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The Problem of evolution in Philosophy and Science

Scholastic philosophers and theologlans are wont to
bellieve that the very essence of evolutionnism consists
in an effort to explain this universe without having recourse
to the Creator; to do away with the idea of creation as much
as vossible, &f not entirely. That is undoubtedly true of
a2 certain number of eqolutionists. But we must never j&dge
a theory by the various ways in which we might abuse of it. -
e might say that there are two fundamentslly idffergnt
manners in which scholastics have tried to honour the creator.
The one consists in trying to concede.as iittie as possible
to the creature. This is th; idea at the bottom of créationism.
Crationism would have us beiiéve tﬁat a special intervention
of God is necessary for the establishment of a new natural
svecies, exactly as in the case of angelic species, and deny
the scientist any right to try and derive one from the other.
, At the other extreme we find those scolastics,such as S.Thomas,
concede
who willYto the creature as much as vossible, not because
they wish to eliminate as much as possible the intervention
of the creator, but on the contrary, because the creative vower
of God is most profbundly at work where secondary causes
are most "causal". The more a crature is capable of acting
of its own accord, the more it menifests the vpower of its
ultimate cause, for even this causality is from God. Considered
from the viewpoint of the creatures, God is more profoundly
cause of our free acts - and no activity is more our own -
than of any other reality in us. The more a creature is

-

cause, the more God himself is cause: {p\ k&.~; Cohuat @/fﬂi
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‘Jf#ereforaif we reject theJi;;iZZZ?fal id?a %§;3z3§2:3nism,
it}because, of all orthodo;tfxama=a£‘g£:z;22§;tmn creationism
id really the least creative: no form of evolutionism deprives
God of more power than the doctrine which would deny his effects

to be causes. We reject creationnism because it is not
sufficiently creaﬁionist.
Before passing on to a justification of this viewpoint,
I would like to show the profound distinction between the
scienfific problem of evolution, and the philosophical .
vroblem of evolution.’ ' -
Quite generally,philosophers as well as mest-scientist;
assume the right to confuse their respective viewpoints, and
the conflict nrovokeelby the problem of evolution.is a
most striking example of this confusion.

The battle.is really based on a methodological error.
Philosophy and science start from two fundamentally distinct
voints of view. The terms used are profoundly equivocal. The .
very term evolution has an entirely different meaning in
exverimental biology and in philosophy of nature, as we shall
see later. Jd. “‘f‘f“’ y mu‘(‘b“’""’! }E-\,_,‘}( P .

All science, wheeher it be philosophical or experimental,
tries to exniéin the complexe in terms of the simple. This
is a fundamental principle of all science. But it is important
that we agree ﬁpon the meaning of the term "simple". The nature
of the simplicity to which we must reduce all phendmena may
differentiate the very nature of the sciences.

Now it is very easy to show that what we call "simple" in
experimental sclence,is inversely proportional to what we

call simple in ohilosoohy. In science, a stone is much more

simple than a living cell. The propelling mechanism of a car
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is infinitely more simple than whatever enters into the leap
of a panther bounding upon its prey. And of all beings studied
by experimental sclence, man is undoubtedly the most complex.

In Philosophy, it is just the contréry. Man, who, in
experimental science is the most comélexe of all beings
subject to experimént, is in philosophy of nature the most
simple of all béings ?ntering‘into the compos;tion of our
world of spage and time. The animal is more simple than ﬁhe
plant. A being is simgle according to the perfection of )
its form. The result of this principle ig most astonishing.

A stone becomes infinitely more complexe than thought, and its

very ontological complexéty.is the nultimate reason'wh&:{

stone does not think. And when ontblogical simplicity.hﬁ2;megz,

absolute, it is thougnt tninking itself: it is God. In metaphysics,

the ultimate cause by which we must explain all things, is

pure act, absolute simplicity. In metaphysics, God occuvnies

Avivatavakly

@ vosition analogous to thaﬁYheld by the gquantum in contemvorary

physics.
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Xoxtkexprokirzxofzazsintisns | '

In other words, experimental ,simplicity is inversely
provortional to ontological simplicity. The philosopher who
looks upoy the work of the scientist will say that the
scientist is explaining the superior in terms of the inferior,
whereas in philosophy we follow an opvosite course., (One might
object that Boﬁr,forinstance, has used a macroscopic image

in order to explain the structure of the atom which he

compared to a vlanetary system. But the explanation did not

consist in the comparison, nor in the image, but in the zmmsiwrgm

construction of an image derived from the elements of the atom.
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The explanation lay in the derivation of the minuscular
planetary system from the elements, and not vice wersa.

Let us now apply this principle to the problem of
evolution. It is clear that &f there is such a thing as
an experimental study of man ( a human biology, an eiperimental
psychology)we wi}% have to consider him in the perpsective
of what is experimentally more simple than kmx man, that is
if we wish profoundly to understand humén composition and activity,
The aim is nét to identify the complexe and the simple, but
to exvlain the former by the latter. We must endeavour to
reconstruct man from what is experimentally basic and -
elementary. Hence nothing could be more natural than
the scientist's attempt to derive.man from the animal, and..
the latter from the plant and 8o on. He will try to explain
how the hierarchy of natural species has established itself
by increasing comolexity and organisation. If he cannot do this,
than he mammzixexpiat does not explain. indzmekexweiXzihat
Thisxexpianetiom witkznatskexentsizgieatx When the seientist
says that the animal kingdom evolved from the plant, he does
not mean that the plant is the onfological cause of the animal,
“e camot expect the scientist to get to tne ground of the
ontologlical structure of taings. We cannov expect the
experimental scientist to prove the immortality of the
soul, or tne physicist to protve the existence of fod.
These proofs are stricttly philosophical. Therefore,it is
the sclentist who denies the possibllity of other viewpoints
than his own, the scientvist who believes that his own particular
viewpoint is tne only and exnaustive one, tnat falls under
the éategory of evoluﬁionists we condemn. Hence we do not

question his scientific facts and sclentific theories, bus




but his methodology, not in so far as it is scientific, but in

so far as 1t excludes the possibility of other viewpoints. This

methodological error does not n
v gn B tLoW]' .!)Lvﬁ’f Vi Gkl

of the theory.VIt really does not matter what he thinks beyond

his own field. The architect cares little about the architectural

ovinions of the mésdn executing his work so long as YJe follows

the plens. It mattef% little‘what the acgoustician fhinks about

a Bach Fugue, so long as he knows how to tune an organ. If certain

scientists today believe, but I am sure they are few, thgt

there are ho problems other than those of experimental science,

and that this brahch of knowledge gives'sufficient knowledge

of reality, it would be vain to try and convince fheﬁ they

are wrong in their exclusidhﬁ???ﬂﬁiis attitude makes them happy

I cannot see what could be done about it, nor that it matters.

They are commarable to the peovle who zamxzt dislike cheese
and olives Xmmaxkx or Mozarty ¢V CM? f/m'm.u( who canu véorrr&}
boe t{ t /'lvéu(o.s y R Thw et

Then speaking of “evolution in Philosophy, we must
start from the fundamental priﬁciple that intelligence is
the very raison d'etre of all possible creatures. God is the
end of all creatures. He did not create in order to manifest
his glory unto Himself. He has no need of this. This manifestation
calls for an appreciation by the creature itsélf. Now this
can only be realised by a creature capable of knowing God.
The intelligent creature alone is capable of an explicit return
to its creative principle; so that a being which is not endowed
with intelliBence, cannot exist for its own sake; whereby it
automatically becomes & function of another being, capable

of knowing God. As S.Thomas Says (II II ii 3): "the created

rational nature alone is immediately subordinate to God, since

ece, sarily affect the intrinsic value




other creatures do not attain to the universai, but only to something

particular, while: they partalke of the divine goodness either in

being only, as ihanimate things, or also in living or knowing,

a8 plants and animals; whereas the rational mxkatxxu nature,

in as much as it apprehends the universal notion of good and

being, is immediately related to the universal principle of Being.!
From this we may immediately conclude that all existing things

in this universe of space and time are essentially fmwokimnx

in function of mind. If we exlude mind from our world, we may

not even call it a universe proper. A world which remains

obscure to itself has no unity. As S.Thomas says! an esséﬁtial

part of the universe is nof esseritial in so far as it is

a part of the universe, but _in as much as it is i£self a

universe: in as much as this part is in a certain manner

all the other parts. An essential part must be in vital

comrunication with the whole. And thi;r;hat happens through

mind and knowledge: for the soul, says S.Thomas,gg inﬁéertain

manner all things: anima est quodammodo omnia. “Secundum hunc

modum possibile est ut in una re totius universi perfectio

existat." In thls manner it is poésible that the perfection

of the entire universe exist in one being. "Nam unaquaeque

substantia intellectualis est quodammodo omnie, in quantum

totius entis comprehensiva est suo intellectu." de Ver.II2

That‘an inteilect knows somehow all ﬁhings is a rather

‘ astonishing statement, We are intelligent beings. This does

not orevent us from observing that we barely have enough

intelligence to know that we know nothing. For there is no

doubt that we are so ignorant that it is impossible for us to know

Just how ingnorant we are. If we did, if we knew the depth

of our ignorance,tf if we knew exactly what we do not know
?
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we would know what we do not know, and knowing nothing we would
know all. We would be all-knowing,omniscient, as God. In other
words, God alone knows the profundity of our ignorance, because
he alone knows all,’
But to know that wne knows nothing is nevertheless a manner
of knowing all ph;ngs. When I say that I know nothing,I mean that
I am dgnorant ef everything..But how could I know this if I did
not somehow know evefxthing?‘ It is impossible to think "nothingt
without somehow thinking "everything". This everything is very
abstract, and therein lies the imperfection of our knowledge.
But it is the privilege of a2ll intelligence to able to s;y
"nothing", "impossible". e know'that nothing, i.e. the impossible
is oprosed to being: a thing. which I could not tﬁink if all
being were not fundamentally accessible to mind. My knowledge
of evérything is most confused and abstract, but is nevertheless
in its own way knowledge off being which implies all being.
Tixpapxizzkhezonigxrarionak
Now, we can conceive of no other cosmic intelligence but
that of man, for an embodied ximi intellect, no manner what
shape it may takg, will constitute a rational animal: and this
is what we mean by man., This means that our universe of
space and time is esséntially related to man: and that all beings
inferior to man, are essentially fmmztizx in function of man:
inxgihgxxxgxﬁg, our unlverse makes no seﬁse outside the perppective
of humpanity.
In other words: an Xmikexixzewxz intellect conteaplating our
universe at a time when it contained not only no human beings,
but no life whatscewver, this intellect could nevertheless
infallibly predict the advent of man, otherwise,all things existing

before the advent of man would be in themselves contradictory.




Now if this universe is ramxtim originally and essentially'
ordinated to manlkind, why does the mind not make its appearance
from the very beginning? !h;zisxthexzxzxzuhdznﬂxzhtxzxzxii
ez Why does it enter this universe only at a'given time?

Why are human souls not given from the very beginning?

What is a soul? Following Aristotle, S.Thomas defines it
the acfvof xxn a.ﬁhysical organised bodg. That does this organtsation
Dresuvppose? It means disposition of matter. Hence, if there
is no life in this universe, it means that matter is originally
insufficiently organised. ".00if a form, says S.Thomas, be not
suddenly imoressed upon itsg subject, it isg either because'that
subject is not disposed, or because the agent needs time
to dispose the subject. Hence we see that immediately the
matter is disposed by a preceding alteration, the substantial
form accrues to the matter....For the reason why a natural agent
camnot suddenly dispose matter is that in the matter there is
& resistant which has some disproportion with the power
of the agent...W(I 1T 113 7e)

Evolﬁtion wilib:;thlng but the nrogressive organisation
of matter in view of the ‘reception of the human soul. For
there is no doubt that the human must be immediately crrated
by God, since it is spiritual ang simple; and therefore cannot
be extracted from a given subject such as matter,

But whence comes the non—éniritual life in the universe
such as that of plants and animals? You have all heard of prime
matter. Matter contains potentially all the possible natural
forms. Thése forms of life were given in the potentiality
of matter from the very beginning, Hence they are no longer

to be created, They may be released by a created cause. An

inorganic being is not a living being, but in the potency




of its prime matter it contains forms which when released
wili be souls of living beings. Apd a sufificient cause

may thus mdmeky extract, educe life from non~living beings.
Infra-spiritual life in this world does not come from without,
“but frﬁm within the world, by way of organisation.

But the inorganic will not be able to deliver itself of
the potential life it contains. It cannot generate life.

For generation is “ofigo viventlis a vivente in similitudinem
naturae, In generation proper, the effect is always similar
to the cause, and no Eause, as principal pause can produép
an effect superior to itself. Hence evolution cannot be
ontologically explained by way of univocal generation,

Hust we therefrom conclude that evolution will henceforth
be impossible? This will depend upon our concept of nature.
The concept of nature of contemporary scholastics is profoundly
different from that of medieval scholastics. Modern authers
kexeyzgenexaidy hold an extremely naturalistic conception of
nature. In their ovinion nature as nature must explain itself,
Now in nature, there is no spiritual agent which could realise
exziinisr evolution, there is no gufficient cause. Therefore,
the suscitation of new 1life in this world cannot be'explained
but by a direct interventidn of the creator.

SfThomas thought otherwise. In the Suma Contre Gentes,
he establishe@ that the desire of prime matter, is ultimately
a desire of the human soul: ultimus generationis totius gradus
est anima humana, et in hanc tendit materia sicut in ultimam
formam, How can this tendency ofAmatter be satiated? No agent
acting of its own accord can produce a form superior to its

own: nihil enim secundum vropriam speciem agens intendit

formam altiorem sua forma. But the universe tends toward
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the ultimate form which is the human intellect: intendit ultimem
formam, quae est intellectus humanus; quae quidem est altior
omni forma. This form is higher than any axy natural form.

Now does S.Thomas conclude that the desire of prime matter
cannot be rxxmmmidwixkm answered, since within the limits of
nature there exists no cause capable of realisdng the aspiration
of matter? By ro means. From.the necessity of an Emmmxdmy
ascendancy in nature; he immediately xmmaiudex the necessity
of a xptzihnaizdziziugzgaxzx spiritual power driving our
universe on to ever higher levels of life. And he does no

quantum :
specify the nature of this vower. "Non differt/ad praesens
intentionem, utrum corpus coeleste moveatur a substantia
intellectuali conjuncta quag.siﬁ anima ejus vel a substantia
separata, et utrum....a Deo, vel nullum imxkiim immediate,
sed mediantibus substantiis intellectualibus creatis....
dummodo hébeatur quod motus coelestis est a substantia intellectuali,t®
It does not matter presently whether this spiritual substance
is as the soul of the universe, or whether it is a separate
substance acting upon the universe from wihtout; neither
whether this substance is fod acting immediately, or any
number of created spiritual substances, so long as it is
clear that nature is travailed by an intellectual substance.

Now this immdediately removes all possible ohilosophical
objections against evolution based on the principle of sufficient
cause. If evolution requires a superior cause, than this cause
exists. But it must also be made clear that this ontologival
causality has nothing to do in the field of experimental
science. We cannot expect the scientist even to move the
question? He must explain evolution by genes, and not

by spiritual powers, which can make no sense in experimental
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science.

It is clear then, that from the philosophical viewpoint,
all work of nature is ultimately that of an intellectual
substance! "quodlibet opus naturae eét opus substantiae
intelligentis."(CGIII2L) This is why we mey say that nature
is ingenious, thg? nature knows, and so on. Not because
a natural being has intel}ectual knowledge, but because
when the being itself has none, there is nevertheless
intellectual knowledge in play. Mind is at work in the
growth of a tree, or ‘the rising of the sun. And this very
intelligence is really bringing nature closer and closer ko
itself, it is'drawing nature‘to its own level, by increasing
the interiority of natural_?eings; by enriching life.

We will see later how this interiorisation is realised
in the hierarchy of natural species.

There is one more classic objection against evolution
that I would like to answer before describing the process
from more particular angles. It is said that natural
forms are indivisible. For the form is what constiutes
a thing what it is. Therefore no form van be transformed
into another. - This is quite true. Forms are indivigible.
But I cannot see how this would affect the idea of
evolution., If it did, it would mean that x® our concept
of form is not aristotelian,but platonian. For in the
process of generaéé?uit is not the form which is transformed
into another. Generation consists in the eduction of one
being, not from the form of another, but from its potency.
And S.Thomas who is often quoted to sustain this objection
against evolution, aﬁéwers litterally: "In hoc videntur

fuisse decepti quia attribuebaht fieti proprie istis formis.
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cun tamen fieri non sit nisl compositi, cujus etiam proprie
est esse. Becoming is not in the form, but in tne whole of
the thing that becomes, Unde et fieitt dicuntur formae
non propria factione sed per factionem suppositorum, quae
transmtantur transmutatione materiae, de potentia in actum.

Evolution may therefore be defined as the process of
ever increasing organisation effectuated by the eduction

of more and more verfect and heterogeneous natural beings

‘from the potency of imperfect natural beings, not by way

sfxgpurrationgxbutxbyzingpatesian of univoca; generation , °

but by eguivocsl generation rendered possiblé by the

spiritual impulse exerted upon our universe, impulse which
responds to the essential desire of prime matter éo be delivered
of the forms it potentially contains, and to be increasingly
organised by way of alteration, Fhisxprozexsxprizcisxiks
kizzarzhyzofxnatnraixexeskex until in some superior animal

matter haes been sufficiently organised to call naturally

' for the creation of the soul, to which the whole of mature

had been ordained.

Evolution may therefbre be cdnsidered as an immense
effort of nature, sustained by that spirituwal driving vpower,
to disnose itself and to make its last appeal to the creator
who resnonds to natares! desire, the appetitus materiae,
by the creation of the human soul.

Beforssooingisa, I would like to make one more foint which
is perhavs the most delicate of them all. May we séy that
the hunan body is a product of &ke evolution? This question
calls for a few distinctions. We may consider the human

body from an experimental viewnoint, or from a philosophical

point of view. If from the latter, I would distinguish again,
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before answering the question. If by "production of the Xwomam#
human body" we mean the growing organisation of matter in view

of man, i.e. generatio ut factio, then we must answer that

the human body is prepared by way of evolution. However,
kExeyzhbasxaneskionzwexpeanzioxasrxehaksronstitnteszihe
hnmanzha&xztsxzheiﬁnzmaiéxansx absolutely speaking, since the
soul is what c;nstitqtes the‘body human - where there is no
human soul there ;zyhuman bodm: a corpse is not a human body -
since the soul is wh%t constitutés the body human, God a}one
can consvitute the body human, for He alone can create the
soul, formal cause of tne body.

If by human body we mean what is experimentaliy bbservable,

then I would say that,itxnéiigtxnﬁ in a certain manner, it

was given from the very beginning. Put a man on a scale, and let

him die. A supstantial trensformation takes place. But this
is not xmdizaked registered by the scale. The vointer keeps
indicgting the same number. The scientist might follow a
group of atoms trom a pond Emmm through & blade of grass,
and from the grass into the cow, and from the roast into
iir. Zebedeus, where they finally lodge themselves tixx®k=
somewhere in tne tip of nis nose. Tnis mignt nav27g§he

for all nis avoms, for Mr Zebedeus, whether prime minister
or beggar, is like bricks,caovage, and dogs, made up of atoms.
From thls voint of view, Mr Zebedeus is no more than a -
very complicated mess of atoms. I do not think that the
passage of tne'atoms from the pond into the grass into the
the cow into Mr Zebedeus has affected tneir weight.

But this voint of view is merely metrical. It does not

go down to the ontolozical causes of Mr.Zebedeus.
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I think that the these precisions will do, at least to
show tnat the nroplem of evolution is a very rmmmiizatedzdme
intricate one. I have often been asked: "are you for or against
evolutiony " It the questioner expects me to answer ymzxxmx
by & yes or a no, then would say: '"whatever your opinion
mignt be, it is qe?tainly not mine." Tnis gyestion cannot
be answered by a yes or 2 no,. but by a treatise of philosophy.
And by what I have hitherto said, I have merely tried to
show that =& tfeatise would be necessary to answer tihat question.
I sincerely hopw you are not looking for iy in this lecture.
I would now like to suggest a few particular points .
of view from which we might. consider cosmic evolution. We might
define the process of eVOluR}on as an aspiration foward
"intemporality", since it -is a tendency toﬁard the spiritual
form of man, which, considered in itself,is above time.
Te mignt consider evolution as a tendency to overcome spatial
diffusion, as an apiration toward intellect and free will,
Weléi%&gggﬁdy evolution from these various viewpoints
in the verpsective of philosophy of science. In Philosophy of
science we take into account what has been established both by
nhilosophy and by science, and we try to weave iv all into a
harmonious whole.
In Lemaitre's tneory of the expanding universe, miyxsikgmm
physics reveals to us a world Starting from an immense primitive

atom, in which all the energy actually dispersed in the

- profuston ot heavenly bodies was originally condensed. This

atom exploded at the beginning of time, and our present universe
is nothing but the fragments of this explosion which continue

to fly away from oneanother. This theory mignt explain the

recession oY tne spiral nebulae. ZIkxxxzm On tne microscopic
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scale, the second law of thermodynamics, shows us an aging
universe, a universe which is continually breaking down,
and which will eventually be extinguished some time in the
future. Energy 1s being irreversibly degraded en tending
toward a state of thermodynamical equilbrium.

In the tneoryiof matations, bilology also showa a universe
adﬁancing by continual and successive explosions. Xaksx
But,in opvosition To the impo#erishing dispersion of the
§hysica1 world, life grows by increasing organisation. The
flower constitues a vprogress @g/the bud. )

Thereas tne physical world is vecombbg more and moré
disorganised, the biologist has mesmyeixXRXX observed that
thé organisation of life becomes more and more in£ense in
the course of time. Ve mignht liken these two opposite mo?ements
to.a chick which frees itself from the egg by bumsting
its snelle. The growing life ot the chick might be ¥smmarsd
fmxkh® an image of the general biosphere, or lite-sphere;
wheras tne bursting shell is an image of the beaking down
vhysieal universe.

It we look upon these opposife phenomena from the
viewpoint of philosbphy of science, we might say that the
impulse of life and its progress ix are responsible for
this brealjing down of the physical world, that the urge
of life is literaliy wearing it out.

Tendiﬁg toward a greater organisation, the mhx
disérganisation of the physical world is but x debris
of a universe absorbed in 1life. In this tightening organisation
fne biosphere is lifting itself more and more above the fragmentation
of soace, and above vénasning time. Absolutely speaking,

it is life which in the eftort to touch itself in
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consciousnessxzmxxztamxwwxx, tnat is,in acenter of immaterial
and spiritual density, disseminates space and time as the
the waters mf dispersed by the prow of a ship.

Life advances against the diffusion of time, it is a a
triunph over the scattering Ef physical time, and oblivion.
This is manifest in the increasing memory of animals. All
knowledge supposes a certain .degree of intempprality. In
knowledge, thazyaxtxdhdxkhexﬁnhnzazaznzititndxahaxx there
is not only a certain degree of independ@nce Lxomxkimexparmex
¥ixex relative to time, but also to space. In so far as Being
is living it is above space. And a being capable of knowledge
is oabove the diffusion and the separation of space in xam
as much as it is present to itself, and ip as mucﬁ as it
is capfable of assimilating its environment. Where space is
dominant, thiﬁgs are separated from oneanother: one is totally
outside the other: wheéés knowledge is essentially
compenetration.

In 1ife, the universe which is expanding from the physical
ﬁbint of view, is?$ounding back upon itself, and constitdés
in this contraction centres of inéreasing density, finélly
reaching man, in whose intellect the cosmos is present
to 1tself. e might represent the universe as two extremes
separated by space and time all they entail, tending to be
untted in consciousness, and in so doing, the world projects
this whole hierarchy of natural species, each of them being a step

toward this mxtxtmrx union.
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I have just sald that the biosphere is lifting itself
more and more above time. This is not Just a literayy
divazation, or a metaphore. If we arrange the plant species according
to their rapprochement of the animal, and the animal species
according to their rapnrochement of man, we mist say that
the vital impul;é which animates the cosmos from the very
beginning is educing from the‘potentiality of matter forms
emergze more and more above matter, essences which are
more and more one, and xixzkex ontologically simple. Now _
existence is always proportionnal to the essence. Quantum-
inicuique inest de forme, tantum .inest ei'de virtute essendi.
In other words,the duration of cosmic beings will‘ﬁe‘of
increasing simplicity. Natu;gl spécies will constitute a
hierarchy of durations, just as it constitutes 2 hierarchy of
essences. The animal will be less temporal then the plant.

This perspective is undoulitedly strange, since from
, the experimental point of view we measure the duration of
plants animals and man with the same clock.

But vrecisely, the perpsective of experimental scilence
and that of philosophy are profoundly ditferent. Physical time
is to be defined h& the way in wnicwe we measure 1it. Yow the
bases of physical measufmené is homogeneity. Fatural beings
may be measured in this manner in as much as they have an
element in common: corporeity. Now corporeity is characterised
by homogeneity. This su:ficiently explains rxExrEaxmmxwiy
the unity &f physical time.

But in philosophy we must take into account the whole
of natural beings: we must consider their heterogeneity

which constitutes each individual in a deverminate species.
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