de thomistis méxewzXamzxememsm in litteris ad curiam romanam
1 Jan.1285:"Haec idecirco vobis scripsimus,sancte pater,ut... -
sacrosancta Romana ecclesia attendere dignetur,quod cum doctrina L
dmorum ordinum(0.P. et O.F.M.) in omnibus dubitabilibus sibi pene -
peritus hodie adversetur,cunque doctrina alterius  eorundem, .

' abjectis et ex parte vilipensis sanctorum sententiis,philosophicis :
1 dogmetibus quasi totaliter innitatur,ut plena sit idolis domus -

T e e e e < o e e e o
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o ioequantum inde futuris temporibus’ pot eslae pericilum’.
_MJ';ﬂimminere."(Cf; Fr.Ehrle,John Peckham' uber ‘den Kampf des.ii:
Co pugustinismus und Aristotelismus in'der: zweiten Helfte des' ™

:13n Jahrhunderts, ‘dans Zeitschrift fur Katholische 'Theologie, - 7,
L XIIIr Bd.(1889),5.172 ff.) Et eoden anhno,ad eplscopum: mmemdam " 1"/

" anglicum:"Philosophorum studia minime reprobamus,quaternus mysteriis. -
theologicls famulantur,sed prophanas'vocum novitates,quae contra . |

. philosophicam veritatem . sunt in sanctorum injuriam -citra viginti:.. . . S

‘srmos in altitudines theologicas introductae,abjectis-et vilipensis-: [

sanctorum esserticnibus evidenter.Quae sit ergo solidior et sanior. - K
doctrina,vel filiorum S.Francisci,sanctae scilicet memorise. fratris . BB

‘Alexandri et Bonaventurae. et.consimilium, .qui in suils.tractatibus. -
gb omni calumnia abienis sanctis et philosophils inniturntur; vel .
illa novella quasi tota.contraria,quae(quidquid[docetgAugustinus.Q_I:;{,
de regulis aeternis et de luce incommutabuli, de poténtiis animae,. - KN
de rationibus seminalibus inditis materiae et consimilibus innumeris, |

destruat pro viribus et enervst,pugnas verborum inferens toti = %
mundo,videant antiqui in quibus est sapientia,videat et corrigat @ [
Deus coeli." (1 Julii,1285.- Op.cit.,p.182 et sq.) Haec et multa ' §
alia zelatores contra principia omnino fundamentalia thomismi. -

‘ﬁ ! 6. Abhorrendi sunt etiam ii qui inter thomismum et alias

yﬁp ~ scholas profundissimam distinctiorem in theologia agnoscere nolunt,
4 et mzxezzikbmoXegeSrmtxandmzpraR omnium theologorum modo -probativo

" procedentium conclusiones ad idem referri posse contendunt, qui .

giyum divi Thomae Suarezium et Molinam optimos interpretes dicunt. -

7. Omnino vitenda est derisio infidelium,ut de hac ipsa materia
divus Thomses semper fimikx dixit. Mexime imprudentes illi-in--
theologia loquentes qui aperte,absque ulla ratione,nec ex .fide, .~ B
nec ex theologia,nec ex philosophia,scientiae experimentalis dicta. . B
spernunt,eo magis quo in k iis ignorantes sunt; ut ‘dicit . sanctus - =
Albertus Magnus keiskaketemrzieRexdsrx'tanquam bruta animalia- @ -
blasphemantes in kix iis quae ignorant." Non capiunt .quod- falsi .- -
nominis fide ipsam fidem in derisionem vocant. Hoc autem certum . '

“est quod biologia experimentalis:ut nunc extant,et guae gloriose -

 zb intellectus imbecillitate laborant#¥®vel oleosa pigritia vel

- velata superbia, sine generall evolutionis hypothesim omriino ,
inintelligibilis est,ut adhuc recenter a maxime in his. peritis ..
dictum est. Sed quomodo rationibus scientiae cogi possent? Nec . = - B
de hoc cursndum esset si mestrapzfideizmenziexegexekme. ipsis. . .- . [

- salivantibus nostrae fidel non derogaretur. ST A L e e

- 8. fuxpkumzyeraxadzi Quod vero ad infideles attinet,omning - * .
‘imprmdens'esset‘gmnzmaevolutipnem_contra fidem esse dicere.. '

9.Quand ad istos in theologia loquentes attinet,omnino inutile ‘K.
est cum-eis disputationem sgere,cum eorum propric judicio:.jam - -
pleni sunt vel scientia vel sufficientia.Sciens autem non:.interrogat,

. ut dicit Aristotdes,mmm nec sibimetipsi sufficiens, et 1n stultitia
beatus. Hoc pro certo kmmi tenendum est: argumentis convinel +- ..°
neguxnnz;xnenzquiaxaxgnmznkzxznzxiidxzxnnzqnon%pdssunt,de'quo'ff _”f

tamen curandum non est. Reiemexerimzmeorzimkerrmgabx Scientia enim. °
procedit ex principiis,quibus ignoratis,conclusio vana este .- - ..




L

De l'appétit de la matiére.

. I.Quid sit: I.Physic.,lect:l5,nn.9 & 10.- Non:est aliqua actio -
materiaes De Pot.,q.4,o.8mh-1;2d 2. -Jean:de 'siThomss,Curs.Phil.,T.II,
pp.78~80, - : S x I .
E.vutrum oporteat "gquod in’ulteriorem.et,perfectisSﬂmuxn'actum .
gquem materia consequl potest tendat appetitus materisge--quo appetit -
formam,sicut in ultimum finem generationis". C.Gentes;II;,§2¢»-J

NI BN
Ll .

. , - .0r,JSTH. -semble dire nettement le contraire,p.79b.
En outre,s.Thomas .lul-méme stexprime dans les mémes termes en
1tendroit auquel renvoie JSTH:Ia,q.66,a.2,c. - On le voit,l'argument
est appuyé sur le principe:"potentia,quantum est de se,indifferenter
se habet. ad perfectum et imperfectum. = R PR

PR .Ceﬁehdant,l'argumént C.G.IiI,22:"Qﬁumwveyo,ut dictum
est,quaelibet res mota..." est démonstratif. Comment concilier . cette
apperente cortradiction? - S T T .

~iII.;Avant,de passer é.unefsblution'tehtative,considérons les
points suivants: : ' - o R o

;1.La fin ultime. a4 laquelle est ordonnée la matidre,clest
la forme en.tant qu'elle est quelque chose de divin,i.e, une participa-
tion de .l'acte pur: I Physic.,c.9,lect.15,n.7. Ajoutez & ‘cette idée
llargument de C.G.III,c.22, . - ST e

.. RaR¥iixyxaxaibximdifRérvemem -, B . g

- 2.51 la matiére était indifférente:au degré de perfection
de la.forme,le degré de perfection de la forme serait accidentel. RZumy-
Xixemikzmme Il en suivrait que:la matiére tendrait "'per se" vers la
forme de corporéité,"per accidens"” vers des formes plug parfaites.
On tomberait ainsi dans l'erreur que-JST. veut éviter,p.79b9-17. Du
reste,on ne volt pas comment la matiére et la 'forme pourraient constitue
un "unum per se". Cette position met en question 1'unité de la forme
substantielle. - . :oee v v et iy

+ ... .3« La perfection de la matiére ne consiste pas ‘dans 1ltactuatio
sutcessive en tant que successive. La .succession des formes devrait
étre indéfiniment. continuée. La matidre ne peut pas avoir la.succession
en acte:icelle-ci comporte un constant au-deld. Le terme &'une semblable
succession est. irréalisable.(de Pot.,qe5,2.5,C0) = o' w Lwwis Lol

A 4.Si.Ia matiérezsst ingifféréhféLéﬁ‘deéfé de'péffeétibh de
la forme,les formes seront homogénes par. rapport & l'appétit de la

- matidre. D'oll les deux conséquences:(a)elle poursuit le.multiple’

purement numérique,ce qui. est impossible,car "mullum agens intendit
mmkeRog pluralitatem materialem ut finemjquia materialis multitudo

non habet certum terminum,sed de se tendit in. infinitum.Infinitum autem
repugnat rationi finis." Ia,q.47,a.3,ad. 2;(b)cette poursuite serait
futile pour une autre raison:les nouvelles formes ne lui donneraient
aucun acte nouveau comme forme. Em:.d'autres termes: la matidre-tendrait
% vers l'acte en faisant un retour sur elle-méme dang 1l'indéfinie
diffusion de la multiplicité matérielle-dont la ‘matiére:est elle-méme

ie fait le plus accompli.




de perfection de la forme,et notez blen que la forme'est”essentiellémentj‘

de toutes les causes,il considere la matiere simplement comme

AT

EEVREN

R e
T wpvener

5,Si'la'matiére était_indifférente'ﬁziaxpﬂzﬁéntfau degré

nspecies™,1l faudrait en contlure que Hm=x "forma est propter materiamm, |

que les formes ne sont désirées que comme termes provisoires d'unx 1 ]

irréalisable multiple indéfini: toute forme,quelle qu'elle soit, ;
présente ou future,serait victime de l'appétit de la matiere: ‘la forme .
n'existeralt que pour assouvir un appétit inassouvissable. Par conséquert
la forme naturelle seralt par sa nature mémée inadéquate. Et si 1l'on i
disait que ltappétit de la matiére atteint son objet dans la succession g8
des formes,il s'ensuivrait,il me_semblei mmEzXaxaRbkexs que la successior B

serait la forme désirée.(Ia,q.47,a.2,c.

'6..0n bdurfait objebﬁer que la matgére ntest pas ordonnée
principalement aux formes individuelles,mais a la perfection de
lt'univers tout entier. Or,le principe sur lequel est appuyée cette

i
'
i
1
;
i
¥

'
objection confirme notre position. La perfection de l'univers est TR
'

en effet pécessairement la fin de la matiére.Rien n'est ordonné
3 la matidre,et celle-cl est ure relation transcendentale.[[Or,la

perfection-de_ ¥z llunivers-consiste-dans -som-unité-dtordre-essentielie. B

Or,l'unité d'ordre essentielle est constituée par les formes en tant '
ane "species",en tant qu'hétérogénes,(Pour la différence entre le .
tout homogéne et le tout hétérogéne,cf.Ia,q.ll,a.2,ad 2.)Plus les
formes sont parfaites,plus elles different les unes des autres.

=SPEr. CreatvgavEye. : . S
perfection de llunivers consiste dans son unité dtordre:"Nam id quod
est optimum,maxime habet rationem finis intenti. Optimum dutem in i
rerun universitate est bonum ordinis:thoc enim est bonum commune,caetera /g8
vero sunt singularia wona."(De subst.8eparatis,c.l0) Or cette unité
d'ordre n'est pas constituée de parties homogénes,par la distinction

cf Ia,q.ll,2.2,ad 2; pour "distinctio materialisTet "distinetio

matérielle. (Sur la différence entre "tout homogéne' et "tout hétérogéne%ffi;

formalis",Ia,q.47,a2.2,¢.3 "Qula enim aliquod totum perfectum fit, jif?

secundum hoc diversas partes et inequales ad ejus compositionem g
conducit.8i enim omnes essent aequales,jam non esset totum perfectum: [
quod patet tam in toto naturali quam in toto civili.Non enim esset oy
corpus hominis perfectum,nisi membra diversa et inaequalis dignitatis
haberet;neque esset civitas perfecta,nisi inaequales conditiones
et officia diversa in civitate existerent."(de swbst.separ.,c.l10)
Plus les formes sont parfaites,plus elles sont essentielles a
la perfection de l'univers.(Cf de Spir.Creat.,2.8,¢.}Bien que 1'homme
solt vemu le dernier,il est esSentiel & la perfection du monde,et
avec les anges il est essentiel & la perfection de 1l'univers tout
entier."..nem homo ordinatur ad perfectionem universi ut. .essentialis
parsipsius”, (de Pot;,q.5,a.10,c.§ ' o o
~ Cf.surtout,de Pot.,q.5,2.9,0; CG IV,ceQ7., = - "~ = .
Donc, si la matiére tend vers la perfection de l'univers,et si.
cette perfection mamsiskexexsehkimZXemexk n'est réalisée que par
les formes plus parfaites,elie tend davantage vers ces formes. Si
eiles etalt indifférente au degré de perfection de ces . formes,elde

;
.
i .
!
!

N

seralt indifférente & sa raison dletre.

. IV.Solution de la difficulté. Il est trés certain que la
contradiction gue nous tentons de dissoudre n'est qu'lapparente.

1. Notez bien la précision des termes employés par s.Thomas:
"potentls quantum est de se,indifferenter se habet ad perfectum et
imperfectumn”. Il ne considére pas la pmx matidre dans la perspective




- appétit de tout ce dont elle est- capable,il est entendu.gmimiis

. le cas de la connaissance: notre intelligence .s'étend & toutem chosem -

plus apte a avoir les formes plus parfaites,les formes inférieures

formse tantum; sed finem consequitur res secundum totum esse suum,et

capacité. Or si nous considérons llappétit de la matidre -comme 1!
qu'il s'étend également & toutes les. formes, Il en est;de méme: dans

"sub ratione entis",tant & l'imparfagt qu'au parfait. Il s'aglt donc
simplement de la capacité de la matiere. En effet,sl la matiere était

n'suraient aucune raison d'€tre:elles seraytycontraires a Ll'appétit
de le matiére. Pour comprendre cette % manisdre de parler il
faut résolument faire ebstraction de la causalité finale. Bien que
JST gxxe parle de "finis et perfectio materiae!(p,79b43),il s'agit
toujours de la fin et ‘de la perfection de la matiére considérée en
elle-méme,i.e. comme pure capacité dontlreste & déterminér la fin
principale et dermiére. Cette considération séparée de la matiere
premidére n'est pas sans difficulté. . '

o,%ais 1l est trés important de marquer qu'ton ne peut pas
jsoler les textes de s.Thomas de leur contexte. Il faut toujours tenir
compte de l'endroit ol ilsse trouvé?for;le texte en question E=xX
se trouve dans la deuxidme partie de la Ia Pars ou il stagit de
Dieu cause efficilente. Plus spécialement la q.86 se trouve dans
ls section ou s.Thomas traite des creatures'tam quoad naturam eorum
et essentiam,quam quoad proprietates et operationes,et productionem
in esse."(JST,Curs.Theol.,I,p.147). L'étude de Dieu comme cause
finale est réservée & la ITa Pars. Il n'était donc pas nécessaire
de parler de finalité absolue de la matiére premiére.

Dtsutre part,le texte de la CG qui semble contredire celui

Ge le Ia Pars,est tiré du livre ITI,lequel Ezkzmemszeré traite
nde ordine creaturarum in Deum sicut in finem."(Sylvester Ferrariensis,
Comment.in III C.G.,c.l) Et de méme que la matiére est présentée _
ici comme tendant principalement vers ls forme humaimne,XXEREBITIFERER
YaxenrraksreresziexPien de méme la connalssance de Dieu est ' ‘
la fin de toute substance intellectuelle,et lt'argument dont se sert
s.Thomas Eskzmzzekemewt (c.25,"Adhuc,Unumquodque tendit in divinam
similitudinem sicut in proprium finem....'") est fondé sur les mémes
principes employés au EEXR c.22. o o

Z.Pourquoi ces différentes perspectives entrainent elles des
conséguences aussi importantes? La réponse git dans le principe:
nporum est diffusivum suln. ¥ais ii ke feutlentendre au sens que
1ui sccorde s.Thomes:"Cum suten dicitur quod bonum est diffusivum
secundum -sui rationmem,non est intelligends effusic secundum quod
importet zEkiwxem operationem causae efficientis,sed secundum guod
importat habitudinem csusae finalisjet talis diffusio non est
mediante aliqua virtute superaddita.Dicit autem bonum diffusionem
csusae finalis,et non causae agentis:tum quia efficiens,in quantum
hujusmodl,non est rel mensura et prerfectio,sed megis initium; tum
quie effectus participat causam efficientem secundum assimilationem

in hoc consistebat-ratio- boni"(De Ver.;q¢.21l,a.l,ad-4) Donc, si mous.
faisons ebstraction Remitedfneiensmrsi de la finalité,nous ne pouvons
pas comnaitre ls véritable "mensura et perfectio" de la matiére.

Ce n'est done que dans la perspective de la fin absolument.
derniére que lz matiére tend vers l!'&me humeine "sicut in ultinam
formemm", et que cette &me "est finis omnium formarum naturslium®.
(De Spir.crest.,a.2,C.) ‘




Un catholique pMeut-il admetttre 1*évolution? Levolution ne contredit—elle
pas l'enseignement de la Bible? Peut-ell@ se congcilier avec la théorie chrétienne
de la vie? N'a-t-elle pas démenkré la descendance animale de 1thomme?

Comme 1'Eglise n'a porté aucune décision contre l'évolution, un catholique
peut librement 1'admettre comme .hypothése scientifique ou comme spéculation
philosoprique. Qufest-ce que l'évolution? (( Comme hypothése ecientifique, écrit
\dﬁsmann, 1révolution affirme que les espéces actuelles de plantes et d'animaux
viennent non pas directement de Digu, mais par évolution des autres espbces qui exi
staieat cans les périodes géologiques précédentes...Blle ne s'occupe pas de 1'0=-
rigine de la vie, mais recherche simplement les relations gémétiques des espédces,
des gentes et des familles qu'elle essaie de coordonner selon l'apdre de des-
cendance naturelle."?2

L'évolution n'est pas un fait prouvéd, malgré les affirmations de phusieurs

savants., Elle n'est pas davantage une science {Page 193 et suivantes.- 2 Ce.
vé5, P.o54 )
expérimentale. Essentiellement elle est une théorie.Lasée sur ung ensemble A'hypoe-
théses qui offrent l'explication &a plus probable de l'origine des espéces organigues
Comme hypothése elle a stimuté la recherche scientifique et appowté plusieurs
contridbutions nouvelles; mais elle pose plus de problémes gu'elle n'*en résoud,

La Bible n'est pas un manuel de sciences; elle ne peut-étre citée pour ou contre
1'évolution. - " Les écrivains sacréds, dit LéonX1ll dans Providentissimus, n'ont pas
voulu enseigner aux hommes ces véritéds concernent la constitution intime des
obje~s visivles, parce qu'elles ne devaient leur servir de rien pour leur saltt, §
Aussi ces auteurs, sans s'attacher & bien observer la nature, décrivent quelquefois

les objets et en parlent, ou par une sorte de métaphore, ou comme le comportait
le langage usité 4 cette épogue. Il en est gncore ainsé aufourd'huisur beaucoup
de points, dans la vie quotidienne, méme parmi les hommes les plus savants,
Dans le langage vulgaire on désigne d'abord et par le mot ppopre les objets qui
tombent sous les sens,"

L'évolution ne contredit jas la théorie chrétienne de la vie. " Si le
Créateur, dcrit Hammerstein, n'a pas créé dans sa forme antuelle chaque espéce d'ani-
mal, mais la 1lui a fait acquérir nar 1l'évolution, il manideste sa sagesse et
sa puissance avec plus d'éclat... En effet, supposez qu'un joueur de Billard veuille
frapper cent billes da:.s des directions différentes. Paraitra-t-il plus habdile en
frappant séparément chacune des cent billes vers son -but ou en frappant une seule
bille qui poussera les quatre-vingt-dix-neuf autres dans les directions viséds? "2
L'ame humaine essentiellement différente de l'éme animale ne peut venir de 1l'évolution
elle ne peut commencer d'exister que par création. Mais le corps humain a pu
se former par 4v olution; cependant les preuves qu'on en a présentées nel'ont
pas encore démantré. Au congrés international de zoologie tenu & Cambridge en 1888
Haeckel osa affirmer que la descendance animale de 1l'homme é&tait un fait prouvé
d'éminents savants ont protestéd contre cette faussetéd. 3 . Cette théorie qui n'est
pas intrinséquement impossible ne fut jamais condamnée p ar les congrégatdmnns remai-
nes; elle semble cependant contraire & l'esprit géndral de 1'Eglise.

1. Actes de Léon X111, éd. BZE// -BP., t. 4, Be 35. - Gottesveweise 150-
3 DéJj4 en 1868 Darwin lui écrivait:; " Votre audace me fait quelquefois tremﬁler."
Bibliographie; De Nadaillac, L'homme et la. singe. SR. 46-47;
-+ De Sinety, Transformisme, DA, t. 4, c. k793-1848; I. Lerot, Pour et contre l'evolution
SR. 140-141; H. Muckermann, Evolution, CE,c.5, pp. 654-670
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‘E’: c[;{,/ﬁ(-l XIX. Excursus: A New meaning of ‘Science and the Possible'
X \)&W %W"‘a , » 2 ‘
e We must be made aware that the type-writing-menkeys h pothesis” has given new meaning |
e ys ny ¢

to 'science and the possible.' For we are told that random groupings of the letters of the alphabei
could produce all the warls in the Library of Congress. There is of course no doubt that oll extan:
writings are in fact one set of possible arrangements of tho clemants of speech. But the hypothesis
in questicn is not content merely to chserve this possibility, it is detesrmined to moke of it an ox-
planation of ths cctuality: it appears that random permutations of these elements could produce o
set of graupings entirely similar to the one af hgnd, and therefore equally meaningful.  Those whe
take the possibility of such an event in earnest” must of course maintain that anything preduced by
intgllect or reuson can be perfacily matched by blind, purposeloss agency in the way Socrates con
meet his debior not only by design but olso by chance. Thus a man, 'as no more then one possibie
arrangement of electrical charges, could be the produci of chance. Such reasoning seems o undsr-
lie at leasi one interpretation of eveluticn, nomely, that new species are suificiently acecounted for
by random mutations, 'selected® by irrational forcee. MNow, does this mean anything more than that
rew species arise beccuse they are possible? On this basis the whele universe would be explained by
stating thot it is a possible one = as anyone can see from the fact that it exists.

2~
'

1. This digression may help to show what Aristotle and Agquines meant by the term

‘pessible’ as velated to sciance. '

~ 2. "Concevens qu'cn ait dresse un million de singes a fropper au hasard sur les

touches d'une muchine a ecire ei que, sous la surveillence de contremitres illeires,.

ces singes ductylographes travaillent avec ardeur dix houres por jour avec un million

de machines a ecire de fypes varies. Les contremaities illetiras rassembleraient les feuilles

noircies et les relisraient en volumes. Ef au bout d'un an, ces-volumes se trouversiont

renfermer la copie exacte des livres de toute nature et de foutes langues consarves dans les

plus riches bibliotheques du monde. Telle est la probabilite pour qu'il se preduise pendant

un instent tres court, dans le reciplent A, un ecort de I'ordre du cent-millieme dans la

composition uu melange guzeun. Supposer que cet ecart qinsi produit subsisiera pendant

! quelques secondes revient a admettrs qus, pendant plusisurs annees, notie armes de singss

i~ daciylographes, tigvaillant teujours dans les memes canditions, fournira chaque jour lg

|~ cople exacte de tous les imprimes iivres et journcux qui pefraitront le jour correspondant do

1 ~< iu semaine svivanie sur toute la surface du globe et da touies les paroles qui sevont proncncecs
Y par tous les hommes en ce meme jour. Il est plus simple de dirs. que ces ecarts improbabklies

seni purement impossibles. " Emile Borel, Le hosard, Paris, Alcan, 1938, pp.164-165.

S.mPLY A RisT

s

3. Emile Borel was not one of them. The hypothesis is usuclly held by non-mathematicians
‘ wio are unaware thot within the limits of calculus itself there is nothing probable.. Thev
R are,,llke.:biologisys, who-believe thoi in 'physicsund’cha'mi'si-ry ol is'éhi‘ir‘ely’d'ccessiéﬁ@; s
the human mind.

I. Possibility and existence #
This view is an ancient one. It can be fraced back to Demceritus and Empedocles; and was
given new form by Giordano Brune, Spinoza, and Leibniz. Perhaps the latter states it most clearly, in
his doctrine that all pessible predicates ars virtually contained in their subjects: “The notion of an individy
substance contains once and for all everything that may ever happen to it {enfefme une fois pour foutes

tout ce qui luy paut jumais arriver) end, the confempiation of this notion can reveal all that moy ever ituly|
be asserted of it {fout ce qui s2 pourra veritablement enoncer d'elle); even as there may be seen in the

Bt i —_— e B o —




. “ . - . . . : . . [
7 nature of circle all the properiies that can be inferred from it. " in other words, contingency is only
- necessity in dirguise. For, "Ged, seeing the individual notion or thisness (hecceite) of Alexander,

sees in it af the soma time the foundation and reascn of all the predicates which can be truly said of

him, as, for instance, whether he would conquer Darius and Porus, even to knowing a priori (and not
by exparience} whather he died a natural death or by poison, which we can know only by history, "

%

Motice that it is not the mere possible substance and predicates that are the issue, but real
swbstancie and its aciual histary. The point Leibniz is trying to make is that adequate knowledge of
“hie possible has got o mesn knowledge of what hus been, is, and shall be. OF course we agree that
if Coesar cieised the Rubicon it must no doubt have been passible - in bath senses of 'possible.’ But
he did not by necessity cross the Rubicon, and might have taken many other courses which in fact he
did not tzie. Why, then, should contemplation of his other pessible predicates enable one to behold -
fim cotually crossing the Rubicen?  How dare we astert that knowledge of all that is possible is vision
of all thot in fact exists? What happens to that which might hove been, but in fact did not occur?
Where ora2 Hete 'oll possible pradicates’ going to end?

Spinoza held that whatever is possible cone s to be, whereas Leibniz confined the realm
of real potsibility to the compossible, in such « way that existence follows anclytically, so to speak,
fram whaiover is compessibla (1)

1. Qur example of incompossibility would be ™o stand and be secied at the some
time, " wheveas to be standing in foct and ta be able to sit down are compoassible;
aba to stand, and able to sit down are simultanecusly compossible with lying down.
No amaunt of intuiting this compossibility will moke us see that the one who is
copaile of these diserse positions shall have them in fact. Nothing actually folicws
from this kind of compessibility: the foct that § ean stand does not enrail that | shall
P 14 ;
faithough the foct thot | om destruciible entails that § sholl be destroyed, which is
3 , yea,

- v as oppesed to possible). Leibniz's compossibility is of ancther kind, for he se

to meon that things which are not imcompossible must come to be. Bertrand
P
5

o

ot
3

agusily possible, de noi, is substantially correct, though not compatible, nor does it
cim to se, withall that leibniz wrete. "According to this view {(Lord Russell says),
%
evaryining that doss not exist struggles o exist, bui not all possibies can exist, be-
s 2] WY P
wavse thay aie not oll 'compessible.® I moy ba pessible that A should exist, and also
.y P 4 . N ’
puassible that B should exist, but not pessible that both A and B should exist; in that
zase, Aond B ore not 'compossible.' Twe or mere things are only '‘compossible’when
it is passible for all of them to exist. Lelbniz ssems to have inmagined o sort of war
in the Limbo inhubited by essences all irying to exist; in this war, groups of compossibles
' y ying , group P

somsing, and the largest group of composibles wins, like the largest pressure group in

a potitical conrest. Leibniz even uses this conception as a way of dafining existence.
Mz oy 'The existent may be defined as that which is compatible with mere thinas ¢han

3 7 P
is anything imcamnpatible with itzelf.’ That is to say, if A is incompatible with B, while
A Bs cempatibie with € ard D and E, but B is only compatible with F and G, then A, but
., o3 ? " . . . . . - .

. isis by defiffiion. The existent, ' he says, 'is the baing which is compatible with

the most things.’ = In this account, there is no mention of Ged, and apparently no act of
. ereation,

3

Mo is there noed of anything but pure legic for determining what exists, The
question whather A and B are compessible is, for Leibniz, o legical guesticn, namely:
{oms the existence of both A and B involve o contiediction? It foliows that, in theory,
togic can decide the quasiion what group of compossibles is the largast, end this group
censoquently will exist.” A History of Western Philoscphy, Simon and Schuster, New York
{645, p.&94. ‘Struggle to exist' is of course a metapher, since compossibility is the raison
surfisonie of whot actually somes to bs. ,

(1.} Mataoh., 1X, ¢.3, 1046 b25. Oxford transl. = Metaph, 1X, ¢.5,1048 c.

LT~ i




o deundl gyt Gnbbicst /um Attt Y6 17 Lupdiso Jrritils ot 6{/}”5“4‘; 3 72‘:‘:5“2"‘2&5““” 3
‘idu,u,w. (0 M[ / LM/S /ﬂét% (7722 / VLY a0
This quelification might lead one to believe, erronscusly, that Leibniz's s gualification is reducible to “;7/
Aristotle’s conditions of real po.»sablmy ~ as distinguished from what is possible in legic or in math~
/ ematics, wheve 'passible’ and ‘potency’ are metaphers. Real possibill tys such as thot of watking, come
tains muny things. These are in fact mnumamble, and any account of such ooss:bs!v?y must bo largely
incomplate. An adaquate aocount would have to draw upon the whole unwieldy universe. Hewever
compic':c our knowlodge of the conditions of any man's wuike;"sg, it couid not moke us see him striding
aieng. "...Anvihin w.,,ch is possible is sorathing possible at sewme time and in some we ay, with ail ohs
other guatifications wh:c§~: must bo prosent in the noticn. " (1) Arisiotle than goes on o show how naturcd
pc;vssm"ifi es differ frem the rational. In naturs, provided the raquired conditions cam satisfied, the
realiy possible, the phys'c*i potency, beucmss actual - of least for the most pcv‘f. "For the non~ratio
;:)O'i"’f":i 25 ars ali produstive of r""e parte "For ths nen-ratienal pmmnmms wie all productive of ons
effect each, but the reifonal produce conitury offects, so that if ¢ they produced their effecis necassarily
they would preduce cenf"f ary effects ot the wume tims; bur this is fmpussibia . Thore must then be some~

thing =lee that decides; § msan by hfs, desite or will. " {I} In other words, rational powess ara of can-
tradicrion, and dets rmrnmd fo one of the eppusites by will, for the doctor can use his skill or raf vz 3
i dosg oo Iu san use iF fo heal but ¢lso o m%i Yei i?m; is 1ikawice _a poentio simul contredigiionds ia 4
g iz powers of astion or pessien moy b f.u seni of obsent, as whan an o irr i @]
) But this is predicely the i 3 d of potency or presibility whish Leibniz must o
z c§€~:1 net of course baliove that we humans m:s., achieve the adequate knowladge .
entiy deccribed, Mo thought nonstheless that we eon qgnpreash ite Only tha possills |
wnh aiher things doss in fast coma o e:{i {We would eav *con corn o mdst, ) <
S ,"Y i\?ﬁm‘ur@ ke uwf'- Joe is approached as ofe discerms which p :5i0ilitles are more fovoured; and this is fu

b A achizved by o iogsqm; des prehabilivas ai ong with infinitesimal analysis.{Again, we would say thaf
xthe eppiicaiion of this legie and anclvsis must pr@wppam given existential situaiion.) All the some.
/Uf Lptbmz was aware that sheer compos: Jbili?y can hardly cceount for what actually comas to be; he foir
L[!‘ ne ._.g to pesit some kind of finalits. But this finolity has nothing to do with action for the sake of

f”’ soee 'r ; that for the cuke of which® is not conceived as o couse,

wr‘*l . :

;/L |L"‘L Ll /‘ [ - E T e
£ N + k3 . *
:4[':-/ fM fooibid, - NJ'&L and recson are z*'es inguishad by the difference lu,iwem* controcies us in

J”

o ko v ing, cmo ‘,m?rcme" as in fact. In fact @ man cannct ot the sume time see and

wing ﬂi nums@, Ea must simubtancously grasp what sight §

notion of blindnoss, just as ony positive ferm is essent
piien of one farm as centrory fs depsndent upen tha

suppeses a radical difference between the corresponding s
t

e differencas batwesn contraries ore heid o be .ma!#;
stingvisked from the retionnd, will javelve o omradccﬂo
peopie want i) jush as one can not concelve blindness without <
ing sigh‘, ror think death withous thinking lifs, so one ceuld ne ;* e
| Cj actudaily blind, or be alive without being also dead. This i inpe
'r;i':'mg:* L: escr*peu by anyone who refusas to cei!c»wy! a significant distinction beiw
nml nature, Al the sa ame, thete aro instances of simultancous \.cn%ranet/ auside the m
sroviding cn;ph, rogm for confusion. A plany, for insionce, grows in conirary directions;

?hu‘m becoming white is neifher determinately white oor not-white. But thess cases

{Ffer w ety from that of the mind; the first involves paris that are quantitatively external

i)

d
15 ane ancther, while becoming ramains this sids of full actuality. = Cf. Q.D. de Verituis,
q.23.a.1.

~ n. X Metaph., {029,
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Dut as an end-result that follows from compossibility = tha irue couse of coming to be,

Such a pesition is easily reached by meuns of a threefold confusian: by identifying (o) the passibia
cpposed to the necessary, with the possible opposed to the impossible; {b) and simuitanesusly the possibie
oppesed fo the impossible with the necessary, on the grounds that whatever is possible is necessrily possitis; |
{c)the true and the possible, ignoring that something may be false, yet possible; or pessible though not
frus = S.g., fo say it Socrates is sianding when he is in fact sitting down, is falss, yei, though sttting
down, it is possible thai he stond.  Thus, by o falivcy of equivecation, making univoeal use of the term
‘passible’ we have ruled cut all petentia simul centradictionis. (1) New we understand the hasic principies
"Principivm meum est, quicquid existere potest, et oliis compatibile est, id existere." This plainly msaar
that whatever is compaiible, was, is, or shall come to be. Elephanis came to be bocauss they are com-
possible permutations of the stuff they are made of, and compossible with the rest of the world. We mw el
bave known as much, of course, but how does this explain the kind of bausis they are or why they should
be ai all? I is difficult to see how Leibniz's theory = namely, thot 1o bz actusl the possible must be of
the compassible kind - couvld ke anything more than mere taviclogy in disguise. The aim of his Characher-
istica Universalis was to replace thinking by caleulation, i.e. by a mechunica! concatenation of fautoe
t .

xogiGS,(Z}

The hypcthesis referrred to af the beginning of this section contains siill encther failacy of
equivocation; based upon univocal use of the term 'chuncs) s if whatever happens at random happened
by chance understecd as an cecidental cause. There was o further fallacy ~ one of latius hes - in con-
cluding that a certain event moy dlways be the preducts of chonce bscause it nay af ene fime be the
effect of u par s cause and ot anothar of an accidental one. Let us first face the ambiguity of "What
hoppens ai random happens by chanse.’ 1 throw a pair of dice of random. Now, they ave not thrown

by chance, fer it was &y delibarats puipose that § threw them af randanm. Hence, I the sxpression ‘gou
tuck, ' or 'good forfune, ' is used when desirable numbers jurn ug, it is not being used in the sense that .

7
M
4

o

the accidental discovery of trecsure by o man digging a well is calied good fortuan. | meaa that we b

changed the Imposition of the tarm on the basis of g certain similarity, in sespect fo uncerivinky, bobassn

five result of o random cast and the sosual or forfuitous event. Bub in ok taining o desivoble poir of nswnhaass
' i omgons aosident

en the dics no shance is-fwvelvad in the true sense of this term « uniess s
and thus fovasred the shor, Bacause, as § Hwow the dice af random | am quite aw

wiier silich sides furn up, | canno? novmally aserite the result to chonea, uniess th
03 extendad - as in ‘the lows of chanca.' And it may be worth ramarkin
Scomes g very equivecal ferm indsed, since it now maons ‘dograe
; ys highly improbable. Similardy, if § bring down o du
uted ic chance because of the rondem distribution of the pellets. There may perhups hoon
bean a gond reason why this particular pettet struck the gome, but my Intention will not explain i, becvun
ry inteniicn vwas not set upon this pellet. Many pellets wers stuffed inis my cartridge (ot ron om) so the ¢
ehance {probrbility) of siriking the goal might be enhanced. Nature is doing rmuch the same in produsioy
lisge amounts of spores or of sparm most of which will fortunaiel y naver reach fruition. Yelr without such
enormous saiculated waste, =il living species waould soen ks exiinci. So thot, though it ba by chones s
this spore germingizs, there is o wery little 'chonea' that germination will not 1oke place somev.iig, -
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2. Science and cocidental cavss

Vo shiow, in fusn, howipasily the term ‘accidental cause' lands itssif ro follacies of asuivesatios,
we hava only 1o examine several of its magnings. {1}

1. The tdeniificaiion of ‘possible’ with the cpposite of necasiary would maan that riis potentic
Londade o P 2 P e ‘1 o e CYRT R TP - v i oyl i d
ftds sway over ally whizh leeds in tum to the parades that ‘everyihing is confingent®axcept thii
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(2) Cent.clia detracta, cognoscere residuum. Ratiocinari igitur idem est quod addere et subtmhere.
Opera Philosophica, Wolesworth, 1839-1845, vol.l, p .3,

{1). InV Mstaph, lect.d

rpcirre

(2) Science and accidenici cause {Cont. )

(a) 'The doctor builds' is an instance of accidental cauze by reasen of something cccidentaity
connectad with the per se cause (the bulider as such) considered on the part of the cousa iiself. To ks
a doctor, red-headed, o husbond, tall, walking, and so on, is incidental 4o the buildss; it is nonethe
less true to say thet this docior builds, if he does, or this red~headed fellow builds, etc. Thare is Es‘s
fact no end to such passible incidentals, some of which aries unceosingly, such as the advencing age
of the builder, or his grewing baldness; that he ke fifty years old today may be false tomorrew, for in-
stance, or if false today, it may ee irue tomorrow o at some lofsr Yime. Howaver, not all accidenss
causes, so-called by reasen of something connected with the per 2 cause, are accidental in quite th
same sense. I is per accidens that o man builds a house, olse he could not be o mon unless o buaﬂde:’u
But it is not per accidens that the builder is a man (unless building cemprise rests, ani-hills, hives,
bgaver—dams, and so cn), even though he is not a builder simply qua man.  Similarly, ey qw::n
builder must of necessity have some age, one that advances neces sarily as-he builds, for he and his
building ore measured by sime. In the lotter casss, cecidental is not opposad to necessary. Motice
fovs inescapable is this infinity of aceidental causes related to any builder. In o sense, they com~
price the whele universs, inasmuch os the builder is in fuct ot such o place and such a time, as well
as ceqﬂﬂmnﬂg elsewhere and lator; and he wiil be one of so meny pemla unceasmg!v varying in numban

Fd °

r one of so many kinds of animals, of living beings, of beings, and so on. But if the ranga of this
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!.:mu of accidentol causalis y is infinite, not every instunce of it is ewmly close 1o the per ¢ couse

That the buiidnr, for example, be a mon is more immediote and nes ssory than that he must of necessi

be on animal, oram ..umrra! To live at this address rather thon of ?hm? ona is more accidanial to the

builder than to have been trained by a man in his fifiies rather thon by one in his simies; that ha be

o husband is less incidental than thot he should be bald. This sort of accidental cavza htv reveals o

rew infinity then, one of degrees of relotionship to the ps:' 2. Now, because afl tc.:m?ﬁh., however

near o or remote from the per se couse, ne mcﬂ'i‘u how necesmary oF contingent they may be, are alwe;

o reasen why the per se cause {the builder), is alse an accidental couse {the builder qua man or gua w.;_,»_.-

soms are inclined to put atl incidentels on the wome level ~ now cencluding that oll incidentals are

aruaii ;, neressary, now that all are egually ccnﬁnge . in c‘i?h:ae‘ vose utier confusion (:sﬂd unintelligit:iie

must vasn s scneﬂmna the Anaxagerion Nc‘us might ke calle ¢ upon te unscremble. it is ¢

incidentals are there, hence they have got to be there; or, ‘hw incidenials are plainly i
all equslly incidental. Arisiotle never fulls inio such ever-simplifications.

ey are o

(b} From a quite different point of view a cuuse may be called accidental by reasen of that whis
gy oscur fo its effect; ile. when something hoppens to the per s effect of an agent. There ure theco
wifferent types of such accidental causality.

{!) When the addifienal offect is related to the per se effect by necessity., Fer e::c:n-*p!e» h' )
acc‘a a cerain plece | must walk a muddy path, the welking through mud is incidental though nscassury;
ar, if 1 pu ii down ¢ column and the sione on top of it falls to the aground, | will be called ih“ moving,
‘.‘i‘wugh incidental, cause of this ineviteble fall. Another instunce of removens prohibens weuld be the
cpening in a cloud which ececunts for a shafi of sunlight reaching the earth at such or such & spot. Toksn
in this sense, the aceidentel couse is not, as such, oppoted i0.a nacessory one. My awarensss or no
awarensst that the stone must fall if 1 puli away thc column will not make its fa” jess necesar ¥ y«e
remains accidental in this particular sense of accidental. Nowaways, ‘cause’ is mestly used in the some 2
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oo (1) The second type of accidenial cauvsality, is so called by reasen of an effact which merely
occurs fo the effect intended per se, with no trace of necessary conrzciion. This type is confined to
causes Geiing for a pumpass. I is essential to it thar whatever happens to the effect should happen
eithar racessarily, so far as the cgent is concerned, nor for the most part, but so seldom that there
can be rno reasen to expest it. For exampie, a man digs a well for water cnd discovers o treasure.
Digging ai this spot hie cannot fuil te discover the treasurs; ihe discovery is nonatheless purely conw-
tingeni te what he intendsd as he dug. HMe is an cecidental couss of this piece of good luck, no
motter how pradiciebie it was 1o his neibibor whe knew ol tha time there was o treasure af thet spos
and in fact suggssted digging for water preci sely there. Strange 1o say, the neighbor could thys be -
come the per se causo of @ strictly contingent svent. (I} PMetice how ‘that for the sake of which® -
namaly, @ gosd to be achieved or a harm to bz avoided ~ is essanticl io shis typs of cceidental

cause, mauning thot the freasure is o thing the mon would have dug far had ke known i wos oF might
be there. Similarly, had Sccrates intended or expected to meet his debter in the market roday, or
theught ha might ke there, the encounier would no longer ke fartuitous. {2) I other words, whatever
happens by chance in this sense of the word = the second meaning of accidental cause, taken from

the effect ~ must b eomething which the agent would gelibarately purtue or avoid; if what seeurs
aceidentaily to an effect infended by the agent were indifforent o him, cne would not speak of
fartune or chance in the cense here daeser] bed. I follows that if there are to he chance avenis in
nature, i.e. outside humen agenay, they will suppose that nature, too, in her ewn way, acts for the
sake of semething, nomal ¥ to achieve o goed or to ovoid haim, (1) '

T I S P

t. Conira Geniiles, i, ¢.92: "Puter etiem quod eticm homo qui sciret thesaurum
sss2 ibi, posiet alivm ignorentem mitiers g Tedigndum sepulerum in loco eodem, ut.

s,

procter intentionem suem invenire? thesoyrum, "

. Intha P wysics (H, ce.d=8) where Avistotle treats of chance In nature, he nonethe -
toss Fivsk ansdyses fortune.  The reason is that the later, seeurTing a5 it does in rational

agEnis, is more obvicus as fo ug; whereos in nutuic, chonse is mars hidden, even oz in
finet covenlity itself. Regarding this causality, though cause cavserum, it comes lastin
i

[«

a2 division of couses and sequired more preof than the ofhor wocies of cuuse. $. Thomas
; ¥ gula de fine vedshatur minus 4ued eseat cnusa, propter hoe quod est

; e otiam ub alils prioribys philesaphis haee coisa ast proatermiss,
i in prime libro proehabitum est, jdee specialiter probat da fine gued sit eausn,

e
it Is intaresting thet even accidental causes are not always eoposed o necassity. The above

d:'vis?cm meke this clegr. Tha first case {a), for instance, mov be cne of ahsolute necessity, for the
builder of hiouses is necessarily o man; or it may be ona of hypotheiisal necessity, for this bald builder

cannot now bulld without being bald - aven though his baldness be purely incidental. Neither is the
first instence (b, 1) of a couse accidental by reasan of the effect cppesed to necessity, for if | pull away
the column, #he stene must tall, or, if the eorth i3 expesed o the sun and thers is a break in the clouds,
more light will reach the wiface of the earth., {However, we muy not ay that the clouds opened so that
suniight might reach the earsh, though this may in fact be good or harmiful for the crops. To mauke such a
staizmant weuld ke contrary 16 the rule that efiects must bs related to causes proportioned fo these effacis -
causis debeni proportionalifer respondere effectus. Yi) Only in  the second case (b, i1} is eccidenial couwe
opposed to nscossity.  Yet, svan this one must ke quelified. For if o man digs a well deep enough at the
very spot whers the hecsure is suried, he must nocessity discover i, But if this occurrad aiways or fre-
i

quently, ‘b, i1} vould becoms @ sz of b, i}, Such necsssi ty makes some people believe that there is no

o
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Yifference between thase various cases of accidental causa, namely, that (b) is reducible to {a); (b, i1} |
gither to (b, i) or to (b, iii): (b,ii) to (b, i) inasmuch as digging the well as this spot musi result in discovery
of the treasure already there; (b, ii) would be reducible vo (b, iii) inasmuch as the man who so discovers e
treasure would believe it was there so that he might discover it, as if he were the per se cause of this good
fortune - for the forfuitous character of good fortune is soon forgotten. There is nonetheless ali the diff-
erence in the world between (i) the necessity of following a muddy path to reach o certain place; (ii) to
discover unexpectadly something werth while or haminfui; {iii) to believe that there is an arder of effect to
cause, per se or per accidens, whera there is nothing of the kind.

Now notice what can result from an easy confusing of one type of accidentol coure with another.
if the accidental cause termed chance {b, ii) be identified with thai called removens prohibens (b, 1), the
result will at once be a case of causality, per se, neceswary, yet utterly fortuitous in the sense of (b, il
If i draw your chair oway just as you are about to szat yourself, yet by some sort of curious reasoning can
maintain that, though | forsee the result quite clearly, I do not-in the least intend it, then | become ROF &3
cause of your fall, necassary cause of if, yet chance couse of it. Democritus seems to be in this position,
since he holds that a concourse of atoms formed the whole universe by chance and that all happens of
necessily. If is notewarihy that several pre~Socratics went so far os to see in chance {automcten) the

pren.

. i we faii to obey this rule, the dacirine of final causality can be made o lock grove

as Aristotle shows in Physics, I, ¢.8.
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suprema universal couss, yet felt no need to enalyss iis nature. Theve is of course a senss in which chaneg,
baing ens per accidens, hos no nature and is undefinable. This may ke the roosen thay fuiled ro anelyss
the notion of chance which is definable. But to procesd is this way is to attempt explanation of the knewn
in terms of the unknown, of per se in terms of per cecidens. This is precisely whot we do when wa say Thet
order is the per se effect of disorder, and season of unrsoson. Anad to we reverse the adoge 'whatsver i
par accidens must be reduced fo something per s2.’ Notice how the reverse of this staterzent mxy follow
fogically from its misinterpreintion. For maost authers, cnelent ond modem, understend it fo mean thar I

7 ¥
@ prepotition iike this ons, 'Socrotes was accidentally {af. b, i) run down by @ truck, ' we are ignoring
the par so causzs of his death, namsly, ihe mass and consistency of Socrates, his inattention, the weioh:

and momentum of the truek, end so or, and that we thus overlook the fact that under these circumstanos:
he could nct fall o die. Buf this is o bad blunder. The term ‘accidenialiy, ' in our report of Sacrates’
foral wocident, oveslooks nothing. Rather it acknowledgeas the truth that. .in spite of the deierminate

R ‘J . * ‘ H
renscess For his death, the fuct remains thatr Secrates was unoware of what was about to happen s he cromy:

the straol then and theve. Any roticnal ogeni who cannct keep all circumsiances under comsrol s Hablo
to be an accidental couse of the type (b, 1i). The psevdo-explanation by means of no more then derarmimin

, s identified with (b, i); sscond, it is assumed that whotever happens necessarily {s.g., bk,

o per sa &¥fect; s if, in our First exomple, the wish to reach a certain spot () were avite the ssme as

i walk through mud (B).  The whole point is that (B) is not per ss intended, though inevifa:

cennacted wWith YA). The truek is not the couse of Socrates' unfortunate end, though b

dzath necessarily follows when ir sivikes him. Nor is the driver the per se cause, though he could eee tha

wonz for a few sgeonds before the actua! impact, And it is a blessing that traffic courts
s better than weiters en philosephy. '

)
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Now let us see how ‘whatever is per accidens must be reduzed to something per sof con logicaily
ba turned inte its converse. It is by reading per so causality into what is in fact accidenis!, The cepihin
hare is move subtle. To iluatrate, let us retum fo an earlier example: Socrates goss o the morket place
for the sele purpose of buying vegetables; he there chances upon a debtor of his whom he had wented o

mest ol eiong. The usual analysis of this event is ¢ {sllows: both Secrates and his debror were bound o
recch the market af cuch 3 spot and time, no matter what their respective intentions; so how could they
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Yhamely, the different reasons why Socraies and his debior go to that place at that time, ond thair dasin.
'to meet or avoid each other if they knew where or how, and the absence of all expectation on the part of
each that the encounter would happen then and there. Per 53 agency is of coursa preseni. But the dusy
of reducing the per accidens to something per se doss nat mean that in the end par se must replace it 1
The agent and his express puipose are essential hsre, while samething, which he would pursue o avoid if |

he had foroknowledge, happens unexpectedly to what he intends, or in lisu of what he intends, in s
particular aetien. In other words, the foriuitous occurs (1) to a per se ogent who (2) would hove acted
for the wke of, or would have sought to avoid, somathing which hogpens cutside of his intention. The
enccounter naiy be quite expected and foreseen by a third person who knows the intenticns of Socraies

and his debtor, and to this third party, will therefore not be fortuitous; but if he did not know that they
did nef intend or expect either to meet or avoid one anather on this parficular occasion, the third person
weuld be ignoront of the encounter qua fortuitous. -

Now, how can the converse of our adege come to be sigied as a logical conclusion? It is
simple encugh. To raduce accidental cousality in the fashion described, is actually to identify the rwo.
The per sz is wetered down {0 per accidens. Let us recall the impossible enthymeme mentioned on an
earlies page: since Sccraies can meet his debtor just us effactively by chance os by design, it follows that
everyining can be accounted for by chance. Now an application of Occam's razor will be made: but
whatever ean be accounted for by chance requires ne other couss. Therefore the propesition ‘whotevar
hoppens per se is raducible fo what is per accidens’ should ke prefamrad {0 its converse. Now, 'random
mutations’ means the some as 'mutations produced by chance'; therefore chance can account for all thare
is in nature. Buf does it? And, if so, how? What would be thought of a christian science forever racdy
with ilic plous decleration that everyrhing found its explanation in the fect that God made it or could
make {17

3. Explunation and possibility

Thara is nonethzless ¢ sense in which sclence doss hove the duty of showing that a thing is
pessible. In geomstry, for instance, it is possible o construct an equilaieral tricmgle, which thersfore
'exists. ' In mathematics, constructibility implies existence; if cur wiangle is possible, if it can be aci-
structad, then it is by that very fact a valid sbject of mathsmatical science. For instance, hoving cone
structed o plane triangle, it will now be possible to extend iis buss, which reveals thet the exerior sngle
so produced {5 equal to the two cpposite interior angles; from which we san now demensiinte ihat the o
of eny pionc tricngle e equal fo two right argles. This properiy fcllows necessarily from what o plens
iraingle is. In ‘nature, however, possibility will not be quite of this kind, and will never of itself provice
a basis for profifable reasonings. Anyone can sso that elephants are possible, for exampls, but this
pessivility is known wy hind-sight and throws no further light en what an elephant is, or how he is possibls
as we do the equilateral triangle, we would nsed to knew iis inner essential design and there parceive how
such a beast can come to be. Even from such knowledge, which no doubt would need fo drow upan th
whole universe, we couvld never conclude that elephants do in fact exist. To achieve ihis conslusion we
(AY, sleplants (3} necessarily procesd, on the

P

would heso to show how, from previcusly existing things{,
assumption that if A, then B. L L ]

An unalegy may clarify the distinciion which | am frying to establish. There are two ways in
which 3 man may know ¢ mojorcar, Without in the least understanding how it fun ciions, he moy own
anc drive one. Ho will then be quite aware that motor-cars are possible, for he has immediate sxperianas
of his cwn. But he will have knowlsdge of thess machinas in very different sense, if he clso kaows how
they function and how they are manufaciured. Now the man who is sarisfied with randomness withous i
as sufficient explanation for the origin of species will be tike o person who would find @ sufficient reason
Tor motor-cars in the simple fact that they exist, Tha latter individucl may attempt o render his pocition
more accepiable by arguing that no contradiction or impossibility is invelved in the notion that randam
changss in ores might well resulf in the special metals and alioys needed br o motor-car; that random
scrambling =f these metals could explain the form::ﬁon of the proger pate; and thot further saramblinn

] '
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,guld result in the final assembly of this convenieni means of transportation. But does this sort of
Jaboration really help? Surely its only function is to camauflage a basic position which remains
unchanged: moter~cars are pessible, they can be, and this explains the fact that thay are. It

- explains nothing of course. Actually it is a statement that explanations are not to bs sought.

Now if we are right to reject a pseudo~theory of this sort as accounting for motor—cars,
why are we not right to reject a similar tale offered as explanatory of the nature and origin of specias?
Are the works of nature manifesily so much less intelligible than man's? And if they were, thall we
diminish their obscurity by denying purpose in them? The fact is that to understand the simplost forms
of life is harder for us than to grasp the siructure and workings of our most.complex machines, because
shere is in nature so much more to be known, so much more intalligibility than man can achieve.
Natursl Selection, as Darein put it, "is a power incessontly ready for action, and is immeasurably
superior to man's faeble efforts, as the works of Nature are to those of Ast. * Perhops we should ask
ourselves if the very superiority of nature's works, and the consequent difficulty man must face in
understanding them, have anything fo do with tendencies to ruthlass ever=simplification, such as that
which leads to a theory of unguided randomness as proper and sufficient cause of all natural things.

In faet, though, most knowledge of possibility in nature is of the hind-sight type, and even
when we reach seme understanding of cencrate possibility we can never do away with the first, For
instance, we know that there are planeiary systems, ond several hypotheses are in vogus fo account

for thair infovmation. Now suppose we aveniuaily lecrned how they in fact come to be, as we know iy
eclipses ccaur; we weuld then undersiond how they are conarsialy possible, yet this possikility would

not be the reason they sxist, any more than the mere possibility of the universe can be the couse of iis
existence. Having shown that planetary systems are possible, we might see that they are neceszarily
posible ~ o possibility copesed o the impossible; but shis is us much as we could hope for. Tha study

of nature moy therefore be viewed as progress from what is known to be pessible because it is there,

like an ook tres, toward understonding of the proper reason of ifs possibility = which is the same as
knowiedge of its causes, Still, it must not be forgotien that the lotter possibility will never acceunt

for ths fact, no matier how exhaustive the knowlsdge of all that is required for its possibility. Planeiacy
sysiems or elephanis remoin contingent things, no metier how clear it may become that they can exizt,

All of which goes to shew how essential it is to distinguish the possible as opposed o the nacessary,

from the possible as cppoted to the impossible - and how euasily the ene is taken for the other.

Let us retuin Yo our random mutations. There is an onalagy between throwing dice of random
and the way nature produses individusls and new . species, and analogy like thot Darwin saw between
consaicus and uncenscious selection, We observe random disiribuiions of spores; ond very few of theso
come o fruifion. Now, is thare anything unscientific in observing that without this huge waste ihers
would sson ba no mushrooms? s it unreasonabie to see that this is reasonable? Must we vefuss fo sz
that if natuse did noi resort to randem mutations, new species would not arise?  If nature’s randomness
is analogaus to the sorf we use on purpose, as in casting dice, we simply cannot identify it with sngic
causality of the iype (b, i1} without destroying the anclogy. Both instonces of the randem, however, oun
ba parthy redused to the aseidental causality (b, i) inssmuch s no purpose determines which particulor
merm wiil focundute the ovum, or which peliet will sirike the game ~ so fur as my intention is woncarned,
any patier wiil do. Lovishness cnd wasie ore part of a method used by both art and nature to dafeat

uneariainty In the foon of cintrariety ~ vemovens probibens. Like the averoge hunter, noture is simply

¢ ¢
s
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nef equiped to achieve resulis with economy. There is no reasen in the world why randemness in noture
should not be pumposeful. \
t
v i . s

s interesting o note that they who seek in aimiess random mutations a pringiple of najural
:
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hings ‘siruggle’ fo exist? And what is meent by 'favourable® mutations? i these expremsicons ave mere
matapitors, why does science use them at ali? If more direct language is impessible, we may surely oric

iy, The peodes will coaambar thet to make Infelligible Leibriz’s compecsibles are invnghad with po

ection, appect nonetheless to o prior prinsiple, namely, the ‘struggle for existence.’ Why should fiving)




to lift themselves into existence, Lord Russell explained that “Leibniz seems to have imagined a sort of
Limbo inhabited by essences all trying to exist; in this war, groups of compossibles combine, and the

+ largest group of compossibles wins, like the largest group in a political contest. " Empedocles, too,
though ke taught that order in nature is the product both of nacessity and chance, nonstheless had re-
course to Love and Sirife as basic principles, but, like the Nous of Anaxagoras, they amount to no
more than a deus ex maching. :

There is o type of mind averse to any intelligibility we may achieve by granting pumose in
nature, by granting, for example, that eyes were produced for the sake of seeing. It is obviously more
simple to say thot we can see because we have eyes, or can walk because we have legs. ¥ amanis
satisfied with the loiter type of reason, if he frowns upon 'eyes are for the sake of seaing and are pro-
duced for that reason, ' there is little to be done about it. But there is nothing to prevent us from under-
standing why ha can find such a choice possible, just as we can account for Descartes’ faith in o

clarity which turns aut to be utterly obscure.

Finally, it would be unjust to imply that all scientists scom the notion of purpose in nature
as scientifically perverse. Very eminent biologists, such as Lucien Cusnot and C. H. Waddington,
and even physicists, such as Niels Bohr, maintain that living things are vnintelligible without puiposs.

CHARLES DE KONINCK.
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