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The first and perhaps the last thing that needs to be said about Kusum Jain’s comparison
of the philosophical foundation of human rights in Maritain and Radhakrishan is that it
should be seen as part of a larger project. This project centres on the concept of human
rights, which has become the major conceptual apparatus for determining the nature and
extent of our personal prerogatives. 

The underlying premise of Foundation of Human Rights seems to be that the values and
precepts that lie behind such a concept may cross cultural and philosophical lines. They
accordingly deserve investigation. The work of Maritain and Radhakrishan is
representative of two major philosophical traditions, which provide a different foundation
for both our concept of the person and the prerogatives that the person enjoys. 

Jain devotes the first part of the book to Maritain’s philosophy, setting out his concept
of man, his general view of society, the natural law and his conception of human rights.
This includes a brief discussion of Maritain’s conception of the basic rights to life,
freedom, property and equality. The second part of the book takes us through the tenets
Radhakrishan’s work. There is a parallel discussion of Radhakrishan’s concept of man, his
general views of society, the concept of dharma, which takes the place of the natural law,
and his conception of human rights. Jain then discusses Radhakrishan’s conception of the
same basic rights to life, freedom, property and equality. 

For Maritain, human rights are a product of the natural law, which is foundational. The
provisions of the positive law and the law of nations are only valid if they are consistent
with the natural law. It is the natural law that supplies our fundamental obligation to obey
human laws. Radhakrishan, on the other hand, postulates a basic right to life. There are
ancillary rights to freedom, property and equality. These rights are instrumental, like the
right to life itself, and facilitate the process of attaining moksa, spiritual freedom.
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The views of both philosophers have their origins outside the liberal and contemporary
concept of rights, in the idea of duties and a religious belief in some path to salvation.
Humankind is exceptional in this regard: “It is only his supra-temporal, spiritual destiny
as a person or atman that makes man capable of transcending all the limitations of
temporal societies and provides him with some primordial rights” (p. 193). The concept
of personal rights has religious roots.

Maritain and Radhakrishan accordingly see rights as part of a teleological conception
of human nature. There is an “inverse” relationship between society and the individual
person, under which the self-realization of the individual provides the ultimate justification
for human society. Maritain and Radhakrishan emphasize the opposite sides of such a
proposition, Maritain ‘individual autonomy’ and Radhakrishan ‘varma’ and the loss of self.
Both philosophers nevertheless see the interests of society and the individual converging
in some basic conception of rights. 

Radhakrishan’s views on property, for example, recognize the need to remove the
disparities between individuals without removing rewards for individual effort. “For most
men”, Radhakrishan writes, “property is the median for the expression of personality and
intercourse with others” (p. 165). There is a pragmatic aspect to this side of
Radhakrishan’s views that occasionally recalls the thought of John Dewey. There are
strains, however, and one occasionally wonders whether Radhakrishan is working with a
concept that is foreign to the fundamental thrust of the Indian tradition.

The exercise of Radhakrishan’s right to property is a case in point. This is regulated by
the principle of dharma, which provides the essential law of being. Rights are a means to
“certain higher ends” and originate in specific duties, which reflect the needs of a highly
ordered society and the progressive stages of human life. To a westerner, Radhakrishan’s
treatment of the subject is unnecessarily complicated. One has the sense that he is
labouring to reconcile the hierarchical religious and social realities of the Indian tradition
with the modern concept of equality.

The third part of the book contains a “Comparative Analysis” of the theories of rights
developed by Maritain and Radhakrishan. This is interesting terrain. Jain concludes that
both philosophers hold a qualified view of rights. Rights are “instruments which can be or
should be used only for the realization of some specific goals” (p. 262). These goals must
always be just. This line of reasoning is important because it gives us a means of
distinguishing between the legitimate and illegitimate exercise of our rights. It also avoids
the popular reduction of rights as free standing prerogatives.

The instrumental view does not diminish the significance of the rights of the person,
which are elemental. “Natural law and dharma are not only the sources of man’s
fundamental rights but are also sources of the fundamental goals of his essential being”
(262). Our rights are inherently oriented to these goals and serve a larger purpose. This
gives the conceptions of rights in Maritain and Radhakrishan a more positive character
than the conception in the contemporary literature.

This has many implications for society. The rights of the person serve a social and
political purpose, in affirming the “essential unity” of the human person and society.
Society is charged with the responsibility for creating a social structure in which people
can enjoy the natural fulfillment of their rights. “Society is not only obliged to protect man
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from the influence of adverse or negative forces, but it is also obliged to create conditions
under which the exercise of rights would necessarily lead to the realization of their goals.”

The fourth part of the book consists of a “Critical Evaluation”, in which Jain criticizes
the positions taken by the two philosophers. Some of these are metaphysical. Maritain’s
separation of the material and spiritual sides of human nature is difficult to maintain in
practice. The same can be said of his distinction between the concepts of the individual and
the person. There are technical issues. The vagueness of Maritain’s terminology raises
methodological problems for anyone who wants to apply his theory of rights to the
concrete circumstances in the world. 

The criticism of Maritain’s concept of the natural law is standard. Jain argues that
Maritain never establishes the obligatory nature – the “oughtness” – of the inclinations
from which he derives his theory of rights. There is an analytic strain in this criticism,
which seems overstated. Maritain’s essential defence, as Jain acknowledges, is that such
precepts are self-evident to reasonable people and are not open to further analysis. Dealing
with philosophers is a more difficult task.

Jain also draws our attention to the technical difficulties in Radhakrishan’s position.
Dharma is the law of one’s own being. Any attempt to express the precise meaning of the
traditional idea is inherently problematic however. Much the same is true of other terms
that Radhakrishan uses. Varna is the four-fold order of society; but the idea of varna is
expansive and perhaps subtle at the same time; the concept remains elusive. Jain notes that
Radhakrishnan has difficulty dealing with questions of heredity and the caste system, and
does not provide any realistic means of “determining the varna of individual persons” (p.
255).

This is followed by an extensive bibliography, which lists a wide range of selections
from both the general oeuvre of each philosopher and their work in human rights. There
is also a collection of secondary sources, along with standard works in the philosophical
canon, and expository treatments of both the Indian and human rights traditions. The range
of authors extends from Hobbes, Kant, Bentham and C.B. Macpherson to Albert
Schweitzer, M. Hirayanna, Max Muller and A.I. Melden. It may be a reflection on the
contemporary literature that none of the works are recent. 

Most of the difficulties with the book lie on the stylistic side of the ledger. The prose
is unusually intent and the labour of that went into the book is more evident than it needs
to be. The book places demands on the reader and is slightly forced. Jain’s elaboration of
the positions set out by the two philosophers is on the literal side. The seriousness of the
book is impressive; but the tone is self-conscious, deliberate and too earnest. There are
some grammatical errors and lapses in the prose.

On a more positive note, the book contains useful pedagogical material. It would be
instructive to engage a class in a comparison of the two philosophers’ treatment of specific
rights, or the properties that bestow the human individual with the usual range of personal
rights. This is an admirable means of forcing us to reconsider the philosophical
assumptions that lie behind our own views. It also provides a corrective to the work of so
many philosophers in the Anglo-American tradition, which fails to grasp the global reach
of contemporary philosophy. 
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These are subsidiary issues. The essential observation is that The Foundation of Human
Rights: A Critical Appraisal of the Theories of Maritain and Radhakrishan provides a
good example of the work that needs to be done, in reconciling the different traditions in
this area. One would hope that someone with the right training will provide us with the
same kinds of comparison between thinkers in the Western and Islamic traditions. This is
exactly the direction in which philosophers must strike out, if they want to provide the
foundations on which the moral and political discourse of the day might be anchored.

Kusum Jain leaves us with two fundamental tasks. The first relates to the instrumental
view of rights adopted by both philosophers. If we accept such an analysis, it is probably
impossible to define the scope of our rights without articulating the purpose that they
serve. This is not an easy task in a pluralistic society. This is particularly true, when one
realizes that any elaboration of the purpose of our personal rights needs enough substantive
content to determine the practical extent of our personal rights. 

This raises the second task, which is to set out a catalogue of the rights of the person
that provides a standard that applies in each and every case. The trick is to devise a set of
entitlements that is supple enough to cross cultural and anthropological borders, without
losing the imperative character of fundamental ethical principles. This is crucial, if our
rights are to provide the conceptual basis on which we determine the practical extent of our
legal, social and political prerogatives. 

It will not be possible to advance such a project, or succeed in such tasks, without a
further analysis of the conceptual foundations of the rights of the person. The work of
philosophers like Maritain and Radhakrishan is nevertheless a good place to start. 

A Thomistic Tapestry: Essays in Memory of Etienne Gilson, ed. Peter A.
Redpath. Rodopi: Amsterdam & New York, 2003. 243 + xviii pp.

Steven Baldner, St Francis Xavier University

This book is a collection of eleven essays by scholars working in the tradition of the great
Thomist and historian of philosophy, Etienne Gilson. Some contributors knew Gilson
personally; more of them were taught by one of Gilson’s greatest students, Fr. Armand
Maurer, to whom this volume is fittingly dedicated. A collection such as this has only a
loose unity, but several important themes are developed in more than one article:
epistemological realism, aesthetics, modernism, the importance of the history of
philosophy, and Gilson’s relation to Maritain. I shall comment on several of these themes.

Three articles (Raymond Dennehy’s, Joseph Califano’s, and James Maroosis’) deal with
the problem of realism in epistemology. Dennehy provides an analysis of the dispute
between Gilson and Maritain over the problem of “critical realism.” Gilson and Maritain
agreed that human beings have “spontaneous, direct, and certain knowledge” of the world
in which we live, but Maritain insisted that such a realism must be a critical realism. If by
“critical” Maritain mean that an argument had to be given to establish the existence of the
world before one was justified in claiming to have knowledge of it, then, as Gilson rightly
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pointed out, critical realism is no realism at all. The requirement of a prior argument
implies that immediate knowledge of the real is in doubt. And whatever can be doubted
is not known, for what is known cannot be doubted. Hence, supplying of some sort of prior
justifying argument cannot be needed to support an epistemology that claims to be realist.

It is not clear to me from Dennehy’s article whether Maritain in fact intended critical
realism to provide that sort of justification for knowledge. Dennehy does, however, make
a compelling case that Maritain thought that Thomistic epistemology needed to provide
arguments against, on the one hand, the extreme intuitionist and anti-conceptualist position
of Bergson, and, on the other, the anti-intellectualism of some of Maritain’s Catholic
contemporaries. Bergson provided a crucial intellectual and even spiritual service to
Jacques and Raissa Maritain in providing a philosophical way out of nihilism. Bergson was
much taken with the problem of the temporality of human knowing, and he wrongly
thought that concepts were inadequate to capture the reality of our temporal condition.
Maritain’s “critical” realism is in part a defense of the need for the concept. As well,
Maritain combated the Modernist claims that the truths of faith could not be expressed in
language or grasped in concepts. Both the Bergsonians and the Modernists rejected the
need for concepts in human knowing; against them Maritain provided a criticism, and in
that sense, at least, was a critical realist.

Joseph Califano also works on the problem of realism by setting forth concisely Fr.
Maurer’s work on the divisions and methods of the sciences. Califano rightly emphases
the different ways in which being (esse) must be understood in order to distinguish
properly among the various ways of knowing reality. One paragraph, however, in
Califano’s article is troubling for a realist. Califano points out that the two most
fundamental questions for the scientist, according to Thomas, are the questions “(1) what
is it? (quid est?) and (2) does it exist (an est?).” (p. 83) Califano claims that we can ask
these questions in the order given or we can reverse the order. He gives the example of
seeing something outside of his study window. “I might say: Does what I see really exist?
or is it an illusion; and then ask what is it? I might ask the same questions in the reverse
order. I might ask what is it and then question whether what I was seeing really exists.
Further evidence of this ability to shift order between these questions is the fact that we
can define an essence even though we know it does not exist.” (p. 83)

Thomas Aquinas, however, argues that the order of questions does matter. In his
Commentary on the Posterior Analytics of Aristotle, Thomas points out that we know the
quid est of non-existent things only in the sense that we know the meaning of the name for
such things. We do not know the essences of non-existent things, and we do not know the
essences of things the existence of which we must prove (such as God or sub-atomic
particles). Science for Thomistic realists starts with what actually exists – not, as for
Scotus, with mere possible being. The emphasis that Fr. Maurer has labored to put on esse
is an emphasis on real being, not on mere possible being. Thomas comments as follows.
“There are some things about which we must first know the meaning of what is said [quid
est quod dicitur], that is, what is signified by the name, namely about the properties [of a
subject]. Aristotle does not say what it is without qualification [quid est simpliciter], but
the meaning of  what is said [quid est quod dicitur], because before it is known about
something whether it exists, it is not possible that what it is can properly be known about
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it. There are no definitions of non-beings. Hence the question, an est, precedes the
question, quid est. But it cannot be understood about something whether it exists unless
what is signified by the name is first understood” [Thomas Aquinas, In 1 Posteriorum
Analyticorum, lib. 1, lect. 2, ¶ 17 [5]].

A third article on epistemology is that of James Maroosis. Maroosis argues that John
Poinsot (a.k.a., John of St. Thomas) anticipated the categories Charles Sanders Pierce used
to talk about the ways in which things manifest themselves to the human knower. The key
to understanding Peirce’s categories, says Maroosis, is the understanding of Poinsot’s
distinction between manifestation, and signification. (pp. 171-173) Unfortunately, although
Maroosis tells us a great deal about manifestation, we do not get much about signification,
and hence it is hard to know why Poinsot is so crucial for understanding Peirce.
Presumably, things manifest themselves, and concepts signify things, reflecting the
distinction between Peirce’s “Firstness” and “Thirdness,” but just why Poinsot is crucial
for understanding this is not clear.

Drawing on another great student of Gilson, Anton Pegis, Maroosis insists that
Thomistic epistemology is realist: “Our cognitional being is wholly dependent upon real
beings, not on the idea of beings.” (p. 171) And Maroosis says much more to the effect that
the human knower is at one with the thing known. Yet, Maroosis also likes to describe the
human knower as a “self-transcending being.” If it is true, however, that in knowledge the
knower and the known object are one, then in what sense does the human knower
“transcend” himself? What is there to transcend, if there is no gap between the knower and
the known? I am raising perhaps only a terminological problem, but I wonder whether the
notion of “manifestation” is itself problematic. Is the manifestation always or sometimes
different from the thing manifested?

A second theme in this book is that of aesthetics. Robert Delfino provides a summary
of Fr. Maurer’s About Beauty: A Thomistic Interpretation [Houston: Center for Thomistic
Studies, 1983], originally a series of lectures given at the University of St. Thomas. Maurer
philosophizes for pulchritudo et formositas, as Gilson has done so thoroughly for esse.
And this is only natural, since beauty, like being, is one of the transcendentals. Maurer has
shown that we perceive beauty in the first instance through the senses – for the beautiful
is first of all what is pleasing to our vision. At the level of sense, our perception of beauty
is non-conceptual and it is equally open to anyone. But the intellect gives reasons and
analysis, and hence there are differences of opinion and differences in ability of recognize
beauty. Maurer is rightly balancing, on the one hand, the fact that beauty is perceived by
everyone, for it is a universal part of human experience, and, on the other, the fact that
some aesthetic senses or appreciations are better than others.

Francesca Murphy has written about the dispute between Gilson and Maritain over
aesthetics. According to Murphy, the dispute between the two great Thomists was
philosophical but also, regrettably, to some degree personal (as Raissa Maritain mistakenly
thought that Gilson had criticized her as a poet). Murphy draws out the difference between
the two philosophers as part of a general difference in philosophy. Whereas Maritain
wanted to establish a strict philosophical aesthetics and attempted to do so on the basis of
an intellectual intuition of beauty, Gilson insisted on the importance of Christian
philosophy and the need for a theological rather than a philosophical order in aesthetics.
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I may be out of place in commenting on these matters, because, not only do I not know
art, I don’t even know what I like (until my wife tells me), but perhaps it is worth pointing
out that Fr. Maurer has made a rather important contribution to the dispute between
Maritain and Gilson. Maurer has shown pointed out that the dispute between Maritain and
Gilson is about an intellectualist view of art (Maritain’s) and what one might call a more
embodied sense of art (Gilson’s). Maritain regarded the art of the artist as reducible to an
intellectual vision, whereas Gilson thought of art as “know how” that necessarily includes
physical skill. “Against the tendency to mentalism in Maritain’s conception of art, Gilson
rightly stresses the important role of the body, and especially the hands, in arts such as
painting and sculpture” [See Maurer, About Beauty, p. 100].

Secondly, if Murphy is correct that Gilson’s theory of art was a “calology,” that is,
more a theology of art than a philosophy of art, then Maurer provides a gentle criticism of
Gilson insofar as he presents a strictly philosophical treatment of beauty. By this I mean
that Maurer prefaces his discussion with a consideration of beauty as a transcendental. He
then discusses first the perception of beauty, next the beauty in nature, third the beauty of
man, fourth the beauty in human art, and only at the very end does Maurer consider beauty
in relation to God. With Maritain, Maurer agrees that a strictly philosophical approach to
beauty is possible, and he gives an example of such an approach.

Two of the articles (Jorge Gracia’s and Richard Falfara’s) bring out the importance of
the history of philosophy for Gilson’s thought. Richard Falfara compares Gilson as an
historian of philosophy to Gilson’s lifelong friend, Henri Gouhier. In so doing, Falfara
reminds us of what is most important about Gilson the historian. Gilson regarded the
history of philosophy as the philosopher’s laboratory. Gilson studied the history of
philosophy, neither out of an antiquarian interest nor with an odium scholasticum for errors
to be refuted, but as a way of doing philosophy. Gilson thought that it was the
philosopher’s job to show the implications of different philosophical principles. The best
way to do this, he maintained, was to explore the history of philosophy, where the
philosophical principles of the major philosophical positions can be shown to lead to
certain conclusions. We find, of course, that the implications of any given position are
never fully realized by the originator of that position. If, for example, we want to see the
full implications of Descartes’ assumptions, we should study carefully also philosophers
such as Malebranche and Berkeley, in whom Descartes’ assumptions have borne fruit.
There is no need to refute erroneous philosophical principles; it is enough to show what
wrong assumptions lead to.

One final comment. James Schall presents an analysis of Gilson’s masterful Reason and
Revelation in the Middle Ages. In this effort, Schall mentions approvingly the thesis of
Stanley Jaki on the history of science. Now, it occurs to me that this is a most appropriate
thing for a Gilsonian to do, for Jaki’s thesis is to the history of science what Gilson’s thesis
is to the history of philosophy. According to Gilson, although philosophy and theology
have their own distinct principles and methods that are never reducible to one or the other,
nevertheless it is true that the correct understanding of being and hence the correct
metaphysics would never have been possible without Christian revelation. Likewise, for
Jaki, the various natural sciences have their own integrity, but natural science would never
have arisen as we know it today without the beneficent influence of Christianity, which
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allowed scientists to regard the world as scientifically intelligible. Philosophy has
engendered many monsters, and there were many abortive scientific beginnings, but
Christian revelation gave birth to both a sound metaphysics and a genuine natural science,
although the gestations periods were some 1,200 years for the first and 1,600 years for the
second.

This volume presents ample material for philosophical meditation, especially on certain
problems raised with clarity and force by Etienne Gilson.

Francisco Suarez, On Creation, Conservation, and Concurrence (Metaphysical
Disputations 20, 21, and 22). Translated and Edited by Alfred J. Freddoso.
South Bend, IN: St. Augustine’s Press, 2002. cxxii + 267 pp.

Steven Baldner, St Francis Xavier University

With this fine volume, Prof. Freddoso completes his project of translating the whole of
Suarez’ metaphysical treatment of efficient causality and creation. An earlier translation
On Efficient Causality Metaphysical Disputations 17, 18, and 19 (New Haven, CT: Yale,
1994) gave Suarez’ doctrine of efficient causality; the current volume advances the general
discussion of efficient causality into the areas of creation ex nihilo, the conservation of all
creatures in being, and divine concurrence with creaturely causality. Like the previous
translation, this one is accurate, readable, and complemented with many very useful
explanatory footnotes; both volumes contain indices of subjects and names. Unlike the
previous translation, this one lacks a bibliography (sadly) but includes a very lengthy
introduction (happily).

The “Introduction” in our current volume – some 113 pages long – amounts to a small
monograph on the problems treated in the text, and it merits our consideration in some
detail. The “Introduction” aims to do two things: first, to situate the translated text in the
general plan of Suarez’ entire Metaphysical Disputations, especially in the discussion of
efficient causality; second, to provide a philosophical analysis of the translated text. To
accomplish the first purpose, Freddoso discusses two problems that arise from
contemporary philosophers.

One problem is that of Suarez’ place in the history of philosophy. By his dates (1548-
1617), Suarez is an older contemporary of Hobbes and Descartes; the facts that Suarez
called himself “a philosopher”, as the scholastic thinkers were not wont to do, and that he
has produced a massive metaphysical system independent of any explicitly theological
work might suggest that Suarez’ way of doing philosophy is modern rather than scholastic.
Is Suarez, then, as Jorge Gracia has argued, a scholastic theologian but also one of the first
modern philosophers?

Freddoso will accept the claim that Suarez is a scholastic theologian but not the claim
that Suarez is a “modern philosopher”. The fact that Suarez distinguished clearly between
philosophical principles and theological principles, the fact that he worked as a
philosopher, and the fact that he called himself such are facts that do not distinguish Suarez
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from, for example, Thomas Aquinas. Freddoso rightly points out that one could look at the
commentary on the Metaphysics of Aristotle and the Summa Contra Gentiles as the
Thomistic equivalent of what Suarez was doing in the Metaphysical Disputations. Both
philosophers did philosophical and metaphysical work that was “separate from” and
“anterior to” theology based upon the data of revelation, but neither philosopher thought
that “separate from” or “anterior to” meant “exclusive of”. That is, Suarez, no less than
Aquinas, took the truths of faith to be generally directive of and influential on his entire
philosophical work; metaphysics is not, in that sense, exclusive of theology. Both
philosophers understood metaphysics to be the highest of the philosophical disciplines and
to be necessary for the doing of sound theology.

Freddoso notes two elements in the specifically modern way of doing philosophy (p.
xxiv). Modern philosophers hold that philosophical enquiry is independent of any
“affective commitment” to an authoritative or moral tradition; and they attempt to use
“pure reason” or “pure experience” as the sole arbiter of philosophical argument. Given
these criteria, Suarez is clearly not a modern philosopher.

It seems to me that Freddoso is correct in wishing to characterize Suarez as
fundamentally in continuity with his scholastic predecessors. For one thing, the
philosophical method of Suarez is completely different from any modern philosopher such
as Descartes, Hume, or Kant. Suarez in method is a scholastic’s scholastic: he is ever
reviewing, analyzing, criticizing, advancing, or modifying the positions of his
predecessors. I do not know whether a more erudite member of this tradition could be
found than Suarez or one more committed to the value of philosophizing in the tradition.
This, I submit, is one of the fundamental marks of difference between “modern” and
“scholastic”. The modern conceit is, of course, that every philosopher starts philosophy
absolutely de novo; the scholastic conceit is that the philosopher is always working with
a rich traditional inheritance that he wishes in his way to augment or to correct. Whereas
the modern pride is that each philosophical work is creatio ex nihilo, the scholastic
humility is that each philosopher only adds to the already enormous accumulated wisdom
of the tradition. Suarez is all on the side of humility. In another way, modern philosophers
are different from their scholastic predecessors in the place accorded to epistemology. For
the moderns, epistemological questions must be settled before anything else can be known
in philosophy, and typically this means that the philosopher must first wrestle with some
form of solipsism before any claims can be made – if any can be made – about the real.
Scholastics, whether they start solidly with the natural world, as Aquinas does, or whether
they start in the rarefied realm of being, as Suarez does, are united in recognizing that first
something is known about what really is before the science of epistemology can be
properly elaborated.

A second problem in the first part of the “Introduction” concerns those “successors” of
Hume who would undercut the entire project of Suarez by denying that causality as such
is ever something that we can know. According to a generally empiricist position
characteristic of philosophers such as J.L. Mackie, Michael Tooley, Bas van Fraassen, and
David Lewis, there are no instances of efficient causality that we can observe, for each
supposed instance of efficient causality is analyzable into something more primitive that
is non-causal. Against this empiricist position, Freddoso states the fundamental theses of
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an Aristotelian doctrine of causality and argues by way of reductio ad absurdum against
the empiricist position. The Aristotelian theses are these (pp. lix-lx). (1) Causality cannot
be reductively analyzed into some more primitive non-causal concepts (in the case of
efficient causality, the notion of communicated esse by means of action is primitive). (2)
The fundamental explanatory principles of natural things are grounded in the natural
substances themselves. (3) Singular causal facts are metaphysically prior to general facts,
such as the regularities or laws discoverable in nature.

Lewis, who would not accept these Aristotelian theses, is confronted with a number of
problems, one of which is the following. On Lewis’ account, it is possible to recognize all
of the laws of nature, all of the particulars of the historical circumstances, and the
statistical play of chance, and still not know whether some event might come about. It is,
at least, is logically possible that a highly improbable event might occur by chance. But
– and this is the absurdum – given Lewis’ analysis of causal conditions in terms of
counterfactuals, such a highly improbable chance event is not really possible, because it
cannot be accounted for except by recourse to some “hidden feature”. But there are no
“hidden features” in Lewis’ account. That, argues Freddoso, is just the problem. “From an
Aristotelian perspective … the ‘hidden feature’ in question is just an action or the absence
thereof” (p. lxix). It is the causal action of the agent that is being left out of account, with
the absurd consequence that there is no way in which to explain highly improbable events
as having causes at all.

Similarly, for Mackie, one can describe in as much particularity as possible an entire
set of conditions that one calls the “cause” and also a set of results that one calls the
“effect”. We do not really know causes as such, although the ensemble of conditions may
be called a cause, but there is a regular pattern of conditions called “cause” in correlation
with conditions called “effect”. Freddoso points out, however, that Peter Geach’s
counterexample to this line of thinking is devastating (pp. lxix-lxxi). If a heater would raise
the temperature by 25º F. and a cooler would lower the temperature by 10º, then the two
together would raise the temperature by 15º. On Mackie’s account, we would have to say
– absurdly – that the cooler was actually causing heat, for it is part of the ensemble of
particulars that are called the cause. The Aristotelian, however, would recognize that there
are two difference causes that are in conflict.

Freddoso’s general comment on “Hume’s successors” is worth quoting. “What is
interesting about Hume’s successors is that they give the impression that we should simply
accept the regularities (or contingent ‘laws of nature’, in Tooley’s case) as primitive facts
about the world, cosmic coincidences with no source in any power or agency, be it natural
or divine. At the very least, no such source is thought of as an object – even an
unattainable ideal object – or intellectual inquiry. As van Fraassen puts it, empiricism
‘must involve throughout a resolute rejection of the demand for an explanation of the
regularities in the observable course of nature, by means of truths concerning a reality
beyond what is actual and observable, as a demand which plays no role in the scientific
enterprise.’ [van Fraassen, The Scientific Image, p. 203]” (pp. lxxii)

I have one critical comment about the second part of the “Introduction”, where
Freddoso provides an analysis of the translated text. Crucial, of course, to Suarez’ entire
project is the very meaning of creatio ex nihilo. Accordingly, Freddoso provides a careful
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definition of the term: “x gives esse-as-such to y at instant t if and only if (a) x is a
principal per se efficient cause of y at t, and (b) for any entity z such that z is either a
component of y at t or an accident of y at t, x is a principal per se efficient cause of z at t.”
(p. lxxiv) This definition draws our attention to the fact that the action of creation, unlike
other instances of efficient causality, is an action of giving esse-as-such: it is the causing
of the very being of the created thing. This definition as given by Freddoso, however, is
too broad for the term creation, for consider the following example. The sun is the cause
of heat and energy that is necessary for the growth of any plant. The sun is the “principal
per se cause” of this tulip right now, and it is so for all of the tulip’s organs and even of
the form and matter of the tulip, for the form and matter of the tulip could not exist unless
the tulip is alive. Hence, the sun fits Freddoso’s definition for the cause of esse-as-such of
the tulip, but obviously the sun is not the creator of the tulip. (Freddoso would perhaps
object to my analogy with the sun as being indicative of a God who causes being in a way
that is too remote to count as the Christian God concurring in all creaturely actions, but as
I try to indicate later on I do mean that God is intimately operating in all creaturely being
at all times.)

When Suarez himself defines creation, he turns to the classic definition given by St.
Anselm in Monologion, ch. 8. The distinguishing feature of creation is expressed by the
prepositional phrase ex nihilo. “As theologians define it, ‘creation’ signifies the production
of an entity ex nihilo. So as to distinguish this action from others, the phrase ‘ex nihilo’
rules out any concurrence on the part of a material cause and any dependence of the entity
that is created on a subject, as Anselm correctly explains in Monologion, chap. 8 – so that
‘ex nihilo’ expresses the same thing as ‘out of no subject’ (ex nullo subjecto).” (2) Suarez
brings out the crucial element that the action of creation, unlike all other instances of
efficient causality, involves no material cause, no subject out of which the effect is caused.

Let me turn my attention briefly to the content of the translated text on creation,
conservation, and concurrence. It is worth noting that there is now a great deal of interest
in this topic, especially in the growing field of “science and religion”. A great many of the
problems coming now to the fore in the “dialogue” between science and religion concern
exactly the sorts of problems discussed by Suarez in this text. How can we give both a
scientific account of the universe and also a metaphysical/theological explanation that
God, who is continually active in all things, is the fundamental cause of everything? What
is most needed in this discussion is more sophistication on the side of philosophy and
theology, and Freddoso’s text, as it will be accessible to the non-specialist, is most
welcome. I shall raise from this text two problems for further discussion.

First, Suarez offers an argument for creation in the case of material, corruptible beings.
This argument seems to be based on the metaphysical inadequacy of prime matter to exist
on its own or to have being from itself. (pp. 14-15) The point seems to be that since prime
matter cannot exist on its own, then what is composed of prime matter cannot exist on its
own. Matter is a lesser grade of reality than the composite, and we know that the
composite requires a cause (at least of its natural generation and natural conservation);
hence what is true of the composite must a fortiori be true of the constituent. Matter itself
thus requires an efficient cause, and this cause must be a creative cause out of nothing. For
if the cause of prime matter makes prime matter out of something else, we are no longer
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talking about prime matter but about some sort of secondary matter. Furthermore, if prime
matter did have being from itself, it would no longer be prime matter but would be some
sort of substance itself.

Such an argument, however, does not really provide us with a demonstration of creation
(was it intended to do so?). It is surely true that prime matter cannot exist on its own – that
is the very meaning of prime matter – but that fact does not indicate that the material thing
must be created. By virtue of matter it is true that all material things (I leave aside here the
problem of the incorruptible Aristotelian heavenly bodies) are corruptible and are therefore
in need of a cause of generation. But the fact that all individual material beings are
generable and corruptible does not imply that the material universe as a whole – the whole
system of material bodies – is in need of a cause of being. The fact that prime matter
cannot have being on its own is not an indication of creation but is an indication of the
potency for generation and corruption, for it is, after all, to explain those facts that we
recognize prime matter in the first place.

Second, Suarez has a great deal to tell us about the problems of conservation and
concurrence. The subtleties of this problem are extensive, but perhaps I can (however
crudely) characterize Suarez’ position as follows. God’s acting on the world involves three
modally distinct actions: the action of creation as the initial producing of being out of
nothing; the action of conservation as the action of maintaining creatures in being, and the
action of concurrence as the action of causing creaturely actions. The action of
concurrence, of course, raises a special problem, because we have to explain how it is both
true to say that God is now causing my writing and that I am causing my writing. It seems
to me, however, that the real problem is not so much to be found in “the problem of
concurrence” but is rather in the original way in which God’s action is understood. Suarez
has, in my view, unnecessarily complicated things in two ways.

First, it is true that in some cases we must distinguish the initial production of a thing
from the conservation of a thing. It is obviously the case that the initial production of an
animal (its generation by its parents) is quite different from the conservation of that animal
as a living being (its being sustained by oxygen, heat, light, food, and so forth). Clearly the
parents can die and the offspring can survive. But there are other examples of creaturely
action that are quite different. The production and conservation of light, for example, are
one and the same. The same light bulb initially produces light and continuously conserves
light in existence, and it does so by exactly one and the same action.  Now God’s action
of causing being out of nothing is more analogous to the causing of light than it is to the
generation and maintaining of an animal. God’s action of causing being ex nihilo is exactly
the same action at the temporal beginning of creation as it is now; creatures are created out
of nothing in exactly the same sense for as long as they exist. And there is nothing
incoherent in the notion that God has been performing this action eternally in a world that
existed for ever. The point, then, is that there is no distinction, not even a modal
distinction, between creation and conservation. Human reason, which takes its concepts
and terms from the world it knows first and best, is wont to distinguish creation and
conservation, but good metaphysics should indicate that this distinction is at the very most
conceptual when it applies to God’s causing of being.
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Second, Suarez seems to regard the problem of concurrence as a problem of explaining
how it is that God and creatures can cause the very same effect (Freddoso points this out,
p. xcv). Now, in one sense this is a legitimate problem, for there is a sense in which both
God and I are causing my writing right now. But this problem is also, I think,
fundamentally ill conceived, for it is not really true that God and I cause exactly the same
effect. Simply, God is the cause of being, and I never am the cause of being. God makes
all things exist, and nothing would exist or continue to exist without God’s continued
causality, including the very actions of creatures, but creatures still do perform their own
actions. When we affirm that God is the cause of being, we mean that God causes all
being, all substances, all substantial constituents, all accidents (including actions), and all
motions. God makes them all to exist, for without God’s continued causality they would
cease to exist utterly. But to say such does not say anything about what creatures do or do
not do. We can approach this best by analogy. No living thing could survive for an instant
without the continued causality of the sun. The sun makes the animal alive and, in a real
sense, causes the animal to digest its food and to grow. But it is surely true that the animal
causes its own digestion and growth, even though these are truly also caused by the sun.
The point here, then, is that it is misleading to say that God and creatures cause exactly the
same effect. God causes being but creatures, as Aquinas puts it, determine that being.

I would say, then, that when we recognize that there is no real or modal distinction
between creation and conservation and when we also recognize that God and creatures do
not cause precisely the same effects, the problem of explaining God’s concurrence
becomes a somewhat different one from the one that Suarez has set for himself. The
problem is not that of explaining how God and creatures produce exactly the same effect,
but is that of explaining just what we mean (by analogies and examples) when we say that
God is the cause of all being at all times.

Finally, let me thank Prof. Freddoso for having presented the position of Suarez, surely
an underrated philosopher, with admirable clarity and cogency. Specialists in mediaeval
thought will profit from Prof. Freddoso’s thorough, thoughtful, irenic, and fair scholarship;
non-specialists will find the thought of a difficult but important thinker made accessible.

Christian Leadership: The Shifting Focus in Theological Education. By Antony
Kalliath, cmi. Bangalore: Dharmaram Publications, 2001. ISBN: 1-58731-026-0

Irene S. Switankowsky, University of Waterloo

Christian Leadership is an important contribution to the literature on religious leadership.
Deficiencies in religious leadership spill over to other areas as well. We are living in a time
of constant affliction and upheaval socially, politically, and personally. We also live in
what seems to many as a mostly valueless and multicultural society that presents
individuals with a conglomeration of contradicting but convincing ideas. There is no
universal standard as to how we should live our lives. Traditionally, individuals turned to
religion for meaning and value, but currently religion itself is also in a state of crisis. So
what are individuals to rely on now? Kalliath believes that we must rediscover the meaning
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and significance of religion in our lives. Instead of believing that religion is irrelevant to
our lives, individuals must embrace it and allow it to give meaning. God is with us amidst
all the pain, sorrow, violence, injustice, tragedy, terrorism, and chaos. 

Kalliath’s volume consists of seventeen papers that are divided into three main parts
written by theologians about the religious leadership crisis in India. Although the authors
focus mostly on the religious leadership crisis in India, I found the issues on which the
book focused to be very relevant to the situation in the western as well. I believe that it is
obvious that the western world is also experiencing a crisis in religious leadership at both
the micro and macro levels. Thus, I found Kalliath’s book to be a breath of fresh air in
what seems like a continuously depreciating religious economy. 

Part I of Kalliath’s book focuses on theological concerns and the importance of context-
sensitive leadership. Two of the most important papers are by Pathil and Kalliath since
they underline the importance of context-sensitivity in theological education. Pathil argues
that there are several serious inadequacies in religious education today. Pathil believes that
students should not be secluded from the real issues of the world (such as oppression and
poverty) to develop creativity. He also believed that students should also strive to develop
creativity; thus, the methodology of education should not merely ask students to
regurgitate information but to ask critical questions about the material. In other words,
students and teachers should rethink the whole theologizing process. The goal of
theological education should be to prepare candidates for a transformative, liberative, and
spiritual ministry. Faith cannot merely be a student’s assent to a set of revealed truths but
instead a student’s response to God who reveals Himself to us through love. Kalliath
argues that there is a crisis in leadership that is mostly the result of anti-Christian
sentiments. This leads to a crisis in religious leadership which further leads to a crisis-in-
faith. The Christian community should undergo a process of transformation of values that
differ from the traditional ones since the church is facing a world that is fundamentally
different in content and form.

Part II focuses on theological education from a formative perspective. Theological
education should aim at forming creative and resourceful leaders who think, act, and are
sensitive to context and not merely pulpit leaders. Two of the most important papers in this
section are by Arockiadoss and Elavanthingal. Arockiadoss argues that the overall purpose
of church leadership should be to empower the faithful to become leaders. Leaders must
be disciples, apostles, elders, celebrants, and prophets. Currently, there are three central
deficiencies in seminary formation. First, the intellectual demands of the seminaries have
moved downward. This leads to the development of below-average capabilities in
candidates. Second, seminaries are failing to develop a student’s humanity. To be fully
human an individual must strive to be Christ-like. The curriculum as it is cannot develop
human traits such as concern, gentleness, kindness, openness, readiness to listen,
cheerfulness and patience, honesty, and truth to one’s word, without a rethinking of how
to develop such qualities. Lastly, seminaries currently exhibit a dichotomy in the
spirituality that is imparted to seminarians since the spirituality that is advocated is usually
compartmentalized. Seminarians should accord importance to serving others, liberating the
oppressed, and becoming self-actualized through personal growth. Elavanthingal believes
that there is a necessity for radical change in the theological development of priests. There
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are internal and external challenges of teleological education. The internal challenges
concern the personal transformation that an individual must undergo to deepen his
conviction and commitment. To achieve this, a passionate and involved approach to
theology should be developed by seminarians. The external challenges consist in making
the theological material (i.e., the curriculum) relevant and meaningful to the actual
concerns of life. This constitutes a paradigm shift in theological inquiry and expression.

The last part of the book points to new horizons and thought processes which should
become part of the paradigm shift in theological education. Two of the most important
papers in this section are by Fernandes and Kachappilly. Fernandes argues that theological
education should be open to all members of the community. Theology is faith-reflection
for the whole community. There are three phases of theologizing: immersion; reflection;
and action. These three phases are usually overlapping and mutually conditioning. Thus,
theology is a reflection on experience in the context of faith. Kachappilly argues that we
are living in a postmodern age and we should not ignore their critique of religion. Process
theism offers an effective postmodern alternative in our times. Kachappilly leaves us with
two thoughts on God in this postmodern era that could lead to a paradigm shift in theology.
First, there is an urgency for individuals to construct a credible theological framework in
order to deconstruct the negativity of postmodernism towards religion. Second, individuals
must develop a God-talk which critically reflects on the culture and history of God-
concepts in order that they remain alive and meaningful for each individual. 

In sum, this book was a joy to read in these postmodern times in the history of religion.
This book will have a broad readership, and should be of special interest to philosophers
of religion, postmodernists, seminarians, and individuals of any religious community who
are struggling to keep religion alive and meaningful at a time when there is a widespread
scepticism about the substance of religion. Deconstruction is common in today’s culture
and society since individuals are discovering that the old paradigms and presuppositions
are inadequate to deal with the continuous changes that the world is experiencing. What
this deconstruction should lead to is a new paradigm of religion which is relevant to our
changing world and yet holds onto to some of the most fundamental religious principles
that have stood the test of time. The rewards of achieving this will be very great indeed!

For an Effective Right to Adequate Food. Proceedings of the International
Seminar on *The Right to Food: a Challenge for Peace and Development in the
21  Century+, Edited by Marco Borghi and Letizia Postiglione Blommestein.st

Collection Inter-disciplinaire (vol. 29). Fribourg: Editions Universitaires
Fribourg Suisse, 2002. xi + 398pp. ISBN 2-8271-0936-0.

Gregory J. Walters, Saint Paul University, Ottawa

Human hunger, malnutrition and starvation remain stark realities. In South Asia the calorie
intake of adult women is nearly 29% lower than that of men, while 30% of children have
low birth weight (NB. 80% of the brain is developed before the age of two). Half of the



176 Études maritainiennes / Maritain Studies

world’s malnourished children live in India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh. Estimates are that
830 million human beings — 15% of humanity — suffer hunger and malnutrition; of these,
10% are children that never reach the age of five. The right to food is one of the most
sensitive and ethically significant of human rights, and this book qualifies as a
contemporary primer on the subject of an effective right to adequate food within the
context of other political, economic, social, cultural and environmental rights.

The papers in this collection spring from an international seminar organized by the
International Jacques Maritain Institute, with the technical co-operation of the FAO, and
the high patronage of the President, Republic of Italy. Noted international scholars,
international governmental and non-governmental organization representatives make
contributions to debates over the right to food. Contributors identify and analyze the
crucial link between food security and democracy, the dual nature of food as a basic
human ‘need’ and a ‘commodity,’ as well as the perverse impacts of macroeconomic
forces resulting from globalization on food insecurity. 

The two introductory articles by M.S. Swaminathan (‘The Right to Food: from Analysis
to Action’) and Asbjørn Eide (‘The Right to Food: from Vision to Substance’) provide
substantive practical and theoretical analyses, respectively, on the promotion and
protection of the effective right to adequate food. Eide’s clarification about the role of
personal responsibility, entitlements, and state and international obligations is especially
lucid because he provides useful clarification on the subject of the right to food, the nature
of the right, and the respondents of the right. In contrast to some contributors, he takes a
more critical view of intellectual property rights as related to food production. “The merits
of intellectual property rights from a human rights perspective are not very convincing
when they are used by powerful economic actors as a tool to dominate, and control
economically, weaker producers of food” (p. 49).

The collection is organized in five parts. Part One discusses the results and the
prospects of the 1996 World Food Summit (WFS). Essays by Carlos Villán Durán, Barbara
Huddleston, Pierre Spitz, and Fernando Gerbasi reiterate the UDHR’s proclamation that
“everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of
himself and his family, including food….” The International Covenant on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights stressed, in 1966, ‘the right of everyone to … adequate food’
(Art. 11). In this section contributors emphasize the multifaceted character of ‘food
security,’ which was defined by the Rome Declaration as “physical and economic access
by all, at all times, to sufficient, nutritionally adequate and safe food” (p. 63). The WSF
Action Plan adopted a rights-based approach to food security that entails respect for
principles such as participation, accountability, non-discrimination, empowerment and a
legislative framework that can judicially enforce the right to food. Well over thirty years
have passed, however, with no observable progress toward achieving the UDHR goal.
Moreover, target agreements of the WFP to reduce by half the number of undernourished
people in the world by the year 2015, have not been met. It seems almost certain that the
targets will be increasingly difficult to meet given the consequences of globalization and
structural adjustment programs in many developing countries.

Part Two analyzes the role that international organizations (e.g., FAO, IFAD, WTO, et
al.) play in the promotion, maintenance and protection of the right to food, and, more
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specifically, in teaching better farming. Contributions by Vito Tanzi, Hartwig de Haen,
Pedro Alfonso Medrano, Klemens van de Sand, Frank Wolter, Alfredo Sfeir-Younis, Hans
J. Blommestein and Jorge Braga de Macedo tackle some crucial questions: If states have
a financial obligation to assist poor countries, what are the implications for their own
national budgets? Which countries will give financial aid, and which countries only food
aid? Blommestein and Braga de Macedo argue for a “global common good” or what Pope
John Paul II calls a “globalisation of solidarity” (p. 176) in order to fulfill the right to food,
but any fulfillment of the right requires setting targets with reliable data, sound economic
analysis, and attention to culture. If not, the cure can end up worse than the disease. Sfeir-
Younis outlines strategic elements of the World Bank’s strategy on food and addresses
linkages between poverty and food security. World food demand will double in the next
30-50 years as we add 2.5 billion people to the planet, but “the biotechnology toolkit is
extensive and has much to offer to increase food security” (p. 149). He offers examples of
modifications of sweet potatoes, grass pea, maize, and successful crosses of traditional
African rice with a high-yielding Asian rice to produce NERICAS (New Rice for Africa).

Part Three discusses the “Code of Conduct on the Right to Food,” which develops the
meaning of the right to food according to international treaties and general international
law. Héctor Faúndez Ledesma, Gerald Moore, Michael Windfuhr, Giovannie Conso, and
Marco Borghi discuss the Code from a variety of juridical and practical frameworks.
Moore’s treatment of General Comment No. 12, which was adopted by the Committee on
Economic, Cultural and Social Rights in 1999, is especially helpful for understanding the
first full and authoritative clarification of the right to adequate food and the fundamental
right to be free from hunger that was set forth in Art. 11 of the ICESCR Covenant. State
obligations at the national level entail three levels of obligation: to respect existing
physical and economic access to adequate food; to protect individuals from deprivation by
third parties, including private entities and individuals; and to facilitate and fulfill, i.e.,
“positive action by the state to identify and provide for vulnerable populations within their
jurisdiction, including victims of natural or other disasters” (p. 198; cf. Code, Art. 5.3). 

Part Four addresses the right to food and the Code of Conduct, but with special
attention paid to the importance and role of civil society. Amedeo Postiglione asks: “What
does social contribution mean in juridical terms?” It means that the subjects of the
fundamental right to food, i.e., people and social formations, must have an institutional
juridical role that is an active one (p. 246). Several authors make analytical links between
the right to food and the right to life (Duncan McLaren) and the role of food security in
Brazil (Flavio Luiz Schieck Valente). Venezuelan universities and research centres (e.g.,
Fundació Polar) have had a positive role in promoting a sufficient supply of food that is
both affordable and of adequate quality (Leonor Gimenez de Mendoza). One more positive
essay discusses the direct impact of the Grameen Bank’s poverty alleviation strategy on
the rural credit market, capital accumulation, and income and employment generation in
Bangladesh (Dipal Chandra Barua).

Part Five contains essays that circle themes concerning political will and common
strategies for the future. Contributors pose some real challenges here, since political will
is as crucial as the financial resources necessary to achieve the goal of reducing
malnutrition and hunger. Virtually all of the authors agree that any strategies to reduce
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poverty must increase food production and provide greater access to water, land, credit and
technology. Such access will support food security and help generate income and
employment prospects for the poor. Frederico Mayor reminds readers that it was during
the phase of ‘endogenous development’ (1970s) that wealthy state parties, as signatories
of the ICESCR, were required to provide 0.7% of the GNP to the developing countries.
Only the Nordic countries have done so. Other contributors analyze the right to food in the
context of the culture of peace (Anaisabel Prera), the problem of international public
opinion regarding food in an age of ‘democratic censorship’ and the impact of the Internet
on the quality of information (Mimmo Candito), and the role of science and technology
in helping to fulfill the Code of Conduct (Gian Tommaso Scarascia Mugnozza). The latter
argues that to speak merely of the quantity of food produced by agriculture is ‘too
simplistic.’ Food supply and food security are related to poverty, and thus the right to
work. He calls for genetically modified plants that are ‘more naturally adapted to the
environment’ and for “analysing the genomes of plants and animals in order to discover
the genetic resources which are necessary for sustainable and eco-compatible agriculture”
(p. 350). While the call for an ‘Evergreen revolution’ based on biotechnology, genetic
engineering, agronomic techniques, and zootechnic eco-compatibility and ‘eco-
sustainability’ will be hotly debated, he reminds us of the crucial role of the scientific
sector in the successful implementation of the right to food.

It is at least arguable that the right to food, next to the right to life, is the most ethically
significant component of human rights. The right to food goes beyond mere bodily survival
to include positive and negative effects upon the generic rights to well-being and freedom,
including emotional and moral stability and mental development. All of the contributors
are concerned with the dignity and human rights of persons, and in this respect, Maritain’s
philosophy, with its emphasis of the primacy of politics over economics, will remain a
vital resource in the fight against poverty, tangible international will for the right to
adequate food, and solid policies of programming for direct interventions that can remove
the structural causes of poverty and hunger. We live in an age of unparalleled scientific
and technological achievement; and yet, it is remarkable that human beings still die of
hunger every day. 

This book provides a real challenge for peace and development in the 21  century sincest

fundamentalist movements and the rise of new forms of global terror will no doubt
continue as the gap between the have’s and have not’s increases. In the words of the
Roman philosopher Seneca: “a hungry person listens neither to religion nor reason, nor
is bent by prayers.” The book also includes two important annexes with The ‘International
Code of Conduct on the Human Right to Adequate Food’ and ‘General Comment No. 12:
The Right to Adequate Food.’ There is no Subject, Geographical, or Author Index, which
would make the book more accessible to students and lay readers coming to the issues and
debates over an effective right to adequate food for the first time. There is much ‘food for
thought’ in this collection, and we may only hope that it may spur a major revolution in
values, strong political will, and institutional changes that provide conditions of possibility
for the realization of an effective right to adequate food for suffering, fellow human beings.
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Jacques Maritain and the Many Ways of Knowing. Edited by Douglas A.
Ollivant. Washington, D.C., The Catholic University of America Press, 2002,
330 pp.

Richard Feist, Saint Paul University

This is a large collection of very diverse papers. There is some variance in the quality of
the papers; many were very good, but some are questionable. Moreover, some papers do
not even deal with Maritain at all. Of course that in itself does not make such papers
unworthy of reading; in fact, some of the papers that do not consider Maritain are among
the most interesting in the volume. Nonetheless, including papers that neglect to speak of
Maritain at all – or at least not dealing very extensively with his thought – certainly means
that someone expecting a volume full of studies on Maritain will be somewhat
disappointed. But, to be fair, the title of the book and the back cover declare that the
concern is not just Maritain’s thought, but many other ways of knowing as well. Finally,
as usual with edited collections, the editor tries to impose some order on the collection.
But, as usual, this order tends to be just that: imposed.

These complaints aside, the volume has much to offer. It divides into three parts. The
first is entitled, ‘The Forms of our Knowing.’ Not surprisingly, the basic concern here is
epistemology. The second, ‘Politics, Culture, Literature,’ concentrates on the role that
philosophy may play in various fields of human endeavour. Finally, ‘Science, Art,
Theology, Mysticism,’ is a real mix of papers. Nonetheless, it contains some interesting
work.

Knasas’ article, “Transcendental Thomist Methodology and Maritain’s ‘Critical
Realism,”’ is an excellent overview of the difference between the approaches of Lonergan
and Maritain to St. Thomas’ philosophy. Although I disagreed with his conclusion that
Maritian’s approach was superior, it was an overall balanced and informative piece.

Another good article was Pugh’s “Ways of Knowing Metaphysical Being: Aquinas and
Heidegger.” One of his central concerns is Heidegger’s notorious ‘ontological difference’
and that Aquinas failed to properly understand this difference. Rarely is this distinction
handled in a clear fashion. For the most part Pugh manages to do so.

I also recommend Fitzgerald’s short, but interesting “Gilson and Maritain on the
Principle of Sufficient Reason” This paper dovetails nicely with Knasas’ article in that we
see a little more deeply into the Gilson/Maritain clash over the reading of St. Thomas.

MacIntyre’s thought appears in several papers and could be thought of as a bridge
between the first and second parts of this volume. Grant’s “Thomist or Relativist?
MacIntyre’s Interpretation of adaequatio intellectus et rei” works well with Toner’s
“Maritain and MacIntyre on Moral Education.”

One of the most interesting aspects of the second part of the volume is brought up in
Ollivant’s “The Politics of Realism: Locke, Maritain, and Hallowell on Liberalism and
Knowledge.” Basically, Ollivant asks, are atheistic ethical frameworks parasites on
religion? Simply put, to say as Locke does, that we know at best nominal essences, then
how can we justify the starting point of ethics, namely, that ‘all people are equal?’ Or, one
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could ask why are people even ‘valuable’ at all? This discussion helps to throw some light
on why Maritain opposed positivism in all its forms. It helps to make Maritian’s principle,
‘moral philosophy is ultimately completed by moral theology’ a little less dogmatic. And
that, I think, can open up interesting discussions in the foundations of ethics.

Wood’s “Combatting The Iron-Gloved Angel: Swift and Maritain v. Descartes,” is a
straightforward history paper comparing how similar Swift and Maritain are regarding
Descartes’ view of the incorporeal mind. Although this paper presents no arguments in the
standard sense of the term, Wood’s descriptions of Swift’s appropriation of various aspects
of the Cartesian picture and embedding them within cartoon-like stories, was nonetheless
very informative and convincing in its own way. I think that a work like Wood’s opens the
topic of just how narrow philosophers are in their reading of the philosophical tradition.
Perhaps in our reading and our teaching we should be including figures often only studied
in English Departments.

I conclude with some reflections on Arraj’s “Nonlocality and Maritain’s Dream of a
Philosophy of Nature.” It is not often that one tries to marry nonlocality with Thomistic
metaphysics. Arraj suggests that nonlocality can be understood by invoking Maritian’s
speculation on the distinction between a substantial unity and a contiguous unity. It is
possible that an object may lack the former and be unified by a single substantial form.
This, at first glance, is interesting; and, Arraj only suggests this, referring to his book for
a further study of this proposal. But, I am left wondering whether bringing in a substantial
form to address the puzzling problem of quantum nonlocality is a cure worse than the
disease. Nonetheless, this paper certainly opens up some interesting questions in the
philosophy of quantum mechanics and how a Thomistic ontology could address them.

One could say that this text does embrace Maritain’s general spirit of openness. For
many of the papers raised more questions than they solve. Overall, this is a reference type
of volume. It is best to leisurely pick one’s way through it. And in that sense would it
provide something of interest to almost any philosopher.


