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From this perspective Bontadini interprets the Aristotelian metaphysics in this
way that its object, "being qua being", would be the things in movement and change
and that the first transcendent cause, the divine substance the essence ofwhich is think
ing itself, is in fact the prindple of our thinking experience of the things in change.
However, this interpretation fails the proper sense of the Aristotelian texts in two
regards: 1. considering the empirical things "as being" means exactly not consider them
in their movement and change but in their being. 2. Aristotle dbes not offer a meta
physics of human experience (likely to Kant's transcendentalism as theory of experi
ence) but a metaphysics ofa transcendent substance. The first cause (Metaph. XII) is
to be understood not as the pattem ofour reflecting thought but as a first transcendent
substance to which Aristotle attributes intellective divine activity, by conclusion, which
underlines the essential difference between human and divine intellect.
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Introduction: Divine Action in Contemporary Theology
God acts in the world. That this is true is an ancient Christian conviction
affinned everytime anyone prays that the Father's will be done on earth as it
is in heaven.' Understanding how this is true, however, is an ongoing work of
theology that in recent years has been taken up in earnest by scholars in the
science-and-religion dialogue. One has only to witness the profusion of books
and articles written on divine action to appreciate the great interest that has
been given to this subject.' These studies have been fueled by the ongoing
discoveries in the natural sciences that emphasize the radical contingency of
our evolving world. 3 How does God act in this type of dynamic world?
In this essay, I will focus on the narrower question of divine action in the
evolutionary process that gave rise to the 10-100 million extant species of life
which populate our planet today. Here again, scientific work on the story of
life has shown that it is a narrative penneated with stochastic processes gov
erned primarily by serendipity.' To put it another way, evolution is a sequence
of chance events, a series of accidental intersections of two causal chains. For

This conviction was defined a dogmatic truth of the Catholic faith by Vatican I in its Dog
matic Constitution Dei Filius on the Catholic Faith (1870): "By his providence, God protects
and governs all things which he has made, reaching mightily from one of the earth to the oth
/?T, and ordering all things well. For all are open and laid bare to his eyes even those things which
are yet to come to existence through the free action of creatures." (OS 3003; d Cate<:hism
of the Catholic Church, nos. 302fO
2
For a fairly recent and concise overview of the field. see ROBERT JOHN RUSSELL, "Does
'The God Who Acts' Really Act? New Approaches to Divine Action in Light of Science", in
Theology Today 54 (1997), 43. In my opinion, the most important essays written on divine
action within the sCience-and-religion dialogue can be found in the five-volume series,
Scientific Pe-rspectives on Divine Action, published by the Vatican Observatory and the Cen
ter for Theology and the Natural Sciences, Berkeley, CA, between 1993 and 2002.
] For a compelling and current description of our evolVing universe written for the non
specialist, see ERIC j. CHAISSON, Cosmic Evolution: The Rise of Complexity in Nature. Cam
bridge, MA, Harvard University Press, 2001.
• For overviews written for the non-spedalist, see ERNSf MAYR, What Evolution Is? New York,
Basic Books, 2001, and STEPHEN JAY GOULD, Wonderful Life: The Burgess Shale and the
Nature of History. New York, Norton, 1989.
I
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instance, a recent scientific paper published in the prestigious journal, Nature,
argues that one or at most two genetic mutations in the FOXP2 gene that
occurred sometime during the last 200,000 years of human existence is respon
sible for conferring upon human beings the physiological capacities to devel
op a proficient spoken language. s Genetic mutations of the type assodated with
FOXP2, however, are usually caused by one of two processes: random errors
in DNA synthesis or random errors in the repair of DNA'damaged by chemi
cal mutagens or high-energy radiation. 6 Both processes are mediated by the
error-prone molecule, DNA polymerase. Thus, it would seem that the .appear
ance of language, an essential element of human nature, was a completely
unpredictable event. From this, it should not take much more to see that, from
the perspective of evolutionary biology, the appearance of our own species,
Homo sapiens, must also be a random and unpredictable event. Critics of Chris
tianity have taken this and the other experimental results which point to the
pervasiveness of chance in the evolutionary process to argue that from with
in a worldview that takes science seriously, divine providence, the notion that
God causes and preordains all things from all eternity, is unintelligible.' Even
the believer may be tempted to ask: Given the random origins of human
FOX2P, did God really act here? If so, how did he act?
To show that the truths of revelation are intelligible, several paradigmat
ic models for divine action in an evolving universe have been proposed by con
temporary theologians working in the science-and-religion dialogue. The work
of five theologians will be discussed here. First, appealing to insights gleaned
from chaos theory, John Polkinghorne has argued that God acts in the world by
influencing 'dynamic patterns' or 'overall contexts' by determining the initial
conditions of systems rather than by means of transactions of energy.s In con
,

W. ENARD et aI., "Molecular evolution of FOXP2, a gene involved in speech and language",
in Nature 418 (2002), 869.
, For an exhaustive discussion of mutagenesis, see E.C. FRIEDBERG, G.c. WALKER, and W.
SIEDE. DNA Repair and Mutagenesis. Washington, DC, ASM Press, 1995.
7
Stephen Jay Gould has written: "It seems the height of antiquated hubris to claim that
the universe carried on as it did for billions of years In order to form a comfortable abode
for us. Chance and historical contingency give the world of life most of tts glory and fas
cination. I sit here happy to be alive and sure that some reason must exist for 'why me?'
Or the earth mtght have been totally covered with water, and an octopus might now be
telling its children why the eight-legged God of all things had made such a perfect world
for cephalopods. Sure we fit. We wouldn't be here if we didn't. But the world wasn't made
for us and it will endure without us." See his, "Pleasant Dreams," An Urchin in the Storm.
New York, W. W. Norton. 1987, 206.
• JOHN POLKINGHORNE, "The Metaphysics of Divine Action," in Chaos and CompleXity, eds.
Robert Russell, Nancey Murphy and Arthur Peacocke. Vatican City, Vatican Observatory.
1995,147-156.
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trast, as panentheists, Arthur Peacocke and Phillip Clayton, in different ways,
have proposed that God acts in the world in a radically intimate fashion - since
God is present in every physical interaction and at each point in space, each
interaction is a part of his being in the broadest sense of the word.· For Clay
ton, God can act on any part of the world in a way similar to the way we act
on our bodies. to Next, Nancey Murphy has proposed a bottom-up account of
divine action where God governs each event at the quantum level in a way that
respects the "natural rights" of the entities involved. I I God's action is such that
these events rooted in the quantum indeterminacy accumulate in regular ways
manifesting themselves as visible actions at the macro-level. Finally, as a process
thinker, Ian Barbour has suggested that God and the world should best be
described by interpersonal social models where reality is seen as a community
of interacting beings who affect and are affected by each other. 12 God is the
creative partidpant in this sodety who provides the basic structure and the nov
el possibilities for all the other members of the group.
As I read them, two points unite these diverse accounts of divine action:
they are similar in their common origin and their common end. First, these
models were constructed because their creators had all rejected the theory of
divine action as double agency - the solution proposed by classical Western the
ism - as incoherent or inadequate. 13 According to this classical model of divine
action, God acts in the world as a universal and primary uncreated cause act
ing through secondary created causes. ln this essay, I will argue that the five the
ologians mentioned above have failed to properly understand classical double
See ARTI-lUR PEACOCKE. Theology (or a Scientific Age. Minneapolis, Fortress Press, 1993, 135
183; and PHILLIP CLAYTON, God and Contemporary Science. Edinburgh, Edinburgh Uni
versity Press, 1997.
10 CLAYTON, God, 264. For an overview of different theological proposals that attempt to
envision the world as God's body, see PAUL GWYNNE, Special Divine Action: Key Issues in
the Contemporary Debate 1965-1995. Rome, Gregorian University Press, 1996,50-53.
II
NANCEY MURPHY, "Divine Action in the Natural Order: Buridan's Ass and Schrodinger's
Cat," in Chaos and CompleXity, eds. Robert Russell, Nancey Murphy and Arthur Peacocke.
Vatican City, Vatican Observatory, 1995, 325-358.
" IAN BARBOUR, Religion and Science: Historical and Contemporary Issues. San Frandsco, Harp
er Collins, 1997, 322-332.
J)
The term "double agency" was coined by Austin Farrer to refer to events that were pur
ported to be completely due both to divine causality and to human causality. See his Faith
and Speculation. New York, New York University Press, 1967. This resonates with the
Thomistic view to be described below which explains divine action by distinguishing
between primary and secondary causality. However. in contrast to the classical account,
Farrer does not ground his understanding of double agency in the metaphysically rich
notion of causality associated with the Thomistic ttadition. This absence makes all the dif
ference in the world. To distinguish Farrer's account of double agency with St. Thomas' ver
sion, I will refer to the latter as "classical" double agency.

9
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agency and the metaphysically rich account of causality which it presupposes.
When double agency is cast within the classical framework of Western theism
especially as it was articulated by St. Thomas Aquinas, it remains a coherent and
fruitful theological explanation for divine action in an evolving world. I'
Second, these contemporary models of divine action all seek to explain
what one theologian has called "noninterventionist objective special divine
action."" In other words, all these accounts are attempts to construct a view
of divine providence that holds that God acts in the world objectively and that
he does so without intervening in or suspending the laws of nature. This is
their common end. The five theologians do this by proposing either that God
works within the bounds of nature (Polkinghorne, Murphy, and Barbour) or
that nature works within God (Peacocke and Clayton, and in a sense, Barbour
as well). In doing this, however, all of these thinkers had to reject some basic
tenet of traditional Christian theism. Polkinghorne and Murphy deny God's
knowledge of the future, which remains radically open, while Peacocke, Clay
ton, and Barbour deny his transcendent divinity as it has been traditionally
conceived. In response, in this essay, I will argue that classical double agency
allows one to accomplish the task of explaining noninterventionist objective
special divine action without denying either the mystery of divine providence
where God knows all events past, present, and future, or the radical distinction
between the Creator and his creatures, the very distinction which, Sokolows
ki convincingly proposes, defines Christianity as the religion that it is. 16
Sacra Doctrlna, God, and Classical Double Agency
As Kathryn Tanner has correctly pointed out, the classical account of dou
ble agency as it was understood by St. Thomas Aquinas cannot be properly
understood outside the theological worldview from which it was conceived."
In a broad sense, St. Thomas himself would have agreed. He notes in his Sum
ma theologiae that articles of faith cannot be properly explained to someone

14

IS
16

17

As Terence Nichols has shown, the Thomistic account of classical double agency has been
the prevalent model of divine action in Catholic theology until recently. See his "Mira
cles, the Supernatural and the Problem of Extrinsicism" in Gregorianum 71 (1990), 23.
RUSSELL, "Does "The God Who Acts" Really Act?" S 1.
ROBERT SOKOLOWSKI, The God ofFaith and Reason. Washington, DC, Catholic Universi
ty of America Press, 1995. Note that the Christian distinction, the radical difference between
the Creator and his creatures, was defined an article of the Catholic faith by Lateran IV:
"Between Creator and creature no similitude can be expressed without implying an even
greater dissimilitude" (DS 806; cf Catechism of the Catholic Church, no. 43).
KATHRYN TANNER, God and Creation in Christian Theology: Tyranny or Empowerment?
Oxford, Basil Blackwell, 1988, 90-98.
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who does not have faith. 's In other words, to properly understand Christian
ity, one must be a belieVing Christian. Thus, our study of classical double
agency - or indeed, of any aspect of Thomistic thought - has to begin with a
proper understanding of the Angelic Doctor's theological perspective. Most
important, I would propose, is his conviction that theology has to be proper
ly understood as saaa doctnna, sacred doctrine, which seeks first and foremost
to understand God. 19 Theology is discourse about God (sermo de Deo), and it
is God who is the proper object of theology. To put it another way, theology
is about the divine perspective. Everything else is secondary. In fact, accord
ing to St. Thomas, every other being falls under the purview of theology only
because it refers to God as its beginning or end. w Understanding this theo
logical presupposition is crucial for our study because it stands in stark contrast
to the view held by many, if not most, contemporary theologians who would
not see theology in this way. As is commonly acknowledged, theology took a
subjective turn after the Enlightenment with its rejection of classical meta
physics. Today, I would venture to say that theology is properly understood
to be about God not as he is in himself but only as he is knownable to us. In
other words, modern theology is about the human experience of the sacred.
God is secondary. The implications of this radically anthropoc~ntric view of
theology, especially its effect on the modem understanding of double agency,
will become more apparent below. For now, however, we simply note that St.
Thomas and his account of double agency can only be appreciated if we brack
et this modern perspective with its anti-metaphysical bias.
Saaa doctrina is about God. Accordingly, before discussing divine action,
we first need to discuss God. As the scholastic principle put it, every agent only
acts according to its nature. Therefore, in the case of divine agency, we have to
talk about the Divine Agent. We have to talk about God. In doing this, we fol
low in the footsteps of the Angelic Doctor who, it is said, never ceased to pester
his childhood teachers with the simple question: Quid est Deus? What is God?
The passionate drive to answer this question propelled St. Thomas to the
heights of contemplative prayer and to a profound insight of theological bril
liance: After a careful metaphysical analysis of certain features of creation, he
articulated that God must be unlike any other being in the world if he is to
be its cause. he alone must be ipsum esse per se subsistens, a subsistent act of

18
14

2lJ

ST THOMAS AQUINAS, Summa theologiae, New York, BenZinger, 1947, la, 1,8.
Summa theologiae, la, 1, 7. For an insightful exposition of St. Thomas' understanding of sacra
doctrina, see LAWRENCE). DONOHOO, O.P., "The Nature and Grace of Sacra Doctrina in
St. Thomas's Super Boetium de Trinitate" in The Thomist 63 (1999), 343.
Ibid.
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existing. 21 To put it another way, God's essence is his existence. He is pure act.
This insight about God lies at the heart of Thomistic theology. Everything else
including St. Thomas' understanding of double agency flows from this defini
tion of God.
A modern may ask: why should we even bother with St. Thomas' for
mulation of God as ipsum esse, subsistent existence? One response is to point
to its great explanatory power and its ability to unify a; enormous amount
of theological data. 22 Understanding God in this way has illumined many
aspects of the Christian tradition. It is a proposition that lies at the heart of a
coherent theological synthesis. Two facets of this vision will be highlighted
here because they are intimately related to 51. Thomas' account of divine
agency. First, understanding God as self-subsistent existence has clarified the
received view of God articulated by the Church as she has reflected upon Sacred
Scripture. Second, It has clarified the Christian distinction that observes a rad
ical difference between the Creator and his creatures.
First, there is the clarification of our understanding of God. According
to St. Thomas, God is simple, perfect, good, infinite, immutable, eternal and
one - the divine attributes found in the Tradition - because by nature, as a
being of pure act, he does not have and cannot have any potencies waiting
to be actualized. Saying these things, however, does not mean that we under
stand what God is. As a self-subsisting act of existing, God is a radically unique
type of being. Thus, according to St. Thomas, we should not expect the human
intellect to comprehend the uncreated God since its knowledge of things is
limited by its created nature. 23 So, God will always surpass anything that we
as creatures can know about him. 24 We do not and cannot comprehend him. Z5
In fact, we come to know God more the more we understand that he exceeds
everything we can understand about him. 26 Thus, St. Thomas will conclude
"

21

23

"
2.1

U

Summa theologiae la, 3, 4. I believe that 51. Thomas' most powerful argument for God as
ipsum esse per se subsistens can be found in his early opusculum, De ente et essentia 4 §§6-7.
See ST. THOMAS AQUINAS, On Being and Essence, trans. Armand Maurer, 2"' rev. ed. Toron

to, Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1968,55-57.
For a comprehensive discussion of the place of explanation both in theology and in sci
ence, see PHILIP CLAYTON, ExplanlJtion from Physics to Theology. New Haven, CT: Yale Uni
versity Press, 1989.
Summa rheologiae la, 12, 4.
Summa rheologiae la, 12, 7.
Summa rheologiae la, 12, 1 ad 3. There are numerous scriptural passages which would sup
port 51. Thomas here. For instance, God proclaims through the prophet Isaiah: "My
thoughts are not your thoughts, nor are your ways my ways, says the Lord. As high as the
heavens are above the earth, so high are my ways above your ways and my thoughts above
your thoughts" (Isa. 55:8-9, RSV).
Summa rheologiae lIa-lIae, 8, 7.

IN DEFENSE OF DOUllLE AGENCY IN EVOLUTION: A Rf.';PONSE TO FIVE MODERN CRITlCS

953

that we are limited to knowing what God is not, rather than what he is. 27 As
we shall discuss below, many contemporary theologians, failing to see this, mis
understand the proper implications of St. Thomas' account of double agency.
Judging God to be ipsum esse per se subsistens also clarifies the distinc
tion between the Creator and his creatures. As noted above, for St. Thomas,
God alone is self-subsistent existence. In contrast, all other beings, all other
creatures, are not God predsely because their act of existing has been received
from God who alone is self-existing. In scholastic terminology, the esse of every
creature (esse commune) is a partidpation in the Esse who is God (esse divinum).
Accordingly, there is an intimate relationship between creation and its Creator.
This would explain the empirically verifiable contingency of a universe that
could have been otherwise - it is the product of a creative act of a personal
agent. 28 Here, St. Thomas provides an answer to Stephen Hawking's quest for
an explanation for the inteUigibility of the ordered universe. 29
Significantly, the distinction between Creator and creature as beings with
self-subsistent and derived acts of existing respectively also protects the integri
ty of both the Creator and the creature. In other words, within the Thomistic
conceptual framework, the creature is able to have a distinct and in a quali
fied sense, independent nature without severing its dependence upon its Cre
ator. The creature's nature is distinct from the divine nature because it has its
own essence which it receives from God. However, it remains radically depend
ent upon that same divine nature for its existence. Consequently, the creature,
because it possesses its own nature, is able to act according to that nature as a
true cause without violating the Creator-creature relationship. In this way, the
creature can claim some autonomy in its actions. Indeed, St. Thomas argued
that it is fitting and proper that God create creatures that can act as true caus
es since this better reflects his power. 30 It manifests a greater benevolence to
impart causality than to withold it. To illustrate this using a crude analogy, note
that In a sense, it would be more fitting for God to make a book write itself
rather than to write it himself, since only he could accomplish the former while
27

Summa theologine la, 1,9, ad 3. For an insightful discussion of the incomprehensibility of

God, see PHILLIP CARY, "The Incomprehensibility of God and the Origin of the Thomistic
Concept of the Supernatural" in Pro Ecclesia 11 (2002), 340.
,. For a discussion of the theological import of the contingency of the universe, see THOMAS
F. TORRANCE, Divine and Contingent Order. Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1981.
" "What is it that breathes fire into the equations and makes a universe for them to gov
em? Although saence may solve the problem of how the univer.;e began, it cannot answer
the question: Why does the univer.;e bother to exist? I don't know the answer to that."
Stephen Hawking, quoted by Michael Reagan in The Hand o(God. Kansas City, MO, Andrews
McMeel PubUsher.;, 1999, 72.
JO Summa rheologine la, 103, 6.
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even rational creatures could accomplish the latter. Thus, for the Angellc Doc
tor, God is the primary cause giving existence to creatures who, acting accord
ing to the powers of their natures, are true secondary causes.
With St. Thomas' theology of creation in mind, we can now turn to a
more in-depth discussion of his account of double agency. God acts in the
world as a primary cause working through secondary cre<ited causes. As dis
cussed above, this account of divine action is rooted in the divine act of giv
ing existence to a creature's nature and its associated powers. In an analogous
sense - and I stress the analogous here - God is like the carpenter who makes
a puppet. It is only an analogy because God in creating the puppet gives the
puppet its own nature in a way Geppetto could never have created Pinocchio.
It is only God who is able to both make the craftsman and his making of the
puppet. Thus, divine causality cannot be understood as efficient causality as
we see it within the creaturely realm. When God acts as efficient cause in cre
ating a creature, he does not make it move as creaturely agents would make
things they create, move. Rather God makes the creature movable so that it
can move itself. Further, as Creator, God is not simply the efficient cause for
the existence and actions of his creatures. Since he gives each creature its
nature, he is also responsible for its material, formal and final causes. First, by
making a being a particular eXisting kind of thing here and now, God speci
fies its material and formal cause. Next, by giving a being a nature which is
ordered to a particular end, God acts as its final cause in that the good the crea
ture seeks is a likeness of the divine perfection and goodness. 31 Thus, when a
creature acts, God acts in and through it by sustaining it in existence and giv
ing it the nature that is the principle, the source, of its actions. All of these
facets of classical double agency are only possible because God is self-subsis
tent existence.
Finally, we must deal with double agency and the question of the exis
tential nature of both physical events and personal actions in the world. lf God
acts through every event in the universe as a primary cause working through
true secondary causes, then how can any event be truly random or contingent
or, with respect to created persons, free? Putting it another way, if God knows
that every event is going to happen, then how can it be truly random or con
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tingent or, again, with respect to Cieated persons, free? To respond to these ques
tions, we must first note that technically, it is not adequate to say that God
knows existing things from their coming to be. As a being of pure act, God does
not know passively as created persons know. In fact, since his acts of knowing
and of willing are the same act, indistinguishable from the act of existing that
is his essence, God's act of knowing is identical to his act of creating. Thus, it
is more accurate to say that existing things exist precisely because God knows
them as existing. Further, God knows each existing being in all its existential
particularities. Accordingly, events are contingent because God, in knowing
them as contingent, gives them existence, precisely as contingent events. 32 He
wills them to be contingent in assigning them contingent causes and he wills
them to be such because of his wisdom and goodness to create a diverse uni
verse. In the same way, events are necessary because God knows and wills them
as such. And most significantly, human persons are free and capable of free acts
only because God knows them as free creatures with powers and capacities that
are by nature, free. 33 In sum, God as ipsum esse per se subsistens is able to act as
a true cause without violating the natures of things precisely because he is the
source of their existence and the end of their striVing.
Double Agency in Evolution
It should now be clear that divine action described as double agency is
compatible with an evolving world of contingent and serendipitous events.
The perceived problem of reconciling a changing world and a non-changing
God who are in relationship with each other is a non-starter. The created order
is an evolving one precisely because God knows it as evolving and gives it exis
tence as such. Thus, there will always be a radical relationship of existential
dependency of creature on Creator. Within the context of this relationship,
God acts through every being as First Cause by giving it both its existence and
the particular nature that empowers that being to act in its species-specific
way.3' He also acts through every event as First Cause by giving that event its
existence precisely as contingent, necessary, or free. In sum, God is the cause

Summa theologiae la, 19,8. Here, to say that something happens by chance is simply to
say that it is not determined by some particular kind of natural or physical cause. To say
that something happens contingently is to say that its proximate causes are not sufficient
to determine it uniquely. (cf. Summa theologiae la, 103, 7). See WILLIAM P. ALSTON, "God's
Action in the World," in Evolution and Creation ed. Eman McMullin. Notre Dame, IN, Uni
versity of Notre Dame Press, 1985, 197-220.
33 For discussion, see BRIAN J. SHANLEY, O.P., "DiVine Causation and Human Freedom in
Aquinas" in American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 72 (1998), 99.
" Summa theologiae la, 105, 5.
32

3\

To illustrate this point using an often dted example, note that when a carpenter makes a
saw he makes it out of a particular material, say steel instead of plastic (its material cause),
and in a particular way, say with a serrated edge rather than a smooth edge (its formal
cause), because he intends it to cut wood (its final cause). In a loose manner, one can say
that he gives the saw its "nature" because he wishes to use it to accomplish a particular task.
Similarly, God in creating a creature gives it a nature that has a dynamic tendency towards
its own perfection as an end.
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of all action because other beings can act only because they have essences and
acts of existence that come from him.
Returning to the evolution of human FOXP2, let us say for the sake of dis
cussion that the mutation which gave rise to language use occurred when a par
ticular DNA polymerase was repairing a DNA strand damaged by high energy
radiation. According to the classical account of double agen,CY, God acts in this
event as efficient cause because he gives the DNA strand and the DNA poly
merase their existence. Furthermore, he gives them their natures. The DNA
strand can be repaired by the DNA polymerase because God made them what
they are. Indeed, the DNA polymerase was able to introduce a random mutation
into the FOXP2 gene precisely because God knew it and thus created it as error
prone and capable of randomly making mistakes. In introducing the genetic
mutation into the DNA strand, the polymerase was functioning according to
its nature. It was striving for its end that was established by God as Final Cause.
Finally, the mutagenic event can be said to be ordained from all eterni
ty, and in this sense be providential, because in knowing the DNA polymerase
as error prone, God knows it as error-prone and existing at a particular time
and place. The random event which gave rise to human FOXP2 occurred at the
time and place that it did because God knew it and allowed it to exist precisely
as happening in our past rather than in our present or in our future. For God,
however, all these created temporal events are present to him simultaneously
in the eternal hic et nunc. 35 Evolution understood within the perspective of clas
sical theism would consist of innumerable events of this type where God work
ing as First Cause determines, as only God can in an analogous and uniquely
divine sense, the course of events, including the disappearance and appearance
of disparate species, by working through natures and individuals which he has
brought into existence at particular times and places.
Five Modern Critics of Classical Double Agency: ObJections and
Respo.nses
Three kinds of objections have been put forward against classical double
agency. First, its critics have argued that double agency explains nothing. John
Polkinghorne, following Arthur Peacocke, is one of these critics. Describing
double agency (especially as it was formulated by Austin Farrer), he writes:

The secondary web of created causality is treated as being
complete and unriven. Yet the primary causality of God
"

For a discussion of the relationship between divine causaUty and divine foreknowledge in
St. Thomas Aquinas, see BRIAN J. SHANLEY, O.P., "Eternal Knowledge of the Temporal in
Aquinas", in American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 71 (1997), 197.
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is supposed nevertheless to be ineffably at work in and
through these created causalities. How this is so is not
explained. Indeed Farrer would regard it as risking mon
strosity and confusion if one were to attempt to discern
the "causal joint" by which divine proVidence acts. It is
not clear to me what is gained by so apophatic an account
of God's action. In the end, the answer seems to be "God
only knows." I agree with Arthur Peacocke's judgment on
the paradox of double agency that it "comes perilously
close to that mere assertion of its truth. "36
Elsewhere, Polkinghorne complains that double agency is theological
double speak because it reduces theological discourse to two language games:
[5]ome of us feel that the deep obscurity involved in the
idea of double agency, operating simultaneously through
both primary and secondary causalities, carries with it the
danger that the discussion might turn out to be no more
than double talk. [...] The strategy represents an extreme
case of a "two-languages" approach to understanding how
theology and science relate to each other. Their discussions
are treated as independent, so that they can talk past each
other at different levels of discourse. The two disciplines
might then be considered as presenting two different par
adigms or involving participation in two different lan
guage games]'
So, is double agency just a matter of meaningless propositions?
To respond, I would point out that language reflects reality. Polking
horne is troubled because the explanation for divine action proposed by dou
ble agency is not clear: How exactly does God work through secondary caus
es? How exactly can God work as an efficient cause in personal action with
out violating the freedom of free creatures? When asked about mechanism,
however, the proponent of double agency can only respond with silence.
Polkinghorne interprets this silence as surrender that is "only to be under
taken if it proves impossible to make any satisfactory conjecture about the

l6

37

POLKlNGHORNE, "The Metaphysics of Divine Action," 150. Quoting ARTHUR PEACOCKE,
Theology (or a Scientific Age," p. 149.
JOHN POLKINGHORNE, "God in Relation to Nature: The 1998 Witherspoon Lecture."
Available at http://www.ctinquiry.org/publications/polkinghome.htrn. Accessed on Sep
tember 23, 2002.
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causal joint of God's agency."38 He adds, "I do not believe we are in so des
pera te a case."
Polkinghorne (and Peacocke), however, have failed to fully understand
the account of classical double agency. Again, language reflects reality, and the
medievals recognized this. Thus for them, the silence of double agency so crit
icized by these two modern theologians is simply the recognition that the
human intellect is unable to describe divine action in as much detail as one
would expect with creaturely action precisely because it lies beyond our ken.
To claim that we should be able to explain divine action in detail comparable
to that found in a description of human action is to already presume that they
belong to the same order of reality. This presupposition is symptomatic of the
anthropocentric stance of contemporary theology. However, it is not reason
able: God is God and we are not.
Similar scenarios involving an inability to adequately explain phenome
na beyond our experience occur in everyday life. Imagine trying to explain
either color to an individual born blind or snow to someone from the Sahara
desert. Though one could talk about different wavelengths of radiant energy
or crystalline structures of water which obey the laws of fractal geometry, these
explanations would forever remain opaque to the listener. The clarity and pre
cision of explanations presume some experience of what is being explained.
Even in science - even in the quantum physiCS so dear to Polkinghorne's heart
_ this is true. Who can really claim that he understands the quantum descrip
tion of an electron?39 What does it really mean to say that an electron is both
a particle and a wave, or that a single electron particle can simultaneously move
through two adjacent slits in a wall? To the ordinary person (and I would even
daresay, to the quantum phYSicist), the particle-wave explanation for the elec
tron is opaque.' o It is not completely intelligible because it is apophatic - the
only real claim of the quantum explanation is that an electron is neither a par
ticle nor a wave. It is something else. It is apophatic language that is accept
able to the scientist because it reflects a mathematical reality that is beyond
our own everyday non-quantum, macrolevel experience. If this is acceptable,

'" POLKJNGHORNE, "The Metaphysics of Divine Action," lSI.
" For popular expositions of quantum physics, see JOHN POLKINGHORNE, The Quantum
World. Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1984, and NICK HERBERT, Quantum Reality.
New York, Doubleday, 1985.
., As physicist and theologian, Ian Barbour has noted, the atomic particle of quantum theo
ry cannot be pictured at all: " {Njo unified model of the atom has been developed in quan
tum theory. (... J The atom is inaccessible to direct observation and unimaginable in terms
of sensory qualities; it cannot even be described coherently in terms of classical concepts
such as space, time and causality." See his Religion and Science, 167.
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then a fortiori, should not our apophatic descriptions of the activities of a Being
who is an eternal, immaterial, personal act of self-subsisting existence - a Being
forever beyond our human experience - also be acceptable?
Polkinghorne could retort that the apophatic language of quantum physics
is acceptable only because it preserves the unified mathematical formulation
of the quantum world. What does the apophatic language of double agency pre
serve? Simply, the apophatic language of double agency protects the transcen
dence of God. lt preserves his identity as ipsum esse per se subsistens. However,
it does so precisely in order to preserve his immanence. Only a God who is self
subSistent existence, according to St. Thomas, can create ex nihilo and then sus
tain existing things. More importantly, only a God who is self-subsistent exis
tence can ultimately save us because only this type of God can work from with
in to radically transfonn the Christian into a saint capable of believing perfectly,
hoping perfectly and loving perfectly. As noted above, Polkinghorne writes: "It
is not clear to me what is gained by so apophatic an account of God's action."
Simply, for St. Thomas, our existence and our salvation.'1
Second, its critics have argued that double agency leaves no place for mir
acles. Nancey Murphy writes that the approach of double agency has sought
to hold divine action and natural causation together: God acts in and through
the entire created order. However according to Murphy, this approach "leaves
no room for any sort of special divine action.""
In my view, Murphy has not appreciated the richness of classical double
agency and its associated account of causality. According to this account of
divine action, God acts in the world as a primary uncreated cause acting
through secondary created causes. This, however, does not exclude God's act
ing directly in the world as a primary unmediated cause. Thus, miracles, or
direct special divine actions as they are called today, would involve a mode of
God's action in the world where he chooses to produce the effects of second
ary causes without them or by prodUcing certain effects to which secondary
causes do not extend.'3 To illustrate this, note that nonnally, the President as
commander-in-chief effects his wishes through the chain-of-command with
in the military. However, this does not preclude him from bypassing his gen

"

It is interesting to note the link between 51. Thomas' account of divine agency and the
Catholic conviction that justification involves the radical interior transformation and dei
fidation of the Christian. I would claim that any account of divine action that seeks to be
faithful to the Catholic tradition must be able to explain God's work in the process of sanc
tification described and experienced by the Church's saints and mystics.
" MURPHY, "Divine Action in the Natural Order," 333.
., Summa theologiae, la, 105,6.
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erals and officers and taking command of a platoon on the battlefield. In the
same way, God normally works through secondary created causes. However,
he is still free to act directly when necessary. Not surprisingly, the classical
account of double agency is open to the miraculous."
This reply should also sufficiently respond to the apparent objection
made by Ian Barbour who has contended that it is proble~atic that with dou
ble agency, creation and redemption are conUasting rather than similar modes
of divine action'S One can answer him by pointing out that creation and
redemption can be distinguished into two different moments. Creation ex nihi
10 and the incarnation are one-time events that are properly speaking both
miraculous in that they are manifestations of God's acting as an unrnediated
primary cause. In contrast, the creative act of God made visible as the gover
nance of creation and the redemptive act of God working through the Incar
nate Word are temporally distended events which properly speaking are exam
ples of mediated divine action. In the former case, God works through the
created natures of his creatures. In the latter case, he works through the cre
ated humanity of his incarnate Son. Thus, creation and redemption are simi
lar modes of divine agency.
Finally, in the context of the second objection put forward by critics of
double agency, we need to discuss the question of divine action and the laws
of nature. Our five modern theologians make a big deal of the fact that their
models can explain "noninterventionist objective special divine action." Much
emphasis is placed upon the fact that the paradigmatic models of divine action
put forward by contemporary theologians respect the laws of nature. Does clas
sical double agency's account of miracles as direct unmediated actions of the
First Cause not involve interventions which make void the laws of nature? It
depends. Modem theologians working in the science-and-religion dialogue, in

my view, appear to see nature in contradistinction, if not in opposition, to
God. 46 Nature is the universe of empirically verifiable natural relations among
natural objects each of which is the product of natural- often, physical- caus
es. Nature is a closed system, and God is not a part of it." Rather, God creates
nature and then steps back from it. Thus, any divine intervention that acts
directly outside the order of things would be illicit interventions involving
divine self-contradiction. How could the Divine lawgiver not abide by his own
laws without denying himself? In contrast, the medieval view espoused by St.
Thomas Aquinas focused on the order of things as a manifestation of the divine
Wisdom. The laws of nature are not extrinsic precepts that exist outside of God
or the created order but are the regularities observed in the interactions among
creatures all of which depend upon God for their existence. Therefore, God can
never be completely excluded from the natural order. Nature is properly cre
ation, and, properly understood, God's actions are always the necessary foun
dation of the law-like order visible in the universe. Accordingly, even unmedi
ated divine action is, in an analogous sense, supernatural action in accordance
with the laws of nature. As St. Thomas pointed out, in one sense, miracles are
unnatural because they are contrary to the laws of one order of nature (creat
ed nature), but they are still natural in another sense according to a higher
order of nature (divine providence)." Take a game of pool.49 A stranger who
intervenes in a game by picking up the cue ball as it rolls across the pool table
is truly breaking the rules of the game. He is not part of the game. However,
the judge of the game who intervenes in the same way in order to correct a
fault is not breaking any rules. His intervention is playing within the overall
rules of the game because in a real sense, he is part of the game. God is the
judge of the game of pool we call Life. Thus, by clarifying the relationship
between God and his world, classical double agency is able to account for non

Some have argued that the Thomistic notion of a miracle as divine action which bypasses
natural causality is inadequate because we do not possess a complete knowledge of the nat
ural order and its potential. Without this, it is suggested, we cannot know with cenainty
whether that order has genuinely been surpassed by God. For an instance of this critique,
see PAUL DAVlES, God and the New Physics. Middlesex, Harmondswonh, 1984, 192. How
ever, this criticism is based upon the presupposition that we can call an event a miracle
only if we are absolutely cenain that it is a miracle. Why is it not reasonable to propose
that to say that an event is a miracle is to say that it is a miracle to the best of our knowl
edge? Furthermore, as William Abraham has correctly noted, although sdence is constantly
revising its theories, this does not mean that we cannot be reasonably sure that many of
our present laws of nature do in fact hold, and that they will continue to hold in the future.
Honestly, do we really think that sdence will one day be able to explain how water can
instantaneously be changed into wine? See WlLLlAM J. ABRAHAM, Divine Revelation and
the Limits of HistiJricial Criticism. Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1982,34-35.
'" BARBOUR, Science and Religion, 330.

.. Of course, this would not apply to those thinkers who hold to pantheism or panentheism
where the distinction between God and nature, Creator and creature, is blurred if not erased.
As discussed above, however, these same thinkers have rejected what many would consid
er an essential component of classical Western theism.
" Note that the scientific method often presumes a naturalistiC view of the world: Scientists
presume that God will not intervene in their laboratory experiments. In my opinion, under
stood properly, this presupposition of methodological naturalism is a legitimate move that
promotes scientific progress. However, there is no justification for theologians to follow
suit. For an insightful discussion on this topic, see ALVIN PLANTINGA, "Methodological
Naturalism'" in Perspectives On Science and Christian Faith 49 (1997), 143.
.. "By the power of God, something can occur that is contrary to the universal nature which
is dependent on the power of the heavens; without being contrary to nature Simply, since
it will be in accord with the supremely universal nature, dependant on God in relation to
all creatures." De Potentia Dei 6, I ad I.
.. I thank Michael Hoonhout for his suggestions that improved this example.
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interventionist objective special divine action without denying the received
view either of God or of divine providence.
Third, its critics have argued that double agency comes up against the
problem of reconciling omnipotence with the freedom and contingency found
in the created order. Philip Clayton (following Thomas Tracy) writes:
Humans either are or are not the cause of their actions; an
action of mine is either a basic action, for which I am
responsible, or an action for which God is responsible.
Under this view, only if I am the cause of my action is my
responsibility preserved. 50
In Clayton's view, in every natural event or human action, either God
wins or the creature wins. A similar argument appears to be made by Nancey
Murphy who suggests that with double agency, "it seems impossible to do jus
tice to both accounts of causation (the problem of double agency); one
inevitably slides back into occasionalism or else assigns God the role of a mere
"rubber stamp" approval of natural processes."5' Again, either God wins (occa
sionalism) or the creature wins (the divine rubber stamp). Finally, this is an
objection echoed by Barbour who argues that double agency has the problem
of bringing together the concept of omnipotence which is presumed by clas
sical theism and the evidence of human freedom, evil and suffering, and
chance and novelty in an evolutionary world. 52
This apparent objection is only a concern for those who view the world
as a contest of wills, a worldview inherited from William of Ockham and his
nominalist succesSOrS. 53 From within this worldview, freedom is defined as rad
ical autonomy from the imposition of any external causality including those
effects that arise from the divine will. Further, from within this view, causali
ty is seen primarily as physical causality - God can only act as a physical force
who must compete with all other physical forces in the material universe. 54
'" CLAYTON, God and Contemporary Sdence,199. Clayton refers to Thomas Tracy's introduc
tion in Thomas F. Tracy, ed., The God Who Acts: Philosophical and Theological Explorations.
University Park, PA, Pennsylvania State University Press, 1994.
51 MURPHY, "Divine Action in the Natural Order," 333.
5' BARBOUR, Religion and Sdence, 330.
53 For a discussion of OCkham's influence on Western dvi1ization's understanding of freedom,
see the persuasive arguments of Servais Pinckaers, OP, in his The Sources o(Christian Ethics,
ed. Mary Thomas Noble, O.P. Washington, DC, Catholic University Press, 1995, 327-353.
Also see MICHAEL A. HOONHOUT, "Grounding Providence in the Theology of the Cre
ator: The Exemplarity of Thomas Aquinas", in Heythrop f. 43 (2002), 2-3.
54
For a discussion of how contemporary accounts of divine agency presuppose a constricted
notion of causality inherited from ihe Newtonian view of the world, a purely mechanistic
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In contrast, from the medieval perspective of St. Thomas, God as ipsum esse per
se subsistens can act from within. Here there is no opposition between uncre
ated and created freedom. God directs the actions of creatures through differ
ent modes of causalities. Moreover, as we have already discussed in some detail
above, God's activity in creation is rooted in his giving existence to individ
ual beings with specified natures. Thus, he is able to know and thus make nat
ural events and personal actions as free or determined, or as contingent or nec
essary, as he wishes them to be without Violating their natures. Both God and
the creature win. Recall, again, however, that this remains apophatic knowl
edge. We are stating here that God is not incapable of making free persons free
or contingent events contingent. Precisely how this is accomplished, howev
er, is part of the mystery of creation that is rooted in God's being as self-sub
sistent existence.
Modernity's Chief Objection to Classical Double Agency: A Brief
Response
Though our five theologians raised objections which are representative
of the contemporary critique of classical double agency, they did not bring up
modernity's chief critique. It is simply presumed in their writings. This involves
the legitimacy of the metaphysical analysis of both being and causality that
is presupposed by the classical tradition. Has this philosophical approach not
been discredited by the development of natural science? Not at all. Though a
thorough and complete defense of metaphysics and Aristotelian causality is
certainly beyond the scope of thiS essay, suffice it to point out two things. First,
as A1asdair Macintyre has persuasively argued, modem philosophers who reject
ed Thomistic metaphysics and its teleological approach to rational inquiry have
however retained an unacknowledged teleology in their own philosophical dis
course suggesting perhaps that Thomistic metaphysical concepts are not mere
ly difficult but rationally impossible to escape." Second, it is precisely devel
opments in the natural sciences that have led to the possibility of recovering
and justifying the classical approach to causality. For instance, take formal
causality. It is widely acknowledged that both modern science and modem phi

55

worldview which has now been discredited by modem science, see MICHAEL J. DODDS,
O.P., "Sdence, Causality, and Divine Action: Classical Principles for Contemporary Chal
lenges" in CINS Bulletin 21 (ZOOI), 3.
ALASDAIR MACINTYRE, First Principles, Final Ends and Contemporary Philosophical Issues.
The Aquinas Lecture 1990. Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1990. For insightful com
mentary, see KENT REAMES, "Metaphysics, History, and Moral Philosophy: The Centrali
ty of the 1990 Aquinas Lecture to Macintyre's Argument for Thomism" in The Thomist 62
(1998),419.
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losophy can trace their origins to an attack of both formal and final causes as
superfluous elements of a true philosophy of nature S6 However, recent stud
ies have shown that formal and final causes may be necessary elements of prop
erly scientific explanations. For example, in developmental biology, Brian
Goodwin and his colleagues have shown that the morphogenesis of the giant
unicellular green alga, Acetabularia acetabulum, is driven by mechanical forces
generated by the cell's shape and structureY This would he a modern exam
ple of renewed interest in formal causality where it is noted that form (which
Goodwin calls a morphogenetic field) drives the behavior of an organism. In
another instance, in physics, Stuart Kauffman has described the apparently
intrinsic tendency of material systems to self-organize and become more com
plex. s8 This opens up the possibility of recovering some notion of final causal
ity in nature. Thus, contrary to those early philosophers of modernity who tried
to jettison formal and final causality in the name of a true science, it appears
that the natural sdences precisely in order to be true, do in fact need to invoke
these types of causes if they are to adequately explain the dynamiC systems
found in creation.

Conclusion
To summarize, classical double agency can only be appreciated from with
in the metaphysically rich intellectual tradition from which it arose. Two
aspects of this tradition stand out. First, in contrast to contemporary concep
tions of divine agency that blur the distinction between the divine and natu
ral orders, the classical worldview observes a distinct yet harmonious rela
tionship involving the creature's dependence upon God. For St. Thomas, God
can never be excluded from nature because of its existential dependence upon
him. The divine and natural orders are different in kind but intimately linked.
"

Francis Bacon, a father of modernity, is characteristic of his age when he writes: "It is a
correct position that 'true knowledge is knowledge by causes: And causes again are not
improperly distributed into four kinds: the material, the formal, the efficient, and the final.
But of these the final cause rather corrupts than advances the sciences, except such as have
to do with human action. The discovery of the formal is despaired of. The efficient and the
material (as they are investigated and received, that is, as remote causes, without refer
ence to the latent process leading to the form) are but slight and superficial, and contribute
little, if anything, to true and active science." See his The New Organon, ed. Fulton H. Ander
son. Lndianapolis, Bobbs-Merrill, 1960, book 2, aph. 2,121.
" For details, see both BRlAN GOODWIN "Development as a robust natural process," in
Thinking about Biology ed. W. Stein and EJ. Varela. Reading, MA, Addison Wesley Publish
ing Co., 1993, 123-149, and GERRY WEBSTER and BRIAN GOODWIN, Fonn and Transfor
mation: Generative and Relational Principles in Biology. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996.
" See STUART KAUFFMAN, At Home in the Universe. New York: Oxford University Press, 1995.
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Paradoxically, this distinction ensures the integrity of both sides: God can tru.
ly be God while the creature can truly be creature.
Next, the classical worldview presupposes a mUlti-faceted and rich under
standing of causality, an account of causality that is being recovered by con
temporary natural science. Thus, seen from within this intellectual tradition,
God can work in evolution as a First Cause, determining the course of events,
including the disappearance and appearance of disparate species, by acting
through natures and individuals that he has brought into existence at partiC
ular times and places. What emerges is a picture of an all-powerful Creator who
manifests his omnipotence not through external displays of fantastic and spec
tacular power but through intimate and quiet movements within his creatures.
And yet, paradoxically, it is only this humble action which truly manifests
the divine majesty because it is only God who can work in this way.
,,:
But, finally, why again should a modern care about classical double
agency as an explanation for divine action in eVOlution? As John PolkinghQIT\~
has rightly pointed out, the test of any theological enterprise will be the de_gr~e
to which it can attain comprehensiveness of explanation and overall.c<;ili~{
ence including an adequate degree of consonance with human experi~p.n~.t"
Classical double agency and the Thomistic tradition which it presuppo~n~ a
theological synthesis, which in my view, has more explanatory powe;rthan
its modern counterparts. Several of these strengths have already been pointed
out. However, in light of Polkinghorne's reference to human experience, one
more of these comes to mind.
, :c il' .
As noted above, St. Thomas' account of double agency is .qble to,give an
account of God's salvific work in the human person. It can explain grace: God
works from within the individual Christian to transform him so that he can
respond to the command of his Lord to be perfect as his heavenly Father is per
fect (d. Matt. 5:48). In contrast, none of the contemporary accounts of divine
agency put forward by the five theologians discussed above is able to adf1.
quately account for the action of grace in the process of sanctification_,,Even
Protestants acknowledge that God makes saints. How does he do this? More
specifically for the 'Reformed tradition, how does God work to trans,fqrm. the
Christian so that he may have the faith that justifies him? Moderna~co@ts
of divine action that still admit of the distinction between Creator and crea
ture limit themselves to a notion of divine causality involving physicaHdic~
which work from without. It is my contention that no theory of thiS type can
do justice to the process of sanctification that is at the heart of Christianity

"

See POLKINGHORNE, "Metaphysics," 147.
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La Teoria del contrato en la Filosofia
Politica de Alberto

because they are unable to explain how God can transform the creature from
within, a process attested by numerous Christian saints. In contrast, classical
double agency can do this. It can explain divine action in the evolving saint
just as well as it can explain divine action in the evolving universe. It can out
explain its rivals.
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Abstract
God acts in the world. That this is me is an ancient Christian conviction
affirmed everytime anyone prays that the Father's will be done. Understanding how
this is me, however, is an ongoing work of theology. Several paradigmatic models
for divine action in an evolving universe have been proposed recently by five schol
ars working in the science-and-religion dialogue. They share two common elements.
First, they all reject the theory of divine action as double agency - the solution pro
posed by classical Western theism - as incoherent or inadequate. In this essay, I will
argue that these five theologians have failed to properly understand classical double
agency and the metaphysically rich account of causality that it presupposes. When
double agency is cast within the classical framework of Western theism especially
as it was articulated by St. Thomas Aquinas, it remains a coherent and fruitful the
ological explanation for divine action in an evolving world. Second, these contempo
rary models of divine action all seek to explain what one theologian has called "non
interventionist objective special divine action." In response, I will argue that classi
cal double agency allows one to accomplish the task of explaining noninterventionist
objective special divine action without denying either the mystery of divine providence
where God knows all events past, present, and future, or the radical distinction
between the Creator and his creatures, the wry distinction which defines Christian
ity as the religion that it is.

1.

Introduccion
No sin ciertos fundamentos se ha considerado a j. Rawls como un nue
vo tipo de iusnaturalista. Un opositor de sus doctrinas perteneciente al deno
minado comunitarismo angloamericano, como es Michael j. Sandel, discuti6
(Liberalism and the Limits ofJustice-1982) acerca del tipo de contractualismo ela
borado por Rawls, demostrando c1aramente que, segtin el mismo Rawls, el con
trato propuesto en A Theory ofJustice (1971) no alcanza por si mismo para gene
rar las obligaciones emergentes. Con el titulo de Contracts versus contractian
arguments' sostiene Sandel: The first point to emphasize in this connection is that
agreement in the original position gives rise not to obligations (at least not directly),
but the principles ofjustic&. En efecto, 10 pactado en la posidon original son basi

camente principios de justicia a partir de los cuales recien podran generarse
obligaciones, en la medida en que las mismas reciban en su nucleo etico, el
contenido de tales principios. Solo bajo esta perspectiva puede afinnarse que
el nuevo modelo mantuvo la misma estructura de aquel otro elaborado a
mediados del siglo Xlii por el Doctor unversalis.
Naturalmente el tipo de iusnaturalismo elaborado por Rawls no puede
compararse sin mas con el iusnaturalismo que aqui se pretende reconstruir, esto
es el de Alberto Magno. Mientras que el primero retrocede hacia las posicio
nes contractualistas del siglo XVlII, vale decir en su mejor tradidon radona
!ista, el de Alberto en cambio se ubica en la tradicion onto-teologica del siglo
XIII. 5i bien los modelos pueden asemejarse estructuralmente desde que en
ambos el prindpio de toda obligadon 10 constituye la idea fundamental justi
da, varian fundamentalmente en cuanto al tipo de justicia que esta en la base
de toda obligadon. Para Rawls ni la Fe religiosa ni la Teologia Cristiana pueden
ser tomadas como medidas indiscutibles de la justicia, pues la vision total que
ofrece la Fe religiosa parte de una dimension subjetiva 3 • Para Alberto en cam-

2

3

Cfr. SANDEL M., Liberalism and the Limits of/ustice, Cambridge University Press, 1982, pags.
109 y sgts.
Ibidem.

The perspective of eternity ist not a perspective from a certain place beyond the world, nor
the point of view of a trascendent being; rather it is a certain form of thought and feeling

