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INTRODUCTION

Proposal for the Study

The dissertation will have three parts: analytic, heuristic, and synthetic.'

The first, and analytic, part will be a survey of literature covering 120 Neo-Scholastic
philosophers of the twentieth century, with sixteen philosophers from the Gregorian University in
Rome, eleven at other Roman universities and academies, thirteen from France, eight of German
extraction, two from Ireland, ten from Italy, thirty-eight from North America, one from Poland,
four from South America, seven from Spain, and nine from the Vatican. The special emphasis on
the Gregorian University is to test and describe the development of philosophy concerning
evolution among an inter-acting group of Neo-Scholastics. Analysis of a number of philosophers
is warranted because of the multiple implications of evolution, because of the desire to avoid

reductionism, and because the problem is not an easy one.’

'Franciscus Xav.Calcagno, Philosophia Scholastica (Naples: M. D’ Auria, 1950), 1: 217,
notes that for classical science (cognition through causes) both analysis and synthesis are required.
Analysis proceeds from the more complex to the simpler, from the particular facts to the more
universal, from effects to causes. Synthesis proceeds the opposite way, from the simple to the
more complex as a syllogistic proof is built up, from the more universal to the less universal as
general axioms are applied to particular cases, and from causes which demonstrate effects.
Footnotes and bibliography in this presentation will generally follow: Kate L. Turabian, A Manual
for Writers, 6™ ed. (Chicago: University Press, 1966); and citations from Aristotle, Aquinas, and
Latin classical works follow Turabian, Manual, 152: #8.127.

*Maria Teresa La Vecchia, Evoluzione e Finalta (Rome: Gregorian University, 1999), 4:
“Il problema dell’origine degli organismi viventi, se si vogliono rispettare le sue molteplici
implicazioni ed evitare di ridurlo ad uno spazio eccessivamente delimitato, dovrebbe essere
considerato dal punto di vista scientifico, filisophico e religioso. L’impresa non ¢ delle piu facili.”
Since this book is the recent course text (ad uso degli studenti as noted on the title page) for the
philosophy of evolution at the Pontifical Gregorian University, citations may appear frequently.
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The second, or heuristic, part will attempt to discover problems in terminology, problems
in judgment from the point of view of both philosophy and science, problems with reasoning
concerning the proof of evolution, and problems with belief and ideology. These problems will be
discovered from the survey of literature as preliminary conclusions.’

The third, or synthetic, part of the dissertation will be the development of a philosophy
course with reference to the views on evolution by Neo-Scholastic philosophers.* Thirteen theses
or propositions to be proved are listed below in three categories:

Evolution Philosophically:

1. Evolutionism is philosophically possible.

2. Evolutionism needs some concept of purpose.

3. Evolutionism is incompatible with Mechanicism.

4. Evolutionism is incompatible with Materialism.

5. Evolutionism is compatible with Hylemorphism.

Evolution of Man:

6. Certainly, man is essentially different from other animals.

*Calcagno, Philosophia, 1: 219, notes that although the analytic method is the best to
explore the genus of the subject’s properties, effects, and parts from the complex to the simple;
the heuristic method is precisely the method that seeks truth, and it is part of the analytic method
in terms of a conclusion. Jacques Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge, trans. Gerald B. Phelan
(New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1959), 195: “It (science) will likewise demand from it
(philosophy) those stimulations of the heuristic order thanks to which it may progress in via
inventionis. Thus, far from being linked with a mechanistic pseudo-ontology, it will be in a sort
of dynamic continuity with the specifically different system of ontological notions belonging to the
Philosophy of Nature.”

*Calcagno, Philosophia, 1: 219, notes that the diadactic method is the method is the help
to communication, and is a part of the synthetic method in terms of a conclusion.
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7. Possibly, the human body has evolved.

8. Certainly, the human soul has not evolved.

9. Future biological evolution of man is unlikely, and equivocal.
Evolution as Fruitful Idea:

10. Evolutionary abiogenesis is probable, but equivocal.

11. Cosmic evolution is possible, but equivocal.

12. Social evolution is unlikely, but equivocal.

13. Atheistic evolution is impossible, and equivocal.
Thus, questions will be raised and answered concerning three categories: concerning the
philosophy of evolution itself, concerning the evolution of man, and concerning the fruitfulness of
the idea of evolution. First, relative to each thesis in this proposed course of philosophy, an
attempt will be made to give the state of the question in terms of history. Then the participants in
the dialogue, or opponents, will be noted. Thirdly, definitions and divisions of terms will be
considered. Fourth, the question needing a reply will be proposed. Fifth, an attempt will be made
to give some philosophical foundations for each thesis from St. Thomas Aquinas; although it is
clear that a twelfth century philosopher and theologian did not directly treat the issue of evolution
which arose in the middle of the nineteenth century. Sixth, some attempt will be made to prove
each thesis philosophically in terms familiar to all Neo-Scholastics. Finally, some attempt will be
made to assess the level of certitude of each of the thirteen theses, since some statements are

proposed in a more serious way that others.



Evolutionism as Interesting

One of the first facts someone wishes to know about a thing is: where did it come from?
It is no wonder, then, that biological evolution, with over one hundred years of publicity behind it,
has become a household word.” This general and lively public interest has been nurtured by
continual scientific discoveries that confirm or critique evolution.®

Biological evolution has also become an issue of research for leaders in science, and an
object of debate in politics, education, and religion from the time of Darwin’s work. There has
been sharp debate, necessary and unnecessary public discussion about the consequences of
Darwin’s idea of common descent, especially as his theory touched upon the origin of man, at
which point the term “evolution” began to take on rhetorical overtones.’

In reaction to contemporary discoveries in science, there has been a demand for new texts
in philosophy. The Neo-Scholastic treatment of the philosophy of nature and its relation to the
old Scholastic traditions and principles in view of contemporary natural science have created new

discussions and a need for a new presentation.®

Raymond J. Nogar, The Wisdom of Evolution (New York: Mentor Omega, 1963),
Preface.

Geoffrey Carr, “The Proper Study of Mankind: Human Evolution,” The Economist 377
(24 December 2005): 9.

"Nogar, Wisdom, 28.

*Ignatius Smith, foreward to Cosmology, by Kenneth Dougherty (Peekskill, N.Y.:
Graymoor, 1965), 5: “...new texts...new discussions...new presentation.”
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Evolutionism as Current

The topic of the evolution of man has been current in debate over the whole last century.
The general public been very interested in the topic, and Darwin himself.” Educators have sought
direction about what to teach.'” Accordingly, in the United States the civil courts have been
involved."

Continued scientific discoveries have made evolution a frontier subject for scientists of
various types, not only in biology but also in physics, mathematics, geology, anthropology,

paleontology and genetics.'> Evolutionism has become a frontier subject for philosophers and

’Kate Kelly, That’s Not in My Science Book (Lanham, MD.: Taylor Trade, 2006), 75:
“Charles Darwin (1809-1882) makes headlines even now. His ideas were as revolutionary as
Galileo, Newton, and Einstein. Darwin’s explanation of evolution by ‘natural selection’
transformed our understanding of the living world...”

""Nogar, Wisdom, 327: “But perhaps most of our schools still teach evolution, not as a
fact, but only as one alternative...” Claudia Wallis, “The Evolution Wars,” Time Magazine, 15
August 2005, 30: “It has been only since the late 1980s and early 1990s that most States have
created science-curriculum standards as part of a national movement to bring more accountability
to education...In 1999, the Kansas State Board of Education changed its science standards to
eliminate evolution as an explanation for the development of humanity... The following year they
reversed themselves... They have reversed again, having just approved (in 2005) another set of
science standards that advocate exposing students to criticisms of evolution, such as intelligent
design.”

"Kelly, Science Book, 83: “In Dayton, Tennessee, in the 1920s, a court case came to test
the enforcement of a Tennessee statute that prevented the teaching of evolution in public
schools...John T. Scopes, a 24 year old high school biology teacher... The Scopes Monkey Trial as
it became known...brought together the two most powerful legal minds: Clarence Darrow for the
defense and three-time presidential candidate, and William Jennings Brian as the prosecutor...a
media circus... When the case when to the jury, the jurors found Scopes guilty after only an eight
minute deliberation.” Ibid., 85: “Biological evolution is the only scientific theory to have reached
the U. S. Supreme Court. In 1997, the Supreme Court ruled that Creationism is a religious belief
that cannot be taught in public schools. Yet discussion continues.”

2Jesus Villagrasa, “Evoluzione, Interdisciplinarita e Metadisciplinarita,” in Evoluzione, ed.
Rafael Pascual (Rome: Studium, 2005), 1.



theologians."

Evolutionism as Complex

The treatment of Evolutionism is made more difficult due to its complexity. Even ifwe
are directly concerned with the philosophy of evolution, the object of our study must be the reality
of evolution. However, the kind of evolution must be clarified. Total evolution involves the
emergence of life from inorganic matter.'* Partial evolution would demand involve less
transformation. But does this diminished consideration of evolution involve a single ancestor,
monophyletic evolution (like the growth to the Biosphere of Teilhard de Chardin), or several
ancestors, polyphyletic evolution?"> Does evolution stay within a given species, between species,
or extend up the ladder of taxonomy to classes, to phyla, and to kingdoms of living things?'® And
just what is the scientific mechanism that powers evolution, since not all scientists today agree

with Darwin’s natural selection and survival of the fittest?'” Further, theories of evolution are

BJosef Zycinski, God and Evolution, trans. Kenneth W. Kemp and Zuzanna Maslanka
(Washington D.C.: Catholic University, 2006), 5: “The overall point of the whole work is to show
Evolutionism in light of the dialogue between philosophy and the natural sciences... I turn to a
theological line of inquiry in order, if only in a general way, to suggest answers which neither the
natural sciences nor philosophy could attain.” Josef Zycinski is the Catholic Archbishop of
Lublin, Poland, and a Neo-Scholastic.

"“La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 6: “L’evoluzione totale andrebbe dalla materia inanimata...”
F.-X. Maquart, Elementa Philosophiae (Paris: Andreas Blot, 1937), 2: 522.

'“La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 62: “.. non va oltre I gruppi minori e non sembra affato
coinvolgere i gruppi maggiori.”

"La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 87: “E pertanto impossible sostinere che siamo e conoscenza
delle cause sufficienti dell’evoluzione.”



changing, so where some were weak, now they may be strong."® The complexity of Evolutionism
is not just an interesting fact, but leads even some Neo-Scholastics to add a chapter on the role of

the expert to their more direct arguments."

History of Evolutionism

Historically, Evolutionism consists of a complex of philosophic and scientific theories that
maintain superior species, animal or vegetable, are derived from lower species.

Among the ancients Pythagoras, Xenophanes, Empedocles, and Herodotus appear to have
conceived some type of evolutionistic idea. Modern authors claim to find some evolutionary
passages in these ancient thinkers, but such a view is not admitted by all. It is probable that these
early philosophers and thinkers knew the rhythmic alteration of earth, sea, and sky. Perhaps they
even guessed the true nature of fossils.*

It seems that the first evolutionist was Anaximander, who maintained that every living
thing, including man, had its origin from fish. Aristotle supposed that fossils had their origin from
mud, due to a rather imprecise “formative force.” Other ancient authors, such as the Roman

naturalist and historian Pliny the Elder (23-79 A.D.) held that fossils were a joke of nature (/usus

"Nogar, Wisdom, 29.

YNogar, Wisdom, 32: “The Role of the Expert: At the same time, there is an important
adjustment which must be made by the non-specialist in this project. The authority of the
specialist’s judgment in the matter of evolution...is great.”

2 a Vecchia, Evoluzione, 12.



naturae) by which shells and fish were carved into rock.”!

Some Eastern Church Fathers, such as St. Basil and St. Gregory of Nyssa, appear to have
a concept of evolution that approaches the modern view. They held that God had immersed into
material such forces or potentiality to produce the various species of plants and animals when the
ambient conditions were favorable.?

Among the Western Church Fathers, St. Augustine held that God created animals in a
form that was rudimentary or embryonic. God hid something virtual or potential in nature, to
which St. Augustine assigned the term “producing principles” (rationes seminales), from which
would originate all living things when circumstances were opportune.” However, this is not
modern evolution, since development does not occur from inferior species but from the embryonic
forms that lead individuals to be of the same species.

In the Middle Ages, the Arab doctor and naturalist Avicenna (about 1000 A.D.) returned
to the formative power theory of Aristotle. He also thought that fossils were a joke of nature, just
as Pliny the Elder. The contribution of Avicenna was a “plastic force” (vis plastica) which shaped
living organisms, but was incapable of endowing them with life.**

St. Thomas Aquinas was inclined to follow St. Augustine’s position on evolution. In the

commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, Aquinas said, “The opinion of Augustine is more

*'La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 317: “Dopo aver rapidmente indicato le concezioni che
nell’antichita facevano referimento al concetto di trasformazione evolutiva...”

21a Vecchia, Evoluzione, 13.
» Augustine De Civitate Dei 11. 9.

2La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 13-14.



reasonable than that of St. Gregory, and Augustine’s opinion defends the sacred scriptures better
against the attack of the pagans...and his opinion pleases me more.”*

In the seventeenth century, many thinkers considered evolution. Among these was the
Jesuit priest, Athanasius Kircher, professor in the Roman College, which would become the
Pontifical Gregorian University. Kircher held that God created only a limited number of animal
species. From this limited number, by means of the four types of causes noted by Aristotle and
operating both intrinsically and extrinsically, came all the other species which actually populate
the Earth. The position of Kircher corresponds to polyphyletic evolution, in which organisms
arise from a number of evolutionary lines.*®

It seems that some Renaissance philosophers such as Giordano Bruno, Lucio Vanini,
Francis Bacon, Descartes, Leibniz, Benedict de Maillet and others had some vague idea of
evolutionary transformation. Lucio Vanini was censored by the Inquisition for his views in 1619.
However, opposition to evolution was not just the view of churchmen. Early scientists also
opposed evolution. Cuvier (1769-1831) explained extinction of living things by some cataclysm,
and put emphasis on migration of animals. D’Orbigny, a disciple of Cuvier, maintained that there
were successive creations for new species. The naturalists of the time did not care much, until
Linnaeus (1707-1778) classified living things in his fundamental work, Systema Naturae. He

maintained that God created each species and there are no new species.”’

Until the Renaissance, everyone commonly held the theory of Fixism. This theory of

» Aquinas Scriptum in Liber Sententiarum 2. 12. 1. a.
2La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 14.

*Maquart, Elementa, 2: 518.



Fixism, or theory of Permanence, denies all mutation of species. Abiogenesis, or life from
inorganic matter, had been a problem for Fixism, but was eventually solved by its rejection.
Fossils had also been a problem for the theory. Exceptional thinkers, such as Leonardo da Vinci,
Andrea Cesalpino, who was a philosopher, medical doctor, and botanist, and Girolamo
Fracastoro, who was a scientist and author from Verona, all intuited the authentic nature of
fossils.*® However, the common opinion about fossils followed Pliny the Elder that fossils were a
joke of nature, with the addition that the formation of fossils might have been influenced by the
heavenly bodies. In fact, Charles Lyell (1830) determined that geological strata were not
necessarily caused by violent cataclysms, but the product of natural laws. Thus the hypothesis of
evolution from fossil plants and animals by generation was not accepted by Buffon, Bonnet,
Robinet, Diderot, Goethe, or L. Oken.

The real founder of modern evolutionary theory was Le Monnet de Lamarck (1744-1829),
who extended this evolutionary theory of descent to all species, with the exception of man.*’
Lamarck explained his theory of descent of all species by use and non-use of organs. By non-use
organs became weaker. Consequently, the pattern of life of the weaker, or stronger, creature
changed. Larmarck also invoked external changes to which living creatures, with stronger or
weaker organs, had to adapt. Not all living creatures were transformed in the same way. Plants

changed due to nutritional factors, while habits were also a factor for change in animals.

La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 15.

»La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 317: “...ci siamo soffermati su vero fundatore dell’evoluzione
moderno, J.-B. Lamarck. La sue dottrina non compresa e rapidamente dimenticata ¢ stata ben
presto superata nel favore del publico da quella darwinana che si continua actualmente nel
darwinismo o teoria sintetica.”
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Accordingly, functional modifications preceded morphological modifications. It is also notable
that Lamarck admitted final causality, which Darwin did not. Lamarck’s views were forgotten in
public opinion and replaced by the views of Charles Darwin.*

Charles Darwin (1809-1882) explained and defended universal transformism in a
materialistic form that excluded final causality. Darwin explained evolution by efficient causality.

The primary efficient causes of evolution, for Darwin, are cosmic and biological causes of
variability. Darwin supposed indeterminate variability in organisms so that there is no limit in any
part of a living thing by which it could become something else. In this way, transformation of
species could continue without a break.*!

The secondary efficient causes of evolution, for Darwin, are heredity, natural selection,
and sexual selection. Darwin drew on ideas that were already current in his time. The struggle
for life is also found in Hobbes, Adam Smith, and Malthus. This struggle for life allowed the
variability in individuals to be able to produce progress in which the individual remains the same,
but the more outstanding qualities obtained from variation are transmitted by heredity; for this
reason the struggle for life is called natural selection. Natural selection was proposed by Darwin
in 1859, but was already proposed by Spencer, who invented the term in 1852.

Darwin admitted some of the laws of his predecessors, although these were secondary to

variability and natural selection.” Darwin admitted Lamarck’s law of use and non-use of organs.

**Maquart, Elementa, 2: 518.

*Joseph Donat, Cosmologia, 3" ed. (Innsbruck: Rauch, 1915), 312.

32La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 20: “Darwin ritiene che 1’evoluzione sia avvenuta mediante il
giocco di due fattori: le variazioni individuali e la selezione naturale.”
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He also admitted Cuvier’s law of mutual correlation, also called the law of intrinsic relation of
mutual organs, which postulated that certain organs developed prior to others, for example, teeth
came before the stomach. Darwin also admitted the law of compensation, or the law of economy,
espoused by Etienne Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire and Goethe, which stated that one part of the
organism is proportionally debilitated when the organic humors build up in another part of the
organism.*’

Haeckel (1834-1919) was an important follower of Darwin. Haeckel pushed Darwin’s
theory to the ultimate consequences. Darwin, in 1871, maintained that man also evolved.
Haeckel, in 1866, anticipated Darwin in maintaining the evolution of man. Haeckel is also famous
for his attempt to prove evolution from the Biogenetic Law of Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire, who stated
that the individual embryo follows an observable pattern of growth that parallels the evolutionary
development of its species, namely that ontogenesis reproduces phylogenesis. Such a theory is
not in great favor today.**

Neo-Darwinism, or the Synthetic Theory, is a important development of the ideas of
Darwin. It was founded by Weismann, initially a follower of Darwin.”® He denied the Lamarckian

theory of use and non-use. He denied the role of heredity in evolution. He only affirmed natural

Marquart, Elementa, 2: 521.

*La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 54: “Non ¢ quindi applicabile allo sviluppo embrionale la legge
‘biogenetica fondamentale’ di Haeckel, secondo cui gli stadi embrionali sarebbero una ripetizione
degli organismi inferiori.”

3La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 39: “Al contrario, la teoria sintetica 0 neodarwinismo, che
proseque la concezione darwiniana, utilizzendo il caso e la selezione per dare un spiegazione
attendibile del fenomeno evolutivo, ¢ contrastata radicalmente da studiosi competenti. Questi
contrappongono ad essa non soltanto le loro critiche fondate, ma la realta stessa dei fatti.”
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selection, not only between individuals but between chromosomes of cell generation The Neo-
Darwinians continue to be materialistic and against final causality.*

Neo-Lamarckianism is among the modern theories of evolution. In France, this opinion is
represented by Giard, Le Dantec, and Rabaud. Others who hold the this theory are Eimer, Cope,
Kassovitz, Lotze, and Von Wettstein. The Neo-Lamarckians are against final causality, like the
Darwinians. They retain the explanation of mechanistic mutation, heredity, and both natural and
artificial selection.’’

The Theory of Punctuated Equilibrium (1972) was developed by Niles Eldrege and
Stephen Jay Gould. They are Non-Darwinians. This theory of punctuated equilibrium is an idea
that evolution, particularly the differentiation among species, occurs relatively quickly with longer
periods of little or no change. This theory is still under discussion.”® Pierre Perrier believes that
this “jump model” followed by Non-Darwinians is applicable to macro-evolution, in that it jumps
to “many” new forms of living things. The Darwinian position is adapted to micro-evolution, in
that evolution continues “in a straight line.”*’

Other modern evolutionists argue either from the lack of stability in the world, or from the

stability of the world. I. Prigogine and I. Stengers argue in 1981 that wherever they look they

find evolution, diversification and instability. On the other hand, Jacques Monod, writing in 1970,

**La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 317: “...teoria sintetica. Ma numerose e radicali sono le critiche
che studiosi competenti muovono a questa concezione evidamente materialistica e afinalistica.”

*'"Maquart, Elementa, 2: 521.
*¥Kate Kelly, That’s Not in My Science Book (Lanham, MD.: Taylor Trade, 2006), 87.

*Pierre Perrier, “Que Nous Apprend I’ Analyse Mathématique de la Micro et la Macro
Evolution?” in Evoluzione, ed. Rafael Pascual (Rome: Studium, 2005), 154.
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is a preserver of “periodical stability” so that evolution emerges paradoxically from a stable
context, not by an intrinsic change of form but basically by chance.*’

Adversaries of Darwin included the Fixists and a number of Anti-Fixists.*' The Theory of
Fixism, or the Theory of Permanence, rejects evolution and holds that species are created by God,
and this opinion is held by Cuvier and Linneaus. On the other hand, the Anti-Fixists accept
evolution but disagree with Darwin due to his monistic explanation of evolution, or because of
Darwin’s rejection of final causality, or because of Darwin’s view that evolution is universal.*

Evolutionists who are adversaries of Darwin due to his materialistic monistic explanation
of evolution are Cuénot and Davenport, who hold that evolution is directed by God. Cuénot,
nevertheless, holds with Darwin an exclusion of final cause.

Evolutionists who are adversaries of Darwin due to his rejection of final cause are the
Psychobiologists. Von Hartmann holds an unconscious will. He is a Neo-Larmarckian
Psychobiologist. He holds that all life (Law of Continuity) arises from inorganic material, and that
inorganic matter is endowed with unconscious psychism. He also holds that evolution develops
under the influence of organic intelligence (unconscious will) that is immanent in the living things
themselves. Bergson and Le Roy hold a vital impulse. Von Hartmann and Bergson are theistic

evolutionists.

*“Vittorio Possenti, “Vita, Natura e Teleologia,” in Evoluzione, ed. Rafael Pascual (Rome:
Studium, 2005), 224-225; cf. 1. Prigogine and I Stengers, La Nova Alleanza (Turin: Einaudi,
1981), especially 274; ctf. Jacques Monod, Il Caso e la Necessita (Milan: Mondadori, 1970).

*'La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 39: “Dopo tanti anni di studi e di richerche, I’evoluzione
remane ancora oggi un problema non risolto, sia per cio che concerne la spiegazione scientifica,
sia per le modalita con cui ¢ avvenuta e il suo sviluppo.”

“Maquart, Elementa, 2: 522.
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Evolutionists who are adversaries of Darwin due to his rejection of the final cause include
some who profess a final goal for “universal” evolution, such as Teilhard de Chardin, the
Dominican priest Leroy, and Dorlodot. These “universal” evolutionists profess the need for a
final cause and the need for some formal principle of being. They hold the soul is created by God.
They hold evolution is directed by God. They maintain that there had to be special divine
intervention for the appearance of the vegetative life of plants as diverse from the sensitive life of
animals, which are specifically diverse. It is possible, they hold, that evolution might extend to the
origin of the body of man.*

Some other evolutionists profess a final goal for “restricted” evolution, such as De Sinety
and L. Vialleton. Vialleton (died 1930) is the best of the “resticted” evolutionists. He is not a
Fixist, but holds to some partial and non-mechanical evolution. For Vialleton, evolution is
restricted to “formal species,” that is, to the lower levels of taxonomy, such as species, genera and
families, which differ by reason of external form or by quantity.** Further, he rejects
monophyletic evolution, which holds that all living species arose from a single lower ancestor.
The conclusions of Vialleton have been confirmed by Guyenot, even if Guyenot does not hold for

final causality.

“Maquart, Elementa, 2: 527.
*“Maquart, Elementa, 2: 523.

15



Chapter 1: LIMITS OF THE STUDY

The general intention of'this dissertation is to limit the study to the philosophy of
evolution to Neo-Scholastic philosophers of the twentieth century, with a special emphasis on the

Gregorian University in Rome.

Evolutionism and Evolution

What are the limits of this study concerning philosophy and science? This presentation
will confine itself, as much as possible, to the topic of evolution as a philosophical system, which
is Evolutionism. Evolution can be a scientific theory too, in addition to being a philosophy.

Philosophy, according to the Neo-Scholastics, is defined as the science of all things from
their ultimate causes as known by the light of human reason.' It is called a “science” because it is
knowledge that is certain and evident, deduced by reasoning from principles that are certain and
evident. It is called the science of “all things,” because it treats the Creator, and creatures
whether material or spiritual. It is “through ultimate causes” to distinguish it from other sciences
which study the same object “through proximate causes.” This separates philosophy from the
empirical sciences. For example, medicine might find that someone died from cancer (a proximate
cause), while the same analysis done philosophically finds that the cause of death was the
separation of the vital principle from the material (the ultimate cause). Among the differences in

the point of view is that the philosophical explanation applies to all deaths, so it is an ultimate

'Franciscus Xav.Calcagno, Philosophia Scholastica (Naples: M. D’ Auria, 1950), 1: 1,
“Definitio philosophiae. Quoad rem philosophia definiri potest: scientia rerum per causas ultimas,
naturali rationis lumine comparta.” See also: Aquinas In Metaph. 1. 3.
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explanation. Further, philosophy knows ultimate causes “by the light of human reason.” This
separates philosophy from theology, which also knows the ultimate causes by revelation.

As a scientific theory, evolution is the process which, over the course of time, plant and
animal species are successively generated.”> A fuller definition states that evolution is the
derivation of a very large number of kinds (biological species) of living things by means of a
tremendously long series of usually small (although sometimes large) cumulative changes from a
very few (perhaps only one) living ancestor. Note that scientific evolution is not a proven fact, at
least not to the satisfaction of the Neo-Scholastics.’

Fixism, or the Theory of Permanence, is a philosophic theory that holds species are fixed
without any evolutionary change between species. This is a possible theory philosophically, but is
not entirely concordant with new paleontological discoveries.*

Creationism is a philosophic theory that holds God created species, and is a theistic form
of Fixism. This is a possible theory philosophically, but is not entirely concordant with new
paleontological discoveries. Certainly, God is the creator of the world, but the issue here is the
precise creation of species.’

Materialistic Evolutionism is the system that holds the complexity of kinds of things

*Maria Teresa La Vecchia, Evoluzione e Finalta (Rome: Gregorian University, 1999), 7.

*lonanes Di Napoli, Manuale Philosophiae, 4 vols. (Turin: Marietti, 1955-1958), 2: 179:
“...possibilitas vel etiam probabilitas philosophica evolutionis spiritualisticae indiget adhuc
validioribus argumentis biologicis ut evadere possit vera doctrina scientifica.”; ibid., 2: 182:
“...hypothesis evolutionismi spiritualistici non est impossibilis; non dicimus quod sit iam doctrina
certa seu philiosophice vel scientifice probata.”

*Di Napoli, Manuale, 2: 179, “...de facto plures eam defendunt...fixismus...”
°Di Napoli, Manuale, 2: 179, ...de facto plures eam defendunt...creationismus.”
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(species) is due to accumulated changes brought about by the activity of merely material things,
all causality on the part of the Creator being excluded.® Another definition of Materialistic
Evolutionism, or Darwinism, is a philosophical theory maintaining the evolution of both man’s
body and soul. Among Neo-Scholastics this theory is universally rejected. Neo-Scholastics make
a clear distinction between bodily or material evolution (which involves change or becoming,
whose Latin term is fieri), and the spiritual soul’s creation (which gives man not just essence but
existence, whose Latin term is esse) Neo-Scholastics affirm the creation of the soul of man by
God. Neo-Scholastics affirm the notion that there is an essential difference between man and the
other animals, due to the vital principle, or soul, of man. However, evolution of the body alone is
not impossible.’

Spiritualistic Evolutionism holds that the soul was created by God, but the body had an
evolutionary origin. Di Napoli distinguishes this Spiritualistic Evolutionism to be of two kinds.

Spiritualistic Evolutionsim without divine intervention: Some hold that the body of man

had its de facto origin from a simian body without a special divine intervention. This opinion is

held by Mivart, Le Roy, and Teilhard de Chardin. Di Napoli rejects this type of Spiritualistic
Evolutionism.®
Spiritualistic Evolutionism with divine intervention: Some hold that the body of man had

an evolutionary origin with special divine intervention, in so far as God previously transformed a

Geroge P. Klubertanz, The Philosophy of Human Nature (New Y ork: Appleton-Century-
Crofts, 1953), 414.

'Di Napoli, Manuale, 2: 179.
*Ibid.

18



simian body into the human body and then infused in this human body a created soul. Catholics
who hold this doctrine are D’Hulst, De Sinety, Bouyssonie, Wasmann, Gemelli, and Marcozzi.
This second opinion of Spiritualist Evolutionism with special divine intervention is the position
defended by Di Napoli. Di Napoli holds that Spiritualistic Evolutionism with special divine
intervention is possible and even probable.’

This dissertation will limit its study to the philosophy of evolution in three general areas.
First, Evolutionism, considered as a system in itself, must be critiqued. Secondly, Evolutionism as
a system that involves man must be critiqued. Thirdly, Evolutionism will be critiqued to

determine the limits of the idea, in other words, how fruitful is the idea of evolution?

Evolutionism and Its Critique

Materialistic Evolutionism, or Darwinism, as defined above, is a materialistic philosophical
system that needs some critique. First, Materialistic Evolutionism is inadequate because it is
based exclusively on material causality. An illustration of that inadequacy can be seen in the
example of the material kitchen table. If Materialism only considers the material cause, there
would be no difference between the lumber, (the material of the table) and the beautiful table itself
(the formal cause, formed by the lumber). Further, only considering material cause, there would
be no need for a carpenter, thus excluding an efficient cause. Secondly, Evolutionism which
admits only the existence of matter seems to deny the facts of experience, in that there would be
no difference, on the one hand, between the material activity that is physico-chemical, and on the

other hand, life, sensation, and thought. Thirdly, Evolutionism which admits only matter

’Ibid.
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overlooks a basic principle of knowledge: we know what things are by what they do (agere
sequitur esse). Since Materialistic Evolutionism maintains that the nature of things is material no
matter how they operate, this is an assumption against the facts.'” On the other hand, there may
be some elements of truth to be found even in Darwinism, which is Materialistic Evolutionism. "'

Part of difficulty of limiting this presentation involves the large number of different
philosophies of Evolutionism. Dr. Maria Teresa La Vecchia of the Gregorian University says
there are about thirty different theories of evolution today, and her opinion is confirmed by a
number of other Neo-Scholastic philosophers.'? The biography of Vittorio Marcozzi, the Neo-
Scholastic philosopher at the Gregorian University who was occupied with evolution even from
the beginning of his career in teaching in 1939, states that he found new theories constantly
arising, such as Neo-Darwinism, Neo-Larmarckianism, and Puctuated Equibilrium. "

Can Evolutionism, considered as a philosophy in itself, be critiqued under a single

"Klubertanz, Philosophy, 379 : “...material causality...deny evident facts...assumption...”

""Claudia Kalb, “DNA and the Secrets of Who We Are,” Newsweek Magazine, 6 February
2006, 52-53: notes medical benefits from future genome testing in such populations as Amish for
polydactyly, as Ashkenazi Jews for Gaucher or Ty-Sachs diseases, or as of African ancestry for
sickle-cell anemia; although ethical problems with social stereotyping could arise, as feared by
Stanford geneticist Marcus Feldman.

2La Vecchia, Evoluzione, 32: “...sono state almeno una trentina di teoria diverse che
tentano di chiarire il fenomeno evolutivo.” Paul Haffner, “Evolution and the Magisterium of the
Church” in Evoluzione, ed. Rafael Pascual (Rome: Studium, 2005), 326: “...it is more accurate to
speak of theories of evolution.” Fernando Pascual, Evoluzionismo e Bioetica: I Paradigmi di V.
R. Potter, H. T. Engelhardt e P. Singer,” in Evoluzione, ed. Rafael Pascual (Rome: Studium,
2005), 358: “Dalle theorie (ancora in plurale!)...” Rafael Pascual, “La Teoria dell’Evoluzione:
Status Questionis,” in Evoluzione, ed. Rafael Pascual (Rome: Studium, 2005), 34: “...1a dottrina
dell’intelligent design...”

“His biography was reported “In Memoriam” in the newsletter La Gregoriana. 3
February 2007 <http://www.unigre.it/pug/rivista/ GREG22.pfd>.
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heading? No, it cannot. Since Darwin, there have arisen a number of different philosophies of
evolution. In addition to the basic philosophic problem of transformation of species, there is an
added question of progress by chance. Further, Positivist philosophers believe that evolution
progresses in a mechanical way, raising the questions of Mechanicism and Materialism. A deeper
study of the question of evolution raises the question about whether Aristotelian Hylemorphism
can give a satisfactory philosophical understanding of evolution, since the “species” of any

particular thing arises from both formal and material causality.

Evolutionism and the Philosophy of Man

In an attempt to limit the treatment of Evolutionism, why include the origin of man? Isn’t
man’s origin the same as any other animal, since man is a rational animal? Although Darwin
included man, body and spirit, in the evolutionary pattern of all animals, the co-discoverer of
evolution, Alfred R. Wallace, denied that evolution by natural selection could account for the
origin of man’s mental, moral and sociological faculties.'* Thus arose a precisely evolutionary
debate between those who put man totally within the evolutionary pattern and those who placed
man totally outside that pattern.”” Some modern philosophers, such as Maria Teresa La Vecchia

at the Pontifical Gregorian University in Rome, base their whole presentation of evolution in

“Klubertanz, Philosophy, 425: “Remember that from this analysis of possibility (of human
evolution) it is impossible to say what did occur, for it (evolution) is certainly not the only way in
which men could come to be.”

P“Raymond J. Nogar, The Wisdom of Evolution (New York: Mentor Omega, 1963), 128-
129: “...Darwin included man...The Descent of Man (1871)...In 1889...Alfred R. Wallace...book
called Darwinism...denied that evolution by natural selection could account for the origin of
man’s mental ...”
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relation to the philosophy of man. Since man is defined as a rational animal, what is man’s
evolutionary relationship to the other members of the animal family?'® What is the origin of the
body of man?'” What is the origin of man’s soul?'® Finally, what can be expected of man in the
future in terms of evolutionary progress? Since, at first, it may seem that this last question can
only be answered with speculation, not even La Vecchia gives much thought to the continued

meaning of evolution philosophically.

Evolutionism as Universal Law
Even with the intention of limiting the presentation of Evolutionism, some consideration
must be taken of its expansion to the level of universal law, and the consequences of this."

A number of philosophers, such as Spencer, have elevated Darwin’s biological views of

"Franciscus-Xav. Calcagno, Philosophia Scholasticae (Naples: M. D’ Auria, 1952), 56:
“Bruta animalia gaudent facultate sentiendi, sed carent facultate intelligendi.” See also: Geoffrey
Car, The Proper Study of Mankind: Human Evolution,” The Economist 377 (24 December 2005):
9, maintains a discontinuity between man and other species.

"Klubertanz, Philosophy, 425, among other Neo-Scholastics answer the question:
“Moreover, it seems possible that the human body could take its rise this way.”

"®Klubertanz, Philosophy, 425, with all Neo-Scholastics: “...God would create...He creates
the soul...”

"Michael Maher, Psychology: Rational and Empirical, 9" ed. (London: Longmans,
Green, 1940), 578: “The modern doctrine of evolution ramifies into a large number of sciences
and its satisfactory discussion involves a multitude of questions pertaining to biology, geology,
physical anatomy, rational theology, and scriptural theology.” Maher, Psychology, 394, adds to
the list of concerns about evolution: “Ethics, natural theology, ontology and cosmology must
meet...all these sciences are compelled to harmonize their conclusions.”
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evolution to the status of a universal law.** This raises some real and challenging questions. Not
the least is the question of the possible evolution of life from non-life, the question of
abiogenesis.! Does the universe itself evolve? What is to be said about the current views on
evolutionary society.” Finally, does the theory of evolution need to exclude God, the Creator,

and what can Scholastic philosophy answer to this atheistic position of Evolutionism.**

Neo-Scholasticism and Its Roots
This study intends to limit itself to Neo-Scholastic philosophers of the twentieth century.
Scholastic philosophy in the Middle Ages was the philosophy taught in the universities, the
“schools” from whence Scholasticism gets its name. Later when modern philosophy broke away
from traditional philosophy, those who continued to teach the doctrines of the great philosophers
of the Middle Ages became known as Scholastics. The term Scholastic philosophy is almost
equivalent to Catholic philosophy since it is the philosophy taught, by papal rescript, in Catholic

seminaries and universities even today.*

*Nogar, Wisdom, 176, “Dynamic Science - How Far Can the Theory of Evolution Be
Extended?” Nogar, Wisdom, 191-193: “Is Evolution a Cosmic Law?”

*'Klubertanz, Philosophy, 424: “The same explanation (evolution) can be used for the
origin of life.” Nogar, Wisdom, 179-182: “Biogenesis: The Origin of Life.”

*Nogar, Wisdom, 176-193: “Chapter Eight: Cosmic Evolution.”
»Nogar, Wisdom, 155-175: “Chapter Seven: Psychosocial Novelty.”
*Nogar, Wisdom, 294-319: “Chapter Fourteen: Evolution and God.”

»Brother Benignus, Nature, Knowledge, and God (Milwaukee: Bruce, 1947), 56:
“Thomism is one system...in every age there have been first-rate thinkers who have not adhered to
Scholasticism...The greatest masters of Scholasticism besides St. Thomas were St. Bonaventure,
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Neo-Scholasticism is the revival of the scholastic tradition in modern times. This revival is
due in large part to the encyclical of Pope Leo XIII, Aeterni Patris (4 August 1897).
Scholasticism never really died out completely, but had lost much of its vigor and popularity
among philosophers.*

Neo-Scholasticism is a system especially based on the philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas,
who was in large part an Aristotelian in philosophy.”” Before Aristotle, Parmenides (flourished
475 B.C.) proposed that becoming (change) was impossible, because being cannot come from
being (this already exists) nor can being come from non-being (utter nothingness, and from
nothing, nothing comes). Aristotle (384-322 B.C.), in reply to the problem of Parmenides, did a
brilliant analysis of change. Change, Aristotle maintained, is possible because between being and
utter nothingness there is an intermediate state, which is potential being or being in potency. This
is important for our analysis, for fundamentally, evolution is transformation or change. In

addition, it may be said that Aristotle was the founder of biology as a science. Some of the

the great champion of Augustinianism, and Duns Scotus, who embodied in his philosophy both
Augustinianism and Aristotelian elements. The former was a contemporary of St. Thomas and the
latter a half a century his junior; both were Franciscans...A few centuries later a Jesuit, Francisco
Suarez, added still another system to these great Scholastic philosophies.”

*Calcagno, Philosophia, 1: 9.

*"loannes Di Napoli, Manuale Philosophiae (Turin: Marietti, 1955), 4: 105,
“Reviviscentia philosophiae scholasticae est maxima ex parte revivicentia thomismi, ut hodie
indifferenter adhibeantur temini “schoastica” et “thomismus”; particula “neo,” quae praeponitur
illis terminis (Neo-Scholastica, Neo-Thomismus), indicat intentionem resumendi philosophiam
mediaevalem et eam complendi per doctrinas modernas cum ea compossiblies...explicationes,
deductiones, applicationes, evolutiones doctrinae antiquae et perennis in suo valore veritatis.”
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principles of Aristotle can still be useful in the analysis of the mutability of species.® While Plato
(born 427 B.C.) thought things perceived by the senses were real because they imitated ideas, for
Aristotle things are reality because they embody forms. The doctrine of Aristotle that sensible
substances are real embodiments of forms in matter, is called Hylemorphism (from /yle, matter,
and morphe, form). Aristotle also rejected both Materialism and the Mechanicism of Democritus,
and Idealism of Plato.”

St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), in the thirteenth century, did not specifically treat the
idea of evolution, which arose as an intellectual challenge in the nineteenth century. Nevertheless,
his principles and method are still important in philosophy. It is these principles and this method

that can be used to try to explain the phenomenon of evolution in its several aspects.™

*H. D. Gardeil, Introduction to the Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas, vol. 2,
Cosmology, trans. John A. Otto (St. Louis: Herder, 1958), 2: 19: “... Aristotle makes a critical
analysis of earlier doctrines. This analysis, thorough and trenchant, is an achievement by itself.
Especially noteworthy are his refutation of the Eleatics and his criticism of Anaxagoras. The
Eleatics had done away with the very possibility of change, so, in effect, doing away with the
problem of principles. Anaxagoras had gone to the other extreme, saying that the principles were
infinite.”

¥H. D. Gardeil, Introduction, 2: 39, gives the conclusion about Hylemorphism and other
theories of physical reality.

*Calcagno, Philosophia, vii: “Agitur secundo de Philosophia scholastica secundum
rationem, doctrinam et principia S. Thomae Aquinatis. Haec est enim Ecclesiae voluntas...et
aliunde omnes norunt Doctorem Angelicum inter scholasticos auctores, velut omnium principem
et magistrum , longe eximere.”
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Twentieth Century Renewal of Philosophy of Nature

The Neo-Scholastic philosophers of the twentieth century faced a double task.>' First, the
science of biology was just becoming modern in the twentieth century, so the material content of
the philosophy of nature in biology was changing. Second, the Neo-Scholastics had to answer
new problems that had not been treated in prior scholastic philosophy of nature (cosmology and
rational psychology), and so some of the formal principles of philosophy (finality, chance, space,
and time) had to be enlarged in new application.

Jacques Maritain called for a deep renovation of philosophy of nature. He maintained that
there was an essential distinction between philosophy and science. Scientific measurement
(empirométrique) was only a medium (scientia media) between pure mathematics and natural
philosophy, while modern descriptive sciences (emperioschématique) only lend themselves to
verification by experience. Therefore, empirical sciences keep to the more concrete notions, and
when they go a step further in analysis, they do not go to ontological but mathematical principles,
which fall short of the ontological degree of abstraction, in the opinion of Maritain. Accordingly, if
descriptive sciences would be as superficial and hypothetical as Maritain thought, they would not
be sciences at all, but only dialectical preparations for science.

The better opinion is that of Aristotle, who held that natural philosophy and empirical
science are one, since both treat mobile being and each is a part of the other. The Aristotelian

position is also the position of Mondin at the Urbaniana University, Selvaggi at the Gregorian

*'H. D. Gardeil, Introduction, 2: 9: “Clearly then the task is not easy that awaits the author
of a modern cosmology in the manner of Aristotle but without much of the Aristotelian matter.
The author must perform a double feat in one...separating...scientifically outmoded...build his
superstructure, a theory of the universe that is solely philosophical.”
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University and the Dominican priests at the Aquinas Institute in River Forest, Illinois, near
Chicago. The Aquinas Institute is also the location of the Albertus Magnus Lyceum, dedicated
to the working dialogue between Neo-Scholastic Thomism and empirical science.

The philosophy of nature in the twentieth century must be explored to determine if there
has been a development favoring essential difference between philosophy and science (Maritain),
or whether the dominant opinion will favor the unity of philosophy and science in a unified
(Mondin et al.) philosophy of nature.

Part of the philosophy of nature is the philosophy of “human” nature, which is an
organized, unified and certain knowledge about the nature of man, derived from experience and

through an analysis of his activities, characteristics, and powers.*?

Gregorian University in Rome

The use of the Gregorian University as a special limit is for internal and external
comparison. Historically, thirteen scholars have been identified as working at the Gregorian
University in Rome. These scholars’ lives have covered the whole of the twentieth century. These
scholars have interacted and influenced one another. Some of these scholars have taught the next
generation at the Gregorian University.”> Some are gratefully cited or quoted by their successors
in philosophy. A number of these scholars at the Gregorian University have been conservative,

due to philosophic principles or due to the consciousness that their centrality in Rome leads to the

*Klubertanz, Philosophy, 10, gives the definition.

SFilippo Selvaggi, Filosophia delle Scienze: Principi Fondamentali delle Scienze e
Problemi Cosmologici (Rome: Civita Cattolica, 1953), 7, notes with admiration the work of the
cosmologist Pietro Hoenen who taught him at the Gregorian University.
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conclusion that their views have some official sanction. Some of the other scholars are innovative.
Internal comparison should reveal any change of views during the last century. There is a
contemporary course on evolution being taught at the Gregorian University and the text of the
course is published.’”” This most recent publication should reveal where the position of the faculty
on evolution is now. Concerning external comparisons, Gregorian University scholars, usually
Jesuit priests, have produced texts in philosophy that have been widely used in other Jesuit
institutions around the world Have these texts influenced opinions of scholars in other
institutions?*® Accordingly, in a large survey of literature, the Gregorian University may be used as

a convenient yardstick.

Survey of Literature on Evolutionism

The analytic section will be limited to a review of literature on Evolutionism. Heuristic, or
discovery, will be a separate section, although analytic, to determine problems that arose
concerning Evolutionism in the survey of literature. The analytic survey of literature will review
120 twentieth-century Neo-Scholastics to determine their positions on Evolutionism. All of the
subjects of this survey would have had training in scholastic thought. Not all of the subjects of the

survey became professional philosophers. Not all of the subjects of the survey wrote books

**La Vecchia, Evoluzione, title page: “ad uso degli studenti.”

»Robertus Masi, Cosmologia (Rome: Desclée, 1961),16, mentions the origin of his
material from Hoenen: “Ut patet plura ex tractatibus cosmologicae iam editis hauriebamus, sed
paesertim optimum tractatum clarissimi Petri Hoenen, Cosmologia (Rome: Gregorian, 1931; 5"
ed., 1956) prae oculis habuimus, quo plura laudavimus.” Masi, Cosmologia, 17-18, also
recommends M. Liberatore, 1883-1884 at the Roman College, the predecessor of the Gregorian
University, and Filippo Selvaggi at the Gregorian University in 1959.
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specifically on Evolutionism, or directly on Neo-Scholastic philosophy. Nevertheless, the survey
should show how those trained in a Neo-Scholastic manner would approach the modern world,

with a problem like Evolutionism, a contemporary reality and an object of great interest.

An Academic Course on Evolutionism

The synthetic section of this project will be limited by the preparation of an academic
course on Evolutionism, the philosophy of evolution. Each of the thirteen theses will be stated,
given a philosophical background, then philosophically proved to the extent possible, and critiqued
as to certitude. Every attempt will be made to prepare an academic course on Evolutionism

following the lead of twentieth-century Neo-Scholastics.
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PART ONE: ANALYTIC EXAMINATION OF RECENT NEO-SCHOLASTICS

Chapter 2: SURVEY OF LITERATURE

The survey of literature attempts to do an analysis of a very large number of Neo-
Scholastic philosophers around the world. The survey includes those who were, at minimum,
trained in the Neo-Scholastic tradition during the twentieth century, or those who were the
founders of Neo-Scholasticism slightly prior to the opening of the twentieth century. Names of
authors are listed as found on the title pages of their books. Footnotes with major bibliographical
information are listed in this chapter, but verification of the every position of each author on
evolution is found in the appropriate chapter in the synthetic part of this dissertation, to avoid
repetition of the same notes and to place notes where the actual debate about proofs is located.
Listing of the 120 Neo-Scholastics was done geographically and chronologically, with some
adaptations.

Geographically, the following list is a reasonable attempt at classification. Since an
alphabetical listing of over one hundred philosophers would be very cumbersome, this listing
gathers philosophers by similar geographic area or linguistic area, except for some special cases:
those teaching at the Gregorian University in Rome, secondly for those teaching in Rome at the
various pontifical universities and academies, and third for popes trained in scholastic philosophy
but actually resident in the Vatican. The listing by language groups was an attempt to allow
comparison, in the event this might be possible. Of course, some authors wrote in Latin at one

time and in a modern language at another time. A reasonable attempt was also made to classify
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geographically the more international subjects of this study, such as Teilhard de Chardin, who was
trained in France, worked in China, and died in the United States. Another example of
internationalism is Ivan Illich, who was scholastically trained in Rome, obtained a doctorate in
Vienna, was active as a priest in New Y ork, was an educator on the island of Puerto Rico, and
finally opened a school of Spanish culture in Mexico.

Chronologically, this listing of philosophers includes those who have lived in the twentieth
century or influenced the beginning of Neo-Scholasticism in the early twentieth century. The dates
listed next to the names of the philosophers are usually the dates of publication of their more recent
major works. The reason for this method of dating is an attempt to show the interrelation of
philosophers who might have influenced each other, and to show the continued influence of the

Neo-Scholastics even to the end of the twentieth century.

Gregorian University in Rome

Franciscus Xav. Calcagno (1937).! With a doctorate in both philosophy and theology, he

'Franciscus Xav. Calcagno, Philosophia Scholastica, 3™ ed., 3 vols. (Naples: M.
D’Auria, 1950-1958; original 1937), esp. 2: 44-54. He rejects evolution in general, vol. 2: page
51: “Diversae species viventium (loquimur de speciebus veri nominis) non aliter originem
habuerunt ac per immediatam operationem divinam. Quod quidem confirmatur ex narratione
genesiaca, in qua species diversae viventium dicuntur institutae ab initio, verbo Creatoris.” He
rejects human evolution, 2: 51: “A fortiori repugnat transformismus anthropologicus, tum
radicalis, tum mitigatus... restringitur ad solum corpus.” He rejects spontaneous generation, 2:
45: “Generatio spontanea repugnat experientiae et rationi.” Calcagno rejects evolution
metaphysically because it contradicts the principle of causality, 2: 50: “Transformismus manifeste
contradicit principio causalitatis duplici titulo: a) Cum evolutio fiat a speciebus imperfectioribus
ad perfectiores, causa inferioris produceret effectum ordinis superioris; b) Casus fortuitus esset
causa ordinis constantis. Nemo dubitat quominus omnes organismi diversarum specierum prae se
ferant structuram mirabilem, harmonicam conspirationem inter varias partes, et finalitatem
evidentissiman in singulis membris.”
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was a Jesuit Neo-Scholastic professor of philosophy at the Gregorian University in Rome.
Eventually, he became Rector of the same university. He wrote a three volume manual covering
all of philosophy which was reprinted up to 1958. His philosophy is Neo-Scholastic, following St.
Thomas Aquinas. The language of his text is Latin. He attempts to answer modern problems
(“nostris temporibus accommodata”). His division of the philosophy of nature separates the
inorganic (Cosmologia) from life (Psychologia Inferior), and has a special treatment for man
(Psychologia Superior). He follows the traditional order (“ordinem traditionalem secutus sum’)
and sees no need to change the philosophical categories (“non enim video rationes vere cogentes
quae alium ordinem exigat”). His high quality work was designed as the text for philosophy
students in Rome, and the material is presented in thesis form and directly argued. Each thesis is
preceded by the state of the question, definitions, opponents. His arguments are mostly
metaphysical. Concerning content, Calcagno rejects abiogenesis, rejects evolution and rejects even
the possibility of the evolution of the body of man. Calcagno quotes Siwek, who was also teaching
at the Gregorian, and Donat who was teaching at Innsbruck.

Carlo Boyer (1939).> Boyer was a Jesuit Neo-Scholastic professor at the Gregorian

University and a member of the Roman Academy of St. Thomas Aquinas. His Cursus

*Carlo Boyer, Cursus Philosophiae, 2 vols. (Bruge: Desclée de Brouwer, 1939), 2: 183-
198, especially 2: 192: “Probatur ex notione naturae: Natura omnis ordinatur ad propriam
perfectionem et non ad sui destructionem. Sed omnis species proprie dicta est essentia quaedam
seu natura in se determinata et ab aliis essentialiter distincta. Ergo non tendit ad induendam aliam
speciem, scilicet ad cessationem suae propriae speciei... Probatur ex ratrione causalitatis: Non
potest esse major perfectio in effectu quam in causa. Atqui in hypothesi evolutionis specierum
propie dictarum, plus esset perfectionis in effectu quam in causa. Ergo haec hypothesis
repugnat...Propter hoc argumentum simul ac praecedens, tenendum est quod ‘oportet agens esse
simile facto’ et quod ‘simile fit a suo simili’ (Aquinas Summa Theologiae 1. 65. 4). See also:
loannes Di Napoli, Manuale Philosophiae (Turin: Marietti, 1955), 4: 57.
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Philosophiae manual had an introduction by Eugenio Cardinal Pacelli, later to become Pope Pius
XI1I, which praised the doctrine (from Aquinas), the order of presentation, and the treatment of
“modern” questions. The presentation is very well ordered, has great clarity using the thesis form,
follows the traditional order of philosophical tracts, and is very useful as a class text. Boyer argues
very succinctly and to the point. Boyer is useful in his treatment of evolution, he answers both the
Neo-Darwinians (Weissmann) and the Neo-Lamarckians. He holds the possibility (“possibilis est
evolutio intra plures inferiores gradus classificationis) of evolution “within” the lower grades of
classification, such as species, genus, and family. He denies evolution “between” species (“non
habetur evolutio ab una specie proprie dicta ad aliam”). He is interested in the origin of the body
of man, and denies it originates by evolution (“corpus hominis non est per evolutionem brutorum
formatum™). Boyer has an extensive treatment of Charles Darwin, whom he generally opposes.
Specific opposition of Boyer relates to Darwin’s view that the sensible appetite is just a complex of
sensations; Darwin’s opinion that beasts do not differ essentially from man; Darwin’s view that the
whole man, body and soul, evolved; Darwin’s systematic presentation of evolution; and Darwin’s
position that God is not demonstrated from order in the world.

Carlo Boyer is also a member of the Roman Academy of St. Thomas Aquinas. For
example, he wrote for the Academy journal in 1954 in Italian on the proofs for the existence of
God given by Aquinas. He noted that atheism and its increase is the scandal of our time. He noted
that never before in history has the negation of God been so audacious and so apparently
successful. The article on atheism is especially relevant to our presentation of evolutionary
atheism. In 1962, he wrote in French for that same Academy journal on “School Liberty.” This

was an activist article which noted that whoever cares for the good of humanity is very interested
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in the question of education. This article is especially relevant to our presentation on the
evolutionary future of man.

Paolo Dezza (1945)." Born in Parma, Italy in 1901, he was a Jesuit Neo-Scholastic
professor of philosophy at the Gregorian University. He became its Rector (1941-1951). He
wrote extensively on philosophy, including books in Italian on the origin of Thomism, the Italian
Neo-Thomists of the nineteenth century, and Christian philosophy. All of these works showed his
extensive Thomistic and Neo-Scholastic background. In metaphysics, he wrote in Latin for his
students at the Gregorian in thesis form. He gives citations from Aquinas, which are especially
useful for this presentation in the areas of chance and finality in opposition to Darwin, who had
alleged that evolution by natural selection was by chance. Dezza also gives useful principles such
as finality, vitalism, and substantial mutation, and also gives useful concepts involved with
evolution, such as chance, perfecting cause and material causality by eduction.

Dezza treats Evolutionism. He notes that experimental science has shown that
spontaneous generation does not exist, but it has not shown the impossibility of abiogenesis. He

rejects the position of Darwinism that the origin of man is from inferior animals. He rejects

*Paolo Dezza, Metaphysica Generalis: Praelectionum Summa ad Usum Auditorum
(Rome: Gregorian University, 1945). Paolo Dezza, Filosofia: Sintesi Scolastica, 5" ed. (Rome:
Gregorian University, 1960), especially page 130: “La scienza sperimenatle ci ha mostrato la
inesistenza della generazione spontanea, mon non ce ne mostra I’impossibilita.”; 145, “Da Darwin
in poi, cio¢ da quando si ammise I’ origine dell’uomo da animali inferiori, non si ¢ potuto
dimonstrare nulla di accetabile in questo ordine di idee.”; 146, “L’Evoluzionismo ateo repugna
filosoficamente ed ¢ privo di ongi valore scientifico.”; 146: “L’Evoluzionismo teistico parziale,
entro confini delle 