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EDITORIALE 

Christ has so willed Church, that we should 
get at the Truth, not by ingenious specula­
tions reasoning, or investigations olour own, 
but by teaching. 

(I.H. NEWMAN, Parochial and Plains Ser­
mons, Ignatius Press 1987, 267). 

L'uomo è costretto, in certi momenti della sua storia, ad assumere 
un compito necessario e pericoloso: il compito di collocare se stesso in 
un punto dal quale poter vedere nel suo insieme la vicenda che sta vi­
vendo. 

. Compito necessario: in momenti di profonde crisi spirituali, abbiamo 
bisogno di punti di orientamento, per non perdersi nella disperazione o 
nella noia del non-senso. Compito pericoloso: esiste il rischio di semplifi­
care troppo, di costringere la multiforme esperienza umana dentro schemi 
pre-fabbricati. 

Nonostante fossimo ben consapevoli del pericolo, abbiamo voluto 
con questo numero di «Anthropotes» tentare questa impresa. Un risultato 
almeno vorremmo raggiungere: suscitare una seria discussione sui punti 
fondamentali della vita cristiana. 

1. ALCUNE PREMESSE GENERALI 

Sono sempre piti convinto che uno dei problemi centrali della Chiesa 
contemporanea sia la determinazione dell' attitudine ultima, piti profonda, 
che essa deve avere verso la modernità: non verso questo o quell'aspetto 
della modernità, ma verso la modernità come tale. La difficoltà nasce da 
un duplice fatto: dalla complessità che il termine stesso modernità designa 
e, soprattutto, dal carattere assiologico di questa categoria. Mi sembra che 
questo secondo fatto sia molto importante. 

Per «carattere assiologico» intendo il fatto che quando si parla di 
modernità non si parla solamente di una divisione cronologica, operata da­
gli storici (europei): il periodo che inizia col 1492 (scoperta del Nuovo 
Mondo). Si intende una dorma di pensiero» (Denkform), una svolta nel­
la determinazione di ciò che deve essere posto come centrale nella defini­
zione stessa di uomo. 
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Vorrei ora tentare di descrivere questa svolta. San Tommaso d'Aqui­
no, dall'inizio alla fine della sua vicenda teoretica, ha sempre insegnato 
che l'inizio-fondamento-sorgente di tutta la nostra vita spirituale, è la «ap­
prehensio entis» (cfr per esempio De Verilate, q.l. a.1): lo spirito - me­
glio: l'uomo come soggetto spirituale - si mette in movimento, partendo 
dalla constatazione della realtà. In questo punto, il pili radicale, sembra 
precisamente awenire quella svolta di cui ho parlato poc' anzi. La coscien­
za è anzitutto presenza del soggetto al mondo reale e del mondo al sog­
getto reale. Ambedue le presenze sono le presenze primarie, ma a diverso 
titolo: la prima a titolo del soggetto reale, la seconda a titolo dell'oggetto 
reale. 

La svolta awiene poiché si nega che questa presenza sia originaria: la 
presenza originaria è la presenza di se stesso a se stesso. L'inizio-fonda­
mento-sorgente di tutta la nostra vita spirituale non è una «apprehensio» 
(entis), ma una domanda: «perché ì'essente e non piuttosto il niente?», E, 
cosi, tutta la vicenda umana è il tentativo di una giustificazione del reale, 
a partire esclusivamente dal soggetto che è originariamente presenza di se 
stesso a se stesso. 

Mi rendo conto di avere eccessivamente semplificato, ma credo di 
non aver detto il falso. La modernità come modo di pensare e come ca­
tegoria assiologica mi sembra che possa essere definita, nella sua essenza, 
come antropocentrismo radicale: è l'uomo che deve rendere ragione-fonda­
re (= giustificare) la realtà. 

E possibile parlare di «uomo-creatore» (o «coscienza creativa»), 
come formula sintetica, per esprimere questa svolta? A questo punto il 
problema del!' attitudine della Chiesa verso la 1110del'uità cOSI intesa, si 
complica ancora di pili. 

La Tradizione cristiana ha riflettuto molto seriamente (Gregorio di 
Nissa e Massimo il Confessore, nella tradizione orientale; Agostino e 
Tommaso, nella tradizione occidentale) sulla vera natura dell'atto libero, 
vedendo in esso una vera (anche se analogica) auto-creazione. Gregorio di 
Nissa ha affermato che mediante l'atto libero, l'uomo genera se stesso ed 
Agostino ha affermato che niente è pili intimo alla libertà della libertà 
stessa. Ci troveremmo di fronte ad un evento privo di presupposti. E 
questo concetto di libertà sembra precisamente coincidere con la svolta di 
cui ho parlato prima: affermazione di un inizio, senza presupposti, a par­
tire dal soggetto (umano). Questa coincidenza sembra, pertanto, finalmen­
te raggiungere la soluzione del nostro problema. 

Lasciando per ora irrisolta questa questione, continuo nella indicazio­
ne delle premesse generali. 

Mi sembra che il problema posto dalla modernità al pensiero cristia­
no sia, forse, il problema della libertà. Pili precisamente: della originarietà 
o non della libertà nella vicenda spirituale dell'uomo. Alcuni grandi fatti, 
pili superficiali ma non meno importanti, che hanno caratterizzato la no­
stra storia occidentale, sembra che confermino la nostra intuizione. I fatti 
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sono: la nascita della scienza con Galileo; la nascita della democrazia po­
litica negli Stati Uniti; l'awento del cosiddetto «quarto stato» sulla scena 
della storia; il movimento femminista. 

Nel discorso pronunciato dal Santo Padre al nostro primo Congresso 
di Teologia morale (Aprile 1986), egli disse: «This essential link-up of 
Truth-Goodness-Freedom has been lost to a large extent by contemporary 
culture. Therefore, to lead man to rediscover it is one of the particular 
requirements of the Church's mission today, for the salvation of the 
world». 

2. VERIFICA NEL CAMPO DELL'ETICA DI UN'IPOTESI 

Ho indicato alcune ipotesi interpretative. Ora, vorrei passare esplicita­
mente al campo dell'etica, come luogo per verificare una ipotesi. Prima, 
enuncerò brevemente l'ipotesi (2, 1) e poi procederò ad uno schizzo di 
verifica (2, 2). 

2,1. (L'ipotesi). Nell'enunciare l'ipotesi, mi servirò di alcune riflessioni 
di S. Kierkegaard (La malattia mortale). Secondo il filosofo danese, le 
possibilità radicali che si aprono davanti alla libertà dell'uomo, chiamato 
alla suprema determinazione di se stesso, sono due: «nel rapportarsi a se 
stesso e volendo essere se stesso !'io si fonda, trasparente, nella potenza che 
l'ha posto» oppure «nel rapportarsi a se stesso e volendo essere se stesso 
l'io non si fonda, trasparente, nella potenza che l'ha posto». 

Si tratta, dunque, della determinazione di se stesso, cioè dell' esercizio 
della libertà. Attraverso, infatti, questo esercizio, l'uomo non sceglie solo 
qualcosa, ma sceglie, dentro la scelta di qualcosa, se stesso: determina 
cioè se stesso, costruisce progressivamente se stesso. In relazione a che 
cosa? Secondo quale misura? Può essere in relazione a qualcosa di finito: 
secondo una misura limitata: rapportando se stesso semplicemente a se 
stesso, misurando semplicemente se stesso su se stesso. 

Ma, ora, vorrei spiegare questo punto con un esempio, un fatto assai 
importante nella storia europea. Si tratta della vicenda di San Tommaso 
Moro, chiamato ad una decisione altamente drammatica. La scelta che 
deve fare ha un oggetto molto preciso: apporre o non apporre una firma. 
Ma egli è ben consapevole che dentro a questa precisa scelta, decide di 
se stesso. Di se stesso in relazione a che çosa? È questa in realtà la vera 
decisione: dentro quale relazione porre se stesso? Egli, infatti, può vedere 
se stesso in relazione al bene della sua famiglia: essa ha ancora bisogno 
della sua presenza. In relazione al bene dello Stato inglese: esso, da poco 
ricostituito in unità sotto la Corona, non ha bisogno di essere ancora 
messo in pericolo. In relazione al suo istinto di conservazione: egli sa che 
se rifiuta di firmare, morirà. Ciascuna di queste tre relazioni, che la liber-
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tà di T. Moro può scegliere, costituisce una misura del proprio io: la mi­
sura è data dal suo essere padre di famiglia, la misura è data dal suo es­
sere suddito del re d'Inghilterra, la misura è data dal suo essere un orga­
nismo vivente. Sono tutte misure finite, poiché il termine della relazione 
è finito. 

Ma esiste anche una quarta relazione: Tommaso Moro può vedere se 
stesso in relazione con una giustizia, con una legge eterna «summa ratio», 
come scrive Agostino, «cui semper ohtemperandum est». E qui, la misura 
è qualitativamente diversa, è un transitus in aliud genus: è una misura 
eterna. 

T. Moro, in prigione, nel l'apportarsi a se stesso e volendo essere se 
stesso, doveva scegliere se fondarsi, trasparente, nella potenza che lo aveva 
posto oppure se fondarsi su qualcosa d'altro. Siamo ritornati al punto fi­
nale del primo punto della mia riflessione. Nel momento in cui l'uomo si 
sveglia alla vita dello spirito, egli è presenza di se stesso a se stesso (ia 
coscienza è semplicemente auto-coscienza) oppure è presenza di se stesso 
a se stesso nella presenza del soggetto all' essere e dell' essere al soggetto 
(la coscienza è coscienza dell'essere: san Tomaso)? Nel momento in cui 
deve divenire se stesso, deve cioè agire liberamente, l'uomo in quanto 
semplice rapporto di se stesso a se stesso - deve volere essere se stesso, 
rimanendo nella misura di se stesso, oppure deve volere essere se stesso, 
ponendosi in una relazione (di obbedienza) con una Misura infinita? 

La mia ipotesi, finalmente, è la seguente: una parte della teologia 
morale cattolica sostiene tesi che coerentemente - per necessità logica -
implicano che la verità dell'uomo, in quanto soggetto libero, sia nella pri­
ma possibilità àella libertà. 

Benché sia superfluo aggiungerlo, tuttavia, a scanso di equivoco, è 
necessario dire che non si tratta di affermazioni riguardanti le intenzioni 
o attitudini di chicchessia: la discussione teologica si fa su idee, tesi, argo­
menti e non sulle intenzioni ed attitudini. 

2,2. (Verifica dell'ipotesi). Mi sembra che il dibattito etico, teologico, 
ecclesiologico, scoppiato soprattutto in Europa occidentale in questi mesi, 
sia una conferma di questa ipotesi. Il dibattito, infatti, va molto oltre le 
questioni specifiche. Due contrapposizioni sono emerse. 

La prima: l'obbligatorietà della norma morale in un caso concreto 
non dipende in ultima istanza da ciò che mediante la norma l'uomo cono­
sce, ma dal potere normativo, ad essa (alla norma) superiore, della co­
scienza morale. In termini piti tecnici e scolastici: la coscienza può sem­
pre stabilire un' epikeia (= deroga al precetto stabilito) a ogni norma mo­
rale (intramondana: innerwelticher). 

In altre parole: l'uomo è obbligato, in ultima istanza, non dalla verità 
sul bene, conosciuta attraverso la norma, ma dalla sua coscienza. 

La seconda: la «right decision making procedure» non può essere al­
tro che un confronto fra i vari beni umani che sono in questione, in or-
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dine a stabilire quali di essI sIa preponderante (metodo proporzionalista). 
Cioè: la coscienza, in ordine ad una decisione moralmente giusta, non 
deve riferirsi alla norma morale come al criterio decisivo, ma al confronto 
dei vari beni in questione (cosi i vari proporzionalisti). 

È necessario fare attenzione al legame profondo fra le due afferma­
zioni. La coscienza morale del singolo, nel giudicare se la persona è o 
non è obbligata dalla norma morale, non procede chiudendosi completa­
mente in se stessa. Essa deve compiere un bilanciamento dei vari beni in 
questione, per controllare quale è il bene prevalente. E questo è il punto 
centrale sul quale dobbiamo fermare la nostra attenzione. 

Partiamo da una verità della nostra fede: il male del quale non è 
possibile pensare uno piti grande, è il male morale, cioè il peccato. Non 
una volta, ma mille volte la morte piuttosto che un solo peccato veniale. 
E su questo, tutti siamo d'accordo. Ma, quale è il criterio ultimo per sa­
pere se un atto è o non è moralmente cattivo? È il riferimento dell'atto 
in questione al risultato intra-mondano dell'atto stesso. Cioè: la «right­
ness/wrongness» di un atto è determinato dal fatto che l'atto, confrontan­
do i vari beni in questione, totalizza un bene/male maggiore/minore, nel 
mondo. 

Molti erano i beni/mali in questione, quando T. Moro dovette pren­
dere la sua decisione: il bene/male della sua famiglia; il bene/male d"lla 
pace civile nel Regno inglese; il bene/male della sua persona; il bene/male 
della Chiesa cattolica in Inghilterra. Quale «right decision making proce­
dure» doveva adottare? fare un bilanciamento dei vari beni in questione, 
per verificare quale era precisamente quello preponderante. Non semplice­
mente riferirsi alla legge evangelica: non dare mai a Cesare quello che è 
di Dio! Il peccato non sarebbe consistito eventualmente nel dare a Cesare 
quello che è di Dio: ma nel fatto che non si sceglierebbe il bene prepon­
derante ed in questa scelta, a causa di questa scelta, si è dato a Cesare 
quello che è di Dio. 

È difficile avere una verifica piti chiara della nostra ipotesi, come di­
mostrerò subito, per due ragioni soprattutto. 

La prima. Si ha qui uno spostamento dell' asse portante dell' esisrenza 
umana, cioè dell' esercizio della libertà creata. Il soggetto pone se stesso in 
riferimento alla sroria, la quale diventa la misura decisiva del suo riferi­
mento al Creatore che l'ha posto. Esiste cioè un modo di essere nel tem­
po che decide della nostra eternità, diverso dal nostro modo di essere in 
rapporto colla Santità di Dio quale si svela nella legge morale. Non è 
questo rapporto dell'uomo colla Potenza che lo crea, mediato dalla legge 
morale, il rapporto che decide del valore del rapporto dell'uomo coi beni 
creati. Al contrario. Il valore del rapporto dell'uomo col mondo (massi­
malizzare i beni creati - minimizzare i mali creati) decide del valore del­
l'uomo colla Potenza che lo crea. Nel rapportarsi a se stesso e volendo 
essere se stesso, !'io si fonda su se stesso, in quanto non ha altra misura 
decisiva che il suo essere nel mondo. 
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La seconda è ancora plU profonda e meriterebbe piti lunga trattazio­
ne. Gli storici piti penetranti del pensiero moderno sono concordi nel 
dire «che è con la critica kantiana che ,l pensiero moderno ha preso il suo 
orientamento definitivo, grazie al quale il problema della verità dell' essere è 
riportato completamente all'uomo» (C. Fabro). Non vi è dubbio che l'am­
bito della nostra vita è circoscritto dallo spazio e dal tempo: la verità (an­
che la verità sul bene e sul male) quindi deve sempre determinarsi con 
riferimento allo spazio e al tempo. Ogni tentativo di uscirne è paragona­
bile ... a chi è tanto grasso che per abbottonarsi i pantaloni deve fare un 
passo avanti. Anche l'etica di molti teologi sembra avere imboccato questa 
via, limitandosi all'affermazione di una libertà-Opzione trascendentale-fon­
damentale che aggancia l'uomo a Dio, senza potere inserire questo rap­
porto dentro il tempo e lo spazio, ambito della nostra vita quotidiana. 

3. PERCHÉ QUESTO NUMERO DI «ANTHROPOTES»? 

È difficile, molto difficile a volte, capirsi. Ho voluto solo chiarire il 
punto di vista da cui si muove la nostra riflessione. Essa prende molto se­
riamente. il problema posto dalla modernità: il problema del primato (as­
soluto) della libertà umana. 

Come è accaduto cbe la modernità stia fallendo, proprio nel suo pro­
getto fondamentale: restituire alla libertà il suo proprio peso specifico? È 
avvenuto casualmente questo fallimento? Si tratta di correggere semplice­
mente il tiro o al t:ollLrado sI Lfalta di call1biare rotta? 

Sono queste le domande che poniamo ai nostri colleghi per verificare 
alcune tesi: si tratta di cambiare rotta e non di prendere come punti di 
partenza il principio di immanenza sperando di correggerlo durante il 
cammino; la negazione di norme morali specifiche ineccepibili e l'adozio­
ne della <<1'Ìght decision making proportionalist procedure» portano nello 
stesso vicolo cieco cui è pervenuta la modernità, poiché quella negazione 
e questa adozione sono coerenti con la modernità medesima. 

Perché abbiamo fatto tutto questo? Perché affermiamo un primato 
esistenziale della libertà, che può essere salvaguardato solo negando il pri­
mato formale della libertà medesima, mentre l'affermazione del primato 
formale per salvare il primato esistenziale finisce coll' evacuare ambedue i 
primati. 

È ora possibile comprendere la logica interna di questo numero di 
«Anthropotes». Esso percorre tre tracciati etici: coscienza, legge, peccato, 
ma riconducendcoli tutti e tre alla verità della creazione. È questa verità 
che sta al centro della riflessione: metafisica, etica e religione sono come 
tre superfici di una piramide. Sono distinte, ma si concentrano in un solo 
punto, in un solo vertice: Dio creatore, punto d'arrivo di ogni metafisica, 
spiegazione ultima dell' esperienza etica e cuore di ogni vera religione. 
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L'esposizione dei fondamenti dell'antropologia nel magistero di Gio­
vanni Paolo II termina la nostra riflessione: una verifica richiesta al Magi­
stero per avere una risposta ai nostri problemi. Infatti, «da chi andremo, 
Signore? Tu solo hai parole di vita eterna». 

c.c. 





SOMMARI 

(italiano - inglese - francese) 

A. LAUN, Das Gewissen - sein Gesetz und seine Freiheit. Anmerkungen zur 
heutigen Diskussion 

L'autore affronta un triplice problema sulla coscienza. Si ripete sempre che la coscienza ha 
l'ultima autorità davanti alle «norme etiche»; che all'etica appartiene la «responsabilità» e 
non soltanto «l'ubbidienza» davanti alle norme pretese. Di fronte a queste posizioni l'autore 
dimostra però che la coscienza è determinata da una legge interna (A). Affronta poi, di con­
seguenza, problemi delicati come quello della «ubbidienza cieca» e tratta la relazione fra 
magistero e coscienza (B). 
In un terzo passo (C) esamina il senso e l'importanza della libertà di coscienza. 
Si determina cOSI lo spazio vero della libertà, di cui l'uomo ha bisogno per compiere il suo 
obbligo verso la verità e quindi verso il Vangelo. La libertà non è, al contrario, da identifi­
carsi con la mancanza di ogni legame (obbligo); idea 'che il Pontefice Gregorio XVI ha giu­
stamente condannato. 

The author treats a triple problem about conscience. We always repeat that conscience has 
the last authority towards the «ethical norms»; that the «responsibility», and not only the 
«obedience» towards the norms) belongs to ethics. In the face of these positions, the author 
demonstrates that conscience is determined by an internaI law (A). Consequently, he faces 
some delicate problems as, for example, the «blind obedience» and he treats the relation 
between magisterium and conscience (B). 
In the third section (C), he examines the meaning and importance of the freedom of con­
science. 
In this way, he determines the true space of freedom: man needs it tO accomplish his duty 
toward ttuth and, so, towards the Gospel. On the contrary, freedom must not be identified 
with the lack of any tie (obligation); this idea was rightly condemned by Pope Gregory 
XVl. 

J. FINNIS, On creation and Ethics 
La riflessione filosofica sui primi principi della ragione pratica trova in essi il fondamento 
per arrivare alla conclusione dell' esistenza del Creatore, libero, personale e al quale non 
manca nulla. Le responsabilità etiche basilari comprendono la ricerca della verità su questa 
fonte trascendente e entrano in cooperazione con essa, per 11 bene della sua gloria (della 
quale l'adempimento umano è una componente). La riflessione stùla libertà divina di scelta 
nella creazione, e sulla provvidenza e intenzionalità divina, aiuta a far luce stùla nostra com­
prensione della libertà umana, della responsabilità umana nei risultati globali, e del significa­
to dell'intenzione in etica. Tutti problemi che vengono distorti in modo grave nell'etica, pro­
porzionalista. 

La réflexion ph11osophique SUI' Ies premiers principes de la ,raison pratique trouve en eux 
son fondement pour affirmer l'existence du Créateur, libre, personnel et auquel ne manque 
rien. Les responsab11ités éthiques fondamentales comprennent la recherche de la vérité SUI' 

cette source transcendante et entrent en coopération avec elle, pom le. bien de sa gIoire 
(dont l'accomplissement humain est une des composantes). La réflexion sur la liberté divine 
de chofx dans la création, et sur la providence et intentionalité divines, nous aide à clarifier 
notre compréhension de la liberté humaine, de la responsabilité humaine dans Ies résultats 
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finals, et du significat de l'intention en éthique. TOU5 problèmes qui scnt déformés de façon 
grave dans 1'éthique proportionnaliste. 

C. CARDONA, La verdad de la creaci6n y el mal moral 
L'autore pone il problema dei rapporti tra verità della creazione e la nozione di peccato nel­
la prospettiva dell'interrogativo se il «creazionismo» cristiano sia tra le cause dell'oblio del· 
l'essere, come disse Heiclegger. Considera che la risposta si trova nel vedere la persona -
ogni persona come essere voluto da Dio per se stesso e perciò, diversamente dalle altre 
creature, che possiede ratto di essere, per cOSI dire, in proprietà: è dò che costituisce come 
tale la persona e la distingue da qualsiasi parte dell'universo (da qualsiasi «cnte alla mano» 
e di qualsiasi «ente agli occhi», nella terminologia di Heiddeger), comportando la sua perso­
nale relazione a Dio, che segue inseparabilmente l'atto di essere, l'effettiva creazione di ogni 
persona, segnalandola già per tutta l'eternità come qualcuno davanti a Dio e per sempre. La 
verità della creazione, come donazione gratuita e per sempre dell'essere, fatta da Dio alla 
persona creata, impone la conclusione: Dio mi ama, e vuole il bene per me. Pili ancora: nel 
farmi capace di conoscerlo e amarlo, Dio costituisce Se stesso nel bene dell'uomo, da rag­
giungere con l'amore di amicizia. Tale amore non si può forzare: da ciò il tempo della pro­
va, il rischio di Dio, la possibilità del peccato, come autodistruzione della propria capacità 
d'amare con amore di amicizia. All'oblio dell'essere 'se si vuole- salvare l'etica, non basta ri­
spondere con la Vergessenheit des Seins (la memoria dell'essere) ma bisogna ricuperare quella 
che Sant'Agostino chiamava memoria Dei (la nostra memoria ontologica di Dio), quindi della 
cognitio Dei, amor Dei: ricuperare cioè la nozione di creazione, cioè la riduzione al fonda­
mento di tutto l'universo nell'amore creatore di Dio, che a Heidegger sembra un'interferenza 
della fede nella filosofia. I cristiani sanno - gli altri lo intravedono, perché la grazia non 
soppianta ma perfeziona la natura - che per far ciò è necessaria la grazia. 

The author points out the problem of thc relationship between the truth of creadon and the 
notion of sin, emphasizing the question whether the christian «creationism» is one of the 
reasons for the oblivion of the being, as Heidegger said. He affil'ms that the answer 1S 
found in considering thc person every persen - as a being wanted by Ged fct himsc!f. 
Therefore, differently from other creatures, tbe person has the act of being, as it were its 
own property: this is what constitutes the person and distinguishes him/her from any part 
of the universe (from any «being at the hand» and of any «being at the eyes», aecording 
to Heidegger); this faet has as a result his/her personal relationship with God that follows 
inseparably the act of being) the real creation of cvery person, rendering h1m/her as some­
body in front 01 God for ever, Thc t1'Uth of creation, as free gìft of the being made by God 
to the created person for ever, leads us to the conclusion; God loves me and He wants the 
good for me. Or rather: rcndering me capable of knowing and loving Him, God constitutes 
Himself in the good of man, which can be reached through the love of friendship. This 
love can not be forced: from it dcrives thc rime of the proof, the risk of God, the possibil­
ity of sin, as seli-dest1'Uction of own capadty of loving with love of fricndship. If wc want 
to save ethics, it 1S not suffident to answer to the oblivon of the being with the Verges­
senheit des Seins (the memory of being) but we have to recover the memoria Dei, as St. Au­
gustin said (our ontological mcmory of God) and thus the cognitio Dei, amor Dei: Le. to re­
cover the notion of creation, the reduction to the foundation of all thc univcrsc in the 
creating love of God, that Hcidegger judged as an interference of the faith in philosophy. 
Christians know that to do it it 1S nceessary the gl'ace - other peoplc make it out, because 
tbe gl'ace does not substitute the nature but improves iL 

A. RAMOS, Foundations for a Christian Anthropology 
L'autore si propone, in primo luogo, di dare una presentazione sintetica della dottrina antro­
pologica di K. Wojtyla - Giovanni Paolo II. Presentazione che si articola attorno ai seguen-
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ti punti: la persona come soggetto ed oggetto dei suoi atti; la persona come soggetto di Ve­
rità ed Amore; il significato dell'auto-realizzazione della persona nel contesto del mistero del 
dono, 
L'autore dimostra che sia la dottrina antropologica di K Wojtyla sia il magistero di Giovan­
ni Paolo II sulla persona umana da una parte si radica, rispettivamente, nella metafisica clas­
sica e nella dottrina del Vaticano II, dall'altra, si sviluppa in un confronto continuo colla 
cultura contemporanea, 
La dottrina antropologica si costruisce sulla verità della creazione e della Redenzione, Creato 
ad immagine dell'Immagine, l'uomo conosce pienamente se stesso, solo quando l'Immagine, 
il Verbo si fa uomo, 

L'auteur se propose, en premier lieu, de donner une présentation syntetlque de la doctrine 
anthropologique de K Wojtyla - Jean-Paul IL La synthèse s'articule autor des points sui­
vants: la personne humaine comme sujet et objet de ses actes; la personne humaine comme 
suiet de Vérité et d'Amour; le sens de l'auto-réalisation de la personne dans le mystère du 
don, 
L'auteur démontre gue auss1 blen la doctrine anthropologigue de K Wojtyla que le magistè" 
re de Jean-Paul II sur la personne humaine s'enracinent respectivement dans la méthaphysi­
que classique et dans la doctrine du Vatican II et, de 1'autl'e coté, ils se developpent à tra­
vers la confrontation avec la culture contemporaine, 
La doctrine anthropologique se construit sur la vérité de la création et de la Rédemption, 
Créé à l'image de l'Image, l'homme connalt pleinernent soi mème seulement lorsgue l'Image, 
le Verbe, se fait hornrne, 

Nota critica 

s. GRYGIEL, «Egli è qui ... perché siano svelati i pensieri di molti cuori» 
(Le 2, 34-35) 

Thc dedarations of some theologians, critidzing thc morai teaching af the Church, reveal 
the crisis of the fa1th of rnany, The faith in God-Creator, permitting man to discuss about 
truth and to accept lt, make it possibile for him to be a person, In faet the faith gives hiro 
the possibility to belong to the truth and not to be a subject of somebody or of something, 
Instrumcntalization of man, to which the opponents of Humanae vitae nolens volens expose 
the human person, comes from visions OD man which are closed in thc contingent, 
The c1'i515 of ethics reveals the Crlsis cf thc christian ethos) namely of the living in the 
ahode whose centre is Christ. 
Thereforc, this crisis reveals the crisis cf soteriology, Those who do not know how to rc­
ceive thc gift try to built everything, alsa the truth, because truth is the gift par excellence, 
In this way, man becomes slave of his own constructions, even the theological ones. 
Thc Church is united to Christ aode pIace its trust in the Centre of human ethos, which is 
a comrnunion, The Church guards the gin, For this reason, the Church guards the dignity 
of man belonging to that gift which 1S the truth itself, The faith is given to the community 
of persons; we believe as a community, Thercfore, there is the theology, not the theologies, 
We believe in Christ who 1s in the Church, From the beginning the Church expressed Qur 
faith through the faith of Peter, 
The magistel'ium continues to progress in the question: «God, where we are going toh. 
This guestion expresses the timor Dei, Ali the questions which are rnade out of Peter's 
guestion, do not orient us towards the Centre but towards many centres different from It, 
which are not adeguate as the abode of man, 
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Les déclarations de certains théologiens qui critiquent l'enseignement éthique de l'Eglise, ré­
vélent la erise de la fci de plusieurs. La foi eo Dieu-créateur, eu permettant à l'homme de 
pader de la vérité et de l'accepter, lui rend possible d'etre sujet. En effet, la foi lui donne 
la possibilité d'appartenir à la vérité et de n' etre sujet de rieo et de personnc. L'instrumen­
talisation de l'homme, à laquelle Ies adversaires de Humanae vitae nolens volens exposent la 
personne hwnaine, dérive dès visions de l'homme fermées dans le contingento 
La erise de l'éthique révèle la erise de l'ethos chrétien, c'est-à-dire du demeurer dans la de­
meure, dont le centte est le Christ, Par conséquencc, cette erise révèle la erise de la sotério­
logico Ceux qui ne savent pas recevoir le don cherchent à construire tom, meme la vérité, 
parce qu'elle est don par excellence. C'et ainsi que l'homme devient esclave de ses construc· 
tions, meme celles théologiques. 
L'Eglise ne constitue qu'un avec le Christ. Elle s'en remet au Centre de l'ethos humain qui 
est communlonneL Elle garde le don. C'est pour ça qu'elle gal'de la dignité de l'homme qui 
appartient à ce don, qui est la vérité meme. Las foi est donnée à la communlon des person­
nes; nous croyons communionalement. Done, il y a la théologie et non pas les théologies. 
Nous croyons en Christ qui est dans l'Eglise. Dès le début, l'Eglise exprimait notre foi à 
travers la foi de Pierre. 
Le magistère continue à progresser dans la question: «Seigncll1') che?: gt1i i.rons"Dous?» Cf:."tte 
question exprime le timor Dei. Les questions posées au dehors de la question de Pierre ne 
nous orientent pas vers le Centre mais vers beaucoup de centres différents de Lui et non 
pas adéquats à la demeure de l'homme. 

In rilievo 

]. LE]EUNE, Is There a Natura! Mora!ity? 
La domanda, alla quale l'illustre genetista risponde, è se esista una moralità naturale. La ri· 
sposta affermativa è fondata, partendo da una riflessione che premette sempre una presa in 
considerazione delle più recemi SCOpeJ:lé sdeulifkhe. Il punto di partenza è costituito da 
un'evidenza per il biologo contemporaneo: lo spirito anima la materia, da cui deriva che la 
biologia molecolare oggi esclude completamente il dualismo cartesiano. La natura umana è 
corpo animato. La moralità naturale è il «manuale d'uso» per mantenere la natura umana. 
Il famoso scienziato affronta poi tre ambiti, nei quali oggi esiste un grande dibattito, ai quali 
applica la riflessione generale: il rispetto della coppia; il rispetto per l'embrione; il rispetto 
della ricerca. La conclusione è che ogni giorno più si vede come la scienza si incontri colla 
moralità. 

La question à laquelle l'illustre génétiste réponds est s'il existe une moralité naturelle. La ré­
ponse affirmative est fondée en partant d'une l'éflexion qui considère les découvel'tes scienti" 
fiques les plus récentes. Le point de départ est une évidence pour le biologiste contemporai­
ne: l'esprit anime la matièl'e. D'où dérive que la biologie contemporaine demontre la fausse­
té du dualisme de Descartes. La nature humaine est corps animé et la moralité naturelle est 
le' «manuei d'use» pour maintenir la nature humaine. Après, le fameux biologiste aborde 
trois problématiques aujourd'hui trés discutées, à lesquelles il l'épond à la lumière de la ré" 
fIexion général précedante: le respect pour le coupIe; le respeet pour l'embryon; le respect 
de la dignité de la recherche sdentifique. En conclusion, nous voyons de plus en plus que 
la science est alliée de la moralité. 



DAS GEWISSEN - SEIN GESETZ UND SEINE FREIHEIT. 
ANMERKUNGEN ZUR HEUTIGEN DISKUSSION 

ANDREAS LAUN" 

Vor allem drei Probleme sind es, um die die heutige Diskussion iiber 
das Gewissen kreist: 

Die erste Frage betrifft das Wesen des Gewissens, seine Struktur und 
Funktion iiberhaupt. Deutlich zutage tritt sie etwa in der bekannten 
«Kiilner Erkliirung>>: Der Papst, so meinen die Verfasser, degradiere das 
Gewissen zum «Erfiillungsgehilfen des piipstlichen Lehramtes» und ent­
wiirdige es, indem er die Spannung zwischen Lehre und Gewissen eineb­
ne. Angesichts der Hartniickigkeit, mit der J ohannes Paul II. Immer wie­
der auf «Humanae Vitae» zu sprechen kommt, meinen sie: Die Enzyklika 
sei doch nur eine «Orientierung», die clie «Gewissensverantwortung der 
Gliiubigen nicht ersetze». Auch die «Kiinigsteiner Erkliirung» und die 
Verlautbarungen anderer Bischofskonferenzen hiitten, so argumentieren die 
Verfasser der «K6Iner Erkliirung» weiter, diese Sicht bestiitigt: Die Wiir­
de des Gewissens bestehe «nicht nur im Gehorsam, sondern auch in der 
Verantwortung». Der Papst, der dieses Wort so oft verwendet, solite die 
Verantwortung «im Ernstfall nicht systematisch miJ)achten» '. Diese Kritik 
fiihrt notwendigerweise zu der Frage, was das Gewissen ist, nach welchen 
GesetzmaBigkeiten es «arbeitet» und was «Verantwortung» - im Unter­
schied zum Gehorsam? - eigentlich ist. 
. Daraus ergibt sich auch schon die zweite Frage, niimlich diejenige 
nach dem Verhiiltnis von Lehramt und Gewissen', wie sie ja auch in der 
zitierten Erkliirung enthalten ist: 

Solite der Gliiubige dem Lehramt gehorchen und dies sogar dann, 
wenn er die Griinde fiir eine Lehre noch nicht ganz einzusehen in der 
Lage ist? Wiire dies aber ein «unkritischer Gehorsam», ein Gehorsam, 
dem die «Tugend der Kritik fehlt»'? Oder tragt der Christ auch gegen­
iiber den kirchlichen gelehrten Norrmen eine «Verantwortung» in dem 
Sinne, daB er immer nochmals anders entscheiden kann - in seinem Ge-

,', Professore di Teologia morale, Accademia teologica, Heiligenkreuz (Austria). 
1 Vgl. «K6lner Erlcliirung» vom 6-1-1989 laut KathPress - Sonderpublikation 2/1989, 

Punk, 3. 
2 VgL z. B. B. BARINO in seinem Vortrag vom 12-10-1989 in Wien. 
> Vgl. z. B. B. HXRING in semem Vortrag vom 12-10-1989 in Wien, 
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wissen eben! Das wiirde bedeuten: Jeder Christ kann und solI grundsiitz­
lich bei jeder ethischen Lehre der Kirche nochmals unterscheiden zwi­
schen der gelehrten Norm, die irrig sein kann und der er nicht zu gehor­
chen braucht, und dem eigentlichen Gebot Gottes, dem es natlirlich zu 
gehorchen gilt. Dabei konnte er von der Vermutung ausgehen, dall die 
kirchliche Lehre und das Gebot Gottes meistens, aber eben nicht immer 
libereinstimmen. Diese Annahme gilt allerdings nur solange, als sich der 
Amtstriiger nicht selbst disqualifiziert 4

• Jedenfalls ist es Aufgabe des Ge­
wissens, entsprechend zu unterscheiden, und zwar auch auf die Gefahr 
hin, sich im Einzelfall zu irren. 

Die damit gegebene Einschriinkung der kirchlichen Lehrautoritiit, die 
in einem offenen Widerspruch zu ihrem Selbstverstandnis steht, legitimiert 
man nicht selten durch den Verweis auf die konziliare Lehre von der Ge­
wissensfreiheit. Es gehe nicht an, so sagt man, diese nur flir andere zu 
verkiinden, dabei aber nicht vor der eigencn Tut zu kehren. Diese Auf~ 
fassung besagt also: Weil jeder Mensch das Menschenrecht auf "Gewis­
sensfreiheit» besitzt, hat er das Recht und die Pflicht, jeder Lehre der 
Kirche gegenliber zu prlifen, ob er diese annehmen und nach ihr leben 
durfe. Dies sei zumindest auch gemeint, wenn das Konzil Gewissensfrei­
heit proklamiert. 

Ubrigens wird gerade diese Lehre gerne als Beweis daflir angeflihrt, 
dall sich das Lehramt manchma! irre und zu einem anderen Zeitpunkt 
selbst lehre, was es fruher verurteilte: Gregor XVI. Habe doch die Ge­
wissensfreiheit a1s "Wahnsinl1» verurteilt, das 2. Vatikanische Konzil und 
J ohannes Paul II. Hingegen halten sie flir katholische Lehre und prokla­
mieren sie als einen AngeJpllnkt aJJer Menschenrechte! Daraus folgert 
man: K6nnte sich nicht jetzt dasse!be ereignen und zwar insbesondere auf 
dem Gebiet der Sexua!mora!, sodall die mora!theo!ogischen Dissidenten 
von heute in Wirklichkeit die prophetischen Trager der authentischen 
Lehre der Kirche von morgen sind? 

Die Frage nach dem Gewissen, seinem inneren Gesetz und seiner 
Freiheit ist so zum Angelpunkt der Diskussion geworden. 

A. DAs GEWISSEN UND SEIN INNERES GESETZ 

Was ist das Gewissen? Nach welchen Gesetzen arbeitet es? Wodurch 
wird es bedroht, entfremdet und seiner Wlirde beraubt? Eine heute weit-

4 Solite allerdings ein Amtstrager - und darin 1St natiirlich auch del' Papst mitgemeint 
«unwillig» sein, «die Grenzen del' eigenene Lehr· und Sachkompetenz einzusehen und 

anzuerkennen», dann, so meint Hiiring in clem zitierten Vortrag, k6nnen wlr uns auf sein 
Gewissen «nicht verlassen» - cin mehr als merkwiirdiges Amtsverstandnis! 
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verbreitete Auffassung des Gewissens lallt sich durch folgende Umschrei­
bung des Siindenfalis von Adam und Eva veranschaulichen: 

«",Da sah die Frau, dali es k6stlich ware, von dem Baum zu essen, 
dali der Baum eine Augenweide war und dazu verlockte, klug zu werden, 
Sie falite eine Gewissensentscheidung, nahm von den Friichten und ali 
sie; sie gab auch ihrem Mann, der bei ihr war, Auch er entschied in sei­
nem Gewissen und ali", AIs sie Gott, den Herrn, einherschreiten h6rten, 
blieben sie ruhig und allen weiter, Gott, der Herr, rief Adam zu und 
sprach: Hast du von dero Baum gegessen, von dem zu essen ich dir ver­
boten habe? Adam antwortete: Allerdings, meine Frau und ich haben mit 
der Schlange dariiber gesprochen, wir haben ihre Griinde abgewogen und 
uns dann in unserem Gewissen entschieden zu essen, Gott, der Herr, war 
mit dieser Antwort sehr zufrieden und lobte die Miindigkeit Adams und 
Evas, die gliicklich und ftei im Paradies weiterlebten und nach ihrem Ge­
wissen von alien Baumen allen», 

So oder ahnlich miillte die Paradieses-Geschichte in unserer Zeit ei­
gentlich umgeschrieben werden, um nicht in Widerspruch zur 6ffentlichen 
Meinung zu geraten, Natiirlich ware auch der Titel <<Siindenfall» durch 
«Die erste Gewissensentscheidung» zu ersetzen, Eine solche Neuformulie­
rung mag Gelachter aus16sen, und kein gliiubiger Leser wird meinen, man 
solite diese Umschreibung wirklich iibernehmen, Nicht nur die philologi­
sche Treue zum Text als solchem spricht dagegen, sondern der Hausver­
stand, der gesunde Instinkt, das Gespiir, dali es Unsinn ware, so zu re-
den, ' 

Ohne Zweifel, das Ergebnis ist falsch, Die Frage ist nur: Warum ei­
gentlich? Wo versteckt sich der Fehler des Gedankens? H6rt man nicht 
ofr und oft, das Gewissen sei die oberste Instanz in Sachen Moral, und 
jede «Norm», jedes «Gebot» sei ihm untertan? Das Gewissen, so sagen 
viele, stehe doch «iiber» alien Sitten, Normen und Geboten, 

Aus der Fragestellung, die sich aus dieser «Variante» der biblischen 
Geschichte von Adam und Eva ergibt, lassen sich einige Einsichten ge­
winnen, Sie m6gen teilweise wenigstens wie eine Selbstverstandlichkeit 
klingen, deren Wiederholung unn6tig ist. Aber auch hier gilt das Prinzip: 
Auch das, «was sich von selbst versteht», versteht man noch besser, 
wenn es sorgfiiltig durchdacht und ausgesprochen wird 5! 

5 Von Talleyrand wird folgende Anektote erzahlt: In den Verhancllungen cles Wiener 
Kongresses war ein kritischer Punkt erreicht worden, Talleyrand brachte ein bestimmtes An­
liegen vor, woraufhin er abgewimmelt werclen soIlte mit der vagen Vertr6stung: «Cela va 
sans rien dire!», Der alte Fuchs auf dem Parkett der Verhancllungen, der Talleyrand war, 
antwortete schlau: «Cela va encore mieux en le disant», 
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I. Suche die Wahrheit und folge ihr! 

Der Ur-Imperativ des Gewissens lautet: Suche nach der Wahrheit 
und tue das Gute! Religi6s gesprochen: Bemiihe dich um die Erkenntnis 
der Gebote Gottes und befolge sie! In demselben Augenblick, in dem 
der Mensch den WilIen Gottes klar erkannt hat, verlangt das Gewissen 
Gehorsam. Verliert der Mensch dadurch seine Miindigkeit? Das 2. Vati­
kanische Konzil ist vom Gegenteil iiberzeugt: In diesem Gehorsam be­
steht die Wiirde des Menschen 6! 

So gesehen gibt es kein Gegeniiber von Gehorsam oder Verantwor­
tung. Die Verantwortung besteht ja gerade in der Offenheit fiir den WiI­
len Gottes: zuerst im Erkennen, dann im gehorsamen Handeln. 

II. Das Gewissen verpflichtet auf das Gebot Gottes 

Ein «Gewissensurteil», das sich iiber Gottes Gebot hinwegsetzen 
wollte, ware in sich widerspriichlich. «Gewissen oder g6ttliches Gesetz» 
ist eine unsinnige Alternative! Denn das gi:ittliche, objektive Gesetz ist 
Grundlage und Zielpunkt jeder Gewissensentscheidung. Das Gewissen 
steht nicht liber dem Gebot (als ob es dieses immer noch iibersteigen 
k6nnte!), sondern baut auf dem Gebot Gottes auf und verlangt darutn 
gebieterisch nach dessen Erkenntnis - wie ein Baumeister nach den Pia­
nen, nach denen er das Haus errichten soll. 

III. Gehorsam und Einsicht 

Der Schlange gelingt es, Adam und Eva unsicher zu machen: Wer­
den sie wirklich sterben, wenn sie von der verbot~nen Frucht essen? Ist 
nicht vielleicht das Gegenteil wahr? Auf einmal scheinen ihnen die Friich­
te besonders ki:istlich zu sein. Die Einsicht in den Sinn des gi:ittlichen Ge­
botes ist ihnen abhanden gekommen. Warum das Essen von diesem 
Baum bi:ise sein soll, verstehen sie nicht mehr. Gemessen an ihrer Ein­
sicht - oder soll man sagen: «nach dem Urteil ihres Gewissens»? -, 
ware nichts mehr einzuwenden. Ubrig bleibt nur noch das merkwiirdige 
Verbot Gottes, das Adam und Eva jetzt als fremd und ihrer Lebenserfah­
rung nicht angemessen, vielleicht als willkiirlich und autoritar erleben. 

6 Vg1. dazu Gaudlum et spes, Nr. 16. 
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Aber, und das ist eine iiberaus wichtige Erkenntnis, sie hatten trotz 
ihrer fehlenden, im Gesprach mit der Schlange verloren gegangenen Ein­
sicht Gott gehorchen miissen! Das ware kein «blinder Gehorsam» gewe­
seno Denn eine Einsicht bestand ja weiterhin: Gott hat verboten, von die­
sem Baum zu esseni Der wahre Spruch des Gewissens konnte daher nur 
lauten: Glaubt und vertraut dem Worte Gottes und haltet euch an sein 
Gebot - auch wenn ihr das Warum in der augenblicklichen Situation 
nicht einseht. 

Diese «blinde» und gleichzeitig so hellsichtige Treue zu Gottes Ge­
bot steht in keinem Widerspruch zu einer umfassenden Einsicht, die im 
Bereich der Moral immer das erwiinschte Zie! darstellt! Aber in der Ge­
schichte jedes Menschen gibt es auch Phasen der Dunkelheit und der be­
grenzten Einsicht - in vie!en Fallen entsteht daraus das, was man eine 
«Versuchung» nennt! Uberwinden wird der Mensch die Argumente der 
Schlange haufig nicht durch ihre Widerlegung, sondern durch den Gehor­
sam und im Glauben an Gottes Wort. Auch in dem biblischen Bericht 
ist es so: Wie hatten die Menschen die Behauptung der Schlange auch 
widerlegen sollen? 

Dieses unumganglich teil-blinde Gehorchen ist allerdings getragen 
und begleitet von dem Willen, Gottes Gebot auch zu verstehen, und es 
ist gerade die gehorchende Praxis, die dieses Verstehen dann auch er­
leichtert! 

Zunachst aber hilft der «blinde Gehorsam» iiber die dunklen Weg­
strecken des Nicht-Sehen-K6nnens hinweg, getragen von der auBeren Er­
kenntnis dessen, was Gott will und daB Gott es ist, der es will! Das 
hellit aber auch: In jeder Hinsicht «blind» ist christlicher Gehorsam nie! 
Immer geht ihm ein Akt des Sehens voraus: «Hier und jetzt verstehe ich 
zwar nicht, warum Gott dies von mir verlangt. Aber ich weiB, daB es 
richtig ist, Gott zu gehorchen!» Blind ist solcher Gehorsam in Hinblick 
auf die Griinde, sehend jedoch, weil er um den Willen Gottes welli 7! 

IV. lnhalt des Cebotes - Spruch des Cewissens 

In der Erzahlung der Genesis ist ein Zweife! an dem, was Gott will, 
ausgeschlossen: Die Menschen diirfen die Friichte dieses einen Baumes 
nicht esseno 

Spatestens an dieser Stelle erhebt sich ein gewichtiger Einwand: Ge­
hen nicht alle diese Uberlegungen am Problem des modernen Menschen 

7 VgL A. LAUN, Freiheit und Gehorsam im Salesianischen Verstiindnis, in «Jahrbuch rur 
Salesianische Studien», Bd. 21, Eichstatt 1989, 71-106. 
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vorbei? DaE man Gott gehorchen mufi, ist klar, die Schwierigkeit aber 
besteht in der haufig gegebenen Unklarheit, was Gott in der konkreten 
Situation verlangt. 

Darauf ist mit einer Unterscheidung zu antworten: 

l. Der Bereich des Suchens und des Plul'alismus 

Es gibt Bereiche des Lebens, wo es wirklich nicht leicht ist zu er­
kennen, was in der konkreten Lage getan oder nicht getan werden solite 
- etwa angesichts bestimmter sozialer Probleme oder Fragen der Umwelt, 
aber auch im individual-ethischen Bereich. 

Ein biblisches Beispiel dieser Art findet sich bei Matthiius: Josef war 
mit Maria verlobt. Abel', so berichtet die heillge Schrift, «noch bevot sie 
zusammengekommen waren, zeigte sich, daE sie ein Kind erwartete -
durch das Wirken cles Heiligcn Ccistcs. Josef, h~r ~Y1ann, der gerecht war 
und sie nicht bloEstelien wollte, beschloE, sich in aller Stille von ihr zu 
trennen. Wiihrend er noch darliber nachdachte, erschien ihm ein Engel 
des Herr im Traum und sagte: Josef, Sohn Davids, flirchte dich nicht, 
Maria als deine Frau zu dir zu nehmen, denn das Kind, das sie erwartet, 
ist vom Heiligen Geist... Ais J osef erwachte, tat er, was del' Engel des 
Herrn ihm befohlen hatte, und er nahm seine Frau zu sich». 

In dieser Situation ist Josef geradezu der Prototyp des Menschen, der 
vor einer Gewissensentscheidung steht. Er ist bereit, Gottes Willen zu 
tun, aber er sieht verschiedene Moglichkeiten vor sich, die alle dem Kri­
terium del' «Gerechtigkeit» zu entsprechen scheinen. Daher muE er liber­
legen, ahwagen unci entscheiden. 

Aus del' Geschichte des Josef liiEt sich aber noch eine weitere Ein­
sicht gewinnen: Josef gehorcht der Weisung des Engels, der ja auch nur 
ein Geschopf ist. Abel' er erkennt in ihm den Triiger einer gottlichen 
Botschaft und darum wiire es widersinnig, sich dem Engel gegenliber auf 
sein Gewissen berufen zu wollen. Gott und nicht das Geschopf ist es, 
dem sein Gehorsam gilt. 

Im Leben ist es oft genauso, allerdings ohne daE dann ein Engel die 
Losung brachte! Denn es gibt viele moralische Normen, deren Anwen­
dung je nach del' Situation des Betroffenen anders aussieht. Diesel' muE 
sich dann «nach bestem Wissen und Gewissen» ein Urteil bilden: liber 
die Zahl del' Kinder in seiner Famille; liber das Risiko einer gefiihrlichen 
Operation; iiber die Wahl eines Partners oder einer Ordensgemeinschaft; 
iiber die Formen des Widerstandes gegen ungerechte Gesetze; liber die 
Gerechtigkeit bestimmter Wirtschaftsmethoden - und vieles andere die­
ser Art. In ali diesen Fiillen gibt es einen legitimen Pluralismus, wie auch 
das Konzil klar zum Ausdruck gebracht hat'! 

8 Gaudium et spes, Nr. 33ff. 
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2. Der Bereich del' Eindeutigkeit 

Die Tatsache aber, dali es Fragen gibt, die nicht von vornherein klar 
sind, steht in keinem Widerspruch zu del' Erkenntnis g6ttlicher Gebote, 
iiber deren Inhalt kein Zweifel besteht. Wollte jemand ernsthaft behaup­
ten, et vel'stehe nicht, was del' Satz «Du sollst nicht morden» oder «Du 
sollst nicht ehebrechen» heilit, miillte man an seinem Verstand oder sei­
nem guten Willen zweifeln! Dies bleibt wahr auch da1m, wenn es nicht 
in jedem Fali ganz leicht ist zu bestimmen, wo - um bei dem Beispiel 
zu bleiben - die Grenze zwischen «Mord» und «T6tung» verliiuft oder 
was eine VOI' Gott giiltige Ehe ist. 

Mit anderen Worten: Es gibt im praktischen Leben des Menschen 
viele sittliche Forderungen, angesichts derer das Problem des Menschen 
nicht die Erkenntnis, sondern nur del' Gehorsam ist. Jede Entscheidung 
gegen diese Gebote ist objektiv eine Siinde. Niemand kommt auf die 
Idee, den Griff nach del' verbotenen Frucht oder das Verhalten des K6-
nig David gegeniiber del' Frau des Uriah und ihren Mann fiir eine legiti­
me «Gewissensentscheidung» zu halten! Oder wer wlirde es hinnehmen, 
wollte sich ein Anhiinger del' Apartheit, ein KZ-Auf-seher, ein Bordellbe­
sitzer, del' Inhaber einer Abtreibungsklinik, del' Entfiihrer eines Kindes 
auf seine «Gewissensentscheidung » berufen? Es wiire widersinnig zu sa­
gen: Die Kil'che verurteilt zwar den Rassismus als unmoralisch, aber ob 
del' einzelne am Rassismus festhiilt, ist seinem Gewissen anheimgestellt -
als ob es eine andere legitime Entscheidung geben k6nnte als die Aner­
kennung del' gleichen Wiirde alleI' Menschen'! 

V. Die Fahigkeit «<Tugend>>); sich fiihren zu lassen 

Aus del' Josefgeschichte liillt sich noch eine weitere Folgerung ziehen: 
J osef ist bereit, sich etwas sagen zu lassen. El' fiihlt sich durch den Engel 
nicht entmiindigt und nimmt dessen Weisung keineswegs als blollen «Dis­
kussionsbeitrag» oder als eine .«Orientierungshilfe» auf. Ja auch ein At­
heist wird dem zustimmen k6nnen: Wenn es sich tatsiichlich um einen 
«Engeb im urspriinglichen Wortsinn, das heilit um einen Boten Gottes 
handelt, del' auch als solcher erkannt worden ist, dann ist del' Gehorsam 
gegeniiber dem Engel identisch mit dem Gehorsam gegeniiber Gott, 
durch den Josef seine Verantwortung wahrnimmt. 

9 Gegen alle Spielarten des «christlichen» Antisemitismus beruft sich D.v. Hildebrand 
auf eme romische Entscheidung und folgert: Roma locuta, causa finita - Katholizitiit 1St mit 
Antisemitismus unvereinbar. Wer wollte dies als «Enge» oder «mangelnde Toleranz» be­
zdchnen? (Die Juden und das christliche Abendland, in Menschheit am Schezdeweg, Regens­
burg 1955, 312-340, 334). 
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Ein Dilemma der Kirche von heute besteht darin, dail man sich 
manchen Lehren des Konzils und des Papstes gegeniiber auf das Gewis­
sen beruft wie auf eine wohlbekannte, allen Ansichten nochmals iiberge­
ordnete Instanz - etwa wenn es um die Methoden der Empfangnisrege­
lung geht; um vor- und auilerehelichen Geschlechtsverkehr, um kiinstliche 
Befruchrung und andere Fragen dieser Art. Wiihrend der Papst in An­
spruch nimmt, den Inhalt des gottlichen Gebotes auszulegen, sodail es 
nur noch um Verstehen und Gehorsam gehen kann, reden nicht wenige 
so, als handle es sich um kaum mehr aIs einen Ietztlich unverbindlichen 
Beitrag zur einer kiinftigen, subjektiven Urteilsfindung, die etwas ganz an­
deres besagen kann als die Kirche lehrt. 

Pointiert gesagt: Hat der Papst die Funktion des Engels in der Ge­
schichte des J osef oder vertritt er nur eine Meinung wie viele andere 
auch? Prinzipiell ist die Antwort einfach: Insofern er «Bote Gottes» ist, 
drangt das Gewissen auf Gehorsam. 1st er dies aber nicht, dann gilt ciie 
iibliche Verpflichtung auf die Wahrheit der Argumente - und sonst 
nichts. 

VI. Von der Art, sachlich (<<objektiv») zu argumentieren 

Wer iiberzeugt ist, daE sich der Papst irrt, der solIte dies auch offen 
sagen und sich nicht in irrefiihrender Weise auf das Gewissen berufen. 

Ein Beispiel mag dies veranschaulichen: 
Johannes PauI II. Lehrt unter Berufung auf die hl. Schritt, auf die 

Tradition und nicht zuletzt auf das 2. Vatikanische Konzil: Geschlecht~­
verkehr ist nur in der Ehe sittlich richtig und gut. 

Wer diesen Satz bezweifelt, sollte nicht von seinem Gewissen reden, 
sondern seinen Widerspruch etwa in dieser Weise formulieren: «Die Kir­
che irrt in ihrer Behauptung, Gottes Gebot binde den Geschlechtsver­
kehr an die Ehe. Dieser wird bereits durch die Liebe hinreichend legiti­
miert». 

Erst wenn (zu Recht oder zu Unrecht) entschieden ist, was das Ge­
bot Gottes besagt, tritt das (recht informierte oder irrige) Gewissen auf 
den PIan und spricht zum Menschen an Hand des Kriteriums «Ge­
schlechtsverkehr nur in der Ehe» oder «Liebe geniigt! Die Frage ist 
nicht, ob sich die Menschen nach dem Gewissen richten sollen. Das stellt 
niemand in Frage. Umstritten ist vielmehr, 

- ob das Lehramt der Kirche recht hat, wenn es vorehelichen Ver­
kehr objektiv eine Siinde nennt und ein Gewissen, das ilin bejaht, daher 
als <<Ìrrig» bezeichnet; 

- oder ob die Wahrheit bei jenen liegt, die meinen, «Liebe allein» 
legitimiere objektiv, das heiilt vor Gott die geschlechtliche Vereinigung 
und das Gewissen habe nur noch auf die Echtheit der Liebe zu achten. 
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VII, Von der Nutzlosigkeit der Berufung auf das Gewissen 
im ethischen Diskurs 
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Folgende Oberlegung fiihrt uns weiter: Angenommen, jemand erzahlt 
«Herr K, entschied in seinem Gewissen, mit Herrn A, in der Weise X 
zu verfahren» und wiirde daran die Frage kniipfen, was der Zuh6rer da­
von halte, wiirde kein Mensch auf die Idee kommen zu sagen: «Ausge­
zeichnet» oder «Ein Verbrechen!» Jeder denkende Mensch wiirde selbst­
verstandlich zuriickfragen: Was hat Herr K denn mit Herrn A. gemacht? 
Denn der erste T eil des Satzes «Herr K entschied in seinem Gewis­
sen",» wiirde niemanden befahigen, ein moralisches Drteil iiber die Ge­
schehnisse zu fallen, Man k6nnte h6chstens sagen: Wenn Herr K wirk­
lich im Gewissen von der Richtigkeit seines (uns noch unbekannten) Tuns 
iiberzeugt war, dann ist er unschuldig geblieben - was immer er ge­
macht hat, Nehmen wir an, in diesem Moment wiirde der Fragesteller sa­
gen: Herr K heiilt mit seinem vollen Namen Kain, und beim anderen 
handelt es sich natiirlich um den armen Abel, dann wiiilte jeder sofort: 
Er hat mn erschlagen, und das war objektiv eine schwere Siinde, Solite 
die erste Behauptung, Kain habe nach seinem Gewissen entschieden und 
gehandelt, zutreffend sein, dann ergabe sich die zwingende Folgerung: 
Kain hatte - fast unvorstellbar - ein schuldlos irriges Gewissen und ist 
daher subjektiv ohne Siinde, obwohl er objektiv einen Mord begangen 
hai, 

Daraus ergibt sich: 
Der Verweis auf das Gewissen sagt zunachst nur erwas iiber die 

subiektive Verfassung des Handelnden und seinen guten Willen, tdgt 
aber zur Erkenntnis dessen, was sittlich richtig und also «Gebot Gottes» 
ist, nichts bei, In der ethischen Diskussion geht es immer um die objekti­
ve Bewertung eines bestimmten Verhaltens, niemals um das (Ietztlich un­
m6gliche) Drteil iiber einen bestimmten Menschen, 

Jedes ethische Gesprach steht und fallt mit den Werten, um die es 
geht. Der Verweis auf das Gewissen hilft dabei nicht weiter, sondern 
bringt nur den Sachverhalt: «Ich bin anderer Meinung» zum Ausdruck. 
Wer in einer Diskussion iiber die Drsachen des Waldsterbens ruft: «Das 
muil der Verstand erforschen», hat vielleicht die Partner gruppendyna­
misch sinnvoll ermahnt, sich nicht in Emotionen zu verlieren; sachlich 
aber hat er nichts, wirklich gar nichts zum Verstehen des bedrohlichen 
Phanomens beigetragen! 

VIII. Vorrang des Gewissens gegeniiber dem menschlichen Gesetz 

«Muil man Gott nicht mehr gehorchen a1s den Menschen und ihren 
Gesetzen?», k6nnte jemand einwenden und sich dabei auf das Prinzip 
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der ersten Apostel gegenliber ihren Gegnern berufen. Damit haben diese 
doch auch gezeigt, daE das Gewissen liber allen Normen steht. 

Das Beispiel beweist erst recht, worum es hier geht: Das Gewissen 
verpflichtet uns unbedingt auf das Gebot Gottes und setzt dabei - im 
Fall eines Konfliktes - die Gesetze der Menschen auBer Kraft. Darum 
geh6rt zum heiligen Gehorsam gegenliber Gott immer auch der heilige 
Ungehorsam gegenliber Menschen·Gesetzen, sofern diese im Widerspruch 
zu Gottes Gebot stehen. 

Einem Gebot Gottes gegenliber kann man sich natlirlich nicht auf 
das zitierte Wort der Aposteln berufen, denn das wiirde einen Unsinn er· 
geben: «Man muE Gott mehr gehorchen als Gott». Das heilit: Das Ge· 
wiss~n laEt sich niemals gegen ein Gebot Gottes ausspielen, als ob es ei· 
ne Uber·lnstanz ware, die sogar die zehn Gebote relativieren kiinnte. 

B. GEWISSEN UND LEHRAMT 

Verheerend «wie eine Bombe» habe, so sag! F. B6ckle lO, die An· 
sprache des Papstes vom 12.11.1988 11 gewirkt, in der dieser unter ande· 
rem erkliirte: Das Nein zur Empfangnisverhlitung ist eine Lehre, «die von 
einem katholischen Theologen nicht zur Diskussion gestellt werden darf». 
Denn dies wiirde bedeuten, «GOl! selbst den Gehorsam unseres Intellekts 
zu verweigern». F. B6ckle halt diesen Thesen die katholische Gewissens· 
lehre entgegen, die er folgendermaEen wiedergibt: «Um das Handeln vero 
ant'wortcn zu konncn, muB ein jeder prufen, ab das von ihm als "gut)) 
Erkannte auch wirklich gut sei. Dies geschieht im Gewissensurteil». Dazu 
muE der einzelne <<in die Rechenschaft vor sich selbst objektive Kriterien 
und geltende Normen einbeziehenh». Solite die Gewissensentscheidung 
dabei von «den verklindeten Normen» abweichen, so mliEte, sagt B6ckle, 
der Betreffende besonders selbstkritisch sein. 

Wie verhiilt sich also das Gewissen zum Lehramt? Der Papst redet 
von verpflichtendem Gehorsam, und J oseph Ratzinger konstatiert eine 
«Art Rebellion» der Moraltbeologen gegen die Morallehre der Kirche im 
allgemeinen und im besonderen 12. F. B6ckle hingegen und viele andere 
behaupten, es k6nne legitimerweise einen Dissens geben - selbstkritisch, 
aber eben doch! 

Das Verhaltnis von Gewissen und Lehramt kann nur derjenige beur· 

lO F. BbcKLE, Der Papst und die Verhiitung. Ein Verbot ohne moralische Legitimation, in 
«Die Zeit» .3"3·-1989. 

11 Sonderpublikation del' KathPress 88/8. 
12 Vgl. KathPress 16-3-1989. 7a. 



Das Gewissen - sein Gesetz und seine Freiheit 171 

teilen, der beide Gr6Een zunachst gesondert in den Blick genommen hat. 
Erst dann solite man die Frage stelien: Wie steht es um das Verhaltnis 
der beiden zueinander? Daraus ergibt sich bereits die logische Einteilung 
der folgenden Uberlegungen: Der Weg fiihrt vom Gewissen (I) iiber die 
theologische Bestimmung des Lehramtes (II) zur Frage nach dem Verhalt­
nis von Gewissen und Lehramt (III) und dem Begriff des «religi6sen Ge­
horsams» (IV). 

I. Die konziliaren Aussagen iiber das Gewissen in «Gaudium et spes» 

Zunachst hat sich das 2. Vatikanische Konzil in Gaudium et spes mit 
der Frage des Gewissens und seiner Rolie im christlichen Leben beschaf­
tigt, wobei es wohlbekannte Aussagen der traditionellen Lehre in einer 
bemerkenswert dichten und klaren Weise zusammengefaEt hat: 

Es ist die Rede von dem «Gesetz», das der Mensch in seinem Inne­
ren entdeckt und das seinen Ursprung doch nicht dem Menschen selbst, 
sondern Gott verdankt. Es ist im Menschen, aber nicht vom Menschen. 
Das Gewissen, so wird weiter ausgefiihrt, ist das innerste Heiligtum des 
Menschen, wo dieser unvertretbar mit Gott aliein ist. 

Dem Imperativ des Gewissens solite der Mensch Gehorsam leisten, 
und in solchem Gehorchen besteht die Wiirde des Menschen. J a das Ge­
wissen verpflichtet den Menschen auch dann, wenn sich das Gewissen 
irrt. Nicht in Frage ist damit die alte Lehre gestelit, daE es neben dem 
schuldlosen Irrtum auch die schuldhafte Verdrangung der Wahrheit gibt. 
Das heillt aber auch: 

Man darf die Stimme des Gewissens nicht in einer primitiv-direkten 
Weise mit der Stimme Gottes identifizieren. Denn der Mensch entdeckt 
das Gebot Gottes nicht einfach dix und fertig» in seinem Herzen, son­
dern ist fiir seine Erkenntnis verantwortlich und zwar in zweifachem 
Sinn: 

Erstens bedarf es - manchmal mehr, manchmalweniger - der Be­
miihung, um das sittlich Richtige zu erkennen, undzweitens hangt die 
Erkenntnis der moralischen Wahrheit ganz wesentlich von jener Askese 
ab, die verhindert, daE das Licht der Gewissens-Erkenntnis durch die 
Schmutzschicht der vielfaltigen Interessen abgelenkt, verzerrt, gestreut und 
verandert wird. 

Damit ist auch gesagt: Ein Gewissen, das irnmer nur den einfache­
ren, bequemeren Weg weist, ist verdachtig, auch wenn der UrnkehrschluE 
des Rigorismus auch nicht der Wahrheit entspricht: Die Enge einer Pforte 
beweist noch nicht, daE es sich um jene Tiire handelt, von der Jesus 
sagt, man solie sich bemiihen hindurchzukommen. Es ist aber ahnlich wie 
bei der Deutung alter Texte und ihrer Varianten: die schwierigere Lesart 
hat die gr6Eere Wahrscheinlichkeit fiir sich. Darum sind Menschen wie 
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Thomas Morus oder Franz Jagerstatter l3 mit ihrer Berufung auf das «Ge­
wissen» glaubwiirdiger als jene Menschen, die immer dann von Gewissen 
reden, wenn sie sich selbst eine Ausnahme zubilligen wollen! 

Soweit also die Lehre des Konzils. In Hinbliek auf unsere Frageste1-
lung ist es wichtig, folgende Aspekte besonders hervorzuheben: 

In Gaudium et spes hat das Konzil erk1art, wie das objektive Sitten­
gesetz mit dem Spruch des Gewissens verkniipft ist: durch den Gehorsam 
des freien, miindigen Subjektes gegeniiber den Geboten Gottes. «Gehor­
sam» ist dabei im biblischen, umfassenden Sinn zu verstehen als jene ma­
rianisehe Hingabe, durch die sich der Mensch Gottes Gebot in Ehrfureht, 
Demut und Liebe unterordnet. Fundament solchen Gehorchens ist der 
Glaube, daE die Gebote Gottes nicht Wil1kiir und Schikane sind, sondern 
ihren Ursprung in der Liebe des Schapfers zu seinem geliebten Menschen 
haben und zwar sogar dann, wenn sie in manchen Situationen als Last 
und Kreuz eriebt werden. 

II. Zum Lehramt der Kirche 

Um das «Lehramt» im Sinn des Konzils, das heiJ3t im Sinn der Kir­
ehe wirk1ich als Gabe Christi an seine Kirehe verstehen zu lernen, bedarf 
es einiger KIarungen: 

l. Von der Wichtigkeit des «wahren» Glaubens 

Der Glaube des Christen ist keine Spielerei des Denkens. Es ist aueh 
nicht «die Hauptsaehe, daE jemand irgendwelche Oberzeugungen hat und 
nach ihnen lebt». Entseheidend ist, daE das, was man glaubt, der Wahr­
heit entspricht. Wozu hatte J esus sanst die Predigt des Evange1iums fiir 
wichtig gehalten? Das 2. Vatikanische Konzil hat in «Lumen gentium» 
das sehane alte Bild von der Kirehe als dem pilgernden Gottesvalk wie­
der neu aufgegriffen, und in diesem Sinne bietet sich ein Vergleich ano 

Fiir den Wanderer ist es nicht wicht irgendwelche StraEenkarten zu 
haben, sondern solche, die sich auf seinen Weg beziehen und die StraEen 
jeweils richtig ausweisen. Andernfalls geht er in die Irre. Und wie in der 
Wiiste oder den Bergen der Irrweg verhangnisvoll und tadlich sein kann, 

u Obrigens hat sich F. ]agerstiitter, wie seine Aufzeichnungen beweisen, auf sein voro 
Lehramt del' Kirche geschultes Gewissen berufen. In seinem Dcnken gibt es keine wie im­
mer geartete Spannung Lehramt und GeWÌssen oder gar einen Dissens, wie B. Hiiring in sei· 
nem oben zitierten Vortrag suggeriert. Mit clem Bisehof bekannte et sich zu! katholischen 
Lehre, gegen dic bischoflichen Ratschliige glaubte er, nicht einmal als Sanitiiter in del' Deut­
schen Wehrmacht leben zu diirfen. 
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so auch in Fragen des Glaubens, und dies gilt - mutatis mutandis -
sowohl in Hinblick auf das irdische als auch das endgtiltige Leben bei 
Gott 14, 

Was das irdische Leben anlangt, handelt es sich eigentlich um eine 
historische und psychologische Selbstverstiindlichkeit, die kein verniinftiger 
Mensch leugnen wird, Denn nur ein Religions-Romantil,er ohne wirkliches 
Wissen kann meinen, alle Religionen seien <dm Grunde gleich» wie die 
drei perfekt einander nachgebildeten Ringe, von denen Lessing in seinem 
beriihmten «Nathan, del' Weise» spricht, Das stimmt weder fiir die gro­
Ilen Weltreligionen noch ist es wahr, wenn man auf die unziihligen Sek­
ten oder Naturreligionen mit ihren drohenden Gottern, unmenschlichen 
Gesetzen und zum Teil abstmsen Vorstellungen blickt, von Satanskulten 
ganz zu schweigen! 

Auch del' Historiker weill ein Lied zu singen iiber die verheerenden 
Folgen, die falsche religiose Anschauungen haben konnen, Mehr noch: 
Sogar wahre Aussagen iiber Gott konnen, wenn sie nicht in das Ganze 
einer ausgewogenen Dogmatik eingebettet bleiben, eine schlimme Wirkung 
zeitigen, Man denke etwa an die Lehre von del' Priidestination, die sogar 
einen so tiefgliiubigen Mann wie den heiligen Franz von Sales in eine le­
bensbedrohende Krise getrieben hat, oder auch an die dunkle Lehre von 
Holle und Teufel - und die unkontrollierten Angste und Neurosen, die 
daraus bei manchen Menschen entstehen konnen, zumal wenn die bibli­
sche Lehre in einer bestimmten Einseitigkeit und mit dem entsprechenden 
Pathos verkiindet wird, Nicht erst del' islamische Fundamentalismus zeigt, 
was Menschen <dm Namen Gottes» einander anzutun imstande sind! 
Nach wie VOI' gilt das erschreckende Wott Jesu (joh 16, 2): «Es kommt 
die Stunde, in del' jeder, del' euch totet, meint, Gott einen heiligen 
Dienst zu leisten», Solchen Irrglauben gab es sogar in del' Kirche, wie 
die Geschichte zeigt! Nein, es ist schon wahr: Die Wahrheit iiber Gott 
ist fiir den Menschen so wichtig wie die Wahrheit iiber die Umwelt, die 
Gesundheit, die Physik und die Chemie, 

Pointiert ausgedriickt: Wenn es kein Lehramt in Fragen del' Religion 
gabe, man miillte es erfinden - wenn dies moglich wiire und wenn es 
das Lehramt eben nicht schon giibe! 

2, Das Lehramt im Dienst des Evangeliurns 

Bei del' Frage nach dem Lehramt geht es nicht um eine Bevormun­
dung del' Gliiubigen oder um die Verteilung von «Macht» in del' Kirche, 
sondern um die Sicherstellung und Verteidigung des unverfiilschten Evan­
geliums fiir das Volk Gottes, J esus selbst hat dieses wichtige Amt ausge-

14 Auf die Bedeutung des wahren Glaubens fur das ewige Beil des Menschen kann hier 
aus Platzgrunden nicht eingegangen werden. 
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iibt. 1m Streitgesprach mit denen, die die Auferstehung leugneten, grenzt 
Jesus eindeutig ab (Mk 12, 27): «Ihr irrt euch seho>. An anderer Stelle 
(Mk 7, 8) wirft er seinen Gegnern vor, Menschensatzung an die Stelle 
des Gebotes Gottes gesetzt zu haben - mit entsprechend verheerenden 
Folgen fiir die betroffenen Menschen. 

Genau darum aber geht es: DaB die Wegweiser, auf die das Volk 
Gottes auf seiner Wanderung durch die Geschichte angewiesen ist, nicht 
verdreht werden. 

3. Die Notwendigkeit der Gewillheit 

Da es beim Glauben um Entscheidung geht, manchmal sogar darum, 
sein ganzes Leben darauf aufzubauen oder es um des Glaubens willen zu 
verlieren, ist untriigliche Sicherheit fiir den Menschen unschiitzbar wich­
tig. Auf eine bloB subjektive, weitgehenà umweltabhangige Ivleinung hin 
wird niemand sterben wollen. Nur wenn der «Himmel offensteht» und 
der Christ im Glauben «Jesus zur Rechten Gottes sitzen sieht», kann er 
alles hintansetzen, kann er die Welt mit ihrer Schonheit wirklich relativie­
ren (<<wie Unrat», sagt Paulus) und «alles verlassen», um Christus nach­
zufolgen. Die Botschaft Jesu schliigt nicht Freizeitbeschiiftigung vor, son­
dern enthalt Wahrheit, auf die hin man leben und sterben kann. Fiir 
Mythen stirbt man nicht und iiber Hypothesen kann man streiten, aber 
man kann von ihnen nicht leben. J ede Koketterie nach der Art Lessings, 
der den ewigen Zweifel der untriiglichen GewiBheit der Wahrheit vorzie­
hen mochte 15 , beweist nur, daB der Betreffende vom Ernst der metaphy­
sisch-reHgiosen Frage und dem Durst der Sede nach Gott (noch) nichts 
verstanden hat. 

Daraus folgt aber: Wer bestreitet, daB es das Lehramt gibt, miiBte 
gleichzeitig tiefe Trauer zeigen wie einer, der sich in unwegsamem Gelan­
de befindet und erschrocken feststellt, daB der KompaB nicht funktio­
niert. 

4. Der Geist Gottes als Garant des Lehramtes 

Bei Diskussionen iiber das Lehramt diirfen der Papst und die Bi­
schOfe nicht zu Professoren der Theologie degradiert werden. Eine beson­
dere Stellung hatten sie dann nur noch unter der Bedingung, einen weit 
iiberdurchschnittlichen Intelligenz-Quotienten zu besitzen, durch den sie 
in Verbindung mit ihren Studien allen anderen Christen iiberlegen wiiren. 

15 G. E. LESSING, Siimtliche Werke, Bd. 5, G6ttingen 1825, 100: «Wenn Gott in seiner 
Rechten alle Wahrheit und in seiner Linkcn den einzigen immer regen Trieb nach Wahrheit, 
ob5chon mit dem Zusatze mich immer und ewig zu irren, verschlossen hiehe, und sprache 
zu mir: wahle! Ich fiele ihm mit Demut in seine Linke und sagte: Vater gib! Die reine 
Wahrheit ist ja doch nUf fiir dich aIlein! ». 
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Aber eine solche Uber-Begabung besitzen sie natiirlich nicht, und 
wurde auch von niemandem behauptet. Nein, die Wissenschaft ist Sache 
der Theologie und darf es bleiben. 

Das heillt natiirlich nicht, die Bischiife k6nnten auf gute Theologie 
einfach verzichten. Wohl aber ist gesagt: Ihre Autoritat griindet nicht auf 
Wissenschaft und Gelehrsamkeit, sondern auf dem Beistand des heiligen 
Geistes. Sie sind die vetbindlichen Zeugen des Glaubens, weil sie Bischo­
fe sind und nicht, weil sie vorher ein Doktorat oder wenigstens ein Theo­
logiestudium absolviert haben. Wer das Lehramt der Kirche auf Argu­
mente und Gelehrsamkeit reduziert, hat es genau genommen geleugnet 16

• 

Es verhalt sich gerade umgekehrt: Nicht die theologische Forschung be­
griindet die Verkiindigung der Bischiife, sondern diese ist die Grundlage 
fiir die wissenschaftliche Theologie. 

Damit ist die bischofliche Autoritat auch ein Schutz des Volkes Got­
tes, ein Schutz der kirchlichen «Basis» vor einer in die Gnosis det Bes­
serwisserei entarteten Theologie - eine Gefahr, die es in der Kirche im­
mer wieder gegeben hat. Die Kirche darf eben nicht in eine Zwei-Klas­
sen-Gesellschaft auseinandel'bl'echen, in der die «Wissenden» den «Unge­
bildeten» gegeniiberstehen. Das Lehramt der Kirche schiitzt den Glauben 
der «Kleinen und Unmiindigen» gegen Uberfremdung und Verunsiche­
rung, die im Namen der akademisch «Machtigen» auftritt: «In diesem 
Sinn hat das Lehramt so etwas wie demokratischen Charakter: Es vertei­
digt den gemeinsamen Glauben, in dem es keinen Rangunterschied zwi­
schen Gelehrten und Einfachen gibt» 17. 

Damit ist natiirlich nichts gegen eine Theologie gesagt, die wirklich 
in der Kirche verankert ist und fiir sie lebt. Die Theologie gehort zum 
Reichtum der Kirche, ia sie ist sogar ein besonderes Merkmal des Christ­
lichen: Keine andere Religion hat wie das Christentum eine Theologie im 
strengen Sinn des Wortes hervorgebracht und damit der intellektuellen 
Durchdringung ihres Glaubens einen legitimen Platz zugeordnet. Denn im 
Glauben geht es um obiektive Wahrheit, die zur subiektiven Uberzeugung 
iedes einzelnen werden sollte. Die theologische Rationalitat gehort also 
zum Wesen des Christentums, sie zu unterdriicken ware zutiefst unchrist­
lich. 

Aber dies vorausgesetzt gill auch: Kirche ist fiir die Theologie keine 
wissenschaftsfremde Instanz, sondern ihr Existengrund und die Bedingung 
ihrer M6glichkeit. Theologie griindet letztlich im Glauben an den Geist 
Gottes in der Kirche, konkret greifbar in der Schrift, in der Tradition 

16 V g1. S. KIERKEGAARD, Ober den Unterschied zwtSchen einem Genie und einem Apostel, 
in Einìibung im Christentum und anderes, Koln 1951, .373-391. Ebenso in «Das Buch Adler» 
(393·652) 559: «Fragen, ob ein K6nig ein Genie sei - um in diesem FalI gehorchen zu 
wollen, ist im Grunde ein Majestatsverbrechen». 

17 ]OSEPH RATZINGER, Theologie und Kirche, in «Internationale Katholische Zeitschrlft», 
6/1986 (515-533), 527. 
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und im lehrenden und bezeugenden Dienst der Bischèife in Gemeinschaft 
mit dem Petrusamt. Ohne diesen Glauben verliert sie sich in kraftlose Be­
liebigkeit. 

5. Der Grund des Gehorsams gegenilber dem Lehraro! 

Dies fuhrt zur logischen Konsequenz: Die Frage nach dem Lehramt, 
seiner Berechtigung, seiner Kompetenz, seiner Zustandigkeit kann letztlich 
nicht nach den Kategorien einer gerechten Machtverteilung diskutiert wer­
den. Die Frage ist theologischer Natur und liillt sich, auf eine einfache 
Forme! gebracht, so ausdrucken: 

1st der Geist Gottes in dieser, von der Kirche selbst beschriebenen 
Weise am Werk? Wenn die Antwort darauf «Ja» lautet, dann sagt das 
Gewissen se!bstverstiindlich: «J a? Dann gehorcht, dann glaubt, dann 
nehmt die Wahrheit demiitig ani ». Wenn die Antwort aber «Nein» iau­
tet - dann naturlich nicht! Dann ge!ten die normalen Regeln der Wahr­
heitsfindung und das heillt in concreto: es geht um Argumente und sonst 
nichts. Dann kèinnte man die Vertreter dieses «Lehramtes» tatsachlich 
nur noch behandeln wie die Sprecher irgendeiner Gemeinschaft oder Par­
tei, deren Vertreter man achtet, die aber letztlich keine andere Autoritiit 
haben als irgendein beliebiger Diskussionsteilnehmer. 

Daraus folgt: Ob es das Lehramt gibt, ist eine Frage des Glaubens 
und nicht des Gewissens, schon gar nicht der Gerechtigkeit. Wer in die­
sem Zusammenhang in marxistischer Manier von einer «religièisen Sym­
bolproduktion» und ihrer ungerechten Verteilung in der Kirche 18 spricht, 
hat -wirkllch nichts, aber seho11 gal' nlchts vom Gehdmnis des kitéhlichen 
Lehramtes verstanden! 

Die Autoritiit des Lehramtes hangt zuniichst vom Glauben ab. Genau 
an dieser Stelle sitzt auch der lrrtum F. Bèickles. Sein Fehler liegt nicht 
in dem, was er sagt, sondern in dem, was er nicht sagt. Er ubergeht 
niimlich mit Schweigen die entscheidende Frage, die da Iautet: Was sagt 
das gliiubige Gewissen zur Autoritiit der Kirche? Wenn hinter ihr der le­
bendige, auferstandene Christus steht, dann kèinnte er nicht mehr allge­
mein und ungenau von «geltenden» und «verkundeten» Normen spre­
chen, sondern mullte einraumen: Wenn und insoweit das Lehramt von 
Gott getragen ist, dann sagt das Gewissen zum Menschen: «Gehorche 
Gott mit ali deinen Kriiften und zwar auch dann, wenn du nicht gleich 
alles verstehst, und natiirlich auch wenn Dich Sein Wort durch enge 
Pforten fuhrt»! 

Sich ein irrendes Gewissen bezuglich dieses Satzes vorzustellen, ist 
absurd. Auch ein Atheist wird zugeben miissen: Wenn es Gott gibt, solite 

18 Vgl. L. BOFF, Kirche: Charisma und Macht, Diisseldorf 1985, 84. 
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man ihm gehorchen. Ein Irrtum kann sich nur auf den Glauben an die 
Kirche iiberhaupt beziehen (der Irrtum der Nicht- Christen), auf die Le­
gitimitat der kirchlichen Autoritat (der Irrtum der nicht-katholischen Chri­
sten) und natiirlich auE den VerlauE der «Grenzlinie» zwischen Offenba­
rung und Menschenwort (der Irrtum mancher Katholiken im Dissens zur 
Kirche). 

Was aber den Begriff der «geltenden Normen» betrifft, ist zu unter­
scheiden zwischen der «Geltung », die einer sittlichen Norm auf Grl1nd 
ihrer Wahrheit zl1kommt, und jener soziologisch feststellbaren «Geltl1ng», 
die iiber wahr und falsch nichts aussagt und daher fiir das Gewissen irre­
levant ist. Sie kann eine Hilfe sein, aber ebensogl1t eine Gefahrdung des 
Gewissens. Ob sie das eine oder andere ist, hangt wiederum davon ab, 
ob sie der Wahrheit entspricht oder nicht. . 

III. Das Verhaltnis von Lehramt und Gewissen 

Gibt es also eine Spannung von Lehramt l1nd Gewissen? Erstaunlich­
erweise lautet der erste Teil der Antwort: eigentlich nein. Denn wenn das 
Lehramt von Gott ist, sagt das Gewissen: «Gehorche, ». 1st es aber nicht 
von Gott, dann iibergeht das Gewissen solche als nichtig durchschaute 
«Autoritat» mit Schweigen - oder warnt sogar davor, weil das Horen 
auf Pseudo-Autoritaten unveranrwortlich ware. 

1. Lehrarnt und Glaube 

Manchmal ist es von Bedeutung, auch Selbstverstandlichkeiten wie 
die folgende auszusprechen: Die Anerkennung des Lehramtes steht und 
fallt mit dem Glal1ben. Was aber das Verhaltnis des Gewissens zu einem 
im Glauben anerkannten Lehramt betrifft, sagt der groEe Theologe des 
Gewissens, namlich J.H. Newman ": «In demselben Augenblick, in dem 
die Kirche aufhort zu reden, genau an der Stelle, an der sie, das heiJlt 
Gott, der durch sie spricht, die Grenzlinie ihrer Lehre zeichnet, erhebt 
sich mit Notwendigkeit das Privaturtei1; es gibt nichts, was es hindern 
konnte... Ein Katholik opfert seine Meinung dem Worte Gottes, das 
durch die Kirche erklart wird. Doch aus der Natur der Sache folgt, daE 
ihn nichts hindert, seme eigene Meinung zu haben und sie auszusprechen, 
sooft und soweit die Kirche, der Ml1nd der Offenbarung, nicht spricht». 

19 ].H. NEWMAN, Kirche und Gewissen, in Polemische Schri/ten. Abhandlungen zur Fra­
gen der Zeit und der Glaubenslehre, Mainz 1959, 228. 
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2. Menschliches Sprechen im Lehren der Kirche 

Soweit ist die Saehe klar. Und dennoch bleibt die Frage. Denn das 
Lehramt del' Kirehe ist ia nieht eine 1nstanz, die schlechthin und ohne 
iedwedes mensehliehe Element einfach mit «Gottes Stimme» identifiziert 
werden konnte. Auch das gottgewollte und von seinem Geist getragene 
Lehramt wird von Menschen verwaltet - undvon Menschen gehort, oft 
genug aueh uberhort und miEverstanden, ie naehdem! Daraus ergibt sieh 
aber: 

Es gibt nach del' Lehre del' Kirche selbst viele Absehattierungen lehl'­
amtliehen Sprechens, es gibt begriffliehe Probleme del' genauen Bedeu­
lUng einer Aussage, es gibt unvollstandige Dogmen, die einer Erganzung 
bedurfen, ohne in sieh selbst falseh zu sein, es gibt, das zeigt die Ge­
sehiehte, wiehtige Bereiehe des Lebens (etwa bezuglieh del' Kreuzzuge) 
und des Glaubens, wo das Lehramt leider nieht oder nieht rechtzeitig 
oder nicht deutlich genug gesprochen hat, und del' heutige Betrachter 
kann dies nur bekummert feststellen und zu verstehen suchen, aber nieht 
mehl' ungesehehen machen. Daruber hinaus hat es lehramtliehe ÀuEerun­
gen gegeben, die (wie etwa del' Syllabus) ohne ein besonderes psyeholo­
gisch·pastorales Gespur formuliert wul'den und die dann AnIaE zu sehwe­
ren MiEvel'standnissen wurden. Und so gibt es Spannungen, die entste­
hen, weil die «Linie», von del' Newamn spricht, eben nicht immer eine 
Linie, sondern manehmal eine ungenau abgesteckte Grenzlandsehaft ist. 

3. Schwierigkeiten des Gewissens mi! del' Kirche 

Nun ist es naturgemaE unmoglieh, alle diese verschiedenen Probleme 
an Hand konkreter Beispiele bis ins einzelne hinein dul'chzuspielen. 
Gl'undsatzlich wird man aber folgende Falle zu unterscheiden haben: 

a) Lehramt in Fragen des Glaubens und der Moral 

Es ist ein Unterschied zwischen Fragen des Glaubens und Fragen der Moral: 
Denn im Bereich des Glaubens gibt es Geheimnisse im eigentlichen Sinn des 
Wortes. Sie sollen verstanden werden in ihrer Botschaft fur den Glaubigen, aber 
sie bleiben, was sie sind: Geheimnisse, 
In der Moral verhalt es sich andel's: Der Sinn des moralischen' Imperativs muE 
zwar nicht beim ersten Hinschauen klar auf der Hand liegen, aber grundsatzlich 
sind sittliche N ormen verstehbar und - das ist ein wichtigel' Punkt - sollen 
aueh verstanden werden. Das Wort Jesu bezuglieh der Ehelosigkeit um des Him­
melreiches willen: "Wer es fassen kann, del' fasse es» bEt sich auf alle Gebote 
Gottes ausdehnen. Das IdeaI des sittlichen Gehorchens sehlieEt das Erfassen del' 
Werte~ uro clie es geht) mit ein. Blindes Vertrauen darauf, daB Gott schon weill, 
was er verlangt, ist kein wiinschellswerter Zustand, sondern kann nur als Durch­
gangsstadium del' EntwickIung gutgeheiEen werden. 
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b) Formen des Zueinander von Gewissen und Lebraml 

Auf Grund der vorangegangenen Oberlegungen lassen sich nun drei 
miigliche Konstellationen von Gewissen und Lehramt unterscheiden: 

Die doppelte Einsichl der christliche Normalfall 

Es ist gut, sich zuniichst den christlichen Normal- und Idealfall vor Augen zu hal­
ten. Dieser ist dann gegeben, wenn das Lehramt eine Lehre vorlegt, deren Rich­
tigkeit dem Betroffenen ohnehin einleuchtet. Dann mag er die Vorlage dieser Leh­
re als wohltuende Bestiitigung empfinden, als Hilfe fiir ein vertieftes Verstehen 
und als Halt in der Stunde der Versuchung, in der ihm der Gehorsam schwerfal­
len mag, - aber ein intellektuelles Problem entsteht nicht, da sich die Stimme 
des Gewissens ja voll. und ganz mit der des Lehramtes deckt. Mehr noch: Auf 
dem Gebiet der Moral schweigt das Lehramt in der Regel dort, wo der Sinn des 
g6ttlichen Gebotes so klar und allgemein anerkannt ist, dall kein Handlungsbedarf 
im Sinne einer feierlichen Erkliirung besteht. 

Der Konf/ikl im Pali des Nichl-Begreifens des Werles, der die verkiindele 
Norm begriindel 

Es ist m6glich, dall jemand die Stimme des Lehramtes hort und von der Wahr­
heit der vorgetragenen Lehre fest iiberzeugt ist, aber dennoch den Sinn, den da­
hinter stehenden und gemeinten Wert (noch) nicht (ganz) versteht. Er sagt: «Ich 
weill, so lautet das Gebot Gottes, die Kirche hat recht, aber - ich verstehe es 
nicht, wenigstens nicht in Hinblick auf die konkrete Situation, in der ich mich 
befinde». In einer solchen, manchmal schwer zu ertragenden Konflikt-Lage kann 
man eigentlich auch nicht von einem «Gewissenskonflikt» reden. Denn der Impe­
rativ des Gewissens ist klar und eindeutig: Gehorche dem Gebot Gottes, bemiihe 
dich um Einsicht und bete um die Kraft des Durchhaltens. Nur der existen­
tielle Konflikt des Betroffenen, dem der Gehorsam schwerfiillt, ist durch das 
Nicht-Verstehen schmerzlichet als im oben genannten Fall. Allerdings, ein solch 
partiell blinder Gehorsam ist auf die Dauer schwer zu leben. So bewunderuswert 
und heroisch er auf der einen Seite auch sein mag, er ist dennoch kein Idealzu­
stando Man konnte ihn vergleichen mit einer Krankheit: Der Christ soll sie zwar 
demiitig ertragen, aber gleichzeitig alles tun, um gesund zu werden 20

. 

Der eigentliche Konf/iklfall: Nichl-Sehen der behauPlelen Werle in Verbindung 
mit dem Zwezfel) was die «autentische Lehre» Kirche ist 

Eine Spannung im eigentlichen Sinn zwischen dem Vrteil des Gewissens und 
dem, was das Lehramt sagt, tritt immer erst dann ein, wenn zum Nicht-Verstehen 
dessen, was die Kirche inhaltlich lehrt, der Zweifel hinzutritt, ob der sprechende 

20 Diese Situation steht hinter einer kuriosen These laxistischer Moraltheologen, die 
meinten: Sexualvel'kehr (unverheirateter Partner) und Selbstbefriedigung seien nur deswegen 
siindhaft, weil Got cliese Akte verboten hat, nicht von Natur aus (D 2148 und 2149). Dieser 
Moral-Positivismus ist heute iiberwunden, aber clie genannte These spiegelt auf ihre Weise 
genau den angesprochenen Konflikt: Erkennen cles Gehotes ohne Einsicht in clie Werte, clie 
clahinter stehen! 
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Lehramts-Triiger hic et nune «clie Lehre del' Kirche» ausspricht oder nur seine 
mehr oder weniger gut abgesicherte Meinung wiedergibt. Das Nicht·Einsehen be· 
zieht sich a1so einerseits auE clie Grunde einer bestimmten Lehre und andererseits 
auf den VerIauf der oben genannte «Grenzlinie », die die g6ttlich garantierte 
Wahrheit vom menschlichen und ali zu menschlichen Wort kirchlicher Amtstrager 
trenm. Man k6nnte auch sagen: Der Konflikt betrifft niemaIs das Lehramt aIs sol· 
ches, sondetn beginnt erst dott, wo es sich Ufi Aussagen del' Vertreter dieses 
Lehramtes zu handeln scheint, die von ihrem Charisma nicht mehr gedeckt und 
getragen slnd. 
Die Frage Iautet dann: Liegt die vorgetragene Lehre in jenem «heiligen Bezirb>, 
in dem durch die Stimme der Kirche Gott selber zu mir spricht, oder geh6rt sie 
doch noch zu jenem menschlichen Sprechen, demgegeniiber ein abweichendes Ur· 
tei! m6glich ist? 
Existentielles Gewicht bekommt dieser zunachst akademische Konflikt natiirlich 
vor allero dann, wenn das Problem einen so empfindIichen Lebensbereich wie et­
\,l)'a die ehelichen Beziehungen betrifft, unci urnso mehr, wenn sich der Betroffene 
bereits ein eigenes Urteil gebildet hat, darin von vielen anderen bestarkt wurde 
und aullerdem sein Leben liingst danach ausgerichtet hat. Gerade bei der Lehre 
von der Empfangnisverhiitung ist dies heute bei unzahligen Menschen der Fall! 
Was soli der Christ nun tun? 
Es empfiehlt sich, die Uberlegungen zu dieser Frage mit verschiedenen Beispielen 
geistig zu begleiten. Die gemeinte «Verschiedenheit» solite dabei die Akzeptanz 
durch den Leser betreffen. Das heillt: 
Er sollte sich eine Lehre der Kirche vor Augen halten, mit der er Schwierigkeiten 
hat, unci eine, andere, clie et fiir wahr und wichtig hah, von anderen aber bestrit­
ten wird! Das eine Beispiel k6nnte die Enzyklika «Humanae vitae» sein, das an~ 
dere die VerUl~eilung des Rassismus in ali seinen Spielarten. Das heillt niimlich: 
Im ersten FaU gibt es viele Christen, die (wie z.B. die Theologen der «K6lnel" Er· 
klarung») die Lehre PauIs VI. und ihre Begriindung ablehnen. Sie werden jede 
Rede von Gehorsam gegeniiber dem Papst und Vertrauen auf die Fiihrung des 
Geistes Gottes mit Argus.Augen verfolgen und auf den kleinsten Haar·RiE der 
Argumentation lauern, um fiir ihren Dissens den notigen Raum und die ge~ 
wiinschte Legitimation zu schaffen. Aber es hat bekanntlich auch anti·semitisch 
oder iiberhaupt rassistisch eingestellte «Christen» gegeben, und gibt sie vielleicht 
noch heute 21 , Wie dem auch sei, in unserem Kontext ist wichtig: Solchen Men" 
schen gegeniiber run man schnell und gebieterisch nach der Autoritat. Mit Recht, 
wird man zugeben miissen, zumal die Folgen des Rassismus dem Menschen des 
20. Jahrhunderts so beispiellos furchbar vor Augen gestellt worden sind. Was aber 
ist zu antworten, wenn sich ein Rassist mit den formaI gleichen Argumenten, wie 
sie von vielen Theologen gegen «Humanae Vitae» ins Treffen gefUhrt werden, auE 
ihr «Gewissen» berufen? Ein allgemein giiltiges Prinzip mull doch, wie der Be· 
griff schon sagt, fur beide und aUe Fragen «giiltig» sein! Es mag einen so arguo 
rrìentierenden Anhanger von Rassismus nur selten geben, aber fiir. die Diskussion 
ist es gut, sich das Problem nicht nur nicht leicht, sondern schwer zu machen. 

21 Vg1. etwa dic - eigentlich erschiitternden - Belege dafur, die P. EpPEL (Zwischen 
Kreuz und Hakenkreuz, Wien 1980) anfuhrt. 
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Der damit gestellten Frage soll im folgenden Punkt nachgegangen 
werden. 

IV. Der «religiose Gehorsam» nach dem 2. Vattkanischen Konzil 

Also nocheinmal: Was tun, wenn die eigene Meinung gegen den 
Spruch des Lehramtes steht und die Kompetenz des Lehramtes dem be­
troffehen Glaubigen in dieser Frage zweifelhaft zu sein scheint? 

Dabei wird nun vorausgesetzt, daB diese "Meinung» nicht mehr oder 
weniger gedankenlos ubernommen worden ist und ihren Ursprung nicht 
in Motiven der Bequemlichkeit oder denen eines anti-riimischen Affektes 
hat, sondern betend vor Gott getragen und das heiBt wirklich ,dm Ge­
wissen» abgewogen wurde. 1st die Antwort in einem solchen Fall wirklich 
die Haltung des «religiiisen Gehorsam des Willens und des Verstandes», 
wie sie in der Konstitution uber die Kirche verlangt wird? Und wenn ja, 
was ist damit gemeint? Wie kann und wie soli sich der Christ verhalten? 

1. Erste Vorbedingung: Offenheit fur die Wahrheit 

Erste Aufgabe des Christen ist es in einem solchen Konflikt-Fall, sein 
Herz frei zu machen von allen «lnteressen». So gut es geht, sollte er sein 
ganzes Sein wie eine Waage auspendeln lassen vor dem Angesicht Gottes 
und all seine schon gefallten Urtelle vorlaufig einmal zu suspendieren su­
chen. Das heiBt konkret: Er solite Gott bitten, ihn uber seine persiinli­
chen Wunsche und Angste hinaus zur Wahrheit gelangen zu lassen, er 
sollte sein «Dein Wille geschehe» sprechen auch dann, wenn er aie Kon­
sequenzen des Gehorsams gegenuber einer bestimmten Lehre als «bitteren 
Kelch» Y\>l'<IlIssehen solite. Wohlgemerkt: Dabei kann es nicht darum ge­
hen, den I1lciglichst steinigen Weg im Sinne des Rigorismus apriori fur 
den gottgewollten zu halten. Gott verlangt immer nur den Weg der 
Wahrheit, und Sein Gebot ist das Gebot der Liebe - nicht «das, was 
besonders schwer fallt»! Es geht um eine spirituelle Vorbereitung der 
Wahrheitsfindung, nicht mehr, aber auch nicht weniger. 

2. Zweite Vorbedingung: Der Glaube an den Geist Gottes in der Kirche 

Um den miiglicherweise geforderten Gehorsam zu begreifen, ist es 
gut, sich nochmals klarzumachen: Das Gewissen verpflichtet in dieser Si­
tuation nur nach MaBgabe des Glaubens. Das heillt: Nur derjenige, der 
an den Geist Gottes in der Kirche in dieser lehramtlichen Konkretheit 
glaubt, wird auch die Stimme seines Gewissens im Sinne des Gehorsams 
vernehmen. Ohne diesen Glauben wiire dies ganz unmiiglich. Gehorsam 
schtÙdet man nur der gottgewollten Gemeinschaft der Bischiife und dem 
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von Christus eingesetzten Papst Johannes Paul II., nicht aber einem Karol 
Wojtyla oder sonst irgendeinem Menschen in oder aul)erhalb der Kirche. 
Die Frage stelit sich nur dem Glaubenden! Wer die Bischiife geistig nur 
aIs «Kirchenmanner» vor Augen hat, weili nicht, wovon die Rede ist. 

3. Priifung der Sachgriinde 

Konfrontiert mit Iehramtlichen Entscheidungen, die seinen bisher fest­
gehaltenen Positionen widersprechen, wird der Christ die vorgebrachten 
Griinde neuerdings priifen und sich fragen miissen, ob sie fun nicht doch 
iiberzeugen. Solite dies der Fali sein, dann ist der Konklikt naturgemal) 
erledigt und es geht «nul"» noch um die Praxis. 

Das genaue Studium der Sachgriinde ist iirigens auch deswegen wich­
tig, weil nur so die eigentliche Tragweite der Lehre und damit auch ihre 
Gn:;nZen erkannt \llerden konnen. Es kommt ja auch immet wiedet VOL, 

dal) Menschen eine «kirchliche» Lehre ablehnen, weiI sie nur eine Kari­
katur der Lehre der Kirche kennen und nicht diese selbst"! 

4. Gewichtung der lehrarntlichen Aussagen 

Dann aber, wenn die Griinde fun eben nicht zu einer anderen Posi­
tion zu fiihren imstande waren und alie Miiglichkeiten eines Mil)verstand­
nisses ausgeschieden sind, mul) der Christ sorgfaltig nach dem «Gewicht» 
der jeweiligen Lehre fragen. 

Das Konzil hat die Kriterien einer solchen Gewichtung folgerdenma­
&en aufgelistet: Zu priifen ist die Auffa<sung und die Ahsicht des T.ehr­
amtes bei der Verkiindigung einer Lehre und zwar an Hand «der Art 
der Dokumente, der Hiiufigkeit der Vorlage ein und derselben Lehre und 
der Sprechweise»". Der Aufschrei der «Kiilner Erkliirung» ist ja gerade 
von daher zu erklaren, dal) der Papst eine «Sprechweise» wahlt, die der 
Lebre iiber die Empfiingnisverhiitung ein aul)erordentlich grol)es Gewicht 
verleiht! Bei dieser Priifung begleitet den Christen natiirlich sein Gewis­
sen in dem Sinne, dal) es ihn auf Wahrheit, Gerechtigkeit und die ent­
sprechende Unbestechlichkeit verpflichtet. 

Solite der auf diese Weise suchende Christ zur Erkenntnis kommen, 
dal) es sich um eine authentische Lehre der Kirche handelt, dann ist der 
Christ - immer nach der Aussage des 2. Vatil,anischen Konzils - zu ei-

22 Man denke nur an das tief sitzende Vorurteil, clic Kirche gestatte den Geschlechtsver­
kehr llur wegen del' m6glichen Zeugung eines Kincles. 

23 Ubrigens zeigt del' Hinweis auf diese auBeren Kriterien fiir clic Wahrheit einer be­
stimmten Lehre, daB das Konzil selbstverstandlich damit rechnet, daS del' einzclne Christ 
nicht immcr aus eigener Einsicht begreift, wÌeso eine bestimmte Lehre zum Glauben gehort 
und worin del' Anspruch der Gebote Gottes grundet. 
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nem «religiosen Gehorsam des Willens und Verstandes» verpflichtet. Was 
ist darunter zu verstehen? Wie ist solches Gehorchen moglich? 

5, Der <<religiose Gehorsam des Willens und des Verstandes» 

a, «Gehorsam des Verstandes» 

Selbstverstandlich kann sich niemand - und ware er ein Heiliger! 
- Selbst zwingen, <dm Gehorsam» eine bestimmte Lehre und ihre Be­
griindungen einzusehen! Einsicht ist unerzwingbar, und gerade deswegen 
lacht das Publikum angesichts «Der Widerspenstigen 2ahmung» W, Sha­
kespeares, wenn die geHiuterte Katharina nur aus Liebe zu dem Mann 
und gegen jede Vernunft «sieht», was offenkundig nicht ist. So gesehen 
hat auch Bockle recht, wenn er sagt: «Gehorsam ist nicht ein Begriff der 
Erkenntnisebene», Das heiBt aber: Mit dem «Gehorsam des Verstandes» 
kann zunachst nur die Bereitschaft zum Nachdenken gemeint sein, Diese 
schlieBt iibrigens den Willen ein, die Lehre der Kirche zunachst einmal 
so objektiv als moglich wahrzunehmen, Das Gegenteil dieser Haltung liegt 
bei jenen vor, die die eigentliche Lehre der Kirche nicht wirk1ich studie­
ren oder geradezu in einer boswilligen Verdrehung und Entstel1ung wie­
dergeben und damit der Lacherlichkeit aussetzen. 

Der religiose Verstandesgehorsam schlieBt aber auch einen Akt des 
Glaubens ein, der sich einerseits auf die Wahrscheinlichkeit der Lehre be­
zieht «<Es ist wahrscheinlich, sehr wahrscheinlich, «hochstwahrscheinlich» 
- je nachdem! - «daB der Papst recht hat») und andererseits auf die 
Legitimitat des ordentlichen Lehramtes einschlieBlich sdnes Anspruchs auf 
Gehorsam abzielt. 

b. «Gehorsam des Willens» 

«Gehorsam des Willens» hellit, was die Worte besagen: daB der 
Mensch «wollen» und handeln soll im Sinne der kirchlichen Lehre. Der 
Grund fiir diesen Gehorsam ist in der Konfliktsituation nicht die - eben 
fehlende - Einsicht in die zwingende Kraft der Sachgriinde, sondern die 
Glaubens-Einsicht des Christen in die Autoritat der Kirche, durch die 
hindurch Christus zu ihm spricht. 

Ein solcher Gehorsam kann, so wurde bereits ausgefUhrt, nicht wirk­
lich «blind» genannt werden. Da im 20. Jahrhundert die Autoritat in ei­
nem so gigantischen AusmaB mllibraucht wurde, kann dies gar nicht ein­
dringlich genug gesagt werden: Ein absolut blinder Gehorsam der Blut­
hund-Gehorsam! - wiire tatsachlich unchristlich und unmoralisch. Abel' 
ein solcher ist wirk1ich nicht gemeint. Es geht vielmehr um dnen teilwei­
se «blinden» Gehorsam, das heiBt ein Handeln, wie die Kirche lehrt, 
und zwar ohne volles Verstehen der betreffenden Doktrin und ohne letz­
te, formelle Gewlliheit beziiglich der «Unfehlbarkeit» der anstehenden 
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Lehre. Dieser Teil-Blindheit voraus liegt die Einsicht in das Geheimnis 
und in die legitime Autoritat der Kirche - eine Einsicht, die besagt: 
«Gott will, dali ich in diesem Fall gehorche». Dem intellektuellen Nicht­
Verstehen steht ein Verstehen des Glaubens gegeniiber. 

6. Gewissen unci piipstliche Autoritiit 

Gewissen oder Papst? Eine falsche Alternative. Denn die Autoritat 
der Kirche und damit auch diejenige des Papstes heruht auf dem Gewis­
seno Ohne Glauben gibt es keinen Papst, und ohne Gewissen hat er kei­
ne Autoritat. Denn dali ihm zu gehorchen ist, ist eine Forderung des Ge­
wissens auf Grund des Glaubens an das Charisma des kirchlichen Lehr­
amtes. Daher steht und fiillt die Autoritat des Papstes mit derjenigen des 
Gewissens. Die eigentliche Frage ist, ob und inwieweit jeamand in der 
theoiogisch richtigen Weise an die Kirche glaubt. «Richtig» heillt hier: 
ohne minimalistische Verkiirzung, ohne Uminterpretation der kirchlichen 
Autoritat (etwa in eine Autoritat akademischer Natur) und ebenso ohne 
Oberspanntheit eines Papalismus, der stillschweigend suggeriert, als ware 
alles und jedes, was der Papst sagt oder gar tut, «unfehlbar». 

Wer sich gegen die Kirche auf sein Gewissen beruft, sollte genau 
hinschauen. Wenn man nicht alle, theologisch selbstverstiindlichen Vorbe­
halte angesichts des Menschlichen und Allzumenschlichen in der Kirche 
bei der Lektiire des folgenden Satzes vergillt, kann man sagen: 

Beziiglich der richtigen Auslegung der Lehre J esu und der Gebote 
Gottes wird der Christ sein Gewissen letztlich eben doch auf der Seite 
Jèt Klrche vorfinden, sozusagen als ihren Verbundeten und nicht als cinc 
Instanz, die ihm den Dissens in Fragen der Lehre erm6glicht. «Der Ge­
horsam Gott gegeniiber hindert uns niemals am Gehorsam dem Papst ge­
genliber; je volllwmmener dieser ist, desto mehr ist es auch jener», hellit 
es pointiert bei Katharina von Siena 24 - in anderem Zusammenhang 
zwar, aber letztlich eben doch richtig. 

Der Papst selbst kann getrost der beriihmten Einladung Newmans 
folgen und zuerst auf das Gewissen, dann erst auf sein Amt trinken (so 
ihm danach zumute ist). Dabei muli er nicht eine «gute Miene zu einem 
b6sen SpieÌ» machen! Denn indem er auf das Gewissen anstollt, trinkt er 
zugleich auch auf seine eigene, papstliche Autoritat. Denn das Gewissen 
ist wie sein pers6nlicher Botschafter in jedem Menschen, der an die Kir­
che glaubt. 

24 CHÉRY, HENRY-CHARLES, Ein brennendes Herz. Katharina van Siena, Ziirich 1967, 
127. 
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C. GEWISSEN UND GEWISSENSFREIHEIT 

Fallen diese AusfUhrungen iiber den gottgewollten Gehorsam in der 
Kirche und gegeniiber ihrer Autoritat "hinter das Konzil» zuriick, wie 
man gerne zu sagen pflegt? Zur Legitimation des innerkirchlichen Dissens 
zitiert man ja nicht selten die Lehre von der Gewissensfreiheir. Was lehrt 
das Konzil nlin wirklich, ist man geneigt zu fragen. 

I. Die Konziliare Lehre iiher die Gewissens- und Religionsfretheit 

In dem Dokument iiber die Religions-Freiheit beschaftigt sich das 
Konzil nochmals mit dem Thema Gewissen und zwar unter einem beson' 
deren Aspekt: Der Mensch, so lehrt die heilige Versammlung der Bische­
fe, hat vor Gott und seinem Gewissen die Verpflichtung, die Wahrheit 
hinsichtlich der Religion zu suchen und ihr mit allen Kraften anzuhangen, 
wenn er glaubt, sie gefunden zu haben: «Anders aber erhebt die Wahr­
heit nicht Anspruch als Kraft der Wahrheit selbst, diesanft und zugleich 
stark den Geist durchdringt»". 

Das heil)t: Diese Suche nach der religiesen Wahrheit darf weder von 
den eigenen Interessen abgelenkt und durchkreuzt werden noch, und das 
ist der entscheidende Punkt in diesem Dokument, darf sie durch aul)ere 
Einfliisse oder Druckmittel manipuliert werden. Die Wiirde des Menschen 
verlangt gebieterisch, dal) der Mensch in diesem Bereich frei ist: frei, sich 
selbst und nur kraft seiner Einsicht an die Wahrheit und das, was er da­
fiir halt, zu binden. Die einzige Grenze, die diesem fundamentalen Frei­
heitsrecht gesetzt ist, ist das Recht anderer Menschen. 

II. Religionsfreiheit und Wahrheits-Anspruch der Kirche 

In dem Dokument zur Religionsfreiheit 26 wird ein altes und verhang­
nisvolles MiJlverstandnis iiberwunden und zwar - wenn von dieser Lehre 
nur eindringlich und prazise genug gesprochen wiirde! - hoffentlich fiir 
immer: das MiJlversrandnis namlich, dal) ein fester, unerschiitterlicher 
Glaube an Christus und sein Evangelium eigentlich unvereinbar sei mit 
Toleranz und Versrandnis fiir Andersdenkende. 

25 Dignitatis humanae, Nr. 1. 
26 Dignitatis humanae, Nr. 1. 
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Marcel Lefebvre hat das Millverstandnis auf den Punkt gebracht, 
wenn er noch vor der Verabschiedung des Dokumentes durch die Kon­
zilsvater ausfuhrt: «Wenn dieses Dekret angenommen werden solite, ware 
die gesamte Wirkkraft und der Wert des Lehramtes der Kirche in ihrer 
W urzel und todlich getroffen, denn das Lehramt ist seinem Wesen nach 
der Religionsfreiheit entgegengesetzt. Das Lehramt schreibt seine Wahrheit 
vor, verpflichtet den Menschen moralisch, sie anzunehmen, und nimmt 
ihm also seine moralische Freiheit. Seine seelische Freiheit bleibt zweifel­
los bestehen, aber seine M6glichkeit, die Lehre abzulehnen, gibt ihm da­
mit noch nicht das Recht, sie abzulehnen. Er muli glauben, bei Strafe der 
Verurteilung. 1st das Zwang, der der Freiheit entgegengesetzt ist?»" Es 
ist heute «ublich geworden», bedauerte der gleiche Verfasser noch vor 
kurzem, «jede Form von Zwang zu verwerfen und zu bedauern, dali die­
se zu bestimmten Zeiten der Geschichte geubt wurde. Seine Heiligkeit Jo­
hannes Paui II. Hat dieser Mode nachgegehen und anìiilllich seiner Spa­
nienreise die lnquisition verurteilt ... »28. 

Man wird Lefebvre antworten mussen: Er hat den Text des Vatika­
nums nicht genau gelesen. Die Konzilsvater haben nicht im Traum daran 
gedacht, die Verpflichrung, an Christus zu glauben, irgendwie in Frage zu 
stelien. Auch seine Behauptung, die konziliare Lehre von der Religions­
freiheit stehe in logischem Widerspruch zum Wahrheits-Anspruch der Kir­
che, ist einfach falsch: 

Denn die Vater des Konzils haben, so zeigt der Text, keine Sekunde 
lang daran gedacht, J esus und sein Evangelium der Beliebigkeit und dem 
Gutdunken der Leute anheimzugeben. Sie halten an dem verpflichtenden 
Charakter der Botschaft Jesu [éSl~ lndem sie schreiben: «Alle Menschen 
sind verpflichtet, die Wahrheit, besonders in dem, was Gott und seine 
Kirche angeht, zu suchen und die erkannte Wahrheit auf zunehmen und 
zu bewahren»29. Beharrlich bleiben sie dabei, von der katholischen Kirche 
als der «einzig wahren Religion» zu sprechen, die von Jesus den Auftrag 
erhalten hat, ihre Botschaft zu alien Menschen zu bringen. Die Vater des 
Konzils haben auch nicht bestritten, dali es lrrtumer gibt, dali diese ein 

_ Obel sind und daher keine Existenzberechtigung haben. Irrtumer in Fra­
gen der Religion soliten uberwunden werden wie andere lrrtumer auch. 

Aber die gleichen Konzilsvater sagen auch: Nicht der lrrtum, wohl 
aber der Mensch hat Wurde und Recht und zwar auch dann, wenn die­
ser Mensch irrt oder schuldig wird. Damit ist fur immer klargestellt: 
Oberzeugung und Gewillheit, die fur ein Martyrium ausreichen, lassen 

27 Ziticrt nach R. SCHWAIGER, Kirchliches Lehramt und Theologie, in «Zeitschrift fiir Ka­
tholische Theologie», 111, Bd. 1989 (163-182), 174. 

28 Ziticrt nach R. SCHWAIGER, Kirchliches Lehramt und Theologie, in «2eitschrift fUr Ka­
tholische Theologie», 111, Bd. 1989 (163-182), 175. 

29 Dignitatis humanae, Nr. L 
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sich ohne das geringste Problem mit Gtite, Verstiindnis und T oleranz ver­
binden. 1m Gegenteil, gerade die unerschiitterliche Uberzeugung von der 
Wiirde des Menschen ist es, die Toleranz begriindet und durchhalten 
lii1ìt! Dnd weil dies so ist, darum darf und kann es Mission geben: nicht 
als Form eines geistig-religiesen 1mperialismus, sondern als ein wirkliches 
Ernstnehmen jedes Menschen in seiner Berufung, Christus anzugeheren. 
Was das Dokument ausschlieilt, ist nicht die Mission, sondern nur "Mis­
sions»-Methoden, die den anderen manipulativ iiberfahren, herumkriegen, 
bestechen oder durch Drohung weich machen wollen! 1mmer wieder muil 
man sich vor Augen halten: Die Wahrheit will nur Kraft der Wahrheit 
selbst siegen und niemals anders als so! Man kennte das auch so aus­
driicken: Weil der Christ die Lehre von der unausloschlichen Wiirde je­
des Menschen und der Religionsfreiheit geradezu fiir ein Dogma halt'O, ist 
er felsenfest iiberzeugt, dai! die Achtung vor dem Andersdenkenden ein 
unaufgebbares Gebot Gottes ist. Nicht die Kraftlosigkeit dessen, der kei­
ne Uberzeugungen und keine Gewlliheit kennt, sondern das unerschiitter­
liche Festhalten am «Dogma» von der Wiirde des Menschen und dem 
Anspruch der Wahrheit fiihtt zur Toleranz 31 ! 

III. Fretheit des Glaubens 

«Diese Pf!ichten beriihren und binden die Menschen in ihrem Ge­
wissen, und anders erhebt die Wahrheit nicht Anspruch als Kraft der 
Wahrheit selbst ... », hellit es im konziliaren Text 32• 

Wiederum bildet M. Lefebvre einen Kontrast zu dieser These, der 
durchaus interessant ist: Abgesehen von «Ubertreibungen» sei, so sagt er, 
die 1nquisition «den Hiiretikern selbst zu Hilfe gekommen, so wie man 

30 VgL dazu auch Kedemptor hominis, Nr. 12: Johannes Paul IL spricht einerseits von 
dem «verpElichtenden Charaktel' del' Wahl'heit, die Gott uns offenbart hat», andercl'seits ist 
die Lehi.-e von del' Wiirde del' menschlichen Person ein «Bestandteil» del' verpflichtenden 
Botschaft selbst! 

31 Vgl. dazu etwa das radikale Miliverstandnis del' «SammIung glaubenstl'euer Katholi· 
ken»: SAKA 14. Jg. Nr. 7/8 JulilAugust 1989: Zunachst wird Kardinal Casaroli mit dem 
Satz zitiert; «Es handelt sich in del' Tat um einen spezifischcn Aspekt del' fiir jeden Men­
schen grundlegenden Fl'eiheit, seinem Gewissen getreu zu denken und zu handeln. Darum 
behauptete Johannes Paul Il im vergangenen Jahr in seiner Botschaft zum Weltfriedenstag 
ohne Zogern, daB cHe Religionsfreiheit gewissel'maBen den "Grundstein des Gebaudes del' 
Menschenrechte" bildet ... » Diese Aussage wird folgendermaBen kommentiert: «Rom buhlt 
mit allen Religionen und sucht alle Menschen und Gemeinschaften in den Gotzendienst ein­
zubinden. Es hat dabei keinen andel'en Begriff von Religionsfreiheit als die Politikcr und die 
Freimaurer». 

32 Dignitatis humanae, Nl'. 1. 
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Personen zu Hilfe kommt, die sich ins Wasser sturzen, um ihrem Leben 
ein Ende zu bereiten»". 

So einleuchtend das Bild zu sein scheint, der Vergleich hinkt an zwei 
entscheidenden Stel1en: 

Erstens ubersieht er die Freiheit der Entscheidung fur Christus. 
Denn der Se!bstmorder kann gegen seinen Wil1en gerettet werden, der 
heilsnorwendige Glauben hingegen ist unerzwingbar: «Die tiefsten Akte 
des Menschen (Glaube, Anbetung, Liebe, Jasagen zum Kreuz usw.) sol/en 
nicht nur in Freiheit vol1zogen werden, sondern sind anders gar nicht 
moglich. Man kann den aktuel1en Vol1zug dieser Akte hochstens gewalt­
sam verhindern oder das Opfer durch eine Gehirnwasche zu einem "So­
tun-als-ob" zwingen - sie se!bst sind nicht erzwingbat»". Weil dies so 
ist, darum ist schon der Versuch, jemand zum Glauben zu zwingen, Un­
recht. Bei Thomas etwa heiJ3t es ohne Einschrankung: Unglaubige und 
Juden "sind auf keine Weise zum Giauben zu zwingen, damit sie giau­
ben: denn Glauben ist Sache des Willens" »". 

Daruber hinaus hat Lefebvre - wie vie!e andere - den hintergrun­
dig-geheimnisvol1en Satz von der Heilsnorwendigkeit des Glaubens (<<ne­
cessitate medii» und nicht nur «necessitate praecepti») falsch verstanden. 
Er hat nicht bemerkt, daJ3 Gott nach der traditionel1en Lehre der Kirche 
Mittel und Wege hat, um jedem Menschen sein Heil wirklich anzubieten, 
und daJ3 er diese Mitte! auch einsetzt und diese Wege auch geht - auch 
dann, wenn wir sie nicht entdecken und keine StraJ3enkarte von den We­
gen Gottes anfertigen konnen'6! Hatte er Dignitatis humanae und Lumen 
gentium 37 aufmerksam ge!esen und verstanden, er hatte keinen Grund ge­
fundel1, clie Kirche Zu vedassenl 

Damit ist aber eben nicht bestritten, daJ3 al1es Heil von Jesus Chri­
stus ausgeht und es in diesem Sinne «kein Heil auJ3erhalb der Kirche» 
gibt. Dieser Glaube verbindet sich ohne Schwierigkeiten mit dem anderen 
Dogma von dem al1gemeinen Heilswillen Gottes, der uber die Kirche 
hinausreicht und daher auch Menschen anderer Religionen und Uberzeu­
gungen wirklich erreicht, auch wenn sie erst in der Ewigkeit wissen und 

33 Zitiert nach R SCHWAIGER, Kirchliches Lehramt und Theologie, in «Zeitschrift fiir Ka­
tholische Theologie». 111, Bd. 1989 (163-182), 174. 

34 A LAUN, Freiheit, in Lexikon der Spiritualiteit, Freihurg 1988 (402-405), 403. 
355Th. II.II, q. lO, a. 8. Anders beurteilt er allerdings jene, clie voro Glauben abfallen 

in Form det Haresie oder als Apostaten (ad 3): Accipere /idem est voluntatis, tenere acceptam 
est necessitatis. 

36 Thomas kennt das Problem bereits. Vgl. 5Th. II-II, q. 27, ad. 3. 
)7 Vor allem Lumen gentium, Nr. 14-16, wo das «Konzil klar darlegt, wie sich die Leh­

re von der Heilsnotwendigkeit der Kirche harmonisch mit dem Glauben verbindet, daB Gott 
das Hcil wirklich aller Menschen will auch derer, dic nie zum ausdruckHchen Glaubel{ 
an Christus, geschweige denn an die Kirche gelangen! Schon 1949 hat iibrigens auch das hL 
Offidum die rigoristisch.falsche Auslegung des Satzes von der al1ein-seligmachenden Kirche 
klar abgewiesen. Vgl. dazu D 3866-3873. 
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begreifen werden, daE auch sie durch Christus erlost worden sind und 
durch niemand anderen! Bildhaft gesprochen: Man kann aus einer Quelle 
trinken aueh ohne zu wissen, daE sie unterirdiseh von einer anderen 
Wasserader gespeist wird, und dies ist wahr, aueh wenn die Quelle ver­
unreinigt ist. Im Klartext gesproehen: Abgesehen von der Frage, wieviel 
gute Elemente etwa der Hinduismus emhalt, ist es immer nur das Blut 
Jesu Christi, das dem einzelnen Hindu das Tor zum Rimmel offnen kann 

und nicht sein Hinduismus als solcher! 
Beide dogmatisehen Aussagen stehen in keinerlei Spannung zur rich­

tig verstandenen Religionsfreiheit: Jeder Menseh muE - bewuEt und aus­
driieklich oder ohne Christus beim N amen nennen zu konnen - J a sa­
gen zur Gnade Gottes. Diesen Akt nennt die Kirehe «Glauben». In ihrer 
Lehre von der Religions-Freiheit fiigt sie hinzu: Dieser Glaubensakt kann 
nicht erzwungen werden, und wer solchen Zwang dennoeh auszuiiben 
sueht, tut schweres Unrecht. 

IV. Die «horizontale» Sinnspitze der «Gewissensfreiheit» 

Ein Hauptgrund vieler MiEverstiindnisse besteht darin, daE man nicht 
auf den Adressaten des proklamierten Freiheitsreehtes aehtet. Der Text 
lautet: «Diese Freiheit besteht darin, daE alle Mensehen frei sein miissen 
von jedem Zwang ... , sodaE in religiosen Dingen niemand gezwungen wird, 
gegen sein Gewissen zu handeln, noch daran gehindert wird, ... naeh sei­
nem Gewissen zu handeln»". 

Hier ist es wichtig, ganz genau zu lesen: Das Freiheitsreeht, von dem 
hier die Rede ist, richtet sich an die Umgebung jedes Menschen, an ein­
zelne Personen, an Gruppen und den Staat beziehungsweise die Gesell­
sehaft iiberhaupt. Seine Sinnspitze bewegt sich also auf der horizontalen 
Ebene und ist nicht eine Art vertikale Unabhangigkeitserklarung gegen­
iiber Gott und seinem unbedingten Ansprueh an jeden einzelnen! Ganz 
im Gegenteil: Der Gehorsam Gott gegeniiber soll ermoglieht werden 
dureh die irdiseh-gesellsehaftliche Freiheit in Fragen der Wahrheit und 
Religion! Das Gewissen soll seinem Gesetz folgen konnen und nicht von 
auEen manipuliert werden! DaE das Gewissen selbst den Mensehen 
«frei» lassen konnte oder ihm immer nur «Angebote » maehen wiirde, 
angesichts derer er «Erei» bliebe wie gegeniiber einem Warenangebot, ist 
mit keinem W ort gesagt oder irgendwie nahegelegt. 

Diesen Punkt hat Lefebvre eben nicht verstanden, wenn er meint, 
Religionsfreiheit und Lehramt seien unversohnliehe Gegensatze: 

Das Lehramt verpflichtet jeden Mensehen, der zum Glauben gekom-

38 Dignitatis humanae, Nr. 2. 
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men ist, und zwar im Namen Gottes, im Gewissen und auf das Evange­
lium in der Auslegung der Kirche. 

Die Religionsfreiheit hingegen verpflichtet ebenso im Namen Gottes, 
im Gewissen und im Sinne ]esu Christi die Umwelt jedes einzelnen Men­
schen und auch jeder Religionsgemeinschaft,. die Wlirde des einzelnen 
oder auch einer Gemeinschaft anzuerkennen und ihn (oder sie) ungest6rt 
der moralisch-religi6sen Pllicht nachkommen zu Iassen, die Wahrheit zu 
suchen und ihr zu folgen, wenn er meint, sie gefunden zu haben. U nd 
auch diese Lehre wird vom Lehramt der Kirche getragen und garantiert! 

Dies hervorzuheben ist wichtig sowohl gegenliber Marcel Lefebvre als 
auch gegenliber jenen Theologen, die von einer radikalen Kehrtwendung 
und «Zasur»" der kirchlichen Lehre sprechen. Denn um zu beweisen, 
daE der Papst in Fragen der Empfangnisverhlitung irre und man ihm 
letztlich doch weder zu glauben noch zu gehorchen brauche, weisen viele 
auf die Enzyidika «Mirari vos» von Gregor X'VI. hin und behaupten, 
dieser habe in seiner Enzyklika genau das verurteilt, was jetzt das Konzil 
als Lehre der Kirche vorstelle 40 

Es ist unm6glich, in diesem Kontext die schwierige Frage der Lehr­
entwicklung bezliglich des Einsetzens von Zwang, staatlicher Gewalt und 
Strafrecht in Glaubensfragen in angemessener Form zu beantworten. Aber 
eben: es ist eine schwierige Frage. ]edenfalls aber beweist das von vielen 
Theologen angezogene Beispiel von «Mirari vos» nicht, was es beweisen 
soll. Gregor XVI. hat niimlich nicht die Freiheit des Gewissens im Sinne 
des Vatikanums als «deliramentum» (Wahnsinn) verurteilt, sondern jene 
Autonomiebestrebungen, die die vertikale Achse, die Bindung an Gott, 
aufloscn wolltcn. Et sclbst hat gcgcniibcr Zar Nikolaus L bcmcrkt: «Man 
darf die Freiheit des Gewissens nicht verwechseln mit der Freiheit, kein 
Gewissen zu haben» 41. Nochmals anders formuliert: Verurteilt wurde 
nicht die Freiheit des Gewissens, sondern die Freiheit vom Gewissen! 

Was der Papst verurteilen wollte und mit Recht verurteilt hat, ist, so 
erliiutert schon ]. H. Newman scharfsinnig, nicht die Freiheit des Gewis­
sens im heutigen Sinn, sondern eine radikale «Freiheit des Eigenwillens», 
die vor nichts haltzumachen bereit ist und, logisch betrachtet, etwa auch 
das «Recht» enthalten mliBte, nationalsozialistische Thesen zu vertreten 42! 
Was die Piipste verurteilen, geht aus einem falschen Begriff des Gewis-

39 So z. B. auch R. SCHWAIGER, Kircbliches Lehramt und Theologie, in «2eitschrift fiir 
K.tholische Tehologie», 111, Bd. 1989 (163-182), 173ff. 

40 Z.B. HANS ROTTER, Sittlicher Anspruch an die Wirklichkeit der Ehe, in «Aedo Catho· 
lic.», 1/1989 (4-10), lO, 

41 Vgl. R. AUBERT, Die Religionsfreiheit von «Mirari vos» bis zum Syllabus, in «Conci­
lium», 1965 (584-591), 586. Vgl. .uch: DERS" Das Problem der Religionsfreiheit in der Ge­
schichte des Christentums, in Zur Geschichte der Toleranz und Religionsfreiheit, Darmstadt 
1977, 422-454. 

42 J.H. NEWMAN, Kirche und GewtSsen, in Polemische Schnften, Mainz 1959, 113-251. 
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sens hervor, den Newman folgendenmailen beschreibt: «Doch in diesem 
Zeitalter besteht bei einem groilen T eil des Volkes das eigentliche Recht 
und die Freibeit des Gewissens darin, vom Gewissens zu dispensieren, ei­
nen Gesetzgeber und Richter zu ignorieren und von unsichtbaren, Ver­
pilichtungen unabhangig zu sein. Man nimmt an, jeder habe einen Frei­
brief dafiir, eine Religion zu haben oder nicht, sich dieser oder jener an­
zuschlieilen und sie dann wieder aufzugeben, eine Kirche oder eine Ka­
pelle zu besuchen, zu prahlen, man stehe iiber jeder Religion und sei ein 
unparteiischer Richter einer jedem> ". Aber das Gewissen selbst haben, 
fiihrt Newman weiter aus, die Papste immer geachtet: «Spriiche der Papst 
gegen das Gewissen im wahren Sinn des Wortes, dann wiirde er Selbst­
mord begehem>. Denn die Kirche selbst ruht ganz und gar auf der Lehre 
vom Gewissen 44! 

Obrigens wurde diese Frage natiirlich auch auf dem Konzil selbst 
diskutiert. 1nteressant ist es dabei festzustellen, dail im Laufe der Vorbe­
reitungsarbeiten ein Abschnitt iiber das geschichtliche Problem geplant 
war, in dem ausdriickJich festgehalten wurde: Wenn die Papste friiher die 
«Religionsfreiheit» als «Wahnsinm> verurteilten, so hatten sie eine «Frei­
heit» im Auge, die jede Bindung an Gott abschiitteln wollte". Daher sei 
diese Verurteilung «auch heute ohne Veriinderung giiltig». 1m gegenwarti­
gen Zeitpunkt aber sehe sich die Kirche mit dem anderen, noch scblim­
meren Ubel der totalitaren 1deologien konfrontiert und darum miisse sie 
in derjetzigen Zeit die Wiirde und Freiheit der Person betonen 46. 

a. «Dieses Recht auf Religionsfreiheit ùt auf die Wiirde der menschlichen 
Person gegriindet» 

Einer der Einwiinde, die gerne gegen «Dignitatis Humanae» erhoben 
wurden lautete: Hat der 1rrtum ein Existenzrecht? Die Frage ist falsch 
gestellt und geht an der These des Konzils vorbei. Es geht dabei nicht 
um ein venmeintliches «Recht des 1rrtums», sondern, wie R. Schwaiger 
treffend ausfiihrt, um die Menschen: «In WirkJichkeit stehen auch nie 
Wahrheit und Irrtum als solche einander direkt gegeniiber, sondern kon-

43 J.H. NEWMAN, Kirche und Gewissen, in Polemische Schriften, Mainz 1959 (113-251), 
163f. 

44 l.H. NEWMAN, Kirche und Gewissen, in Polemische Schrzften, Mainz 1959 (113-251), 
165. 

45 Zu bedenken 1St dabei unter anderem, daE sich die Kirche im 19, l ahrhundert mit 
Regierungen, konfrontiel't sah, die einel'seirs die «Religionsfreiheit» propagierten, gleichzeitig 
aber diese miEachteten, indem sie die Kirche bekampften, Auch von dahcl' erhellt del' Sinn 
der Verul'teilungen! Dal'uber hinaus solite man untel'scheiden zwischen dem pl'azisen Sinn 
del' Lehre einel'seits und anderel'seits den privaten und vatikanisch-offiziellen politischen Pra­
ferenzen eines bestimmten Papstes bzw. seiner Kurie. 

46 Vgl. W. BECKER, Einleitung, in Dokumente des Zweiten Vattkanischen Konzils, Trier 
1966 (85-126), 105. 
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krete Menschen, die unterschiedliche Ùberzeugungen haben und je fur 
sich in Anspruch nehmen, in der Wahrheit zu sein. Die konkrete Frage 
lautet deshalb, wie die Kirche sich jenen gegenuber zu verhalten habe, 
die eine von mrer Lehre abweichende Ùberzeugung vertreten» 47. 

Mit anderen Worten: Solange man nur auf den Inhalt des Glaubens 
schaut, wird man die Lehre von «Dignitatis Humanae» nicht verstehen 
k6nnen. Das Subjekt muil in den Blick kommen, denn seine Wurde ist 
es, die die Lehre begrundet, um die es hier geht! 

Millverstanden haben diese Lehre aber auch jene, die meinen, jeder 
Hindu, Moslem oder sonst irgendwie Andersglaubige solle doch bei seiner 
Religion bleiben - im Namen der Religionsfremeit. Aber diese Auffas­
sung ware ja wiederum eine Millachtung des anderen, der weder als 
Wahrheitssuchender noch in seiner Bestimmung, zu Christus zu geh6ren, 
ernstgenommen wird a Die Einsicht in die Wurde der Person und ihre 
ilbetnaiutliche Besiinunung bewirkt auf det einen Selie due tiefe Achtung 
vor seiner Freiheit in Fragen der Wahrheit und der Religion, auf der an­
deren Seite lost sie den brennenden Wunsch aus, ihn zu Christus zu ruh­
ren - aber in Freiheit! Darum gibt es keinen Widerspruch zwischen der 
konziliaren Lehre von der Religionsfreiheit und der ebenso konziliaren 
Lehre von der Verpflichtung zur Mission 48

• Nochmals anders ausgedruckt: 
Wenn andere Religionsgemeinschaften in einer bestimmten Gesellschaft 
existieren k6nnen, ist dies ein Grund zur Freude. Dail hingegen viele 
Menschen Christus noch nicht erkannt haben, ist ein Ùbel, das die Mis­
sion uberwinden will 49 

- aber im Geiste eines Fremeitsethos, das die 
Kirche lehrt und will! In demselben Augenblick, indem die Kirche Chri­
stus verkundet, verkundet sie auch die Lehre von der Religionsfreiheit 50, 

ohne die die katholische Lehre ein Torso ware! Jemand gewaltsam bekeh­
ren zu wollen, ware in sich widersinnig: einmal, weil es einen Zwang zu 

47 R SCHWAIGER, Kirchliches Lehramt und Theologie, in «Zeitschrift fUr Katholische 
Theologie», 111, Bd. 1989 (163-182), 175. 

48 Die Anhanger von SAKA (vg1. W. BERANEK, Fiir die Haresie der Religionsfreiheit ge­
gen die katholische Glaubenslehre, in SAKA-Informationen 14. Jg. Nr. 5 [1989], 104-108, 
107) behaupten: Andere Religionen k6nnen nur dann em Recht auf Religionsfreiheit haben, 
wenn clie Kirche «eine Religion unter anderen mit gleichem Wahrheitsanspruch wie diese» 
ist. 

49 Wenn die Kirche «in der Vielfalt der Religionen ... bisher nur ein zu uberwindendes 
Ubel» sah) hatte sie, so gesehen recht. Vgl. W. BECKER, Einleitung, int. Dokumente des 
Zweiten Vatikanischen Konzils, Trier 1966 (85-126), 85, 

50 Dies muB kIar festgehalten werden im Widerspruch zu so abstrusen Behauptungen 
wie folgender: «Es hat sich immer deutlicher herausgestcllt, daB die Erklarung iiber clie Re­
ligionsfreiheit des Vatikanum II alle Christen und die Kirchen und daruber hinaus alle Men­
schen unter die Verpflichtung zur (mindestens indirekten) F6rderung cles Gotzendienstes ge­
stellt hat. Eine solche Lehre zeigt in aller DeutHchkeit an, daB es sich bei clero aus dem Va· 
tikanum II hervorgegangenen GebiIde rucht mehr um die Katholische Kirche handeln kann». 
Vgl. SAKA 14. Jg. Nr. 6 Juni 1989, 127: Communiqué des St, Petrus Canisius-Convents zur 
Verteidigung des katholischen Glaubens von semer Tagung voro 7-8 Aprii 1989, 127-129, 
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einer freien Entscheidung nicht geben kann, zum anderen, weil die Ge­
waltanwendung gerade das verneint, was wesentlich zum Evangelium ge­
hort: die Ehrfurcht vor der Person und die ihr gebiihrende Liebe. 

b. Das Recht auf Religionsfreiheit 

«Das Vatikanische Konzil erklart, dail die menschliche Person das 
Recht auf Religionsfreiheit hat»". Das 2. Vatikanische Konzil hat formell 
kein Dogma verkiindet, das ist wahr. Aber das heiilt natiirlich nicht, dail 
in den Texten nicht viele unumstoilliche Wahrheiten ausgesprochen wa­
ren, die zu leugnen eine Haresie ware. Man kann ohne weiteres sagen: 
Wer die sittliche Forderung, das Recht auf Religionsfreiheit anzuerkennen, 
miBachtet, handelt genauso gegen die kirchliche Lehre und den Gehorsam 
gegeniiber dem Lehramt wie derienige, der die Enzyklika «Humanae Vi­
tae» zuriickweist. 

Mehr noch: Obiektiv gesehen «wiegen» die Siinden, die sich gegen 
die Religionsfreiheit richten, schwerer als iene im Bereich der Empfangnis­
verhiitung52 • Ein kondom-geschiitzter Verkehr verhalt sich zur Gewaltan­
wendung in Fragen des Glaubens wie der beriihmte Splitter im Auge zu 
einem Balken. Das andert nichts daran, dail auch ein Splitter im Auge ei­
ne schlimme Sache ist. Aber, so sagt Johannes Paul II., «dem Gewissen 
Gewalt anzutun, ist ein schwerer Schaden, der dem Menschen zugefiigt 
wird. Es ist der schmerzlichste Schlag gegen die Menschenwiirde, ia in 
gewissem Sinne schlimmer als der physische Tod»53. 

Wenn man die Lehre von «Dignitatis Humanae» wirklich als ver­
pflichtende Auslegung des gottlichen Gebotes durch das Lehramt der Kir­
che, als eine Art moralisches Dogma begreifr, dann ergibt sich daraus ei­
ne weitere, ofr iibersehene Einsicht: 

Dogmen, feste Oberzeugung, GewiBheit fiihren nicht von sich aus 
~.ur Intoleranz. Vielmehr hangt es entscheidend vom Inhalt der ieweiligen 
Uberzeugung ab, ob sie zur Toleranz oder Intoleranz fiihrt. Die Relativie­
rung aller absoluten Wahrheiten durch nationalsozialistische oder marxisti­
sche Ideologen hat keineswegs den Terror hintangehalten; umgekehrt 
fiihrt die unerschiitterliche Oberzeugung eines Mahatma Gandhi ebenso 
zum Frieden wie das «Dogma» von der Religions- und Gewissensfreiheit. 
Die Gleichung «Umso mehr Unsicherheit, Skepsis, Agnostizismus und Re­
lativismus, desto mehr Toleranz» ist ebenso oberflachlich und unge­
schichtlich wie ihr Gegenstiick «Umso mehr jemand iiberzeugt ist, desto 
intoleranter und gefiihrlicher ist er». Was fiir ein Unsinn kame heraus, 

51 Dignitatis humanae, Nr. 2. 
52 Wieder anders und schwer zu vergleichen ist der Fall freilich dann, wenn dle angeb­

liche Empfangnis-Verhiitung in Wirk1ichkeit eine Abtreibung 1St. 
53 Der Apostolische Stuhl, Rom 1982, 38. 
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wolite man diese Pseudo-Grundsatze auf einen Franziskus auf der einen 
Seite, auf Hitler oder Stalin auf der anderen Seite anwenden54 ! 

Gerade um der Wichtigkeit der Religions- und Gewissensfreiheit wil­
Ien ist es wichtig, diese Lehre gegen eine verfiihrerische Ubertreibung ab­
zugrenzen: Wenn eine bestimmte Weltanscbauung oder Religionsgemein­
schaft die Rechte anderer in Frage oder iiberhaupt in Abrede stelit und 
zur entsprechenden, menschenverachtenden Praxis aufruft, dann kann so­
gar ein strafrechtlicher Schutz gegen solche Lehren notwendig und ricbtig 
sein. Wolite man dies Ieugnen, dann miiBte man konsequenterweise auch 
die Verbreitung von nationaIsozialistischen Ideen, die Offentliche Werbung 
fiir SatanskuIte und abstruse Praktiken der Gehirnwasche im Rahmen ir­
gendwelcher Sekten gutheiBen und ali dies ausgerechnet im Namen der 
Religionsfreiheit. DaB die Frage, wo die Grenzlinie zwischen Iegititner 
F reiheit und unannehmbarer Rechtsverletzung verlauft 55, im konkreten Le­
ben nicht imluer leicht zu entscheiden ist, gehort zu den unaufhebbaren 
Bedingungen des menschlichen Lebens, andert aber nichts an den darge­
Iegten Grundsatzen. 

Es geht, das ist mit dem bisher Ausgefiihrten wohI kIar geworden, 
bei der Religionsfreiheit nicht um eine pragmatiscb-ideoIogische Anpas­
sung der Kirche an eine Zeit, in der die friiber angeblich niitzliche Ge­
waIt nicht mehr mogIich ist und daher aus Griinden der Opportunitat 
aufgegeben wird. Es gebt vieImehr um ein Grundprinzip der Religion und 
der Mora!, das beute durch das Zusammenriicken der Menscben driingen­
der denn jemaIs zuvor geworden ist"-

Dieses Recht zu prok:lamieren ist ohne Zweifel eine der wichtigsten 
Aufgaben, die der Kirche beute gestelit sind - der Kircbe llncl jeclem 
Menschen, der von der Wiirde des Menschen durcbdrungen ist. Es ist zu 
hoffen und zu wiinschen, daB die groBen Religionsgemeinschaften der 
Welt wenigstens in diesem Punkt mit einer Stimme zu reden und entspre­
chend zu bandeIn Iernen. Die staatlich-geselischaftliche Unterdriickung 
Andersdenkender ist eine Waffe, die sich friiber oder spater gegen den zu 
wenden pflegt, der sicb ibrer bedient. Die Bemerkung des groBen Huma­
nisten und Martyrers Thomas Morus, er bete, daB «einige von uns, die 
wir uns so bergeboch erbaben diinken, indem wir die Haretiker wie 
Ameisen unter unseren Fiiflen zertreten, den Tag nicht erleben, an dem 

54 Vgl. A. LAUN, Theologie - «Dogmatismus» oder Wissenschaft?, in «Miinchner Theolo­
gische Zeitschrift», 28. Jg. 1977, 217-240. 

55 Ein anschauliches Beispiel bietet dic Ostcrreichische Geschichte in der Zeit von 1933-
1938: Die sozialistische Partei zu verbicten, war falsch, aber daB man auch durch staatliche 
Sanktionen den Nationalsozialismus bekiimpftc, war durchaus richtig und kem VerstoB gegen 
clic «Gewissensfreiheit»! 

56 ]ohannes Paul II nennt diese Lehre mit Recht «einen del' PEeiler, dic das Gebaude 
der Menschenrechte tragen» und den Frieden der W6lker sichern. Vgl. Dt. Osservatore Ro­
mano, 7. Juli 1989, 8. 
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wir iiber ein Biindnis mit ibnen gliieklieh waren und eine Ubereinkunft 
herbeisehnten, dureh die wir ihnen friedvoll ibre eigenen Kirehen zuer­
kennen, sodai! aueh sie damit zufrieden sind, uns die unsrigen friedvoll 
zu belassen», hat sich langst als prophetiseh erwiesen". 

e. Religionsfretheit innerhalb der Kirche? 

Eine letzte Frage ist zu stellen: Wenn die Kirehe die Religionsfreibeit 
proklamiert, muil sie dann diese nicht aueh in den eigenen Reiben aner­
kennen, sodail z. B. jede Mailnahme gegen dissidente Theologen abzuleh­
nen ist? Konkret geredet: Hat B. Haring reeht, das Verfahren der Glau­
benskongregation gegen den Moraltheologen Ch. Curran als einen 
«Sehauprozeil» zu bezeichnen und es damit in die Nahe diktatoriseher 
Formen der Gehirnwasehe und Folter zu rUeken"? 

Die Antwort ist einfaeher als man annehmen kèinnte: Die Kirehe ist 
kein Staat, sondern eine Gemeinsehaft des Glaubens. Dieser Glaube be­
griindet ibre ldentitat und ist so wichtig, dail er in einem gewissen Sinn 
sogar die Kirehenspaltung «Iegitimiert»". Dm sie selbst zu bleiben, darf 
und muil die Kirehe sich gegen eine Verfalsehung des Glaubens wehren. 
Angewandt etwa auf das zitierte Verfahren gegen Charles Curran heillt 
dies: 

Wenn die iibliehen Regeln der Gereehtigkeit gewahrt bleiben, dann 
darf die Kirehe - und jede andere Religionsgemeinsehaft - selbstver­
standlieh eines ibrer Mitglieder fragen, ob es noeh ihren Glauben telit. 1st 
dies nicht mehr der Fall, dann solite primar der Betroffene selbst seinem 
Gewissen folgen und die Gemeinsehaft verlassen, die nicht mehr die seine 
ist. Tut er dies nicht, kann man der Gemeinsehaft nicht das Reeht ab­
spreehen, ibn im auilersten Fall dazu zu nèitigen. Sie wird, ihm natiirlieh 
nicht mehr erlauben in ihrem Namen zu spreehen und zu lehren. Dail 
die «Glaubensidentitat» ein entseheidendes Kriterium der kirehlichen Ein­
heit darstellt, anerkennen iibrigens aueh die Dnterzeichner der «Kèilner 
Erklarung»60. 

Ja man muil sogar sagen:. Wenn der Haretiker versueht, die Kirehe 

57 ROPER W., Das Leben des Thomas Morus, Heidelberg 1986, 37. 
58Im zitierten Wiener Votrag vom 12-10-1989. H. M6Bmer (Situation der Krise. Refle­

xionen eines Arztes zu innerkirchlichen Vorgangen. In: «Stimmen der Zeit», 1989, 398-406, 
400) meint, mit der papstlichen Ansprache am Moraltheologenkongl'eB vom 12. November 
1988 sei «clie vom Zweiten Vatikanum verkiindete Religionsfreiheit aufgehoben» worden. 
Dies 1st, man kann es nicht eindringlich genug sagen, ein radikales Miliverstandnis entweder 
dessen, was eine Glaubensgemeinschaft ist, oder der Aussage des 2. Vatikanums! 

59 Natiirlich nur, solange die einzelnen kirchlichen Gemeinschaften vom Irrtum del' je 
andel'en Kirche iiberzeugt sind. Das heilit: im Sinne eines irrigen Gewissens aller nichtkatho­
lischen Gemeinschaften. 

60 «K61ner Erldarung» Nr. 2. Kritisiert wird nicht clie Frage nach dieser «Glaubens­
identitat», wohi aber daB del' Papst «Detailfragen» zum Pl'iifstein fiir diese Identitat erhebe. 
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in seinem Sinn umzufunktionieren und dabei andere Wege als den Weg 
der offenen, freien Meinungsbildung geht6" ist er es, der gegen die Reli­
gionsfreiheit verst6l1t. 

Wollte jemand behaupten, das Ringen der Kirche um ihre Identitat 
des Glaubens widerspreche der Religions- und Gewissensfreiheit, ware 
dies ahnlich absurd wie wenn jemand sagen wollte: Eine Eheschliellung 
sei gegen das Grundrecht zu heiraten gerichtet, weil der Verheiratete fiir 
die Dauer seiner Ehe nicht mehr «heiratsfahig» ist. Dahinter steht ein 
tiefes MiIlverstandnis von Freiheit: Denn diese besteht nicht in dem Im­
mer-nocheinmal-anders-k6nnen, sondern hat ihren Sinn in der freien Ent­
scheidung und Bindung! 

Damit ist freilich nicht geleugnet, sondern vorausgesetzt, dali es zu 
vorschnellen Verurteilungen kommen kann (und, historisch gesehen, nicht 
selten gekommen ist!), die tatsachlich gegen den Geist der legitimen Frei­
heit VerstoBen. Darum 1st eS notig, sotg[allig :iu profen und entsprechen­
de Verfahrensregeln zu objektivieren. Die gleiche Ehrfurcht vor der Per­
son, die die Religionsfreiheit begriindet, muli auch die Art und Weise be­
stimmen, wie sich eine Religionsgemeinschaft legitimerweise gegen jene 
zur Wehr setzt, die ihre Identitat in Frage stellen oder bedrohen. 

Vielleicht ist es nicht iibertrieben zu sagen: Durch die Infragestellun­
gen und Umdeutungen des Gewissens ist es gerade in diesem Jahrhundert 
zu einer kirchengeschichtlich wichtigen Klarung und Vertiefung der katho­
lischen Lehre vom Gewissen gekommen. Von iiberragender Bedeutung ist 
dabei die feierliche Proklamation der Wiirde der Person und des ihr ge­
biihrenden Freiheitsraumes. Wenn sich die Kirche als ganze als «Wachte­
!in dieser FreL~eit» versteht 62, dann hei..~t dies auch: Jeder kathoIische 
Christ hat Anteil an diesem Wachteramt und solite auch darin ein Stiick 
der Nachfolge Christi sehen. In Abwandlung des schon zitierten Newman­
Wortes k6nnt<C, man auch sagen: Der katholische Christ ist jederzeit und 
aus innerster Uberzeugung bereit, auf die Freiheit des Gewissens das Glas 
zu erheben. Sie geh6rt unlosbar zur Botschaft Jesu Christi. 

61 KARL RAHNER (Opposition in der Kirche, in Schnften zur Theologie, Ed, 12, Einsb 
deln 1975, 469-481, 475) wies mi! aller our moglichen Deutlichkeit auf clic Gefahr emer Un­
terwanderung unci Umfunktionierung det Kirche durch eÌne Art 5, Kolonne hm: Heute kon­
ne man beobachten, «daB mall nicht aus det Kirche auszieht, obwobl man ilir eigenes 
Selbstverstandnis und clie iiberlieferte Substanz wes Glaubens ablehnt, sondern in mr bIei· 
ben will, um sie zu unterwandern und unzuformen ... ». 

62 Redemptor hominis, Nr. 12. 



ON CREATION AND ETHICS 

JOHN FINNIS 

I 

The reflective theoretical work of ethics begins from practical 
reason's understanding the «habituah> conscience, synderesis - of the 
primary principles in which we know and are directed towards the basic 
human goods. These goods are known in practical reason as truths about 
possible human fulfilment. As per se nota, these principles, their truth 
and their directiveness, have a kind of necessity. But as known in the 
human mode of knowing, i.e. in the form of propositions, these truths 
and their directiveness have also a kind of contingency: they exist as the 
propositional object of acts of understanding and knowing. In this latter 
aspect, they are like ali those other realities of which we have experience: 
contingent, in the precise sense that one can know what they are without 
knowing that they are. Like every contingent reality, their existence there­
fore needs a transcendent explanation: the existence of the contingent is 
ultimately explicabJe only by reference to a state of affairs - Jet us cali 
it the act of Creation - which includes within it a reality - God the 
Creator - which needs no expJanation because what this reality is is ali 
that it requires to exist (so that to know what it is wouJd be to know 
thal it is) l 

Thus, like every reflective discipline of the understanding, ethics 
finds in its own first principles a subject-matter for those further ques­
tions which head towards the rational affirmation of the divine creative 

1 For this argument to the existence of God - an argument adumbrated by AQUINAS, 

De Ente et Essentfa c. 4, and as far as possible from any kind of Anselmian «ontologica!» 
argument - see GERMAIN GRISEZ, Reyond the New Theism: A Philosophy 01 Religion 
(Notte Dame V.P, 1975); sharter versions: FINNIS, Natural Law and Natural Rights (Oxford 
V.P. 1980), 382-387; FINNIS, Fundamentals o/ Ethics (Oxford V.P. 1983), 145-146; GRISEZ, 
Christian Moral Principles (Franciscan Herald P. 1985), 65-66. The application of the argu­
ment to the contingent reality of first praticaI principles is first indicated in GRISEZ BOYLE 
FINNIS, Practical Principles, Moral Truth, and Ultimate Ends, «Arner. J, Jurisprudence», 32 
(1987), 141-142; 143-147 explore other themes touched on in parts I to III of the present 
papero A profound theological treatment of most of the matters touched upon in this paper: 
GRISEZ, Christian Morai Principies, 42-4550-52.151-155.460-461.586-587. 
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reality. And the pressing of these further questions in ethics has a special 
significance. 

For: Philosophical reflection on the creative causing of contingent 
realities of every kind can hardly fail to envisage the creator as intelligent 
and free. The act of Creation cannot be necessitated by any factor within 
the totally uncontingent reality of the Creator, still Iess by anything in the 
nature of the created realities themselves. Philosophical reflection there­
fore envisages the Creator in the mode of: intelligent, free and active, i.e. 
personal. But this conclusion has particular force in the light of the 
foregoing argument from the contingent and therefore dependent reality 
of practical reason's first principles. For those principles have their inher­
ent directiveness precisely by being intelligible pointcrs towards human 
fulfilment. So we cannot but think of their transcendent source as being 
one who anticipates human fulfilment as an intelligible good, and who 
wills that it be (more or iess) reaÌized preciseiy by guiding human action 
intelligently towards it. 

In short, the first principles of ethics have a particular significance 
among the res creatae by which the Creator provides us with evidence of 
himself (DV 3; Rm 1:19-20) and from which natural human reason can 
securely know God as rerum omnium principium (DV 6: Vat. I, Dei 
Filius cap. 2, D-S 3004). 

Il 

Ethics not anIy has praxis as its subjel:L-rnaLLel", but 18 aIso practical 
in its very origin and purpose'. Not only is the basic good of knowing 
truth one of the primordial elements in the contents of ethical know­
Iedge. It is also a good whose intelligible attractiveness as an aspect of 
human fulfilment directs us to inquiry and reflection, including (indeed, 
architectonically) ethical inquiry and reflection itself. 

But more. So evident are the contingency and derivativeness of the 
being of experienced reaÌities, and their need for a transcendent explanato­
ry source, and the presumably personal character of that transcendent un­
caused cause, that practical reason grasps, among its primary principles, the 
following distinct basic good: harmony with that personal source of all 
meaning and value. That basic good, religio, takes its pIace alongside other 
basic goods of harmony: the good of harmony between one's emotional 
and rational capacities (practical reasonableness as order in the souI), the 
good of harmony between one's judgments, one's choices and one's be­
haviour (practical reasonableness as order in praxis), and the good of har­
mony between human persons (pax and amicitia). 

2 See Fundamentals 01 Ethù;s, ch. 1. 
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But what this good of harmony with the transcendent source of 
meaning and value involves and requires of us is not evident. Within ali 
the intelligible orders of reality within which human life is lived, lack of 
evident harmony is readily apparent: technical blunders, immoral choices, 
muddled reasonings, crop failures, sickness, hurt, death. Harmony with 
the creative source of order and reality is not simply found, but is to be 
pursued. Thus there emerges a basic human responsibility: to seek the 
truth about this transcendent source (i.e. religious truth) , to embrace 
what to one's best judgment seems to be that truth, and to live in accor­
dance with it. 

This responsibility is one of the primary truths of the natural moral 
law, and just as such grounds also that right to religious liberty which 
the Second Vatican Council with good reason traced to the impossibility 
of adequately fulfilling that responsibility otherwise than in the conditions 
of psychological freedom which presuppose an immunity from external 
coercion: DH 2 and 3'. 

III 

Just as evident as the human need for harmony with the Creator is 
fact which, however, is less obscured in «primitive» than in technologi­
caliy sophisticated societies: that whatever fulfi1ment one hopes for is not 
in one' s own power to secure. Human fulfi1ment depends on human 
choices and action, but these cannot accomplish it without the concutr­
ence of other factors which remain more or less outside one's own or 
any one e1se's power. In acting, one hopes for the bes!. 

This hope, if fully understood and lucid, is a hope for yet another 
gift. Already one recognises that one' s given reality is created a gifr -
and that principles by which one is intelligently directed towards the 
basic aspects of integraI human fulfilment are themselves another gift. 
And now one acknowledges that whatever fulfilment is attained will be 
the gift of the one whose directing towards fulfi1ment - through the 
created directiveness of those principles - is the very source of the intel­
ligibility of the good(s) for which one is acting. So, in intending an anti­
cipated and hoped-for benefit, one in every action wills that the benefit 
come about both through that action and through whatever other causaI 
factor is required insofar as that fulfilment is beyond one's own know-

.3 « ... homines cunetL. personali responsabilitate aucti, sua ipsorum natura impelluntur 
necnon morali tenentur obligatione ad veritatem quaerendam, illam imprimis guae re1igionem 
spectat. Tenentur quogue vedtati cognitae adhaerere atque totam vitam suam iuxta exigentias 
veritatis ordinare. Buie autem obligationi satisfacere homines, modo suae propriae naturae 
consentaneo, non possunt nisi libertate psychologica simul argue immunitate a coercitione 
externa fruantur», DH 2. See also GS 22. 
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ledge and power. But one a1so realizes that the being and eoneurrenee of 
ali those other neeessary faetors also is eontingent, and will be aetualised 
only if that same ultimate souree wills that they be. Thus, in short, one 
envisages one's aetion as cooperating with that souree which both direets 
us towards our fulfilment and helps us to bring it about. 

This fundamental natural willingness to cooperate with the Creator is 
the fundamental natural love of God. For, properly understood, this 
eooperation is envisaged as mutuaI. As God' s creative causality cooperates 
with human choices and actions to attain human fulfilment, so those 
human actions work towards God's «fulfilment». But since natural 
reason' s argument to God identifies him precisely as the reality which 
needs and lacks nothing whatever, one must understand God's «fulfil­
ment» in a way which excludes ali such lack. In other words, one must 
understand it as God's glory, the expressing of his goodness (his utter 
lack of imperfection)4, So understood, one's cooperation with God 18 not 
to be understood as a means used by God to some ulterior purpose. 
Rather, our fulfilment is a part, an important pat!, of the self-expression 
God intends in creating'. 

At the same time, there is to be excluded any sense that God is a 
means to one's own or any other human fulfilment. For: A means is 
something within one's power. But God is not in one's power, for every­
thing is contingent on him but he cannot be contingent on anything. 
Moreover, God is related to human agency, as we have said, precisely as 
the one who directs human persons prior to any exercise of their own 
agency, and who brings about what is not within their power (which is 
not to say that their power 18 itsclf not altogether dependent on God's 
creative efficacy). 

Thus there emerges this fundamental natural amor Dei, in which 
God's fulfilment (glory) is wiIIed not only as an accepted and welcome 
side-effect of one's own fulfilment through eooperation with God, but 
aIso precisely as il does fulfil God, i.e. in the manner that one who loves 
a friend wiIIs the good of the friend. And like every friendship, this love 
entails that the fulfilment of each party to it calls for fulfilment of the 
other, in communion each with the other'. 

4 What reason itself requires, revelation confirms: « ... Deus bonitate sua". non ad au~ 
gendam suam beatituclinem nec ad acquirendam, sed ad manifestandam perfectionem suaro 
per bona, quae creatUrIS impettitur, liberrimo consilio .... condidit creaturam, .. »: Vat. I Dei 
FIHus cap. 1 (D-S 3002): and see can. 1 (D-S 3025). See a1so AG 2: <<...Principium sine 
Principio ... , ex nimia ... benignitate sua libere crcaos .. , bonitatem divinam liberaliter diffudit 
ac diffundere non desinit, ita ut qui conditor est omnium, tandem fiat omnia in omnibus, 
gloriam suam simul et beatitudinem nostram procurando». 

5 For the texts of St. Thomas, and discussion, GRISÉZ, Christian Moral Principles, 460. 
6 Without revelation to give it an assured darity, reason hesitates to envisage the prop­

er relationship with God as a friendship: cfr ARISTOTLE, Nicomachean Ethics VIII, 7: 
1158b35, 1159a4; FINNIS, Natural Law and Natural Rights, 395-398. But unaided reason can 
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Thus, taken together with the natural love of truth which aspires to 
understand a11 created things as they are understood by the Creator, this 
natural love of God as the creative and cooperative source of all human 
intelligent directedness and praticaI efficacy both envisages and evidences 
that a certain communion with God in his wisdom and for his glory is 
somehow an inseparable component of human fulfilment. In this sense, at 
least, and still naturali rationis lumine e rebus creatis, God comes to be 
known as rerum omnium finis (DV 6; Vat. 1 Dei Filius cap. 2, D-S 
3005). 

IV 

Once ratified, extended and deepened by divine revelation, the truth 
of divine creation (in the beginning, and ongoing) illuminates the status 
of the human person, the very subject of ethics. And a peculiarly signifi­
cant sign of the human person's status as an imago Dei is out freedom 
of choice (GS 17). Free choice is a reality almost universally misun­
derstood and denied outside the peoples formed by the Old and the 
New Covenants. The Enlightenment, of course, sponsors much and di­
verse talk about freedom. Hume, Kant, Hegel, Nietzsche, Dewey, Heideg­
ger, Sartre all affirm one or more kinds of freedom, even a kind of self­
creative freedom (Nietzsche, Sartre ... ). BU! all these, along with nearly all 
today's psychologists and sociologists, deny the reality of the free choice 
affirmed by the people of the Book. The reality in question is this: 
choosing between intelligibly attractive open but incompatible alternatives, 
such that nothing settles which is chosen other than the choosing itself -
so that in the strongest sense I am responsible for my choice because I 
really could have chosen otherwise, and there is thus in my choosing a 
kind of image of the sovereign freedom of creation ex nihilo. 

One rather common source of misunderstanding and denial of free 
choice is the belief that nothing can come about without sufficient reason, 
i.e. without a reason which excludes any competing reason and explains 
why this (such-and-such) and only this came about. Those who accept the 
supposed «principle of sufficient reason» will conclude that this must be 

certalnly apprehend that the morally bad will exploits God's creative causality. FOi' the mot­
ally bad will is, by' definition (Le. in hs essence), a will which rejects part cf tbe intelligible 
direction it receives, in favour cf a cut-down fulfilmont that appeals to a reasan lettered by 
feelings. Cutting-down on integral human fulfilment, it rejects some cf tbe benefit (the glory) 
which would accrue to God through morally good acdons, Yet still the morally bad person 
needs the benefit cf the help cf others induding God. So the bad will 1S marked by want 
of mutuality; it subordinates the fulfUment of others to the benefit it seeks for itself. Thus 
man seeks to use God, to coerce, trick, manipulate, bargain with God, to evade his claims, 
and ultimately to try get along without him. 
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the best of ali possible worlds, since otherwise God would not have cho­
sen to create it. And they will propose that free will consists in no more 
than this: that the principle of our choices is not external but lies within 
uso 

But those who understand divine creation (and, indeed, redemptive 
re-creatioq too) as it is understood in Scripture and the Fathers deny that 
God's creative and providential choice could be necessitated by anything. 
With St. Thomas, they deny that the freedom of free choice consists 
merely in the absence of an external constraint or in the dominance of 
some principle of actions which is internaI to the agent'. In one's free 
choices, one's exercise of will is neither constrained, nor even moved, by 
any other power, not even by the intellect which makes the wi!l's act 
possible by presenting intelligible goods and intelligent proposals for 
realising them'. The freedom we exercise in our free choices is the self­
determining freedom of one who stands before two or more incompatibìe 
options (proposals for action), each option promising intelligible benefits 
and no option promising all-the-good-that-the-otber-offers-and-some-more. 
And the diversity of the goods God richly creates for his glory inclu­
ding the many-sided good of persons whose fulfilment depends in part 
upon their free and self-shaping choices - renders incoherent the notion 
of a «best» of ali possible worlds, yet leaves intact the biblical and 
philosophically appropriate judgment that the created outcome of a wis­
dom which guides without determining the divine generosity is an out­
come va/de bona: «God saw that it was very good» (Gn 1:31). 

If one asks why, umi! about 25 years ago, no Catholic theologian en­
lerlained a proportionalist ethic, comrnending pursuit of the overall net 
greatest good (assessed prior to moral judgment), the answer will, I think, 
include the following: Catholic moral teaching is profoundly shaped by 
reflection on the doctrine of creation (understood always as including that 
creative conservatio in esse a Deo which is an essential aspect of the di­
vine gubernatio and providentia'); but such reflection is conspicuously ab­
sent from proportionalist theologising. 

This is not to say that, as many proportionalists claim, the classic 
Catholic moral theology (say, St. Thomas's) confuses God's «creative 

7 «."quidam posuerunt quod voluntas hominis ex necessitate movctur ad aliquid eligen­
dUffi, Nec tamen ponebant quod voluntas cogeretur: non enim orune necessarium est violen­
tum, sed solurn illud cuius principium est extra .... violentum enim repugnat naturali sicut et 
voluntario, quia utriusque principium est extra,,,, Haec autem opinio est haeretica», AQUl­
NAS, De Malo, q.6 (de libera eleellone) resp. Cfr a1so D·S 1939. 

8 « ... de intellectu et voluntate quodammodo est.,. dissimile, .. quantum ad exercitium 
actus, nam intellectus movetur a voluntate ad agendum, voluntas [autem] non ab alla poten­
tia sed a se ipsa», De Malo, q.6 a. un. ad 10m, See also resp,: «Cum ... voluntas se comilio 
moveat, consilium autem est inquisito quaedam non demonstrativa sed ad opposita viam ha­
bens, non ex necessitate voluntas se ipsam movet», 

9 See e.g. 5Th. I, q. 104, a. l. 
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wilh with his «moral will». The supposed distinction between «creative» 
and «moral» will in God seems quite groundless. But as Aquinas makes 
elear, a proper philosophy and theology of the natura! moral law does 
not claim to draw practical conclusions from premises purporting to iden­
tify God's will, at all lO

• Rather, it is to say: 
1) Proportionalism offers to guide mora! judgment by a criterion 

which at best confuses human with divine providence. This criterion 
seems inappropriate, indeed unavailable, even as an aspect of the wisdom 
guiding divine creation and providence. What is certain is that it is inap­
propriate as a criterion of human moral judgment. It is philosophically in­
appropriate beeause ineoherent with the very essence of moral judgment, 
which is to guide free and rational ehoice. For if one eouId identify one 
option as promising overall net greater good (or lesser harm), all other 
options would fall away, and there would be no need for free and ration­
ally motivated choice. The ineommensurability of the goods involved in 
morally significant choices makes impossible the proportionalists ealcula­
tions, while making possible the very choices which proportionalism offers 
to guide. 

And the proportionalist criterion and moral method is theologically 
inappropriate, too. For if rationally combined with the doctrine of divine 
providenee, it would have an absurd eonsequence: Those in doubt eould 
rightly choose anything to which they felt inclined - for even at the 
stage of deliberation one could see that, if one were to aeeomplish what 
one attempted, one could be eertain that what one did had satisfied the 
proportionalist criterion by tending toward net good in the long run 
(since God's providence permitted it), while if one were to fail to ae­
complish what one attempted, one eould be eertain that one's fai!ure had 
satisfied the proportionalist criterion by tending toward net good in the 
long run (sinee God's providence excIuded the success of one's effort, yet 
answered to one's overall intention of enhancing overall net good). Pro­
portionalists, of course, have no desire to propose the morally absurd in­
junction to «Try anything» or «Do what you feel like». But within the 
context of Christian faith their method strictly entai!s that unweleome im­
plieation. 

2) The second way in which many proportionalist mora! theologians 
overlook the Christian doctrine of creation and providenee is this: They 
assert that, for the sake of good, man ean fittingly and uprightly intend 
evi!, Le. choose lO do harm e.g. to persons in some basie aspect of their 
being and fulfilment, and that the distinction between intending to harm 

10 «Voluntas enim Dei rattone investigari non potest, nisi circa ea quae absolute necesse 
est Deum velle: talia autem non sunt quae circa creaturas vult, ut dictum est (q. 19, a.3)>>; 
5Th. I, q.46, a.2e. lt is for these proportionalist critics to make scnse, if they can, cf their 
distinction between divine «creative» and «moral» wills. 
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as a means and permitting/accepting harm as a side-effect is of no moral 
significance. But Christian thought has insisted that man, made in the di­
vine image and called to be holy as God is holy, must imitate the God 
who hates nothing that he has made and does not intend evils, not even 
as means, but only permits tbem, as a side-effect of what he does in­
tend 11. 

The distinction between intention (including intention of means) and 
perrnission (i.e., accepting the foreseen side-effects of one's own choices) 
is centraI to one of Trent's canons on justification, defending the reality 
of free choice: 

«If anyone says that it is not in man's power to make his ways evil, but that 
God perforros the evil works just as he perforros the good, not only perroissively 
but also properly and per se",: anathema sit» 12, 

What does «per se» mean here? Aquinas explains the relevant usage 
thus: «In those things which are on account of an end (propter finern), 
something is spoken of as per se when it is intended (intenturn), and is 
said to be per accidens when it is outside the intention (praeter inten­
tionern»> (5Th. II-II, q. 59, a. Zc). Or again: <<In moral matters ... , what 
is intended is per se, whereas what follows praeter intentionern may be re­
garded as per acctdens» (II-II, q. 39, a. le) ". Trent's terminology is to 
Iike effect: Neither as end nor as means does God in any way intend 
human evil (the canon gives an instance: Judas' treachery); God merely 
permits it. True, the defined dogma of faith pertains to God's permission 
of human sin - a foreseen and permitted side-effect of bis crea!Ìon of 
human free choice 14. But the whole c1assic tradition of theological reflec-

11 In Christian faith the «Be holy as I am holy» (Lv 19:2) becomes the moraI prindple 
of affiliation as children (1 Pt 1:14-16; Eph 5:1) in the divine family, «Be perfect, as you!" 
Father» (Mt 5:48), which, in the context established by Mt 5:43-47, can be understood as 
teaching: Be perfect - always will good to alI - as God does. Cfr C. SPICQ, Dieu et 
l'Homme selon le Nouveau Testament (Ed, du Cerf, Paris 1961), 53; Théologie du Nouveau 
Teslamenl (Gabalda, Paris 1970), 96-99 694-706. 

12 Sesso 6 (1547 AD), can. 6; D-S 1556. 
13 Among tbe many passages in which AQUINAS distinguishes thus between the per se 

and' the per accidens, and in which the linking idea is thc distinction bctween what is in­
tended and what lies outside the agent' s intention, there are numerous passages making it 
cIear that, in these contexts, «intention» extends not on1y to ultimate ends but a1so to pro­
ximate means (see e.g. STh. I-II, q.76, a.4e.; II-II, q.37, a. le.; q.39, a. le.; q.43, a.3e.; 
g.64, a,7e,; see a1so I-II, g. 12, aa,2e. & 4e.: «intending» an end and willing thc means 
are a sing1e aet of will, and mora1 analysis considers that whole aet of will,); the fundamen­
tal reason for this incIusion of means within iotention is that every choseo means is also ao 
end (i.e. ao end of one's cxertion): see in II Phys, no. 181 (ad 194b35); in V Meta, no. 771 
(ad 1013a35-b3); De Veritate g,5, a.4e, See also ].M. BOYLE, «Praeter Intentionem» in 
Aquinas, "The Thomist», 42 (1978), 649-650. 

14 Some proportionalists, following B, Sehueller, wish to draw a sharp distinetion: God's 
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tion on divine will and providence, most c1early expressed in J ohn 
Damascene and Aquinas, insists that for God to will (intend) anything 
which intelligence would cali an evil is inconsistent wuth his holiness 15. 

Christian reflection on the Creator' s holy will, and Christian reflec­
tion on the morality of human choosing and doing, develop together in 
mutuaI support. Together they mark a large advance in differentiated un­
derstanding over pre-Christian philosophy and philosophical theology. 
Philo J udaeus, like Plato, will insist that God is neither the cause of evils 
nor responsible for them; but his explanations derail into a strange theory 
of agency in which the principal is not answerable for the acts of his 
agents; corruption and destruction are brought about not by God but 
«by certain others as ministers [of the sovereign King]» 16. Christian 
thought, in its dual reflection, replaces the undifferentiated concept of 
«cause» with the act-analytical distinctions between willing (choosing or 
intending) and permitting (accepting). Today, many proportionalist 
moralists 17, giving little sign of having reflected on the doctrine of crea­
tion, have falien back into the undifferentiated problematic of «causing» 
evils, at the same time accepting the Enlightenment extension of «cause» 
to include whatever one could have prevented but did not a concept 
incompatible with Christian understanding of divine holiness. 

holiness is incompatible with his in any way intending human sin; but God, and therefore 
also human persons, can rightly intend pre-moral evils, They have difficulty explaining (i) 
why 00 proportionaIist principles one may not rightly intend the sin of another as a 
means to reducing the overall numher or gravity of sins) and (ii) why the difference between 
intending and permitting should be relevant in relatioo to one's involvement in the wrong­
doing of others, but irrelevant in relation to one's involvement in any and every other kind 
of cvil. 

15 See JOHN OF DAMASCUS, De Fide Orthodoxa II, 29; AQUINAS, STh. I, q. 19, a.9; 
PATRICK LEE, Permanence 01 the Ten Commandments ... , in Theol. St., 42 (1981), 422 at 435-
436. Especially illuminating is AQUINAS, De Veritate, q.5, a.4, stressing that natural defects 
are «means» only in the sense that God turns them to good effect; they are not «means» 
in the sense that every chosen means is, for every chosen means, however proximate, is not 
only a means but also an (intermediate) end (and thus is intended). One may add: To say 
that God intends any evil whatsoever would be either to hold that evil is a positive reality 
or to deny that God's will is creative. 

16 PHILO, Questions and Answers on Genesis, I q.23; see also qg.68.78.89.100; II, 
q. 13; De Confusione Linguarum, c. 36, para. 180. Cfr PLATO, Rep. II 379 B-e; X 617 E. 

17 E.g. B. SCHUELLER, La Moralité de moyens: La relation de moyen à fin dans une éthi­
que normatt've de caractère téléologique, in Rech. de Se;'. Rel. 68 (1980), 205 et 222: «Quoi 
gue 1'0n choisisse, qu'on néglige d'aider l'un pour ne pas avoir à nuire à un autre, ou qu'on 
nuise à l'un pour pouvoir aider Ics autres, Ies conséquences négatives qui résultent du choix 
sOnt un pur moyen en vue des conséquences positives qui en résultent. Cela découle du 
concept de vouloir et de choix préférentiel». For a thoroughgoing confusion of «willing» 
with «causing», in the interests of proportionalism, see e.g. K-H. PESCHKE SVD, Trag­
faehigkeit und Grenzen des Prinzips der Doppelwirkung, in St. Mor. 26 (1988), 101 at 110· 
112. 
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v 

The foregoing observations in no way exhaust the significance of 
Creation for ethics, philosophical or theological. I have not touched upon 
what God's continuing fecundity in creation signifies for the human ordo 
amoris in which provision for new lives has a certain priority l8. I have 
said nothing about how an understanding of each human person' s exis­
tence as a divine gift, indeed an altogether special gift 19, can illuminate 
the moral understanding of questions touching the killing and the «pro­
ducing» of human persons. Above all, I have said too littIe of what 
could be said about hòw moral categories, even of natural reason 
categories such as obligation and right - silently draw upon the disposi­
tion to gratitude, the appropriate consequence of acknowIedging the crea­
tive and utterly mysterious generosity which grounds alI that we are and 
have and do and can become. 

18 Sce STh. II-II, q.26, a.9, ad l & ad 3. 
19 See D·S 3896; PAVL VI, Pro/essio fidei, in AAS 60 (1968), 436; CONGREGATION FOR 

THE DOCTRINE OF THE FAITH, Donum vitae, 22 February 1987, at fn. 17. 



LA VERDAD DE LA CREACI6N Y EL MAL MORAL 

CARLOS CARDONA" 

«Es necesario que la reflexi6n ética se funde y se arraigue cada vez 
mas profundamente en una verdadera antropologia, y ésta por ultimo en 
aquella metafisica de la creaci6n que esta en el centro de todo pensar 
cristiano. La crisis de la ética es e! "test" mas evidente de la crisis de la 
antropologia, crisis debida a su vez al rechazo de un pensar verdadera-

. mente metafisico. Separar estos tres momentos - e! ético, e! antropol6gi­
co, e! metafisico - es un gravisimo error. Y la histotia de la cultura 
contemporanea lo ha demostrado tragicamente». ]uan Pablo II terminaba 
con estas palabras, y esa exhortaei6n, su discurso del 10 de abril de 
1986. Pocos dias antes habia yo concluido una obra (Metafisica del bien y 
del mal), comenzada unos quince anos antes, en la que acomeri precisa­
mente esatarea de recuperaci6n de unidad de aquellos tres momentos, en 
base a la metafisica verdad de la creacion. 

Esa tarea, realmente ardua y vasta, esra s610 en sus comienzos, y no 
son pocos, ni faciles de superar, los obstaculos que quisieran cerrarnos e! 
paso en tal direcei6n. Voy ahora a referirme a uno de ellos, que en eier­
to modo resume y engloba otros muchos: la reiterada acusaci6n de Hei­
degger al «creacionismo cristiano», como responsable en gran parte de! 
justamente lamentado «olvido de! seo> , 

Ya en Sein und Zeit, dice que «con e! cogito sum pretende Descartes 
dar a la filosofia una base nueva y segura, Pero lo que él deja indetermi­
nado en este comienzo "radical" es la forma de seI' de la res cogitans, o 
mas exactamente el sentido del ser del "sum"». Y atribuye esa decisiva 
omisi6n a que «la res cogitans es definida ontol6gicamente como ens y e! 
sentido de! seI' de! ens como ens creatum». (Personalmente, no acabo de 
ver con claridad si esa remision al ens creatum no era simplemente un 
expediente elusivo «par provision»). 

En Die Frage nach der Ding, intentando «ordenar todo e! contenido 
de la metafisica moderna», y después de afirmar que la «naturaleza o e! 
cosmos se comprenden como lo creado a partir del dominio de! cristia­
nismo en occidente: no solo en la Edad Media, sino también a tl'avés de 

'~Professore straordinario di metafisica Università di Navarra, Pamplona. 
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toda la filosofia moderna» (ya que «la metafisica moderna a partir de 
Descartes hasta Kant, y mas alla de Kant, la metafisica de! idealismo aie­
man, no es pensable sin las concepciones basicas de! cristianismo»), dira 
que para aquella «configuracion de la metafisica son esenciales dos mo­
mentos: 1. la concepcion de! ente como ens creatum: 2. el rasgo funda­
mental matematico. Aque! primer momento se refiere al contenido de esta 
metafisica, eI segundo se refiere a su forma». (Personalmente, me parece 
que se podria convenir con Heidegger en esto, siempre que aquel conte­
nido - el ens creatum - fuese en su totalidad susceptible de «formaliza­
cion» matematica: reduccion que obro efectivamente Kant, para la «razon 
pura»). 

También en Holzwege. «La inclinacion a hacer del sistema materia­
forma la constitucion de cualquier existente, recibe todavia otro aliciente 
especial por eI hecho de que, de antemano, a base de una fe - a saber, 
de ia bfblica -, ei conjunto de io existente se presenta como creado, es 
decir, en este caso confeccionado». Esa desviacion, a juicio de Heidegger, . 
continua «en e! transito de la Edad Media a la Moderna. Su metafisica 
descansa también en la combinacion materia-forma de cuno medieval, que 
ya solamente en las palabras recuerda la sepultada esencia de d~oç e uÀ)'j. 

De ah1 que la interpretacion de la cosa segun materia y forma, tanto si 
sigue siendo medieval como si se convierte en trascendental kantiana, 
haya llegado a ser corriente y natura!. Pero por eso no es menos que las 
demas mencionadas interpretaciones de la cosidad de la cosa un atropello 
al ser-cosa de la cosa». (Personalmente, entiendo que aquella «inclina­
cion» a que él se refiere, fue en gran parte propia de la EscoMstica me­
dieval, que por eso pOlSiulaba una «nlàleda espirltuah> para 10$ espiritus 
puros creados, para mantener la «potencialidad» constitutiva de la criatu­
ra. Pero fue energicamente recusada por Santo Tomas - de quien Hei­
degger parece no tener mas que noticias espureas -, que hace del aristo­
télico par materia-forma, o de la forma sola si subsistente, una simple po­
tentia essendi que, entonces, ya no puede concebirse como preexistente, 
sino como constituida precisamente como tal por su propio actus essendi, 
que es, por eso, el «ser-cosa de la cosa», en cuanto participado por eI 
Ipsum Esse Subsistens, Ser por esencia o Acta Puro de Ser. La «fe bibli­
ca» ciertamente inspira ese descubrimiento - o desocultacion -, pero 
haciendo ver a la inteligencia natural la verdad profunda de! ente, solo 
atisbada por eI par aristotélico materia-forma. Sin embargo, la ignorancia 
del Profesor de Friburgo es excusable, toda vez que la mayor parte de 
los «tomistas» se obstinaron en reducir la metafisica de Santo Tomas a 
la de Aristoteles, sin advertir su originalidad y su penetracion en la es­
tructura trascendental del ens creatum). 

Igualmente en Was ist Metaphysik? «La dogmatica cristiana niega la 
verdad de la tesis ex nihilo mhil fit: transforma la significacion de la 
Nada al entenderla como "la Ausencia" (abs ens, abs entia) radical del 
existente extra-divino: ex nihlo fit ... ens creatum. La Nada se convierte as1 
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en la nOClOn antitética del Existente verdadero, del Summum Ens, de 
Dios como Ens inereatum». (Personalmente, me parece que aqui la igno­
randa de Heidegger no es ya tan excusable. Arist6teles no entendi6 la 
Nada como materia privada de forma - como Heidegger asegura un 
poco antes -, toda vez que entendi6 la materia como potenda, aunque 
sin plantearse su origen, y dandola asi como eterna e increada. En todo 
caso, para Santo Tomas, la materia con la forma - o la forma sola, si 
es subsistente o espiritual - es ya potentia essendi. La forma no es eI 
acto de ser, aunque lo confiera a la materia. Por otra parte, la nada no 
es un término real ex quo se haga el ente, que se hace ex nihilo sui et 
subiecti; y no es propiamente algo antitético de Dios, sencillamente por­
que la nada no es. La nada es concebida por oposid6n no al «Ente in­
creado» - que no es Ente, sino que es eI Ser mismo, y que no se defi­
ne por la «incread6n» -, sino por oposidon al ente creado). 

El equivoco prosigue en Identità't und Dtfferenz. «Dios entra en la fi­
losofia por la Conciliad6n, que hemos pensado en primer término como 
el preambulo introductor a la esenda de la Diferenda entre eI ser y eI 
ente. La Diferenda constituye e! pIan generaI segun e! cual se ha edifica­
do la esenda de la metafisica. La Condliad6n nos reve!a eI ser como e! 
fondo que aporta y que presenta; y este fondo tiene él mismo necesidad 
de una fundad6n-en-raz6n apropiada, a partir de aquello que ese fondo 
funda en raz6n: es dedr, tiene necesidad de una causad6n por la Cosa 
mas originaI, por la Cosa primordial (Ursache) entendida como Causa sui. 
Ese es eI nombre que conviene a Dios en la filosofia. A ese Dios eI hom­
bre no puede ni rezarle ni sacrificarle. El hombre no puede, ante la Cau­
sa sui, ni caer de rodillas lIeno de temor, ni tocar instrumentos, cantar y 
danzar». (Personalmente, afirmo que Dios no ha entrado en la filosofia 
como Heidegger dice. Ha entrado como Causa primordial o Primera y 
radical, como Causa incausada de las cosas causadas, y asi ya con 
Santo Tomas, sobre todo - como e! Acto Puro de Ser o Ser por esenda 
o Ser mismo Subsistente. Ese Dios como Causa sui es e! spinoziano, que 
deriva de la posid6n cartesiana, tributaria a su vez de! formalismo esco­
lastico. Ese es e! «Dios de los fil6sofos» o del radonalismo. Pero no es 
ése el Dios que la metafisica puede hallar, y que de hecho ha encontra­
do, y que esta en continuidad con eI Dios que sobrenaturalmente se reve­
la como «El que es». Muy atinadas las observadones de Gilson, en Cons­
tantes philosophiques de !'etre: «Eso es preguntarse c6mo ha venido Dios 
al ser, cuesti6n que se presenta de nuevo en cada momento de la refIe­
xi6n onto-teoI6gica. Los te610gos no tienen inconveniente. en responder 
didendo que han partido a creatura mundi. En lenguaje filos6fico, esto 
quiere decir que hay algo: es gibt Sein. Partiendo del ser, no puede lle­
garse mas que al ser, y es lo que se hace al poner a Dios como e! Ser, 
pura y simplemente. Es natural que espiritus no metafisicos crean formar­
se asi un concepto positivo de Dios; pero como lo ponemos como supre­
mo en una linea que parte de la criatura, Ser es aun para Dios un nom-
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bre de criatura. Incluso, de todos los nombres que se le pueden dar, éste 
es e! que es mas eseneialmente nombre de criatura; y esto al menos no 
se puede dudar que los teologos lo hayan sabido. En su comentario al 
De divinis nominibus, x. V, 1, dieiendo por qué e! nombre Quien es con­
viene supremamente a Dios, Tomas de Aquino observa: "Si alguna causa 
debe ser nombrada a partir de su efecto, la denominacion que mejor con­
viene se torna del prineipal y mas noble de sus efectos. Ahora bien, de 
entre lodos los efectos de Dios, e! ser mismo (ipsum esse) es el principal 
y e! mas noble. Luego Dios, que nosotros no podemos nombrar mas que 
a partir de sus efectos, es nombrado Ser con suprema pertinencia" ». Y, 
un poco mas adelante, Gilson prosigue: «Dios se nombra ser, siendo el 
ser lo supremo en las cosas, a partir de las cuales le podemos nombrar; 
lo designamos asi como la mas noble de las causas, pero es en efecto 
como su causa como le nombramos. Porque las cosas son entes, damos a 
su causa el nombre de Ser. Sin embargo, El es en si mismo infinitamente 
mas que la causa de los entes, y para lo que es absolutamente en Si mis­
mo, no tenemos nombre. Este es e! sentido profundo de! Tetragramma­
ton, y de la obstinacion secular de! pueblo judio en negarse a divulgar la 
manera de pronunciar su nombre. Nombrar a Dios lo menos mal que se 
puede, es hacer lo mejor posible, pero no es cometer e! error de preten­
derdecir lo que es en la soledad de su perfeccion»). 

En Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik (y no pretendo aqui agotar las refe­
reneias), aquella conocida acusaeion: «Solo en la sofistica y en Platon la 
apariencia fue explicada como mera apariencia, y con ella disminuida. Al 
mismo tiempo, el ser en euanto ìò<a se desplazaba a un lugar suprasensi­
ble. Se abrio el abismo, Xwr~cq.}.oç, entre el ente que s6ìo es susceptible àe 
aparecer aqui abajo y e! ser real que se halla en algun lugar de alla arri­
ba; es decir, se abrio aquel abismo que mas tarde estableci6 la doctrina 
cristiana, que transformo lo inferior en lo creado y lo superior en e! 
Creador, pudiendo, con las arnias asi transformadas, oponerse a la anti­
giiedad (entendida como paganismo) y disimularla. Por eso Nietzsche dijo 
con razon que e! cristianismo es un platonismo para e! pueblo». (Perso· 
nalmente, anoto que la nocion tomista de actus essendi - y no la de 
existencia - permitio conjugar admirablemente la participaci6n platonica 
- llevada al ser - con la consisteneia ontologica de la substaneia aristo­
télica, y enlazando a la vez con la intuicion parmenidea de! ser. Pero es 
claro que de esto Heidegger no tiene siquiera noticia). 

Como afirma Fabro (Il nuovo problema dell'essere e lo fondazione del­
la metafisica), entiendo que hoy no es factible una recuperacion de la me­
tafisica de Santo Tomas soslayando la posicion heideggeriana: primero, 
porque Heidegger ha escrutado a fondo la instancia positivo-negativa de! 
pensamiento moderno (el cogito como reaHzaeion de! volo), que ha lleva­
do a la sustitucion de la verdad por la certeza (Gewissheit) y a vaeiar la 
distincion de eseneia-existencia preeipitando en e! nihilismo de la Wille 
zur Macht; después, porque Heidegger ha puesto de relieve la permanente 
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unidad de fondo en eI embrollo y en la oposicion de los diversos «siste­
mas». 

De ahi que quiza no haya sido inutil eI pequeiio excursus hecho has­
ta aqui sobre la interpretacion heideggeriana de la metafisica verdad de la 
creaci6n, que nos ha permitido sefialar marginalmente algunos importantes 
equivocos - muy propios de la linea Descartes-Kant-Hegel en que Hei­
degger explicitamente se situa -, y que en gran medida pueden ser re­
conducidos a la secular confusion entre acto de ser y existencia y a la 
concomitante exclusion de la doctrina de la participacion, en la mayor 
parte de los pretendidos intérpretes de la metafisica de Santo Tomas, lo 
mismo que en sus habituales adversarios. La gravedad de la situacion 
contemporanea nos obliga, dertamente, a reestablecer la verdad del ser 
de la creacion, disipando con la mayor destreza posible todo lo que -
generalmente con muy noble intencion - la ha ofuscado, basta convertir­
la en aquella tosca caricatura que Heidegger no tiene dificultad en ridicu­
Iizar. 

En sintesis, y a partir de la primordial experiencia inteligente del ens 
(visto quasi habens esse), propia de todo entendimiento humano, y que 
desde eI punto de vista de la historia de la filosofia nosotl'OS podemos si­
tuar ahora en Parménides, Santo Tomas ve asi eI progresivo descubri­
miento del ser del ente (5Th. I, q. 44, a. 2): «Antiqui philosophi paula­
tim et quasi pedetentim intraverunt ad cognitionem veritatis». Verdad que 
Santo Tomas ve radicàlmente en eI ente mismo, y solo derivadamente en 
eI conocimiento. «A principio enim quasi grossiores existentes non existi­
mabant esse entia nisi corpora sensibilia. Quorum qui ponebant in eis 
motum, non considerabant motum nisi secundum aliqua accidentia, ut 
puta secudum raritatem et densitatem, congregationem et segregationem. 
Et supponentes ipsam substantiam corpo rum increatam (e1 subrayado es 
mio), assignabant a1iquas causas huiusmodi accidentalium transmutatio­
num, ut puta amicitiam, Iitem, intellectum, aut aliquid huiusmodÌ». El si­
guiente paso viene dado con eI descubrimiento de las formas substancia­
les, pero manteniendo la indubitabilidad de la materia como dada, y sin 
cuestionar su origen. «Ulterius vero pl'Ocedentes, distinxerunt per intellec­
tum formam substantialem et materiam, quam ponebant increatam (vuelvo 
a subrayar yo); et perceperunt transmutationem fieri in corporibus secun­
dum formas essentiales. Quarum transmutationum quasdam causas univer­
saliores ponebant, ut obliquum circulum, secundum Aristoteles, vel ideas, 
secundum Platonem». Hasta aqui Santo Tomas sigue la descripcion hecha 
por eI mismo Aristoteles, pero advierte ya la radical carencia de ser, en 
la carencia de origen de la materia prima, que la hace en SI misma inin­
teligible y que, para 10s griegos como para Heidegger, es simplemente un 
factum del que necesariamente partimos, y que no parece suscitar en ellos 
pregunta alguna. Por eso continua: «Sed considerandum est quod materia 
per formam contrahitur ad determinatam speciem; sicut substantia alicuius 
speciei per accidens ei adveniens contrahitùr ad determinatum modum es-
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sendi, ut homo contrahitur per album. Utrique 19ltur consideraverunt ens 
particulari quadam consideratione, ve! inquantum est hoc ens, ve! inquan­
tum est tale ens. Et sic rebus causas agentes particulares assignaverunt». 
A considerar e! ente s6lo como éste o como tal,' mantenian la inconside­
raci6n de aquello por lo que e! ente es ente, aquello por lo que es, e! ser 
(no la existencia, que es lo resultante), que precisamente como tal recla­
ma una causa, que s6lo puede ser e! Ser mismo por esencia o subsistente 
o Acto puro de ser, que asi puede ser el Hacedor de! ser de los entes, 
de su acto de ser participado. «Et ulterius aliqui erexerunt se ad conside­
randum ens inquantum est ens: et consideraverunt causam rerum, non so­
lum secundum quod sunt haec ve! talia, sed secundum quod sunt entia. 
Hoc igitur quod est causa rerum inquantum sunt entia, oportet esse cau­
sam rerum, non solum secundum quod sunt talia per formas accidentales, 
nec secundum quod sunt haec per formas substantiales, sed etiam secun. 
dum omne illud quod pertinet ad esse illorum teste subrayado es mio) 
quocumque modo. Et sic oportet ponere etiam materiam primam creatam 
ab universali causa entium». Estos ultimos fil6sofos a los que se refiere 
Santo Tomas, serian los neoplat6nicos griegos, los arabes y los latinos. 

En consecuencia, la afirmaci6n heideggeriana de que, desde la mas 
remota antigiiedad hasta nuestros dias, el ser ha sido siempre tornado por 
el ente, y e! ente por el ser, mezclados en una confusi6n sobre la que to­
davia nadie ha reflexionado (y la correspondiente de que la creaci6n es 
puramente un elemento de fe cristiana, para explicar «extrinsecamente» 
la existencia, sin que se haya entendido intrinsecamente nunca) es, entre 
otras cosas, un desconcertante falseamiento hist6rico en un autor que 
alaràea àe visi6n historica. ASl lo hace ilOta! Gilson, un lanto lnltado 
ante aquella falsedad, en la obra antes mencionada: «Es inexacto que ese 
error haya sido universalmente cometido y, si fuese posible, mas inexacto 
aun que esa confusi6n no haya sido jamas objeto de una reflexi6n seria». 
Y con su indiscutible y profundo conocimiento de la historia de la filoso­
fia medieval, Gilson anade: «La cuesti6n ha sido puesta desde e! siglo 
doce por los grandes metafisicos de expresi6n arabe, Alkindi, Alfarabi y 
sobre todo Avicena; ha sido retomada en el siglo trece por Tomas de 
Aquino, en el catorce por Duns Scoto y otros, y sometida por ellos a un 
examen que testimonia una clara conciencia de la importancia del proble­
ma. éHay que identificar las nociones de ser y de ente, concebir e! esse 
como un ens? éO no se debe mas bien concebir e! ens mismo como no 
siendo tal mas que en virtud de un acto de esse, que es precisamente un 
acto de ser?». 

En cuanto al decisivo influjo de la fe en el mas importante descubri­
miento que la humana inteligencia natural haya jamas hecho (e! paso de! 
ser del ente a Dios), Gilson dice que Heidegger «ha reflexionado mucho 
sobre el ser, pero muy poco sobre Dios. Ahora bien, la trascendencia ab­
soluta de! ser sobre el ente no apareci6 pIenamente, en la metafisica del 
ser, hasta el momento en que, teologizando a fondo la noci6n de ser, esa 
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metafisica la identifica con la nocion filosofica de Dios. Entonces en efec­
to, es decir, en el momento en que el entendimiento se esfuerza por con­
cebir el Dios de la religion, e! pensamiento se encuentra en presencia de 
un esse puro, del que se puede decir, a e!eccion, que él mismo es su 
propia esencia, o que es sin esencia, pero que en cualquier caso e! inte­
lecto debe esforzarse por concebir como Iibre de toda esencia que anadi­
ria sea lo que fuere a su esse. Un es libre de todo lo que, es precisamen­
te un ser que no se define como acto de un ente. Tan verdadero es esto 
que, si él hubiese elegido Iibremente permanecer eternamente en su bie­
naventuranza solitaria, Dios sequiria siendo el ser puro mismo, y nada le 
faltaria sin que hubiera un solo ente». (Personalmente, solo matizaria lo 
de la «soledad», porque ~no parece viable afirmar - dado al opus sana­
tionis de la Redencion dentro del ambito de la metafisica del ser, la 
pluripersonalidad divina, en la unicidad y en la unidad de Dios, en cuan­
to se advierta que e! ser es activo de suyo, y que esa actividad esencial 
es inte!igencia y amor?). 

Sobrada razon tiene igualmente Fabro cuando, en e! ensayo que he 
citado, afirma que el origen de tanto equivoco puede situarse documental­
mente en la controversia entre Enrique de Gante y Egidio Romano, que 
concuerdan en la distincion entre esse essentiae y esse existentiae. Ahi «se 
clarifica la mediacion funesta que la distincion escolastica entre essentta y 
existencia ha tenido en e! "Tolvido de! ser" consumado por el pensamien­
to moderno con la resolucion del ser en la identidad pensamiento-volun­
tad mediante la posicion del cogito». Planteada la distincion de esa mane­
l'a, la esencia y la existencia venian a resolverse en el esse commune, vacio 
y generalisimo, como la nada que sustenta la esencia (contenido inteligible 
o <<idea», subproducto de! separatismo platonico, para Heidegger) y tam­
bién la existencia (como hecho bruto o factum, fundado en la causalidad 
extrinseca de! creacionismo cristiano, para Heidegger, luego - mediante 
e! cogito - substituida por la capacidad representativa del Ich denke: 
«lch stelle etwas als etwas»). 

Pero ésa no es ciertamente la metafisica de Santo Tomas, para quien 
el esse es el acto de! ens: «Esse dicitur actus entis in quantum est ens» 
(Quodl. IX, II, 3). Mientras e! nombre de «cosa» o res deriva de la quid­
ditas, «nomen ens imponitur ab actu essendi» (In IV Metaph. I, 2), como 
consistencia primordial del ente y portante de su verdad propia. De ahi 
deriva (y no de una accion extrinseca) la existencia como realidad «de 
hecho», testimoniada por la experiencia y que se resue!ve en la actividad 
copulativa de! juicio, donde e! ser tiene mera funcion de «término me­
dio». 

En cambio, el pensamiento moderno continua e! formalismo escolasti­
co, que concede la prioridad noética al contenido y llama actualidad al 
hecho de la produccion (causalidad divina para la Escolastica, causalidad 
cognoscitiva para e! Inmanentismo), con lo que, como anota justamente 
Heidegger, eI portador de la verdad no es nunca e! ente, sino Dios o e! 
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hombre. Pero eso no es lo que Santo Tomas sostiene. Para él, e! esse no 
es la dependencia causai, sino e! efecto radical de la causaci6n trascen­
dental o creaci6n, efecto realisimo, que s610 como tal comporta una re!a­
ci6n de dependencia (predicamental y no trascendental); de manera que 
e! esse es intrinseco al ente, como acto radical constitutivo, participaci6n 
del Acto Puro de Ser o Ser por esencia. Por eso, e! concepto ens no es 
e! mas vado y abstracto, sino e! mas prefiado y concreto: «unde omnia 
alia includuntur quodammodo in ente unite et distincte, sicut in princi­
pio» (In I Sento d. 8, q. 1, a. 3). 

El primer trascendental, fundante y originario, es e! ens. «Id quod 
primo acquiritur ab intellectu est ens, et id in quo non invenitur ratio en­
tis non es capibile ab intellectm> (In De Causis, VI). De la captaci6n de! 
ente (que incluye, inicialmente de modo confuso, su acto de ser) detiva 
toda postetior afirmaci6n y negaci6n y, por tanto, la explicitaci6n de los 
demas trascendentales: unum) verum, bonum". Por eso, la verdad sigue al 
ser, y no lo precede. "Cum autem in re sit quidditas eius et suum esse, 
veritas fundatur in esse rei magis quam in quidditate, sicut et nomen en­
tis ab esse imponitut» (In I Sento d. 19, q. 1, a. 1). 

En consecuencia, la determinaci6n de la verdad de la creaci6n ha de 
hallarse en la determinaci6n de! ser de lo creado. Es la noci6n de partici­
paci6n la que ofrece a Santo Tomas la clave para desentrafiar la estructu­
ra profunda de! ente real, creado. Lo que no es algo totalmente y por si, 
lo es parcialmente y por otro. Lo que es por participaci6n, es causado 
por lo que es por esencia, y se compone realmente de parti cip ante y par­
ticipado: componentes que estan unidos entre si como potencia y acto de 
sel'. ASI, el par aristotélico acto-potencia trasciende el orden predicamental 
(de las substancias corp6reas: materia-forma) y se situa en e! plano de! 
ser, donde e! acto es el ser mismo participado (dado por Aque! que es 
e! Ser por esencia: e! Ser mismo Subsistente) y la potencia es potentia es­
sendi, una cierta capacidad de ser, determinada y constituida como tal 
(esto es capitai, para no entender la esencia como previa y solicitando de 
algun modo su acto, al modo como la materia real solicita su forma: el 
paso de aque! par a la trascendencia exige esa depuraci6n) por su acto 
propio, segun e! grado con que Dios Creador lo da a participar. Y éste 
es e! ente real y concreto (compuesto) de nuestra experiencia indubitable. 

"Propiamente la creaci6n se refiere al ser de la cosa; de donde se 
dice en e! Libro De Causù (prop. 8) que e! ser es por creaci6n, y lo de­
mas por informaci6n. Pero simplemente y por si, e! ser pertenece al su­
puesto subsistente; las otras cosas se dicen ser en euanto e! supuesto sub­
siste en ellas: esencialmente, como la materia y la forma, y asi la misma 
naturaleza se dice ser; o accidentalmente, como se dicen ser los acciden­
tes» (In III Sento d. 11, q. 1, a.2). El acto de ser creado constituye a lo 
que tiene ser, que es compuesto de substancia y accidentes, de esencia y 
acto de ser (de donde resulta la existencia). El supuesto es la totalidad 
de! ente real, que tiene e! sel" como «acto de rodo acto y de toda perfec-
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clan» (De Pot, q.7, a.2 ad 9), como origen real de todas sus determina­
ciones positivas y de su singularidad. «El ser de cada cosa le es propio, 
y distinto de! ser de cualquier otra cosa» (Ib., a.3). Dios da al sujeto 
creado el ser en propiedad privada, y ese acta de ser participado es el 
origen de toda propiedad y la fuente de toda originalidad, y gratuitamen­
te (sin necesidad previa a1guna) constituye al ente en alga real. 

En los entes creados e! ser no es e! sujeto del ser, como e! correr 
no es e! sujeto de la carrera. Y lo mismo que no podemos decir que e! 
mismo correr corre, asi no podemos decir ahi que e! mismo ser (creado: 
este matiz ha escapado a Heidegger por su infundado anticreacionismo) 
sea. Lo que corre es e! sujeto de la carrera, y como tal sujeto decimos 
que corre y participa de! correr. De esta manera podemos decir que «e! 
ente (Id quod est) es, en cuanto participa e! acta de ser. Y esto es lo que 
dice Boecio: "el mismo ser aun no es", porque no se le atribuye eI ser 
como a sujeto del ser: sino "lo que es", "recibida la forma de ser", es 
decir, recibiendo el mismo acta de ser, "es, y consiste", o sea, subsiste en 
si mismo. Pues ente no se dice propiamente y por si mas que de la subs­
tancia (la ousia aristotélica), que es lo que subsiste" (In Boeth. de Hebd. 
2). Es clara que esto vale para la criatura, para e! ser participado; porque 
el Ipsum Esse Subsistens (infinitamente trascendente, precisamente como 
Causa de! ser creado) verdaderamente es. Las entes, que tienen e! ser re­
cibido o participado, san por su acto de ser, pero no se puede decir pro­
piamente que su ser sea (y esto si que lo ha entrevisto Heidegger), preci­
samente porque estos entes no san el ser, sino que san hechos ser susci­
piendo ipsum actum essendi, recibiendo e! constitutivo acta de ser (que asi 
ya no es la mera actualidad o «factualidad» de la esencia). 

Situado ontol6gicamente entre la substancia espiritual (e! angel) y la 
substancia estrietamente material, eI hombre (la persona humana: lo que 
Heidegger liama e! Dasein) constituye un caso peculiar de! ente, donde la 
forma es elia misma subsistente o espiritual, y participa a la materia (e! 
cuerpo) su propio acta de ser. Las padres hacen eI cuerpo, como cuerpo 
o materia, pero este cuerpo es eI cuerpo de otro hombre s6lo porque 
Dios le infunde como forma propia un alma espiritual directamente crea­
da por El (en cuanto propietaria de su ser espiritual, que no puede reci­
bir de la materia), que partieipa eI ser a aquel cuerpo. Por eso, «aunque 
las almas se multiplican al mismo tiempo que los cuerpos, la multiplica­
d6n de los cuerpos no es la causa de la multiplicad6n de las almas» 
(CC II, 81). La causa es e! acto de ser, creado: fruto todo él de la Po­
tenda Creadora del que es eI Ser Mismo, por Dios. 

Aunque la naturaleza humana completa incluya eI cuerpo, eI altna es 
directamente creada por Dios como subsistente en si misma, y participan­
do al cuerpo su propio acta de ser. Sabemos que subsiste en si porque 
tiene operaciones (e1 entender y eI amar) que no son corp6reas, al impli­
car la posesi6n intencional (no fisica) de la forma ajena en su alteridad 
(abstracta de la materia, y asi universal y no espado-temporalmente situa-
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da), no determinada e individuada por materia aIguna. Y como eI obrar 
sigue al ser (e! ser es operativo de suyo), una operacion espirituaI (inma­
teriaI) indica una substancia espiritual. El cuerpo es condicion inicial, 
pero no origen. o causa de la individualidad de! alma. Este origen esti! en 
eI Autor de! Ser, y por eso e! alma es en SI misma inmortaI, aunque e! 
compuesto humano (alma-cuerpo, forma-materia) sea mortaI. 

Es e! acto de ser participado e! que hace que la forma substanciaI 
(subsistente en SI misma, como e! alma humana; o no, como en Ios entes 
meramente corporeos) sea entonces - y no antes - una real potencia de 
ser, en cuanto constituida como forma subsistente (sola o con una mate­
ria determinada, signata) por su propio acto de ser, por e! ser participado 
segun un determinado grado de perfeccion, dependiente de la libre volun­
tad creadora de Dios. ASI, ese acto de ser es de aIguna manera trascen­
dente y, a la vez, radicalmente inmanente, causa totaI y profunda de todo 
ei ente, acto intensivo y emergente aunque secretisimo, que es dei todo 
gratuito y realmente distinto de la esencia, de la que - en la criatura, 
por ser criatura: por no ser de suyo y por SI, de! todo y siempre e! 
ser no es parte, y que no es en manera aIguna exigido por ella. 

La verdad metafisica de la creadon esta aqui: simultaneamente evi­
dente - como evidente es e! ente efectivamente creado - y misteriosa, 
como misteriosa e indedudbIe es la voIuntad creadora de Dios, irreducti­
bIe a cualquier «necesitarismo», contra eI intento del pensamiento griego 
precristiano y contra e! neopaganismo post-cristiano o inmanentista. Quien 
no sepa mantener a la vez aquella doble vertiente - evidenda y misterio 
- es incapaz de hacer metafisica, y no Iograra saber nunca nada de! ser, 
que sin embargo es el acto de loda reallJaJ y la consistencia lnisll1a de 
toda verdad. 

La reduccion al fundamento de todo e! universo es una reduetio ad 
amorem: todo se reduce a un actc de amor divino, a amor puro, infinita­
mente generoso y liberaI, puesto que no podia generarlo necesidad o in­
digencia aIguna. Dios ha querido e! bien para alguien, y por la fuerza 
misma de ese amor le ha dado e! ser, ha hecho que fuese efectivamente 
alguien ante El y para siempre. El término de una creacion amorosa solo 
puede ser la partidpacion de ese amor: dar e! ser a seres capaces de 
amar, seres libres, excedentes ell05 mismos de la necesidad. De ahi que 
lo querido por Dios en la creadon proprie et per se (CC III, 112), direc­
tamente y por si, sean solo Ias personas. Todo e! resto del universo es 
solo su habitat, eI «iardin de delicias» de que habla e! Génesis (en derto 
modo, eI «mundo» que estabIece Heidegger, solo que no es e! hombre 
para e! mundo, sino eI mundo para eI hombre). 

Después de Ios espiritus puros, e! hombre es la mas semeiante a 
Dios de todas Ias criaturas: «no en euanto al cuerpo, sino en euanto al 
alma, que tiene voIuntad Iibre e incorruptibIe, por lo que se asemeia a 
Dios mas que Ias otras criaturas» (In Symb. Apost. a.1). El ser de su 
alma inmateriaI y subsistente le hace capaz de conocer y de amar: '<Ima-
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gen natural de la Trinidad divina», afirma Santo Tomas (De Poto q.9, 
a.9), y asi «capaz de Dios, porque solo ella puede conocerle y amarle 
explicitamente» (De Vero q.22, a.2, ad 5). 

T oda e! alma esta en todo el cuerpo y en cada una de sus partes 
(CC II, 72); pero mas que decir que e! cuerpo contiene e! alma, hay que 
decir que e! alma contiene el cuerpo, de manera que nO esta totalmente 
absorbida por éste o en él totalmente sumergida, sino que emerge en su 
realidad espiritual (5Th. I, q.76, aa. 1 y 3). Esto es lo que le permite 
trascenderse a si misma y aun todo el orden creado, y llegar hasta e! Ip­
sum Esse 5ubsistens, personal y amoroso. 

Es la propiedad privada y ya perenne de su acto de ser lo que cons­
tituye propiamente a la persona, y la diferencia de cualquier parte de! 
universo (de cualquier «ente a la mano» y de cualquier «ente ante los 
ojos», en la terminologia de Heidegger). Y esa propiedad comporta su 
propia y personal relacion a Dios (re!acion predicamental, accidental, por­
que no es de su esencia, que puede concebirse sin ella), relacion que si­
gue necesariamente al acto de ser, a la efectiva creacion de cada persona, 
sefialandola ya para roda la eternidad como alguien delante de Dios y para 
siempre, indicando asi su fin en la union personal y. amorosa con El, que 
es su destino eterno y e! sentido exacto de su historia en la tierra y en 
e! tiempo, de su «historicidad>>: una feliz uni6n. de amistad, que resulta 
de la reciproca y manifestada benevolencia, que origina comunion de vida 
y comunicacion de bienes. Y eso ya en e! orden natural, segun la vida 
de! espiritu (5th. II-II, q. 23, a. 1, ad 1). Estamos ante una verdad meta­
fisica, de filosofia primera, y no exclusivamente sobrenatural y reve!ada. 

El principio de roda moralidad esra en que la persona se comprenda 
a si misma - y comprenda a los otros - como alguien delante de Dios, 
y a partir de ahi ajustar sus actos libres segun el amoroso querer de 
Dios, tal como viene expresado por la naturaleza misma de todo lo que 
es, en su esencia y en su dinamismo interrelacional. Esta moralidad meta­
fisica y personal esta en las antipodas del abstracto moralismo juridicista 
y también de la caotica e irracional «moral de situacion», que son la ver­
sion moral del racionalismo esencialista y de! empirismo existencialista, igno­
rantes uno y otro de la metafisica de! acto de ser. 

Dios obra por amor, pone e! amor, y quiere solo amor, correspon­
dencia, reciprocidad, para la amistad. Y de ese amor solo la libertad -
la excedencia en e! ser - es capaz. Terminativa y perfectamente, el hom­
bre es persona si es amor; de lo contrario, se autorreduce a cosa. Pero 
solo se es amor si se quiere en libertad. De ahi que e! hombre, por su 
operacion esencial sea causa sui, que era la definicion aristotélica de la Ii­
bertad, aunque en él no bien precisada aun. 

Como bien afirma Kierkegaard en su Diario, la existencia de seres li­
bres, de los hombres, postula necesariamente la existencia de Dios. Solo 
la Omnipotencia puede producir seres libres. Cuanto mas perfecta es una 
causa, tanto mas autonomos son sus efectos, mas les participa su propia 
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perfeccion, también operativa y causa!. (Estamos aqui, como es obvio, 
ante una nueva formwacion de la IV via, que es la mas radicalmente me­
tafisica). Todo defecto de causalidad genera dependencia. Por eso solo la 
Omnipotencia pueda crear, poner de la nada (sui et subiecti) seres que 
son en si mismos y de alguna manera por si mismos, y no como algo de! 
Ser que los causa. Solo la Omnipotencia puede crear seres libres, inde­
pendientes en su hacer, causa sui. 

El hombre no es perfectamente libre: su conocer y su querer son -
como su ser y por su ser - participados, limitados, no idénticos con sus 
respectivos objetos. El mal y el error corresponden a esa limitacion pro­
pia de una libertad creada, aunque no como necesidad, sino solo como 
posibilidad de deficiencia. Poder querer el mal (la nada relativa, la priva­
cion de un bien debido) no es de la esencia de la libertad ni parte de 
ella; aunque en la criatura sea su signo, signo de una libertad solo parti­
cipada. Cuando el hombre libremente identifica su conocer con el cono­
cer divino, y su querer con el divino querer, su libertad adquiere pleni­
tud; disminuyendo, en cambio, en la medida en que divergen. 

La libertad se cumple como libertad en e! amor de! Bien, en e! amor 
de! Amor: a El que Es, a El que Ama. La libertad que eualifica moral o 
éticamente a la persona humana, es la libertad de! fin, y no solo de los 
medios (o libre arbitrio). Esa eleccion de! fin, ese acto de dileccion o 
amor e!ectivo, y no simple aspiracion a la felicidad, o al «bien en gene­
raI», es lo que funda la moralidad de! obrar humano. Se trata de una 
e!eccion voluntaria de algo que no es uno mismo y ni siquiera formal­
mente para uno mismo: amor e!ectivo que se distingue de! «naturah, o 
apetencia o deseo indigente. ll..qul entra ya cl conocimiento del fin como 
tal, y asi el hombre puede preestablecer de algun modo su propio fin (In 
II Sento d. 25, q. 1, a. 1). La eleccion no se plantea propiamente entre 
e! bien y e! mal, formalmente como tales: nadie quiere el mal en euanto 
mal, porque eso seria forzar e! amor de naturaleza, que es inevitable; sino 
entre e! bien que es otro (y que es el Bien mismo, porque es e! Amor), 
o e! bien que soy yo y es para mi, y que entonces ya no es querido sim­
plemente de modo natural y necesario, sino de modo libre, e!ectivo y res­
ponsable. Y en ese segundo caso, yo que soy naturalmente «bueno», me 
hago infranaturalmente malo, al querer mal e! bien que quiero, contra e! 
querer bueno de Dios, que quiere por amor que yo quiera bien, que le 
ame con tòdo mi corazon. Este es e! primer mandamiento moral, y es la 
fuente y la substancia de todos los demas. Mandamiento de amor total 
que solo Dios puede imponer, en euanto que El es Amor, y es e! origen 
amoroso de mi capacidad de amar y su sentido ultimo. 

Hay que decir al formalismo escolastico (padre natural de! racional­
voluntarismo inmanentista) que Dios no es <<indiferente» para la voluntad 
que puede pecar. El si o el no, proceden no de! «tanto da» (ni siquiera 
subjetivo y errado, como concedian con mejor voluntad que inte!igencia 
los escolasticos que perdieron e! acto de ser), sino de un amor radical, 
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que se mueve entre estos dos polos: Dios y yo, que son los dos senores 
que se disputan la soberania sobre mi, y a los que no se puede servir si­
multaneamente. Esto, que es tan evangélico, constituye una verdad meta­
fisica, de ética natural. 

La verdad de la creacion, como donadon gratuita de ser y de ser 
para siempre, que Dios hace a la persona creada, me impone esta conclu­
sion: Dios me ama, quiere el bien para mi. Mas aun, al hacerme capaz 
de conocerle y amarle, Dios se constituye El mismo en mi bien, para la 
amistad. Por eso quiere que ame como El ama: generosa y Iibremente. Es 
patente que ese amor no se puede«forzan>: ni por mocion interna ni 
por proposicion extrinseca necesitante; porque en uno y otro caso, el re­
sultado ya no seria amor electivo. De ahi la necesidad de un «tiempo de 
prueba» o, mejor dicho, de una oportunidad. Y de ahi e! «desgo de 
Dios» al crearme, y mi riesgo al e!egir mi fin. No podiamos haber sido 
creados felices, contra la superficial lamentacion que en ese sentido hacen 
los dimisionarios de la Iibertad. Solo en Dios coindden necesidad y Iiber­
tad: ser y amor. Nosotros hemos de querer amar, y no solo ni primor­
dialmente ser felices o gozadores de nuestro bien; y hemos de quererlo 

. electivamente, es dedr, pudiendo no hacerlo. Pero como Dios quiere mi 
bien, me impera que ame asi: con todo e! peso de su autoridad eterna, 
me dice que El lo quiere, para que yo lo quiera, si quiero. 

La vida ética o espiritual es amor. La persona vive como persona en 
la medida en que ama. Si no ama, esta espiritualmente muerta: carece de 
su operadon radical y propia. Sobre todo, hay que hablar aqui de 
«muerte» cuando la persona no solo no ama en acto, sino que se ha he­
cho a si misma incapaz de amar, por aposicion de! aeto contrario, que 
remite la potenda, aunque no llegue a destruirla de! todo. Ese estado de 
muerte espiritual se experimenta psiquicamente como vado e inanidad, 
impotenda, carencia de sentido, desoladon: la desolacion de un yo erra­
bundo, de un yo relativo sin referenda alguna, de un yo insustancial, re­
duplicacion disolutoria de la relatividad. Esta es la esenda de! mal moral. 

Es por e! amor como el hombre redbe su cualificadon definitiva: se­
gun como ama, es bueno o malo. «No se dice que e! hombre es bueno 
porque es bueno en parte, sino porque es totalmente bueno; y eso sucede 
por la bondad de la voluntad, ya que la voluntad impera los actos de to­
das las potendas humanas. Y eso proviene de que cualquier acto es e! 
bien de la potencia respectiva; de donde solo se dice ser bueno eI hom­
bre que tiene buena voluntad» (Q.de virt. in comm. a.7 ad 2). Aqui no 
es cuestion de estar <<dotados », como sucede en e! conocimiento y en las 
facultades sensitivas, en eI tiempo; aqui inicialmente somos todos iguales 
(aunque al final podemos set muy diferentes, segun lo que cada uno haya 
hecho con su Iibertad). «No se dice bueno al hombre porque tiene una 
buena inteligencia, sino porque tiene buena voluntad, ya que la voluntad 
se refiere al fin como a su objeto propio» (5Th. I, q.5, a.4, ad 3). Ese 
fin es lo que determina todo lo demas, y por tanto es la volici6n del fin 
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- la libertad - lo que determina lo que uno es. Esto lo ha entendido 
siempre - y tenia que ser asi, estando en juego eI destino eterno de la 
persona - el conocimiento espontaneo o «sentido comun», cualificando 
de esa manera a la «buena persona», hombre bueno u hombre de bien. 

S6lo amando de verdad seremos eternamente felices. Pero esa felici­
dad ha de ser consecuencia, efecto, nunca intend6n primordia!' La e1ec­
d6n ética se juega propiamente ahi: Dios, aun a riesgo de mi feliddad; 
o mi felicidad, aun a riesgo de Dios. El mal moral o pecado mas que ne­
gar directamente a Dios o ir contra El - que seria lo mas grave: la me­
licia -, es no quererIe como Dios, absolutamente; y eso ipso facto inca­
pacita para amarle y, como consecuencia, para gozar en su uni6n. Y algo 
analogo sucede con el pecado contra e! pr6jimo: no es necesario querer 
su mal - es lo mas grave -, basta no querer su bien, ignorarlo como 
persona, usarlo como una cosa, por pIacer o para utilidad .. 

Es muy importante no identificar ei bien con ei piacer y ei mai con 
e! doloro El piacer y eI dolor son los términos posefdos del «amor natu­
rab. El bien y e! mal morales son los términos en si de! amor e!ectivo, 
es decir, donde la dilecci6n o amor electivo - como tal se cumple real­
mente. De ahi la diferencia entre «mal de culpa» o mal moral, y «mal 
de pena» o padecimiento: es aquél el que hay que querer evitar (segun 
eI precepto ético generaI), porque su contrario es precisamente e! bien. 

S610 las personas pueden ser amadas con verdadera dilecci6n, y s6lo 
asi deben ser amadas: porque s610 las personas son verdaderos bienes en 
si, de alguna manera absolutos, en cuanto duenos de si, en cuanto libres 
y origen de amor. Cuando amamos de verdad - con amor honesto, en 
la terminologia aril':ìtotélica - a algule1'l, es eso lo que realmenle a111<11110$: 

su amor, su capacidad de amar; y no ésta u otra cualidad suya, fisica o 
espiritua!. Por eso toda persona - hermosa o no, inteligente o no, util 
o no - puede y debe ser amada. 

Por lo mismo, hay que decir que s610 Dios personal puede y debe 
ser amado absolutamente. El Dios que la inteligencia natural descubre no 
es una abstracci6n: e! ser en generaI o e! Sein heideggeriano. Es sujeto 
que ejerce e! Ser absoluto, sujeto cognoscente y amoroso, persona!. Por 
eso, al afirmar que Dios es e! Ipsum Esse, hay que anadir en seguida: 
Subsistens, subsistente, persona!. Y asi debe ser amado. Propiamente no 
amamos la divinidad, sino a Dios: a El, tan amoroso que nos ha hecho 
amorosos a nosotros, se debe la totalidad de! amor. Derivadamente, se 
debe también amor a toda persona, en cuanto sujeto de ser y de amor, 
a imagen y semejanza de Dios. 

5610 e! amor a Dios funda una moral objetiva y universal (y no ya 
una «moral de intenciones»). El buen amor es «objetivo» o realista, bus­
ca eI verdadero bien de! otro. La buena intend6n sincera busca lo que 
es en si mismo bueno segun e! ser. Sin Dios, no hay ética fundada, no 
hay libertad ni responsabilidad, ni sentido posible para e! premio y el 
castigo. 
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A Dios le ofende mi pecado, precisamente porque me ama. Si no me 
amase, todos mis actos le setian de! todo indiferentes (ni siquiera existi­
tian). Pero como me ama, intendonalmente se ha identificado conmigo, 
yo soy ya su alter ego, y mi mal se hace suyo en mi, de manera que se 
puede dedr con propiedad que a Dios le "due!e» mi pecado: y eso es 
lo que funda la verdadera contricion (bieh lejos de! temor servi!), e! "Do­
lor de amor» (J. Escrivii de Balaguer). De manera que la excedenda mis­
ma, propia de! amor e!edivo, genera «indigenda», necesidad de corres­
pondenda para la union. 

Por eso, aque! amor noble y generoso - indigente en su misma ex­
cedenda - no excluye sino que incluye (pero debidamente subordinados, 
segun la correspondiente escala antologica) e! deseo de satisfaccion, grati­
fica don o de!eite, y e! deseo de los medios utiles convenientes. Por otra 
parte, la persona creada es agente imperfecto: tiene potenda pasiva ade­
mas y a la vez que potenda acdva. Y la acdon voluntaria procede a la 
vez de una y de otra (5Th. I-II, q.85, a. 1, ad 3). Por eso, cuando hablo 
de amor puro o realmente honesto, no trato de un desaforado deseo o 
afan de desinterés absoluto - solo posible a Dios, en cuanto que de 
nada carece, porque es e! Ser mismo - al estilo kantiano, que acabatia 
siendo una violenta forma de amor propio. Si Dios me ama y quiere mi 
bien - mi propio ser y mi libertad san pruebas palmarias de esto - yo, 
predsamente porque amo a Dios y amo lo que Dios ama, puedo en El 
querer mi propio bien, y debo hacerlo: se trata de quererlo siempre con­
dicionadamente y no como bien en si ultimo, dedsivo y razon de todo 
euanto amo. 

Solo la falsifica don radonalista de la libertad y de! amor ha podido 
concluir didendo con Spinoza que «Dios, propiamente hablando, no ama 
a nadie» (Etbica). Pero esa falsificadon no puede provenir de un simple 
error. Hay que aplicar aqui lo que Nietzsche deda de los ambiciosos, que 
«san rebeldes al amor, no se dejan querer» (Mensch!iches, Allzumenschli­
ches). Y a ese orgullo o voluntad de poder hay que contraponer e! gozo 
humilde de saberse amado por Dios, no por cualidad previa alguna en 
mi, sino porque Dios es bueno,porque es Amor. Y hay que saberse 
amado singularmente, como alguien unico, como alguien de/ante de Dios 
y para siempre, como una persona, como una excepdon que todos pode­
mos y debemos ser, pero cada uno, singularmente, con su propia e intrans­
ferible libertad. 

La presencia del mal en e! mundo es un hecho, no requiere demos­
tradon alguna. Una dolorosa experiencia universal ha hecho de la existen­
cia de! «misterio de iniquidad» un formidable interrogante para todo 
hombre, en los mas hondos momentos de su vida; y ha constituido, en 
consecuencia, una de las pruebas mas decisivas de la validez de lodo co­
nodmiento matafisico: por la corrosiva incidencia que tiene en la existen- . 
cia real y cotidiana del hombre singular, y por la dificultad teorica que 
su negatividad misma le confiere. 
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Sin embargo, el mal no es un dato primario ni una experiencia pri­
migenia. No se empieza nunca con lo negativo (De Poto IX, 7 ad 15). La 
advertencia del mal consjgue a la del bien opuesto: la enfermedad a la 
salud, la muerte a la vid~, el odio al amor, la culpa a la inocencia. Como 
afirma Rassam (Thomas d'Aquin), «con un solo y mismo movimiento, la 
real negatividad del mal reve!a la trascendencia del ser que lo comporta, 
y atestigua la relatividad de este ser respecto a un Absoluto de perfec­
ci6n, exigido precisamente por la trascendencia de! ser sobre el mal que 
soporta». 

El mal no es simple carencia. El mal absoluto o total no existe, 
como no existe la nada. El mal es privaci6n: no necesaria, no predetermi­
nada, indeducible a priori. La multiplicidad, la composici6n, los !fmites 
propios del ser participado en los entes, no son el mal ni son males (con­
tra la opuesta pretensi6n de las filosofias de la inmanencia que, partiendo 
del cogito, hacen del principio de identidad - y no del de contradicci6n, 
que es prioritario en nosotros - e! inicio del filosofar y la vis a tergo, 
la fuerza propulsora de un devenir absoluto, tanto si es circular y panen­
tdstico, como si se pierde en el futuro de la utopia). 

La multiplicidad, la composici6n, la dependencia, no son eI Bien, 
pero son buenas para quien no puede ser bueno mas que asi. Carenda 
no es privaci6n, sino posiblidad de privaci6n, de que algo no tenga, no 
ya lo que no tiene, sino lo que deberla tener mediante sn acci6n. En 
consecuencia, la verdadera privaci6n tiene como causa unica la «opera­
ci6n del ente», y jamas la del Ser o creaci6n y providenda. 

Siendo e! mal privaci6n, es claro que la potencia - en su aspecto 
pasivo - no se opone ni a la privaci6n ni a la poscsi6n dc la pcrfccci6n, 
sino que queda referida - con una derta ambigiiedad - a una y otra 
cosa. De manera que cuanto mas potenda tiene algo y es mas apto para 
el bien, tanto peor es quedar privado de él; y siendo lo que tiene esa po­
tenda el sujeto de! mal, tanto peor él mismo es (De Malo I, 2, ad 10): 
corruptio optimi pessima. No habrla, pues, posibilidad del mal donde no 
hubiese bien: la destrucd6n del bien eliminarla radicalmente el mal. 

En consecuencia, lejos de ser la existencia del mal un argumento en 
favor del atdsmo - como alguno sigue pensando, después de siglos de 
refutada esa superficial objeci6n -, es un camino para el conodmiento 
de Dios, como Bien infinito y Creador: Autor libre, diferente y total de! 
ser de la criatura libre y capaz de amar, si quiere. A la cuesti6n Si Deus 
est, unde malum?, que Boecio recuerda, responde Santo Tomas con de­
sarmante sencillez: Si malum est, Deus est. Sin e! conocimiento de Dios 
- en grado sufidente para tener conciencia moral -, no tendriamos si­
quiera la noci6n propia de mal. Por eso la negaci6n de Dios, o aun el 
simple agnosticismo, elimina las nodones de bien y de mal y toda ética. 
De ahi que la onto-fenomenologia heideggeriana sea forzosamente amoral, 
y niegue expresamente cualquier intento de derivar de ella una cualifica­
ci6n ética para la actitud del Dasein, que se resuelve en mera autentici-
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dad O inautenticidad de! ser-para-la-muerte, que sélo sera perfecto justa­
mente euando ya no sea. Lo que a Heidegger le parece que es una inter­
ferencia espurea de la fe cristiana en el quehacer filoséfico (y prescindo 
ahora de otras consideraciones, que serian muy pertinentes), es radical­
mente el impulso ético que esta en e! origen de la filosofia, como amor 
a la sabiduria, y que - con San Agustin - podriamos llamar la memoria 
Dei, nuestra memoria ontolégica de Dios. La Vergessenheit des Seins no 
es mas que la versién secularizada e inmanentista de! olvido de Dios. 

La imperativa y apremiante demanda de ética de nuestro tiempo, nos 
urge a superar la triada memoria sui, cognitio suz; amor sui, para recupe­
rar la memoria Dei, cognito Dez; amor Dei. Para eso (los cristianos lo sa­
bemos, 10s no cristianos al menos lo entrevén) necesitamos de la gracia, 
que no suplanta la naturaleza, sino que la supone, la sana, la perfecciona 
y la eleva. Pero aqui hemos de dar ya la palabra al teélogo, al que, des­
de la fe, habla sobre la Fe. 





«FOUNDATIONS FOR A CHRISTIAN ANTHROPOLOGY" 

ALICE RAMOS * 

L CHRISTIAN ANTHROPOLOGY AND THE CONTEMPORARY VISION OF MAN 

To anyone who has read the philosophical writings of Karol Wojtyla 
- John Paul II, it is evident that we are dealing here with a Christian an­
thropology. In eontemporary thought, there is no doubt that anthropology 
can be done in very different ways. Within c1assical philosophy, an­
thropology, better known as philosophical anthropology, is part of ra­
tional psyehology, which is the study of Iiving beings. In studying what 
and who man is, an in-depth examination of man's operations - those 
activities proper to him - is provided. Philosophical anthropology deals 
with radical questions eoncerning man - his being, his essence, his free 
actions - and thus rightly deserves to be ealled, in its radicalness and in 
its fundamentality, a metaphysics of mano Not so frequent today is the 
philosopher who engages in first philosophy, as Aristotle termed 
metaphysics, philosophy in its strictest sense, «ttue» philosophy, the «free 
scienee». And stili less frequent, most likely, is the philosopher who is 
eoneerned in developing a Christian anthropology. In Karol Wojtyla -
John Paul II, we have both a metaphysician and a Christian an­
thropologist. 

Now, to speak of Christian anthropology is to speak neeessarily of 
an anthropology done for and from a Christian perspeetive. Karol Wojtyla 
- John Paul II's philosophical thought has often been labeled personalis­
tic. This is interesting to note, not only beeause of its referenee te per­
sonalism, the philosophical framework in which our thinker writes, but 
also beeause of the very radieal nature of Christianity. More than a 
philosophical and theological system, Christianity is indeed personal, be­
cause it is grounded in a person. Of eourse, to be a Christian means to 
aeeept - even when only tacitly - eertain truths and laws and to 
adhere IO them. However, this, which in itself is good, is not the only 
thing meant by being a Christian, for Christianity is primarily a personal 
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experience, a subjective relationship between God and mano This is pre­
cisely why the Christian's response to truths, to law, should be highly 
personal, because it involves his own person and most importantly the 
person of Christ '. Christ as a living person, as the Son of God made 
manuest in history; Christ as the love of God which gives itself totally so 
that man might live, so that he might learn how to live. The love of God 
for man which is manifested in the Incarnation of God's Son, is a com­
pletely gratuitous gUt. And when man responds to this love, since il is 
impossible to do anything for God, to givè Him something, otherwise He 
would be somehow deficient, it is actually man who gains through the re­
sponse. As Wojtyla says time and time again, «The glory of God is that 
man may live - man alive»'. The gift of life, made through love and 
manifested through the Incarnate Word, is made for the sake of life. 
Man glorifies God when he is what should be, but this is only fully 
made known to hhll u~rough the Person of Christ. ~v1an orJy then feally 
understands who he is and what he is to become when he turns to 
Christ. 

Man' s self-comprehension in the mystery of Christ is the leitmotiv of 
John Pau! II's first encyclical Redeemer 01 Man and is inspired in the se­
cond Vatican Council's document Gaudium et spes, in which we read: 
«The truth is that only in the mystery of the Incarnate Word does the 
mystery of man take on light. ( ... ) Christ, the new Adam, in the very re­
velation of the mystery of the Father and of His love, fully reveals man 
to himself and brings to light his most high calling. ( ... ) He who is the 
image of the invisible God' (Col 1:15), is Himself the perfect man who 
has restored iI1 the children of Adam that lik:eness to God '.vhich had 
been disfigured ever since the first sin. Human nature, by tbe very fact 
that it was assumed, not absorbed, in Him, has been raised in us also to 
a dignity beyond compare. For, by His Incarnation, He, the Son of God, 
in a certain way united Himself with each man»'. Here, I would like to 
concentrate on the fact that Christ is identified as the <<Ìmage of the in­
visible God». As such, Christ is the perfect likeness of the Father; He is 
also perfect mano And man himself, as Gaudium et spes indicates, is 
characterized by a <dikeness to God»». Man is made in «the image and 
likeness of God», as we know; and sin disfigures that likeness. So, we 
have here the distinction in man of two levels of image: the image of na­
ture, of creation, whereby man is created image of God, and the image 
of recreation, whereby man's disfigured nature, through Christ's gift of 
Himself, which is the gUt of life, becomes whole once again. John Pau! 
II, therefore, insists that through Christ, through the mystery of the Re-

l MrCHAEL SCHMAUS, The Essence oj Christianity, trans. by J. HOLLAND SMITH, Dublin 
1961, 20-21. 

2 KAROL WOJTYI.,A, Sign 01 Contradiction, New York 1970, 181. 
3 Gaudium et spes, 22. 
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demption, «man becomes "expressed" and, in a way, is newly created»4, 
That man be «expressed» in Christ means then that man recognizes him­
se!f, understands himself fully only in the other who is Christ. Wojtyla­
John Paul II insists that man' s self-comprehension comes through love, 
radically speaking, through God's gift of Himse!f in Christ. Self-know­
ledge never confronts man with himse!f, but rather only with an object 
- the object that man becomes for himself when he attempts to know 
who and what he is. In man, there is, of course, no real replica of the 
se!f, whereas in God, when He knows Himse!f, the intensity of the act of 
intellection produces not a mere concept, an object, but rather engenders 
a Person, who is God's Divine Word, the Truth, the Son, God's Idea. 
Man understands himse!f then only when he confronts himse!f with the 
Mode! and thus sees himse!f in the truth. Christ then offers to man not 
only the way to salvation, but truly a new life. This is why in the Re­
deemer of Man, we are told that through the mystery of Redemption, 
man is «newly created»'. Christ is offering man life, that is, a participa­
tion in the divine life, through grace. Christ thus offers man the real pos­
sibility to be more than he is. J ohn Paul II insists that man is not called 
to have more, but to be more, to be more human, or truly human, in 
order to be divine. Philosophically speaking, we might say that man is 
called to actualize himse!f, to perfect his operations, whose proper objects 
are the truth and the good. Man's being is expansive; it «calls» essence, 
as it were, to perfect itself 6. This perfecting of man' s essence is what is 
meant by saying that man is called to be more, in a sense, to be fully 
what he is, that is, man, or perfect, perfected mano And a theological 
consideration of the perfecting of man leads one to recognize that man is 
called not only to perfect himself, but also to be divine. Christ who is 
perfectus homo, perfectus Deus, offers man divine life. Therefore, the re­
created image which man can become - his nature being aided by grace 
- is still called to a higher leve! of image, that is, the image of glory, 
the image which man becomes when he is truly like God, because he 
sees . Him face to face and thus participates, in a unique way, in His 
Being and in His Truth '. Man is thus called to be more because he is 
called to life. . 

In the most sublime sense, the cali to life refers to man's immorta­
lity; man is meant to live forever. And yet, it seems in our day and age, 
that we have a much more reduced concept of life. Emphasis is often 
placed on promoting individuai life, often on a kind of «survival of the 

4 Redemptor hominis, 10. 
5 Ihid. 
6 FREDERICK D. WILHELMSEN, El Problema de la transcendencia en la metafisica actual, 

Pampiona 1963, 42. Cfr WILHEI.MSEN, The Metaphysics of love, New York 1962, 87-89. See 
also E. GILSON, Le Thomisme, Paris 19475, 54. 

7 ST. THOMAS AQUINAS, Summa Theologiae, I, q. 93, a. 4, resp. (Taurini 1956·1962), 
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fittest». The individuaI is looked upon apart from his function, from his 
end. According to Aristotle, the highest form of Iife is praxis, contempla­
tion, and that form of Iife corresponds, in nature, to mano If man's pro­
per operation is to contemplate, to know, then such is his end'. However, 
the reduction of the concept of Iife brings with it a reduction of man's 
proper activities and consequently, a reduction of his end. And it is more 
than apparent today that the end of human actions has been reduced to 
that for which tbey were not meant. We Iive in a hedonistic sodety that 
recognizes as the highest good, as the end of ali actions, pleasure, be­
cause man has been basicaIly reduced to an affective individuaI, who con­
sumes more than is necessary and who mistreats nature. And we know 
quite weIl that «he who wants to make pleasure the ultimate end of alI 
action is driven to admit that not pleasure but pain, not desire but fear, 
are his true guides» 9. We have only to quickIy glimpse at our sodety to 
see that fea!' has very inuch lmptegnaled Illail'S visluÌl of the wotld. 
Among the first words of John Paul II's pontificate, it is significant to 
note the foIlowing: «Be not afraid». And within his first encyclical, there 
is a section on «what modem man is afraid of»lO. There is no doubt 
that modern man is afraid of many things, but particularly, I would say, 
of responsibility - the ability to respond to otbers, to respond to Iife it­
self -, afraid of the repercussion of his own acts, of those very things 
tbat he has produced. «The man of today seems ever to be under threat 
from what he produces, that is to say from the result of the work of his 
hands and, even more so, of the work of his intellect and the tendendes 
of his will. ( ... ) Man therefore Iives increasingly in fear. He is afraid tbat 
what he produces - not ali of it, cf course, or even most cf it, but part 
of it and predsely that part that contains a spedal share of his genius 
and initiative - can radicaIly tum against himseIf; he is afraid that il can 
become the means and instrument for an unimaginable seIf-destruction, 
compared with which alI the cataclysms and catastrophes of history 
known to us seem to fade away ". Man is afraid, therefore, that his 
world, that his very Iife, may be destroyed through tbe technological and 
sdentific advancements which he himself has promoted. Does technologi­
cal progress then make man's lite better, as is so often assumed? It 
would seem not; perhaps easier, perhaps more filled with «goods». This 
does not, however, necessarily constituite a better man, only a more effec­
tive user and consumer. For this reason, we experience in the latteI haIf 
of the twentieth century that «the development of technology ... demands 

8 ST. THOMAS AQUINAS, De Virtutibus in Communi, q. un.) a. l, in Quaestiones Dùpu-
tatae, II, Taurini 1949, 

9 HANNAH ARENDT, The Human Cond/Hon, Chicago 1958, 309. 
lO Redemptor homint's) 15. 
11 Ibid. 
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a proportional development of morals and ethics»12. Despite the immense 
technological and sdentific progress which man has made throughout the 
centuries and particularly in the twentieth century, the development of 
man as man is problematic. «C .. ) The question keeps coming back with 
regard to what is most essential - whether in the context of this pro· 
gress man, as man, is becoming truly better, that is to say more mature 
spiritually, more aware of the dignity of his humanity, more responsible, 
more open to others ... » 13. If we address the essential question, it seems 
that man as man is not ptogressing, but rather regressing. We observe 
constantly man's exploitation of nature, his domination of others, the in· 
humanity of man to mano So, we can ultimately say that not only is man's 
cali to life thwarted by fear - fear that that which he has produced 
will one day turn its back on him and destroy him and his world -, but 
also by a culture of death and violence. It has been written that there is 
a «death·instinct at work in our history», a «secret·hatred which man has 
in his heart for himself and for others» - a hatred which is «remediable 
only through the divinely ordained affection for his own person and for 
his own neighbor» 14. If man has become depersonalized, dehumanized, if 
contemporary man has a tendency of objectifying the other, of redudng 
him to an object for his own advantage or' pleasure, it is u1timately be· 
cause the Nietzschean death of God has brought about the crisis of man 
and with this the crisis of the universe. As Kolakowski has put it: «A 
world that has forgotten about God has forgotten the distinction between 
good and evil, has converted human life into something without meaning 
and has dtowned it in nihilism»1'. So, «the tragedy of our time consists 
in the evaporation of our religious heritage» 16, in the oblivion that man 
is fundamentally religious, because he is radically related to the Source of 
ali being. 

This oblivion of Being has its roots, I believe, in an intellectual op· 
tion: the history of philosophy shows us how often thinkers have opted 
for immanentism over against realism 17. Once being is reduced to con· 
sdousness, once man becomes the measure of ali things, then he no 
longer lets things be, bis intellect no longer conforms itself to things as 
they are; such an attitude leads inevitably to a manipulation of reality, 
because man's intellectual activity has been reduced to a mere construc· 
tion or transformation. Man's knowing, man's contemplating, becomes a 

12 Ibid. 
n Ibid. 
14 GEORGE N. SHUSTER, Introduction to The Idea 01 a University, Garden City (NY) 

1959, 27·28. 
15 LESZEK KOLAKOWSKI, La FIlosofia de la Modernidad, in «Nuestro Tiempo», October 

1985, 112. 
16 Ibid. 
17 Cfr CARLOS CARDONA, Meta/fsica de la Opci6n Intelectual, Madrid 1973. 
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doing, a making, a constructive processo In immanentism, therefore, action 
takes precedence over contemplation. And man as consciousness, - as the 
subject, in which the Absolute is inevitably absorbed. Al! of modern 
philosophy attests to the absorption of the- Absolute within consciousness. 
If God is transphenomenaI, then as Kant affirms, on the theoreticai Ievel, 
reason cannot attain to the existence of God, but since the existence of 
God is a necessity for praticaI reason, then God is found in out own 
morai consciousness. In Kant there is no real knowledge of God's exis­
tence, only faith in that He exists: the existence of God is posited from 
and in the subject, such. that the existence of the Absolute depends on 
the subject. It is not surprising, therefore, that in Hegel the Absolute is 
reduced to man' s selfconsciousness, that the Absolute is spirit, that the 
spirit is deified. Now, the deification of spirit, the excess of rationalism, 
as we might cail it, encounters a vehement reaction in materialist and 
existentialist anthtopology. If thc real was once equaLed wttb the l'arional, 
in thinkers such as Nietzsche, Schopenhauer, and others, the reaI, being, 
becomes will to life, to Iove, to power. The will to life, having as it does, 
its roots in naturalism, Ieads inevitably to man' s anguish before his own 
finite being. The emphasis is once again on man' s action: on what he 
does, on what he produces, he is even responsible for his own self-crea­
tion; and such responsibility is no doubt filled with anxiety. We see then 
in rationalism, as in the philosophy of life which followed, that reality as 
such is no Ionger stressed, but rather ,reality as being dependent either on 
the thinking subject or on the willing subject. However, there is a third 
element, namely affectivity, which plays an important role here, for today, 
+"n..,.-.h T"'''' r.H-a.n T'h"", ,.."..,1 ;s ero .. ..,t-A..-t ~n;r'h ~u'h>";lt- S<lf-iStipS nL",,,sPS .-. .. rn ...... n""s 
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us; as a restÙt, reality becomes dependent on the affective, emotionai sub­
ject. When affectivity takes precedence over will and reason, what we see 
is that the end of man' s actions becomes pleasure. Man lives for pleasure, 
To reduce man's life to pleasure is indeed to completely ignore what and 
who man is, and consequent1y to opt against realism, wmch inteilectuai 
option Ieads us, as was stated above, to an oblivion of being (and Being). 
Certainly, modernism, post-modernism, do not provide substantiai answers 
for man's life, for true progress, for society, There is, no doubt, a great 
need for a new sensitivity, for a new awareness of what and who man is, 
We have need of a new humanism which John Paul II has termed a 
«transcendent humanism», Modern philosophy has so recognized the au­
tonomy of the substance that man is, that we are perhaps suffering from 
an over-substantialization of man, to the detriment of his relatedness to a 
Transcendent Being, wmch is not only his cause but his very reason for 
being. Karoi Wojtyla - John Paul II emphasizes the relatedness of man, 
without which man's life, his actions, ultimately become devoid of mean­
ing. 
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II. THE PERSON AS THE SUBJECT AND OBJECT OF ACTION 

As we have already stated above, Karol Wojtyla - John Paul II's 
thought is personalistic, Now, personalism is not a theoretical science 
about the person, Its meaning is, above all, praticaI and ethical, for 
which reason in his book The Acting Person, Wojtyla deals with the per­
son as the subject and object of his or her own acting, Yet, this parti cu­
lar work of Wojtyla has not only an ethical meaning, ut primarily, in fact, 
an anthropological meaning, for through a hermeneutics that is ontologi­
cal, Wojtyla wants to see how human acts reveal man and the unity of 
man, His method is essentially different from that of modern philosophers 
whose insistence is on how man reveals himself through his thinking, 
Once undue emphasis is placed on man' s thinking, then as we tried to 
show above, human activity, consciousness, or subjectivity become the 
foundation of being, and ultimately man's freedom has no other founda­
tion than the conscious subject, 

Wojtyla follows the c1assical notion of the person as an individuaI 
subsistent being with a rational nature, The fact that man has a rational 
nature indicates a peculiar way of being-in-the-world, that is, as a know­
ing and willing being, This rationalism of man also points to what we 
might cali interiority: man is not just an animaI who responds to stimuli 
(an external type of behavior), who acts through impulse or instinct, but 
rather is a being who possesses a reflexive capa city, who is able to judge, 
to reflect about his own judgment, to ask the why of a certain situation 
and to solve problems 18, Man is more than just an animaI of necessities: 
he is not constrained or limited by practical needs, The reflexive capacity 
of man opens up his world: he is not enclosed within a fixed world, 
Man is capable, therefore, of a non-utilitarian attitude, We might say that 
man's rational knowing powers make him an immanent being who trans­
cends himself. In addition, within a c1assical framework, the person is in­
communicable, This incommunicability refers to the independence which 
the person has with respect to his actions, Because the person possesses 
free will and is, therefore, master of himself, no one else can will for the 
person l', At the moment of making a decision, of exercising one' s free­
dom, there is a «drama» that goes on in man, The person's act of will­
ing cannot be substituted by anyone else' s, 

Since it is the very person who wills to will and wills to think, the 
person is then the subject of his actions, However, he can also be the 
object of an action, In Love and Responsibility, Wojtyla discusses the 
meanings of the verb «to use», and shows how the person can become 

18 KAROL WO]TYLA, Love and Responsibility, trans. by H.T. WILLETTS, New York 1981, 
22-23, 

19 Ibid" 24, 
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the object of another's action, when we use others for personal interests, 
benefits, etc. The person then becomes a means to an end, an instru­
ment, and is not treated as an end in himselPo. This attitude is, of 
course, common in our utilitarian society. When we use persons, we are 
seeking a particular good, we subordinate the olher for our own good. 
As an antidote to this attitude, Wojtyla suggests love, not merely an emo­
tional love, buta love which is the unification of persons. In love, in­
stead of seeking a particular good, what is sought is a common good 
which unites persons. Man is able to love to the extent that he seeks a 
good together with others and subordinates himself to that good for the 
sake of others, or to others for the sake of that good 21. This can be sim­
ply put by saying that my good is caught up with the common good: I 
cannot realize myself without inserting myself within a community, and 
thus serving others, giving of myself. In further discussing the significance 
of the verb «to lise», Wojtyla indicates that Oui acts of knowing and 
willing are accompanied by emotional overtones, by positive or negative 
charges, the positive being pleasure and the negative, pain". In the sex­
ual realm, for example, the pleasure which accompanies the sexual act, 
when isolated, is a perfect example of the hedonist, utilitarian attitude. 
When pleasure alone is sought in the sexual act, there is enjoyment not 
only of the other, and consequently, an objectification of the other, but 
also enjoyment of the self in the other, so that the other becomes a 
means for satisfying one's own desires. Pleasure, not happiness, then be­
comes the end of man' s actions. The person is therefore seeking a purely 
subjective good, not an objective good. In order to do away with the 
utilitarian norro, which does not recognize any value other than that of 
pleasure, Wojtyla says that we have to substilute the personalistic norm, 
that is, the norm of love 2J. The reason for this norm is found in the act 
of creation itself, which is an act of love, a gratuitous gift. God creates 
man from and far love. It is precisely this love which enables man to li­
berate himself far something greater than the self. T o remain within the 
self is to narrow one' s horizons, one' s very life, whereas to go beyond the 
self in love and self-giving is to enter into the full meaning of life. «The 
only escape from this otherwise inevitable egoism is by recognizing 
beyond any purely subjective good, i.e. beyond pleasure, an objective 
good, which can also unite persons, and thereby acquire the characteris­
tics of a common good. Such an objective common good is the founda­
tion of love, and individuaI persons, who jointly choose a common good, 
in doing so subject themselves lO il. Thanks to il they are united by a 

20 Ibid., 26-27. 
2! Ibid., 28-29. 
22 lbid., 31-32. 
23 lbid., 40-41. 
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true, objective bond of love which enables them to liberate themselves 
from subjectivism and from the egoism which it inevitably conceals»24. 
Now, to reduce life to pleasure is, as has been suggested before, to settle 
for an ever-shrinking concept of mano man, who is meant to live, is in­
evitably led to self-destruction. 

As Wojtyla analyzes the person in action, the complexity and also 
the grandeur of man becomes evident. He wants to understand the acting 
person from the experience of man, from his very experience in action. 
And according to Wojtyla, we get at this experience of man through con­
sdousness - a consdousness, very different from its modern counterpart, 
since it reflects and interiorizes what is known; knowledge thus become 
the foundation for consdousness". Through an act of self-knowledge, 
man objectifies his action with respect to his person. He objectifies the 
fact that his action is the real acting of his person and not merely some­
thing that occurs within his person. His acting is a consdous and willed 
fact, and as such, will have a moral value. Everything that constitutes 
human action and is objectified through an act of self-knowledge becomes 
then the content of consciousness 26• When man acts, there are two diffe­
rent states that are given to consdousness; in the moment of efficacy, of 
effectiveness, I experience that I am the agent, that I am the cause; there 
is, at tbis moment, a concrete I that is experienced, the effective I, and 
a self-consdous cause of the action who is the person, he who is the ori­
gin of his action. This moment marks the transcendence of the person 
over his action, for he is the cause of his act. In the second moment -
the moment of subjectivity - I experience myself as a subject when 
something occurs in me. Now, the subject is, following Wojtyla's classical 
argumentation, the ontic support of a11 his actions. The subject is areaI 
being, so that action fo11ows on being. If something did not exist, then 
it could not be the subject of action. If man did not exist, then he 
would not rea11y act nor would anything occur in him 27. It is important 
to underline here that in identifying the man-person with the ontic sup­
port, Wojtyla emphasizes that the existence or esse of the person who is 
the subject of existence and action is strict1y personal and not merely in­
dividuaI (in the sense of an individualized nature). Consequently, human 
action is also persona]". The importance of this cannot be underesti­
mated, because of the value of action in shaping the person. In every ac­
tion, the relationship between the person and the will is made manifesto 
the will moves the person to act. This relationship is termed self-determi-

24 Ibid., 38. 
25 KAROL WOJTYLA, The Acting Person, trans, by ANDRZEJ POTOCKI, Dordrecht (Hol-

lanci) 1979, 35·36. 
26 Ibid., 38.39. 
27 Ibid., 73. 
28 Ibid., 74. 
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nation 29 ; now, self-determination presupposes self-possession'o. Only those 
things which are for man his possessions can be determined by him. And 
since man is in possession of himself, he can determine himself. Because 
of this self-determination, the person becomes an object for himself, since 
what is at stake here is the person's own determination. The person is, 
therefore, the primary object of his action. In each moment of self-deter­
mination, what is evident is the interplay between the person as subject -
the person who governs and possesses - and the person as object - as the 
one who is governed and possessed n. This objectification of the snbject 
does not have an intentional character, that is, the person is not an object 
which the will tends toward, as in the case of things which it wants and 
moves itself toward them in order to acquire them. I do not put myself 
before myself, as an object is before me. In self-determination, we do not 
direct ourselves to the subject (to the ego), as if it were an object; what 
happens is that I impart actuaZity to the objectivity of the ego". 'W"hen I 
want something (which is the intentional object of the will), I also deter­
mine myself. Only in this way, does the act of the will become an act of 
self-determination. It is predsely here where one enters into the whole rea­
lity of morality and moral values 33: when I choose that which is good, 
I myself become bettero That act of the will determines me. What self-de­
termination means, therefore, is that the act of the will, the choices, origi­
nate in and proceed from the subject, from the ego, and also return to 
tbat ego as to tbeir primary object. Tbe subject is formed in one way or 
anotber wben be desires an object or a valne of a certain type. Wojtyla 
says: «By forming bis ego in one way or anotber, man becomes someone 
01' someone e1se».'I4, This shows therefore tbe objectivity of the ego in 
self-determination. Tbe person, the I tbat is acting, experiences and is 
consdous tbat it is be wbo is being determined by bimself and tbat bis 
decisions make bim become someone who can be eitber good or bado In 
action, tbe subject tbus bas an experience of bimself as an objeet and 
also an experience of bis being tbe ontie support of bis own actions. 

Now, freedom is identical witb self-determination. Wojty1a contrasts 
tbe dynamism found in animals witb tbe dynamism cbaracteristic of man: 
governed by instinct, animals do not act, but ratber are activated". In 
animals, we may speak of orientation and direction as being necessary, 
rather than free and chosen. To be free means that there is a dependence 

29 Ibid., 105-106. 
'0 Ibid., 107. 
"Ibid., 108-109. 
" IbM., 109. 
33 IbM. 
34 Ibid 110. 
35 Ibii: 116. 
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on me self wim respect to the dynamization of the very subject, and an 
interior independence of the I with respect to intentional objects of the 
act of the will'6 Freedom presupposes a concrete ego, who is both the 
subject and also the object determined by the acts of the will. Freedom 
is thus grounded in the reality of man; there is an ontic support for 
man's free activity, unlike what would be held within Kantianism". In 
addition, within a classical framework, freedom is the capa city of the will 
to move itself by itself toward the good which reason presents to it. So, 
we see here that the will, though not cognitive in and of itself, depends 
on knowledge of the truth. The will's interior reference to the trmh and 
its dependence on the truth explains man's independence in the inten­
tional realm, that is, his independence in his relationship to objects. Be­
cause of this dependence on the truth, the will is independent with re­
spect to objects and their presentation. This reference to the truth ac­
counts for the person' s ascendency with respect to his own dynamism. 
Wojtyla calls this ascendency, this transcendence of the person with re­
spect to his structural limits - which is the very exercise of his freedom 
- vertical transcendence". 

To sum up, we could say that when a person realizes an action, be 
actualizes himself, realizes himself. Because of self-determination, an action 
penetrates within the very ego. In this way, man is brought to his. own 
actualization, the self-realization of man leads to his happiness; is almost 
identical with man's being happy. To realize oneself is to realize the 
good, by which the person becomes good or is good. If one realizes 
one's freedom in truth, then the person realizes himself. Where this reali­
zation of freedom in truth takes pIace is in man' s very conscience. Woj­
tyla insists that conscience is the condition necessary for man's realization 
in action, since it is in conscience that truth is presented as normative: 
the person actualizes himself, becomes good and is happy, when he sees 
as his duty and carries out the duty realizing the truth in his actions. 
Now, conscience does not create its own norms - as would have Kant 
- but rather discovers them in the objective order of morality'9. Man 
discovers the truth as imprinted on his very nature, so that in following 
the truth, one might say that he is being called to the truth, and it is 
precisely in accomplishing the truth, in responding to it, that the person 
transcends himself in action. It is interesting to note how Wojtyla em­
phasizes the truth as me basis for the person' s transcendence in action 
and also as the condition for the rightful exercise of freedom. This is so 

36 Ibid., 117-118. 
37 Ibid" cfr note 40, 309. Wojtyla speaks here of Kant's theory of a priori freedom, 

which 1s suspended, as it were, in the void, without having a real structure to sustain it. 
38 Vertical transcendence is, in Wojtyla, opposed to horizontal transcendence, that is, 

the going out toward objects in knowledge. 
39 WOrfYLA, op. di., 165. 
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beeause of man' s spiritual nature which desires the truth. And yet, the 
person reaehes beyond nature, sinee as we have just said, in responding 
freely to the truth, the person transeends himself. The form of man's !ife, 
of his existenee, is therefore the form of transeendenee. Man as a person 
lives and is realized within the perspective of his transeendenee'o. 

Action ean be said to be for the person, if we understand that 
through action the person realizes himself. Action, as Wojtyla says, is at 
the service of the unity of the person. In self.determination, man governs 
himself, but this is only the first aspect, for the second aspect, also imo 
portant, is that he who governs himself is subordinated to himself. To be 
in possession of the self and to be subordinated are elements of the same 
structure, that is, of the integration of the person in action. This aspect 
of integration eomplements the transcendence of the person in action, 
since without this integration, the transcendence is, as it were, suspended 
in a structural vacuum 41

• A person cannot govern himseif if he does not 
subordinate himself to that governance. It is impossible to have an active 
possession of oneself without a passive response within the person 42. The 
importance of this integration of the person in action lies in the 
psychosomatic unity of mano If the integration does not take piace, then 
the subjectivity of the person will be realized, but not his effeetiveness. 
The subordination of the subjective I to the transcendent I - the synthe· 
sis of subjectiveness and effectiveness - leads to the unity of man as a 
psychosomatic being. Now, the psychosomatic dynamism of man influ· 
ences him in his choiees of values. Man's sensitivity - that spontaneous 
movement to a eertain value beeause of emotions - shollid be accom· 
panled by lruib j[ it 1s reaUy lo choose a positIve v'alue, lO see Lhe au~ 
thentic value of an object. Many times, we will have to act upon values 
not felt or perhaps realize an aetion against our feelings. Where sponta· 
neous attraetion or repulsion and moral decision are eoncerned, the intel· 
leet must intervene and present the good and the truth to the will, so 
that the will aet intelligently and not merely led by emotions. There is a 
tension whieh arises between spontaneous emotivity· and self·determina· 
tion, wherein we see the problem of integration and eertainly the need 
for formation of eharacter and practice of virtue". It is precisely virtue 
which proposes to subordinate the spontaneous emotivity of the ego to 
its self·determination, and thus to subordinate subjectivity to the transeen· 
dent effectiveness of the person". However, as Wojtyla notes, it is not a 
question of suppressing emotivity bui rather of making better use of it. 
Virtue fortifies the will in such a way that the will may spontaneously 

,o Ibid., 181. 
41 Ibid., 190, 
42 Ibid. 
4J Ibid" 251.252, 
44 Ibid" 253, 
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refer itself to the truth and thus choose the real good 45. It seems evident 
that in both integration and in self-determination or in vertical transcen­
dence, reference to the truth is essentia!. Perhaps we could say more em­
phatically that without reference to the truth there is no integration, and 
since integration complements self-transcendence, disintegration con­
sequent!y affects the transcendence of the person in action. If in living, 
man is meant to transcend himself, to freely respond to the truth, then 
integration becomes essentia!. A disintegrated person is incapable of gov­
erning and possessing himself, and this incapacity prevents him from ulti­
mateIy subordinating himself to the truth. Without reference to the truth, 
there is no real life for man, no authentic self-realization. 

To finish this section on the person and action, let us note with 
W ojtyla that the person, as a social being, realizes himself in acting with 
others, in pursuing with others a common good, and at times sacrificing 
himself for that common good - which sacrifice still permits his self­
realization. To act for the benefit of the whole, to realize one's part for 
the common good is, according to Wojtyla, to adopt the attitude of so­
lidarity, an intrinsic manifestation of the person's capacity for participa­
tion. When we complement the actions of others, we also realize ourseI­
ves. Now, the others in a community are not just fellow members of a 
community, but rather fellow human beings. We are interreIated more 
basically through our very humanity; for this reason, authentic participa­
tion is had when we share in the humanity of each man and when we 
follow the injunction of loving the others, for love is, as we stated previ­
ously, that personalistic norm which serves to unite persons, rather than 
to confront or alienate them, and thus ultimateIy perfects man' s par­
ticipatory ability. Man is most able to participate with his fellow human 
beings when he loves them 46. 

III. MAN AS THE SUB]ECT OF TRuTH AND LOVE 

We have tried thus far to emphasize that man's life cannot be re­
duced to pleasure, for such an understanding of man' s !ife is derived 
from a forgetfulness of what and who man is. A study of man's actions 
reveals his very spirituality - the fact that he is a rational being, en­
dowed with free will: when man performs that which he knows to be 
true, he becomes more a man, a better mano Yet, when we referred to 
the fact that the glory of God is that man !ive, we mean that man lives 
not only by performing his proper operations - knowing the truth and 

45 Ibid. 
46 See Part IV of The Acting Person, 00 participation. 
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willing the good , by living a good and truthful life, but also by living 
a divine life. This new life - divine life - to which man is called is not 
equivalent to mere ethical goodness. We are speaking here of a life not 
only in conformity with reason, not merely upright in a radonal sense, 
but rather of a Iife in which man attains to a perfection which is greater 
than mere rational perfection. 

The adherence to the personalistic norm, as opposed to the utilita­
rian norm, is the first step in creating a more expansive concept of man's 
life. As we have already seen, according to the utilitarian norm, we use 
things or persons as means to an end, which is a subjecdve good, the 
good of our own ego. The utilitarian norm has, to a great extent, become 
the standard for man's behavior, due also to the great technological ad­
vancements which have been made, and which promote man' s well-being, 
but also lead to materialism and hedonism: an inordinate search for plea­
sure, for comfort, for the accumuiadon of goods. The development of 
man is then measured in terms of technology, more than in terms of 
ethics: having more takes precedence over being more, the question of 
production or quantity becomes more important than the question of per­
fecrion or quality. In order to counteract this situation which deviates 
man from his end, Wojtyla thus calls for a return to the person as re­
lated to... and to the personalistic norm. A need for radical thought in 
this area is to be promoted: technology must be sustained by wisdom -
a knowledge of the last cause and also of the first cause". If there is a 
deviation from man's end, from the final end and cause, this is due ulti­
mately to the fact that there is also a devia don, or forgetfulness, of the 
first cause, of man's beginning. 

John Paul II, in his writings on theology of the hody, proposes to 
devolop an «adequate anthropology», «which tries to understand and in­
terpret man in what is essentially human» 48. Now, it seems interesting to 
us that this sort of anthropology should be termed «adequate». Is there 
not perhaps an allusion, in the use of this term, to the medieval defini­
tion af the ttuth as adaequatio rei et intellectus? We helieve there is, for 
the goal of this anthropology is the truth about man. To establish this 
«adequate anthropology», which is also a Christian anthropology, John 
Paul II proceeds by referring to the very origin of man, to his «begin­
ning», as is set down in Revelation. The fundamental truth about man is 
that he is created in the image and likeness of God. When man is refer­
red to as having been made in the image of God, we generally refer to 
his spiritual operations, knowing and willing, through which man, it has 
been mendoned, most properly mirrors God. However, John Paul II re­
fers not merely to this aspect, but also to the fact that in man's very 

47 This knowledge can on1y be had through metaphysics, 
48 JOHN PAUL II, OriginaI Unity 01 Man and Woman, Boston 1981, 101. 
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body is found the image of God: man, in his dual dimension of male 
and female, bears from the very «beginning» the divine image imprinted 
on his body; «man and woman constitute, as it were, two different ways 
of the human "being a body" in the unity of that image» 4'. 

Before we continue to elaborate on how the body expresses. the per­
son, and how in man's very corporality, he is similar to God, let us turn 
briefly to a newcriterion which John Paul II introduces for understan­
ding and interpreting man as he is related to the Creator: the «hermeneu­
tics of the gift». This dimension of the gift is at the very heart of crea­
tion and, according to John Paul II, is decisive for «the essential truth 
and depth of meaning of the originaI solitude-unity-nakedness»50. Now, 
God creates by cal!ing to existence from nothingness. He creates not out 
of need, but because of love. So, when God beholds what He has 
created, He sees that it is good: only love gives a beginning to the good 
and delights in the good. Creation, therefore, in its most radical and fun­
damental meaning, is a gift, a giving in which the gift comes into being 
precisely from nothingness. The concept of giving does not refer here to 
nothingness, but rather indicates the one who gives and the one who re­
ceives the gift, and also refers to the relationship that is established be­
tween them 51• This relationship emerges at the very moment of the crea­
tion of man: «God created man in his own image, in the image of God 
he created him» (Gn 1:27). The very term <dmage» indicates relation 
to... Within the whole account of the origins of the world, the creation 
of man is the culminating point: everything that is made before man is 
made for mano The only creature that is willed for its own sake is man, 
everything else is ordered to and for mano «Creation is a gift, because 
there appears in it man who, as the "image of God", is capable of un­
derstanding the very meaning of gift in the cal! from nothingness to exi­
stence. And he is capable of answering the Creator with the language of 
this understanding»". Man appears then in creation as the one who re­
ceived the world as a gift, and it can also be added that the world re­
ceived man as a gift 53. For the perfection of the universe, there was need 
of intel!ectual beings, who could respond to the Creator with the lan­
guage of the gift-giving themselves and returning, giving back, in a sense, 
al! that they had received to the Creator. But, the real culminating point 
in the whole account of Genesis, according to John Paul II, is the recei­
ving of the orher as a gift: man-male receives the female as a gift. 

This hermeneutics of the gift which John Paul II proposes in order 
to show the relationship between that which is created and the Creator, 

49 Ibid., 102. 
50 Ibid. 
51 Ibid 103-104. 
52 Ibii' 104. 
" IMi' 
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and the gift which the female supposes for the man-male, is meant to 
shed light on the indissolubility of martiage, by returning to the very ori­
gin of mano The account of the beginning of man shows us how man is 
created in a state of originaI innocence and how through the loss of this 
innocence man enters into the mystery of redemption, into the history of 
salvation. Redemption does not pretend to return man to his originaI in­
nocence, but rather to acquire for man a new state of perfection, a new 
Iife. «[ManJ is, therefore, not only dosed, because of his sinfulness, with 
regard to originaI innocence - but is at the same time open to the mys­
tery of redemption, which was accomplished in and through Christ»". As 
Paul notes in Romans, historical man Iives in the expectancy of the redem­
ption of his body. dt is precisely this perspective of the redemption of 
the body that guarantees the continuity and unity between the hereditary 
state of man's sin and his originaI innocence, although this innocence 
was, historicaliy, 10st by him irremediabìy»". 

If we turn now to an analysis of the beginning of man, the first 
point which we wish to consider is the significance of man's originaI soli­
tude. This solitude has two meanings: one derived from man's very na­
ture, from his humanity, and the other derived from the male-female re­
lationship". Man is conscious of being alone through his very body: he 
is a body among other bodies, but he is separated from these bodies in 
that he is a person, for the body of man expresses who he is. Unlike the 
other beings around him, man is called to subdue and master the earth, 
to have dominion over il. It is man who names everything in creation; this 
capacity to name things is derived from his understanding of things; man 
1$ an lntellectual being who knows that no other thing is similar to him; 
his knowledge of who he is is deduced from the knowledge of what he 
is noto In addition, on receiving the injunction not to eat the forbidden 
tree lest he die, man experiences that he is a free being, capable of de­
termining himself: that «living being» who is man is Iiable to non-exis­
tence. We see then that man is distinct from other beings: having been 
created in the image of God, man is related to God, and he is alone in 
this. The distinction and relatedness of man accounts for the transcen­
dence peculiar to the person: only a being like himself can complement 
him. Consequently, it can be said that man is alone not only because he 
is unlike other beings around him, but especially because there is no 
other being Iike him. So, we find in Genesis: <<It is not good that man 
should be alone; I will make him a helper fit for him» (2:18). The crea­
tion of the woman takes pIace, as we know, while man is asleep. John 
Paul II insists that this sleep indicates a passage from non-being to being, 

54 lbid., 38. 
" lbid., 39. 
56 Ibid., 44. 
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a return to the moment prior to creation. And from this sleep, solitary 
man emerges in his double unity as male and female". The woman is 
created like him, on the basis of the same humanity: there is a soma/ie 
homogeneity, which is expressed in the words: «This at last is bone of 
my bones and flesh of my flesh» (Gn 2:23). The male and the female are 
both physica1ly and personally complementary. They have the same 
human nature, and yet are !Wo distincf corporeal and personal ways of 
being. «Knowledge of man passes through masculinity and femininity, 
which are, as it were, !Wo "incarnations" of the same metaphysical so­
Htude, before God and the world - !Wo ways, as it were, of "being a 
body" and at the same time a man, which complete each other - !Wo 
complementary dimensions, as it were, of self-consciousness and self-deter­
mination and, at the same time, !Wo complementaty ways of being con­
scious of the meaning of the body»". We see then more c1early that 
man's originaI solitude has to do with the non-identification of his hu­
manity with the rest of the world. With the help of the woman, man as 
male recognizes his own humanity. We have here the existence of the 
person for the person; from the very beginning of man, he is made to 
live in communion with the other; in this way, he mirrors that eommunio 
personarum, so characteristic of the Divine Persons: « ... man became the 
"image and likeness of God" not only through his oV/n humanity, but 
also through the communion of, persons which man and woman form 
right from the beginning»". 

Now, man's awareness of himself, of his own humanity, is carried 
out through a perception of the world which is brought about directly by 
means of the body: man discovers his humanity through an «exteriot» 
perception, which is expressed by means of physical nakedness. To this 
«exteriot» perception corresponds the interior participation in the vision 
of the Creator Himself: when God created everything, He saw that it was 
ali good, The male and the female participate in this vision, for which 
reason their nakedness could not originally be a source of shame. It is 
precisely because they share in God' s vision of the world that they can 
be one for the other a gift. Ali that is created is given through love, and 
it is this lave, as was previouly stated, which gives rise to the good. The 
naked body, in its masculinity and femininity, seen then as good, as a 
gift, brings about that communion of persons, whereby each becomes a 
gift for the other. The originaI meaning of nakedness is, therefore, ac­
cording to John Paul II, «nuptiab: the meaning of the body is under­
stood as a result of the communion of persons; they «communicate» in 
the fullness of humanity through their very complementariness as male 

" Ibzd., 64, 
58 Ibid" 79, 
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and femaléo. Through the naked body then, male and female communi­
cate and thus become united one to the other; there is here mutuaI do­
nation. Now, John Pau! II insists that man realizes his essence by existing 
«with someone», by being «for someone». That is why ·to communicate 
with the other, to live in union with, means to give oneself. «The com­
munion of persons means existing in a mutuaI "for", in a relationship of 
mutuaI gift»61. In being cal!ed to existence, man is actual!y being cal!ed 
to give; for this reason, we may say that man discovers himself only in a 
sincere giving of himself62. 

Let us Iook now briefly at the counterpart of that participation of 
man in the vision of God: male and female were naked, and yet were 
not ashamed, because they shared in God's vision of creation as good. 
Once this state of originaI innocence is Iost, a new situation arises which 
brings with it a new experience of the body: they are ashamed at their 
nakedness. Shame limits man' s vision and penetrates the very interiority 
of man: <df "shame" brings with il a specific limitation in seeing by 
means of the eyes of the body, this takes pIace above al! because per­
sonal intimacy is, as it were, disturbed and almost "threatened" by this 
sight» 6'. This experience of shame alters the relationship to the other: 
the other is no longer willed for his or her own sake, as he or she is 
willed by the Creator, as an objective good, but rather as a subjective 
good; the subject is reduced here to an object. The nuptial meaning of 
the body - that gift of self - is fol!owed by an experience which im­
pedes the person from giving himself freely. Once shame is experienced, 
the vision had of the other is distorted because it no longer participates 
in the originaI vÌsÌon cf the myster-y cf creation. The man anci tbe woman 
cease IO enjoy the whole truth concerning the creation of man, that is, 
that man is the on1y creature willed for his own sake and that he finds 
himself only in self-giving. 

Now, the nakedness of the male and the femaleis original!y an ex­
pression of their freedom from the constraints of their own body and 
sex. The naked body of the female manifests the person - that sole 
being in the world who can complement the male in his humanity. The 
human body, in its sexuality, in its masculinity and femininity, arising 
from creative love and mirroring that love, thus includes the capacity of 
expressing love - that love by which the man-person becomes a gift for 
the other and is likewise affirmed in his personhood. The man and the 
woman are able IO give themselves precisely because they are free from 
shame, because they are masters of themselves, that is, in controi of 
themselves. It is, in effect, thisfreedom, which makes possible the nuptial 

60 Ib,d., 100. 
61 Ibid., 107-108. 
62 Ibtd., 115. 
6' Ibid., 100. 
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meaning of the body. At this point, it should be more than evident that 
the human body reveals a value which surpasses the physical leve! of sex­
uality: the other, in his naked body, is accepted as willed for himself, as 
a person loved, meant to enter into relationship with, as the very image 
of God. In the state of originai innocence, shame has no piace, for the 
man-male accepts the other as a gift, as a result of God's creative love. 
Man's originai innocence, in which he is able to correspond to the lan­
guage of the gift, is founded in his participation in God's own interior 
life, in His very holiness". The man and the woman, in their reciprocal 
gli of each other, in the state of the grace of originai innocence, become 
a sign of the mystery of divine life, which is the mystery of truth and 
10ve65

• Man not only has his source in holiness, but is also created for 
holiness, for the gift of his person, which so characterizes the life of the 
Divine Persons. From the very beginning of man, Erom that state of orig­
inai innocence, can be deduced that man in his entire being - both 
body and soul - is called to live. As John Paul II puts it: «And al­
tough, very soon, the horizon oE sin and death is extended over that 
originai Eeast (Gn 3), yet right Erom the mystery of creation we already 
draw a first hope: that is, that the fruit of the divine economy of truth 
and love, which was revealed "at the beginning", is not death, but life, 
and not so much the destruction of the body of the man created "in the 
image of God", as rather the "call to glory" (cfr Rm 8:30»>". It is in­
teresting, moreover, to note how the union of the man and the woman 
mirror the divine life: the union that takes piace between the two is de­
fined as knowledge and the fruÌ! of this union is a gift. The beginning of 
man, in the originai state of innocence, shows us, therefore, how the man 
and the woman are so deeply immersed in the mystery of creation, as 
known and willed by God, and in the very mystery of the divine life. 

The loss of originai innocence - the state of sin - confers on 
nakedness, as we have seen above, a new meaning; nakedness becomes a 
source of shame; there also arises in the man and in the woman a sense 
of fear before God. Man is, as it were, stripped of participation in the 
gli; he is alienated from that creative love which had given rise to the 
gift. He thus loses the originai certainty which was born in the human 
body itself of being the image of God. The body ceases here to draw 
upon the power of the spirit, and it is precisely this power of the spirit 
which raised man to the leve! of image of God. Thè body then becomes 
a center of resistance to the spirit and threatens the very unity of the 
man-person ". There arises, as is evident, an interior imbalance in man, 
which is manifested precise!y through immanent shame. The experience of 

64 Ibid., 123. 
65 Ibtd., 143-144. 
"Ibid., 145. 
67 JOHN PAUL II, Blessed Are The Pure 01 Heart, Boston 1983, 50-51. 
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shame indicates that man has dosed himself, his very heart, to what 
comes from God, from the Father, and has opened it lO what comes 
from the world. Man is ashamed of his body, precisely because of lust, 
which is a new way of looking - a look which corresponds to a desire, 
to an interior act. No longer does man participate in God's vision, 
knowledge of things, which is to see that ali is good; man sees, looks, at 
the woman in a different way, which no longer corresponds to the origi­
naI vision of the world, to the originaI truth of the world. 

In this state of privadon, as it were; the difference of the sexes was 
not understood, as il was originally meant, in their complementariness, 
but rather as an element of mutuaI confrontadon of the persons. The 
shame that they experience manifests «the loss of the originaI certainty 
that the human body, through its masculinity and femininity, is precisely 
the "substratum" of the communion of person»68. The body in its naked-

• 1 l' • ,. ,1 <">1 ·r..1 ness 18 no lOnger acceptea In ltS personal trurn. ,)Dame manlIeSIS, InereM 

fore, that man has detached himself from the love in which he originally 
participated. Man's heart then becomes «a battleHeld between lust and 
love»". Lust threatens the originaI gift of self, in such a way that the 
body ceases to express the person; man is «depersonalized», for he be­
comes an object for the other. There is no freedom in giving, since COI1-

cupiscence reduces man's self-control. If man does not possess self-mas­
tery, then he cannot give himself freely. The body becomes, therefore, an 
object of lust, an object to be appropriated. We have here the loss of the 
nuptial meaning of the body: «The reladonship of the gift is changed 
into the relationship of appropria don» 70. When the other is thus reduced 
to an objcct, thc attitudc of msn before the other is one cf enjoyment, 
and «disinterested giving is excluded from selfish "enjoyment"» ". Lust 
thwarts the originaI cali of man, which is, in the final analysis, a cali to 
communion by mutuaI giving. 

Now, as we have said before, lust expresses itself in a look, and this 
look expresses a deeper reality, what is in the very heart of man, in his 
very interiority and intimacy. Since there has ofren been established a 
comparison between sight and knowledge, we might say that the look 
which harbors lust is equivalent to <dustful knowledge» 72. Lust is, there­
fore, an <<intentional "reducdon", almost a restriction or c10sing down of 
the horizon of mind and heart» ". The value of the woman is reduced: 
she becomes an object that can please the desire for sexuality74. We have 
here the precedence of the utilitarian norm over the personalistic norm: 

68 Ibid., 58. 
6' Ibid., 75. 
70 Ibid., 77. 
" Ibid., 83. 
72 Ibid., 127. 
"Ibid., 126. 
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the use of the other to satisfy sexual needs versus the communion of per­
sons, the reduction of the other to an object versus the recognition of 
the other as a person. If it is true then that lust frustrates man's call to 
communion, it is, nonetheless, true that man' s heart is called to the good. 
Man's heart, the inner man, is precisely the seat where the drama of 
values takes pIace The heart is called to the truth and to love, for such 
is its beginning; it is called to self-control, to the mastery of instincts, for 
its origin is the peaceful gaze of God's creative love. The Creator «has 
written in the heart of both the gift of communion, that is, the mysteri­
ous reality of His image and likeness» 75. The heart is, in effect, called to 
be pure, and for John Paul II, to live purity means to live a life accord­
ing to the Spirito It means te free oneself from selfishness so as te free 
oneself for a sincere giving of self. However, J ohn Paul II does not advo­
cate a return to the state of originaI innocence, for the truth about his­
torical man is that he also sinned and was redeemed. Redemption is also 
redemption of the body. According to the Pauline doctrine on the body, 
it is not merely the human spirit which accounts for the dignity of the 
human body, but more importantly the indwelling of the Holy Spirit in 
the soul and body of mano «The fruit of the redemption is, in fact, the 
Holy Spirit, who dwells in man and in his body as a tempIe. In this 
Gift, which sanctifies every man, the Christian receives himself again as a 
gift from God. And this new, double gift is binding» 76. Man's body is 
therefore, as it were, not his own. «The redemption of the body involves 
the institution, in Christ and through Christ, of a new measure of the 
holiness of the body» 77. Man is «the subject of holiness» ", initiated 
from and destined for holiness. In order thus to become aware of the 
value of his body, freed through redemption from the bonds of sin, man, 
his very heart, must open itself to purity, that is, to life according to the 
Spirito What we see here, in effect, is a new understanding of man's life. 

If we introduce now the eschatelogical dimension of the redemption 
of the body, the fact that the body itself will resurrect, we enter into the 
very fullness of humanity. In the resurrection of the body, there is, we 

74 lt is extremely important to emphasize the internaI aspect of lust in order to show 
that concupiscence deals not on1y with acts of the body, but a1so with acts of the interior 
mano For this l'eason, a man may commit adultery in his heart, and even when the woman 
at whom he looks lustful1y is his own wife. «A man who "looks with desire", that is, 
merely lustfully at his own wife, certainly cannot be said to "love" his wife and take up an 
attitude of donation towards her. In reality he does not love his wife, but himself, and he 
commits adultery precisely for this reason, because the destination of his own love, which 
has become selfishness, is different and mistaken». Blessed Are The Pure 01 Reart, ed. cit., 
152. 

75 Ibid., 195. 
76 Ibid., 244. 
77 Ibid., 245. 
78 Ibid., 252. 
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might say, a spiritualization of the body: the body is glorious, it cannot 
die, it is incorruptible, perfect (for the resurrection perfects the person: 
body and soul are united). In the resurrection, there is a new submission 
of the body to the Spirit; there is a divinization of humanity, for man, in 
his body and soul, is united to the vision of God. Man will experience 
there the perfection of communion, and as a result, the perfection of his 
own subjectivity. God gives Himself, and man gives himself fully. In this 
full participation in the life of God, man discovers himself. He has been 
called to communion of persons, and he can only know himself fully in 
this way79. This calI constitues an essential truth about mano We see then 
that man's life, from its beginning to its end, is meant to be lived in the 
communion of persons 80

• 

IV. THE SIGNlFICANCE OF MAN's SELF-REALIZATION 
(IN THE CONTEXT OF THE MYSTERY OF THE GIFT) 

In the second section of this artide, we spoke about self-realization 
or self-actualization: how action is for the person, how man determines 
himself either for the good or the bad each time be realizes an action. 
Acting in freedom and in truth, the person transcends himself and thus 
actualizes the ego. We are now, however, providing a new context for 
tbe question of man' s self-realization: we propose to see this topic in the 
context of «the mystery of the gift», or «the hermeneutics of the gift», 
introduced in section three, 

Before we discuss the meaning of the person's self-realization in 
terms of the gift, let us see first of al! what is generally understood today 
by self-realization and its counterpart in a metaphysics of mano Because 
of the utilitarian norm, so prevalent, as we have seen, today, the question 
of man's actualization is generally associated with self-pleasure and self­
gratification. No doubt this is a consequence of materialism, which is a 
reductionist view of what and who man is. Since we live in a consumer­
oriented society, self-realization is often discussed in terms of possessions, 
in terms of the «good life», rather than emphasizing the life wel!-lived 
and how this life ultimately enables man to be a man 01' more a mano 
Man is more than what we see: the body expresses the person, the body 

79 JOHN PAUL II, The The%gy 01 Marriage and Celibacy, Boston 1986, 41-43. 
80 This communion of persons is made manifest in marriage and procreation, Tbe em­

phasis here is 011 the duality of man, but since man is also «alone» before God, there also 
are cases in which man and woman will chaose virginity, celibacy. They tben become a sign 
of tbe Eaet that tbe body 1S directed to glorification, and therefore, a sign of the truth of 
man, of Christ. Tbrough tbis continence, which is understood far the sake of thc kingdom, 
man fulfills himself by becoming a «true gift to others». 
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includes, as bas heen noted, tbe capacity to express love and tbus to give 
itself. Witb materialism, we bave, tberefore, tbe denial of tbe personalistic 
and spiritual realm. It seems to us tbat it is precisely in order to coun­
teract tbis denial, tbat Wojtyla - J obn Paul II so empbasizes tbe person 
and bis spirituality: «A person differs from a tbing in structure and in 
degree of perfection. To tbe structure of tbe person belongs an "in­
terior", in wbicb we find tbe elements of spiritual life, and it is tbis tbat 
compels us to acknowledge tbe spiritual nature of tbe buman soul, and 
tbe peculiar perfectibility of tbe buman person. Tbis determines tbe value 
of tbe person»81. At tbe basis of tbe denial of man's spiritual nature is, 
in effect, atbeism denial of God, denial of tbe Spirit. Because of tbis 
radical denial, man is no longer viewed as a related being. Man is most 
often considered autonomous, bis own legislator, tbe source of ali law 
and ali justice. In today' sculture, tbere is, as a result of wbat we migbt 
cali a materialistic atbeism, a growing opposition between tbe flesb and 
tbe Spirit, between deatb and life, and yet, tbere is also areaI aspiration 
toward tbe Spirit, toward the giver of life 82

• Man is not a so-called 
finished product, with no one to whom he is indebted for bis being. If 
in contemporary times, we witness the uprooting of the person from his 
most profound nature, it is precisely because man has freed himself from 
the laws of the Creator and from the laws of nature. He has become the 
author of his own destiny, his own creator, as it were. 

In a classical anthropology or metapbysics of man, on the otber 
hand, the subject is in a teleological nature, tbat is, in a buman nature 
wbich tends toward its full realization. Tbe end of a being is its own ope­
rations; therefore, it can be said that tbe way man perfects bimself is by 
operating in accordance with his nature. To the extent tbat man perfects 
his potencies, he comes closer to his own actualization. The operation of 
eacb being, in addition to being eonsidered its end, is also the being' s 
good. Now, for man to aet rightly, in aeeordanee with the nature proper 
to him, he must know the truth and aet freely aeeording to the tl·uth: in 
bis aetions, man must affirm the trutb, making tbe truth present 8J. In this 
way, man realizes bimself. However, to the dimension of internaI finality 

that man be fully man through the perfeeting of his operations - a 
metaphysies of man will also add the dimension of external finality: God 
is tbe proper end of man's operations. So, we migbt, therefore, say that 
eaeh good aet, eaeh aet done in freedom and in the tl'uth, helps man to 
attain the final end, whieb is Goodness itself, tbe Trutb itself, that is, 
God. If external finality is thus eonsidered in the question of man' s self-

81 Lave and Responsibility, ed. eh., 121. 
82 Cfr JOHN PAUL II, Dominum et vivificantem. 
83 One cannot make the truth present, unless one loves it, that is, gives oneself to the 

truth. 
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realization, then when we say that man must act in accordance with the 
truth, we are ultimately saying that God has imprinted order, law, in ef­
fect, truth in the very nature of man and that consequently, man must 
follow the order inherent in nature. In addition, in a Christian anthropo­
logy, in order for man to arrive at his end, in order for man to realize 
himself, a model is given. Exemplarity is grounded in teleology. The 
mode! that is presented is the God-man, Christ. Within the Christian per­
spective, al! things are created in and through Christ; al! things have their 
beginning in Him; as such, they also have their end in Him. It is in­
teresting to note how in the Summa contra Centes, Thomas Aquinas be­
gins by saying that the end of the universe is the truth, because the truth 
is its very beginning. Since Christ refers to Himself as the Truth, what 
Aquinas says fits perfectly into an anthropology which gives Christ as 
man' s mode!. Within this perspective, we can therefore say that man 
realizes himseif by transcending himseif: he finds himself truìy in Christ. 
Man is meant, therefore, to live a divine life, to live in grace. Let us re­
cal! that in the state of originai innocence, man participated in this divine 
life because he participated in God' s vision of creation: man saw things 
as God saw them - as good; we might say here that God saw them in 
the Word, the Word which is the eternai thought of the Father, in which 
is contained al! that is, was, and will be, because God creates through 
His thought, through His Image and Son, which is, in effect, His Wis­
domo As we said before, it is not a question of returning to the state of 
originai innocence, for we cannot separate ourselves from the whole of 
salvific history, from the mystery of the Incarnation and the Redemption. 
For this reaSOD, when we say lhaL illan 18 called to Uve, we are actua1ly 
saying that he is meant to live in Christ. The statement, so powerful: 
«The glory of God is the living man, yet man's life is the vision of 
God» 84, attests to what we have just said. To speak of the vision of God 
is to speak also of the contemplation of the Truth. Man malces present 
the truth in his life when he loves it, when he gives himself to the truth. 
What we are trying to express here, is succinctly put in the fol!owing 
words: «For if man is the way of the Church, this way passes through 
the whole mystery of Christ, as man' s divine mode!. Along this way the 
Holy Spirit, strengthening in each of us "the inner man", enables man 
even more "ful!y to find himself through a sincere gift of self". These 
words of the Pastoral Constitution of the Council can be said to sum up 
the whole 01 Christian anthropolog;y (".)>>85. 

It seems to us, therefore, that in a Christian anthropology, se!f-reali­
zation can be termed self-donation. Man finds himself by giving himself 
because his very self, that is, his very being is a giving. In Lave and Re-

84 Domlnum et vivijicantem, 59, 
" Ibzd. 
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sponsibility, Wojtyla says: « ... the person fulfilis itself most effectively 
when it gives itself most fully,,86, and elsewhere, in this same text, we 
find: "Man has an inborn need of betrothed love, a need to give himself 
to another»87. This betrothed lave - in its sexual and personal aspects 
- prefigures the eternaI union with Him to which God calls mano In 
lave, man truly gives himself to the other, he surrenders himself to the 
one he loves. The person no longer wishes to be master of himself, of 
his own possessions; on the contrary, he surrenders his autonomy and in­
alienability. Lave entails this renunciation of the self. One loses oneself, 
only to find oneself in the other; one goes beyond the self and thus finds 
a richer existence in tbe other. We might call this the ek-static dimension 
of true love 88. 

This giving of self is in consonance with the dignity of the human 
person. Since man is made in the image and likeness of God, he is 
created as a related being. This relatedness of man mirrors the very life 
of God: the Persons of the Trinity are subsistent relations. Each one sub­
sists by itself, because each is a person, but each person is intimately re­
lated to the other. The three thus fol'm a communion of persons. Now, 
man as a related being, as a being in relationship with, is also meant to 
live in a communion of persons. Called to communion, he is thus called 
to the gift of self. To stay in oneself and not give the self would be to 
reduce man's very being, because his being, from its very origin, is a giv­
ing. So, it is evident that in order to understand the giving of self as 
proceeding from the very dignity of man, we have to return to the begin­
ning, as John Paul II does in his homilies on theology of the body. But, 
as we have indicated before, we should recognize that the beginning does 
not limit itself to man' s state of originaI innocence, but that it takes into 
consideration the fall of man and the promise of redemption. When con­
sidering the whole of salvific history, the fact that man's life is a giving, 
that he is called to give himself, is enriched within a Christological di­
mension, within the mystery of the Incarnation and the Redemption. 
« ... man discovers himself as belonging to Christ and discovers that in 
Christ he is raised to the status of a child of God, and so understands 
better his own dignity as man, precisely because he is the subject of 
God's approach and presence, the subject of the divine condescension, 
which contains the prospect and the very root of definitive glorifica­
tion»89. In Christ, man is, as it were, made anew; he is called to an even 
greater gift of self because he is called to live, not only a human life, but 
a divine !ife; man is meant to be holy: to identify his wili with the Eter-

86 Lave and Responsibility, 256-257. 
87 Ibid., 253. 
88 Ibid., 125. 
89 Dominum et vivificantem, 59. 
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nal Law, to want the good, which is, in effect, to love'o, In order to live 
this giving of self, man has before him the Model, who is Divine Truth, 
but he must also rely on the Spirit of Life, who is Himself the Gift and 
also the Giver of Life. It is the Spirit who gives grace - a participadon 
in divine life - so that man give himself on a supernatural leve!. The 
Spirit animates us to make man' s life on earth more human and thus 
prepare for the age to come 91. 

Let us now look at how J ohn Paul II concretely develops the ques· 
don of self-donation in man's life, in his activities. Of course, the most 
fundamental unit in society for the communion of persons is the family. 
A person's self-giving within the family is, in effect, the basis for the giv­
ing of himself within society, for his service to the community. As John 
Paul II puts it: «The family is the first and fundamental school of social 
living. As a community of love, it finds in self-giving the /aw that guides 
it and makes it grow. The seìf-giving that inspires the love of husband 
and wife for each other is the mode! and norm for the self-giving that 
must be practiced in the relationships between brothers and sislers and 
the different generations living together in the family. And the commu­
nion and sharing that are part of everyday life in the home at times of 
joy and at times of difficulty are the most concrete and effective pedag­
ogy for the active, responsible and fruitful inclusion of the children in the 
wider horizon of society» 92. If within the family children are really taught 
to love, then as they grow they will not totally limit themselves to being 
just witb others. The attitude of love counteracts individualism and sel­
fishness. As the principal educators of their children, the parents have the 
rcsponsibility to educate their children in love which 1S, in effect, self-giv­
ing. To educate in love, in self-giving, is, according to John Paul II, the 
basis for sex-education. In this particular area - so controversial today 
- the sehool should enter into the spirit which guides the parents, and 
reeognize that the supreme form of self-giving is, in effeet, ehastity. 
Another essential aspect of ehildren' s edueation is an edueation in free­
dom and for freedom. A person is IO be taught that eorreet use of free­
dom eonsists in being faithful to one' s nature, that is, in behaving ae­
eording to the demands of one' s nature. Man is ealled to use his freedom 
in a way that is proper to, and befitting his nature. It is important to 
emphasize man' s freedom here, for freedom exists for the sake of love, 
for the sake of freely and responsibly engaging the whole being of the 
person in self-donation 93. 

This education for freedom obviously affects man' s work. Through 
work, man participates in the creative aetivity of God, which is, in effeet, 

90 JOHN PAUL II, The Mast Holy Trinity, IL 
91 Dominum et vivificantem, 60. 
92 JOHN PAUL II, Familiarù consartio, 37. 
93 Lave and Responsibility, 135. 
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a g1Vtng. There are, aceording to J ohn Paul II, !wo dimensions of man' s 
work: the objective one, whereby man may produce an object or render 
a service to someone, and the subjective dimension, which recognizes that 
man is, of course, the subject of work, that man is not for work, but 
rather work is for mano What is meant, more specifically, by this subjec­
tive dimension of work is that man is called to perfect himself in and 
through his work; he is to commit his freedom to his work so as to do 
it well. He is to give himself in his work, so as to become a better man, 
so as to live a good life and be a good worker, of whatever kind. In 
work, man has the opportunity to develop those talents received and thus 
perfect himself and serve the others: what man has been given should be 
used for the benefit of all; in this way, man's work-life can be under­
stood as a giving. Man' s work has thus repereussions for himself, for his 
fami!y and for the larger community, community, undoubtedly, for the 
common good 94. In and through work, man serves the others within so­
ciety and thus gives himself to the others. 

Now, an almost inseparable element of man' s earthly existenee is suf­
fering. In suffering, man is being called to virtue, to perseveranee while 
enduring what bothers him and hurts him. He finds in the exercise of 
perseverance, hope, whieh makes him realize that suffering will not pre­
vai! against him, nor will it deprive him of his personal dignity and of 
the value of his life. Man is being called in suffering to give his life, and 
in giving it, he reeeives it anew. He is given a sense of his own dignity, 
of the worth of his own life, along with the presence of God' s love for 
him. To the extent that man participates in that love, he finds, as it 
were, once again his soul, which he thought he had lost because of suf­
fering 95

• Man's spirit need not be crushed by the suffering of the body, 
a faet which manifests man's moral and spiritual grandeur. In addition, 
suffering is a way of giving one's life with Christ so that others may live, 
so that the very person suffering may live more fully, for the cross is the 
way to resurrection, to life. 

Like suffering, penance is a way of losing one' s life, of giving it, in 
order to regain il. Penance, as a giving, requires a change of heart, in ef­
fect, a ehange of life. It requires purity of heart - a participation in 
God' s way of seeing things, a participation in the life of the Spirit, in the 
Gift. In penance, man is called to die to self, in order to give rise to a 
new man, so that the Spirit reign, so that man's behavior conform itself 
to the truth in man and in God. When man's behavior conforms to the 
truth (to the order plaeed in his nature by God and that nature aided 
through grace, through divine life), then man gives witness to God, the 
source of life and truth. In this way, man gives glory to God; in a sense, 

94 ]m-IN PAUL II, Laborem exercens, lO. 
95 ]OHN PAUL II, Apostolic Letter The Christian Meaning oJ Human Suffering, 23. 
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he manifests God. Alife which is coherent with one's beliefs, which is 
truthful, is also translucent. Truthfulness radiates beauty and therefore 
gives glory to God. 

There is no doubt that the truth about the self can only be Iived in 
relationship to God. In his commentary on the parable of the prodigaI 
son, John Paul II insists that the return to the Father is also a return to 
the truth about the self, to the sense of one's dignity due to the relation­
ship of the son to the father. The God that Christ reveals to us is not 
only Creator, the one who gives Iife, but more especial!y Father. God as 
Father not only creates the good out of love, but wants man to partici­
pate in Bis very Iife. Be wants to give Bimself to mano This giving of 
God the Father is, in reality, the Father's loving mano «Belief in the Son 
crucified signifies, means, "to see the Father", means to believe that love 
is present in the world and that this love is stronger than any type of 
evi!, .... To believe in this love is to believe in mercy»96. And God's 
mercy, indicative of Bis love for man, wants man to be whole, to be 
human, to be more than he is (to be divinized, by participating in God's 
Iife), to Iive. And this Iiving, as we have seen, can only be realized in a 
giving of self. 

V. TOWARD A NEW BUMANISM 

In the Iight of al! that has been said, there is no doubt that a better 
understanding of what and who man is is necessary at the present time. 
The humanism prevalent today has been inherited from such thinkers as 
Descartes, Kant, and Nietzsche: once subjectivity grounds being and the 
truth, once morality is dictated solely by man, then the death of God, 
and ultimately, the death of man, is inevitable. The proclamation of 
man's independence from God, of man's autonomy, leads to an over-re­
cognition of man's substantiality, of man as a self-subsistent being, to the 
detriment of his relatedness. When man separates himself from God, he 
no longer uses his proper faculties to attain their corresponding objects; 
as a result, these become atrophied, leading to the overactivity of the 
emotions. This inevitably brings about a dehumanization of man, since 
man is not just sentiment or emotion: he has to function on a higher 
level if he is real!y to Iive. 

The need for a correct use of man's proper facuIties is today 
perhaps more urgent then ever before; technology, for example, devoid of 
wisdom will only produce objects and techniques that are not in harmony 
with man's dignity as a person. «The rapid development of technical dis-

96 Dives in misericordta, 7. 



«Foundations for a Christian anthropology» 253 

coveries gives greater urgency lO this need to respect the criteria just 
mentioned: science without conscience can only lead to man's ruin. "Our 
era needs such wisdom more than bygone ages if the discoveries made by 
man are lO be further humanized. For the future of the world stands in 
perii unless wiser people are forthcoming"» 97. In order that science and 
technology be at the service of the person, they require knowledge of and 
respect for the fundamental criteria of the morai law". When they are 
separated from these criteria they no longer have the wisdom to sustain 
them. It seems to us that the separation of technology from radical 
criteria has an immediate explanadon in the following: first!y, there pre­
vails in our society a reductive view of the body, which coincides with 
the reign of affectivity. With this particuiar view of the body, there arises 
a disrespect for the person, who is so often treated as an object. Se­
condly, the logic of much of today' s technology is a logic of the produc­
don of objects 99

. This logic creates a relationship of inequality between 
the technician (who produces) and that which is produced; this relation­
ship is actually one of dominion of the technician over the other. Now, 
what is implicit in this logic of production is the denial that reality is 
true, that it possesses a truth of its own, and as such, must be respected, 
reverenced. If reality has no truth, then it is the human intention which 
gives ontological significance lO everything. The norm, the standard, then 
becomes the subjecdve intention, the desire, of each person 100. 

In order to counteract the subjecdvism and relativism of our age, a 
new humanism is in order - a humanism which recognizes the dignity 
of man, derived from the fact that he is made in the image and likeness 
of God. As image of God, he is related to God: related to God in truth 
and in love through his intellect and will, related to God in his very exis­
tence which is a gift and also a giving. As a being-in-relation-to, man is 
called to communion with God through communion with the others and 
the world. Re is called to mitror and to realize in his life the communio 
personarum of the Triune God. In addition, this new humanism which 

97 CONGREGATION FOR THE DOCTRINE OF THE FAITH, Iostructloo 00 Respect lor 
Human Lile and 1ts Origin and on the Dt'gnity 01 Procreation, 2, which quotes Gaudium et 
spes, 15. 

98 This law can be known through man' s reasoning powers. 
99 This is so even in reproductive techniques. 
100 What we have said here 1S particularly related to the desires of those persons in­

volved in technological processes of reproduction. As the Document on Procreation says: « 
... the uprightness of the end and the goodness of the subjective intentions do not of them­
selvs suffice to render Bcit Erom the morai point of view the recourse to whatever means 
bio-medical technology makes available today. That whkh is technkally possible is not for 
that very reason morally permissible. Therefore, the Church's Magisterium cannot make even 
the slightest compromise with a viewpoint in whkh subjective desire is the sole and suffi· 
cient criterion to legitimate any medicaI intervention whatsoever. Such a view is ultimately 
rooted in the denlaI of the truth of creation». 
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John Paul II has called a «ttanscendent humanism» also recognizes the 
person as a subject, because of the interiority and intimacy of the person. 
In this «new» conception of man, the body itself is a manifestation of 
the person; the human body is not merely a complex of tissues, organs, 
and functions; whatever affects this complex also affects the person him­
self. The importance of the body, as expressive of the person, the respect 
due to the body, is evident in the following words of John Paul II: 
«Each human person, in his absolutely unique singularity, is constituted 
not only by his spirit, but by his body as well. Thus, in the body and 
through the body, one touches the person himself in his concrete reality. 
To respect the dignity of man consequently amounts to safeguarding this 
identity of the man "corpore et anima unus" as the Second Vatican Coun­
ciI says (GS 14, par. 1»>101. There is no doubt that Wojtyla - John Paul 
II emphasizes the value of each person, for man is the only creature ac­
tually made fur him::;df, who$e etIO 18 God. AnJ yel, not oIlly is ìIlan ut~ 
dered to God, but also the whole of creation through mano When man 
uses his faculties rightly, he can return, give back, as it were, creation to 
God. As we have said before, creation is a gift from God to man, and 
through man's right-ordered activities, he can, in his turn, give back crea­
tion to the One from whom he received it, for man, being in the uni­
verse the only intellectual creature, is precisely the one through whom ali 
of creation is ordered to God as end. And when man does this giving, 
he is also bringing about the glory of God. But as was noted earlier, the 
glory of God is that man live. Since man does not actually do anything 
for God, for He is an infinitely perfect, subsistent being, man's right use 
cf his facuIties, his ordering or giving back creation to God, 1S, in reality, 
to his own advantage. God's action with respect to man is always a giv­
ing for the sake of his (man' s) very life. This is evident when we con­
sider that not only does God as creator give man being, but that even 
when man refuses to make of his life a giving, that is, when man sins, 
God continues to want that man live. For this reason, He redeems mano 
When we consider the mystery of the Incarnation and the Redemption, 
the value of each person is again emphasized and a love on God' s part 
which is ever life-giving. Man, understood from the beginning - in the 
state of originaI innocence and in the promise of redemption after the fall 
- is called to live, to participate in the life of God, which is a life ac­
cording to the Spirito Even though there may be an opposition between 
the flesh and the spirit, the body is also called to perfect itself according 
to the spirit 102. For the perfection of man, the body is lO be brought into 

101 JOHN PAUL II, Discourse to the members of thc 35th Generai Assembly of the 
World Medicai Association, Octobcr 29, 1983, 

102 For this rcason, there are practices such as fast, abstinence and continence. Cfr 
Theology 0/ Celzbacy and Marriage, ed. cito And JOSEPH CARDINAL RATZINGER, The Ratzinger 
Repart, San Francisco 1985, chapter VIII. 
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harmony with the spirit, sinee the whole person - body and soul - is 
ealled to communion with God, It is for this reason that the body and 
soul are to be reunited, and then the body - transformed in glory -
will be in perfect conformity with the spiri!. 

When we eonsider the dignity of man, his value, and the perfeetibi­
lity of man - the recognition of what and who man is -, we are 
brought to an awareness of the need for a eontinuous self-transformation, 
Beeause man has inherited originaI sin, he is weak; despite that weakness, 
however, the body the flesh - is still ealled to participate in the 
spirit, In the natural order, the soul informs the body with life; and on 
the supernatural leve! also, the soul, transformed by grace, masters the 
body, informs it, by calling it to the spirit, At this leve!, we are of eourse 
dealing with the work of the Spirit, the Giver of life beeause He is the 
giver of graee, the most spiritual of gifts, If men are to transform the 
world, they are first to transform themse!ves, If they want to renew the 
face of the earth, to bring about a life according to the Spirit, a fuller 
eommunion with divine life, emphasis must be given to the primacy of 
the person over struetures 103, Certainly one of the most crucial areas for 
the transformation of the person is the formadon of eonscienee; by this 
wc mean that conscience really be the seat of truth, so that each person 
aet aeeording to that truth, Having been created in the truth, man has 
imprinted in his very nature the order which he should follow; when he 
follows this order, he acts in accordance with his dignity, «For man has 
in his heart a law written by God; to obey it is the very dignity of man; 
according to it he will be judged, Conscience is the most seeret core and 
sanetuary of a man, There he is alone with God, Whose voice echoes in 
his depths, In a wonderful manner conscience reveals that law which is 
fulfilled by love of God and neighbor, (",) the more, right conscience 
holds sway, the more persons and groups turn aside from blind ehoice 
and strive to be guided by the objective norms of morality» 104, A conscien­
ce that is well-formed makes us «see» and know the truth, In a sense, 
it makes us participate in the vision of God; we do the good beeause we 
know that it is the good, 

There is today a great necessity for the formation and edueation of 
eonscience: in order to respond to the truth, people must know the 
truth, And this response should be seen not only in terms of the good 
for onesèlf, but also in terms of the good of others, Our response to the 
truth is made manifest through right acdon, through a struggle against 
evi! in ourse!ves and around us through love, as a desire for the good, 
Man is not merely ealled to be just, but rather to love, John Paul II em-

103 Cfr CONGREGATION FOR THE DOCTRINE OF THE FAITH, Instruction on Christian 
Freedom and Liberation, 75. 

104 Gaudium et spes, 16. 



256 Alice Ramos 

phasizes this when in Familiaris consortio we find the following words: 
«Children must be enriched not only with a sense of true justice, which 
alone leads to respect far the personal dignity of each individuaI, but also 
and more powerfully by a sense of true lave, understood as sincere soli­
dtude and disinterested service with regard to others, espedally the 
poorest and those in most need» lO'. Love relates us to others and helps 
us to recognize in the other not an antagonistic force, nor an adversary, 
but rather someone related to uso If we were to foster this type of re­
lationship with others, then the disunion among men and among nations 
would gradually diminish. This vision of the other as a related being-to­
me, as a brother, as it were, enables man to convert what would only be 
philanthropy or humanitarianism into true love. Of course, this recogni­
tion of the other as a brother is grounded in the radical knowledge that 
man acquires of God as Father. The lack of piety, of justice, of love 
which presentìy exists in the worìd is due to a fundamenraì uprooting or 
the person. When John Paul II exhorts: «Find yourself again. Be your­
self. Discover your origins. Enliven your roots» 106, he is encouraging men 
to return to their Christian roots, to faith in a God who is not only 
Creator but also a Father, to a personal relationship with a caring and 
loving God. 

The recognition of our relationship to such a God should penetrate 
our whole life. If we really believe in this God which we have just de­
scribed, then there has to be a response to this belief - a response con­
cretized in our relationship with others, in our work, in our efforts to 
better the conditions of society, etc. In effect, what we are saying here is 
that faith must also penetrate aut culture. l"l.S ]ohn Paul II says: «l"l. faitt~ 
which does not make itself culture is not a faith fully received, not totally 
thought out, not faithfully lived» 107. Man's response to his faith should 
bring about not only an interior transformation, but also a cultural trans­
formation. And for this purpose, Karol Wojtyla - J ohn Paul II emphasizes 
education 108. Firstly, education for the civilization of work: as we have al­
ready seen, work is an activity that proceeds from man and is ordered to 
mano It is not a punishment, for man is not far work, but rather work 
is for mano Through work, man develops himself: he develops his talents 
and also grows in virtue. Work relates man to others and to their needs. 
It gives man an opportunity to participate in the work of creation, to 

have dominion aver created things, and to bring things to Christ, to re­
turn creation to Christ. Man, guided by a well-formed conscience, realiz­
ing his activities in truth and in love, brings about, what J ohn Paul II 

105 FamiUaris cansortio, 37. 
106 JOHN PAUL II, Address in Spain, Nov. 3, 1982. 
107 JOHN FAVL II, Address to the PontificaI Council for Culture, Rome, lune 6, 1982. 
108 Cfr Instruction on Christian Freedom and Liberation, 81 fE., and KAROL WO]TYLA, 

Sources 01 Renewal, trans. by P. S. FALLA, San Francisco 1980, 191-193. 
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termes, «the civilization of love», that is, the reign of Christ, now. In ad­
dition, man must be educated for solidarity, for responsibility for his fol­
low-men. Such responsibility characterizes the new humanism. Man is to 
be educated in a responsible freedom, so as to recognize his own duties 
and the rights of others, so as to ensure those rights and make man' s life 
more human, more in accordanee with his dignity. Now, on a pure!y na­
turaI leve! what permits man to develop, to cultivate his spiritual powers, 
to be more, is precise!y culture. For this reason, culture should be made 
accessible to ali peoples. Culture, in addition to enabling man to read, 
write, and communicate, deve!ops in him the ability to contemplate, to 
admire, to appreciate beauty. Of course, Karol Wojtyla - John Paul II 
does not merely remain on the natural level of culture, since he ealls for 
culture to be imbued with faith. Considered in this way, culture should 
not be separated from the Gospel, that is, from the integraI vision of 
man which only the truth can give. Ali man' s efforts to create a more 
just society, to transform culture, should, therefore, consider seriously the 
beginnings of man and salvific history. Only thus can we establish that 
new humanism which John Paul II terms «transcendent humanism». 





NOTA CRITICA 

«EGLI È QUI ... PERCHÉ SIANO SVELATI 
I PENSIERI DI MOLTI CUORI» (Le 2, 34·35) 

STANISLAW GRYGIEL 

Dalle polemiche e dalle recenti dichiarazioni di alcuni teologi emer­
gono alcuni punti nevralgici, nei quali la Chiesa di oggi vive una crisi do­
lorosa. Senza dubbio all' inizio delle difficoltà di questi teologi stanno le 
difficoltà concrete degli uomini nella loro vita quotidiana, e la compassio­
ne dei pastori. Ma il fatto che l'insegnamento etico della Chiesa, da essa 
svolto nella fede, venga da alcuni attenuato rende legittimo il sospetto che 
questa crisi risulti dal qualcosa di molto pia grave. 

È sempre cosi che è la teologia morale a rivelare la qualità del prin­
cipio (arché) della teologia di cui essa fa parte. "Dai loro frutti dunque li 
potrete conoscere» (Mt 7, 20). Proprio in occasione del matrimonio i dotti 
farisei udirono: "Per la durezza del vostro cuore» Mosè vi ha permesso di 
trattare voi stessi cosi come vi trattate (oggi taluni dicono che bisogna 
permetterlo per l'ekonomia di misericordia), «ma all'inizio della creazione» 
Dio pensa l'uomo pia grande di quanto voi immaginate (cfr Mt 19, 7-9; 
Mc 10, 4-6). Se l'uomo non conosce proprio questa grandezza, il suo es­
sere amore sbaglia la strada e l'uomo si autodistrugge. 

Non facciamoci illusioni! Qualsiasi strumentalizzazione della persona 
umana, soprattutto quella che avviene in alcuni atti sessuali, nei quali 
l'uomo dovrebbe esprimere il suo essere dono nel modo pia intimo, quin­
di nel modo pia personale, colpisce il Pensiero creativo di Dio; colpisce 
il suo Amore. «All'inizio della creazione» egli dona noi a noi stessi; ciò 
significa che egli ci vuole soggetti, vale a dire innocenti e santi, perché 
non calpestati e non macchiati da nessuno e da niente. La libertà, intesa 
come l'esistere secondo il proprio essere dono, è santa. Nella storia, l'es­
sere soggetto dell'uomo si rivela nel diventarlo sempre di pia; l'uomo di­
venta se stesso diventando quello che è amorosamente pensato in Princi­
pio. Di conseguenza la teologia, quando parla del soggetto umano, non 
può prescindere dal Principio, cioè da quell'oggettivùà, grazie alla quale 
l'uomo ha dove andare per poter essere se stesso, cioè proprio soggetto 
libero. Chi prescinde dal Principio della realtà, anche se minimamente, si 
allontana sempre di pia dalla realtà stessa. 

La contestazione alla Humanae vitae manifesta una crisi profonda 
della teologia di alcuni teologi. Questa crisi risulta, pare, dalle visioni del-
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la dignità della persona umana chiusa nel temporaneo e nel contingente 
dell'essere dell'uomo. Il temporaneo e il contingente meritano la fiducia 
nella misura in cui sono trasparenti e ci permettono di intravedere l'eter­
no. L'uomo, ridotto alla loro dimensione, non può credere neanche in se 
stesso; è costretto ad essere indulgente con sé, perché è costretto a vivere 
secondo la «scena» del mondo che passsa e non secondo il «testo» del 
dramma scritto al di là di essa, ciò che costituisce la piti umiliante forma 
di disprezzo di sé. In questo disprezzo, chiamato da alcuni misericordia, 
prende la parola la mancanza di fede in Dio che è grazia. Se Dio non 
scrive continuamente il «testo» per il dramma divino-umano, l'uomo può 
essere un grande improwisatore. 

L'uomo, essendo dono a se stesso, conosce sé ricevendo se stesso. 
Dio, donandomi me stesso, mi rivela la verità che io sono e che io devo 
essere donandomi agli altri. Quindi la verità del dono è dono. L'uomo, 
continuando ad essere dono, cioè venendo continuamente donato a sé, 
viene sempre piti rivelato. Grazie a questa rivelazione, egli può conoscere 
ed amare la propria realtà. Conoscendola ed amandola, allo stesso tempo 
la rivela agli altri; donandosi a loro, li ama e li conosce. Solo cosi può 
essere soggetto ed aiutare gli altri ad esserlo. 

Conoscere ed amare l'uomo al di fuori di un tale ricevere-donare si­
gnifica ridurre la propria persona, e quella degli altri, alla fatticità contin­
gente e strumentalizzarla. Infatti, l'uomo che in principio, nel suo cono­
scere ed amare, non riceve la verità conoscibile e il bene amabile, impone 
su di sé identità diverse da quella che egli è «all'inizio della creazione». 
Facendolo, l'uomo contraddice Dio che creativamente lo pensa e lo ama; 
in questo modo distrugge se stesso. 

L'etica costituisce l'ordine della dimora (ethos), in cui abita la perso­
na umana. Questo ordine emana dal centro, a cui tutto nella casa si rife­
risce, sicché possiamo dire che in fondo l'uomo abita nel centro di essa. 
L'ordine del dono, quale è l'uomo, sta nel suo essere riferito al Centro, 
nel quale Dio lo crea e gli si rivela. Centro del cosmo e della storia, nei 
quali abita l'uomo, è Cristo (cfr Redemptor hominis, 1). Casa dell'uomo, 
edificata intorno a Cristo e in Cristo, è la Chiesa. Allora l'ordine etico 
della Casa dei cristiani ha il carattere cristologico ed ecclesiologico. 

La crisi dell' etica di un cristiano mette in evidenza la crisi del suo 
logos sulla Chiesa e su Cristo stesso. In fondo è una crisi della ecclesiolo­
gia e della cristologia; l'etica, cioè l'ordine della Casa, dipende dalla visio­
ne di essa, ma la visione della Casa dipende dalla visione del Centro, vale 
a dire dal nostro atteggiamento di fronte a Cristo. Il senso storto del 
Centro, il senso non ecclesiale ma privato, deforma l'ordine della dimora 
costituendone un' altro che conduce verso un Cristo diverso da Quello che 
si è donato a tutti. Basta deviare un po' la soteriologia al suo inizio, per­
ché essa si trovi alla fine molto lontana da Cristo che, alI'inizio, forse, an­
cora veniva intrawisto. E la Chiesa può essere solo una, perché Cristo è 
uno; se essa non riflettesse nel suo ordine l'unità e l'unicità di Cristo, 
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non sarebbe Chiesa, ma chiese individuali, private. Di conseguenza, sareb­
be impossibile conoscerla e rieonoscerla come santa. Infatti nessuna di 
esse lo sarebbe; tutte sarebbero costruzioni umane, spazi artificiali del 
gioco delle forze e non spazio sacro della libertà ogni giorno donata agli 
uomini. 

Se le cose stanno. COSI, la presenza di Cristo-Centro della Dimora ec­
clesiale deve manifestarsi nelle nostre parole e nei nostri atti. L'unione 
con lui, COSI presente, rende queste parole, atti, e questi atti, parole. Tut­
to ciò che diciamo e facclamo deve parlare di lui e indiearlo. Tale è la 
nostra etica. La teologia adeguata all' essere cristiano, e possiamo dire an­
che all'uomo, adeguata alla sua Casa e al suo Centro, può nascere solo 
nella vita che costituisce una unità della triplice testimonianza: cristologi­
ca, ecclesiologiea ed etiea. 

Le parole che non sono atti della nostra persona sono morte, gli atti 
invece che non sono parole della Parola, ma pure costruzioni, diventano 
praxis vuota, che prima o poi finirà nell'indzfferentismo e nella politica in­
tesa come lotta per il potere. 

Dalla natura stessa della dimora, come tale, le parole che ne parlano 
dipendono dal suo centro e ad essa appartengono. Quindi, nella Dimora, 
quale è la Chiesa, le teologie non possono costituire la proprietà dei teo­
logi. Riflettendo la Parola del Centro, esse appartengono alla Chiesa; esse 
sono nostra proprietà nella misura in cui noi stessi abitiamo nella Chiesa. 
Colui al quale è stata affidata la cura della Chiesa e del suo principio 
deve prendersi cura anche del modo di pensare e di parlare di essa. I 
teologi abbandonati a se stessi s'impadroniscono delle teologie che stanno 
elaborando e ciascuno di loro va verso le proprie opinioni, assomigliando 
agli schiavi nella caverna di Platone. Laddove ci sarebbe una Herrschaft 
dei teologi, ci sarebbe anche una loro Sklaverei. 

Se centro della dimora è la persona, la conoscenza e l'amore della 
casa, la casa stessa, il suo ordine, sono possibili soltanto nell' affidarsi de­
gli abitanti a lei; in altri termini, le parole giuste su Cristo, sulla Chiesa 
e sull'uomo, che vi abita, possono nascere soltanto dalla fede. Le teologie 
che vengono elaborate fuori di essa, fuori dell' affidamento di coloro che 
le elaborano, finiscono nel parlare delle ombre dell'uomo, delle ombre 
della Chiesa e di quelle di Cristo. Il primo tentativo teologico fatto nel 
Paradiso, fuori dell'affidamento dell'uomo a Dio, è finito male ... Cercando 
di soddisfare il desiderio del cuore umano, ma nello stesso tempo ceden­
do alle debolezze degli uomini, il «primo» uomo ha offuscato la verità 
della persona umana, perché ha offuscato la conoscenza di Dio che rivela­
va loro chi fossero. Quel tentativo teologico mancato risultò dalla volontà 
di non conoscere il dono ... 

La Casa ecclesiale è fondata sulla Verità di Dio nell' affidarsi degli 
uomini a Dio-Uomo, al Centro della Casa stesssa, in cui intravedono chi 
essi stessi sono. In questo affidarsi si compie 1'essenza della storia e, allo 
stesso tempo, quello della vita quotidiana degli uomini; è cosi che 1'eterno 
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si rivela nel temporaneo, il necessario nel contingente, trasfigurandoli in 
qualcosa di infinitamente di pili. Nei momenti di crisi la Chiesa si affida 
in modo particolare al Centro intorno al quale è edificata. 

Quando Cristo vide che la folla lo seguiva perché aveva mangiato di 
quei pani moltiplicati e perché si era saziata, e non a motivo della fede 
in lui al di là dei segni che egli faceva (cfr Gv 6, 26), disse agli uomini: 
«Procuratevi non il cibo che perisce, ma quello che dura per la vita eterna, 
e che il Figlio dell'uomo vi darà. Perché su di lui il Padre, Dio, ha messo 
il suo sigillo» (Gv 6, 27). L'affidamento a Cristo può diminuire fino al li­
vello del cercare questo o quell' altro pane per mangiado a sazietà, quasi 
che tali pani fossero centro della storia e del cosmo. Alla domanda che 
riguardava l'ordine della Casa di Dio, «che cosa dobbiamo fare per compie­
re opere di Dio », Cristo rispose: « Questa è l'opera di Dio: credere in co­
lui che egli ha mandato» (ibid., 28-29). L'ordine della Casa non si identi­
fica con l'ordine del pane materialt e della sa:delà biologica; l'oi'dine divi­
no-umano non è radicato nella «fede» nei pani che, tutt'al pili, possono 
essere segni del Pane della vita. Essendo segno del Centro, l'ordine della 
Casa di Dio emana non dai segni, ma da Cristo che non è segno; egli è 
Dio. Chi vede lui, vede il Padre. «lo sono il pane della vita» (ibid., 48ss). 
Chi mangia solo segni, morirà. Vivrà solo chi mangerà il pane che è lui. 

In tal modo Cristo preannuncia l'ordine eucaristico della Casa eccle­
siale, l'ordine che consiste nel riferire ogni parola ed ogni atto dell'uomo 
a Cristo eucaristicamente presente, per sempre, nella Chiesa. «Molti dei 
suoi discepolz~ dopo aver ascoltato, dissero: "Questo linguaggio è duro; chi 
può intendero?". Gesti, conoscendo dentro di sé che i suoi discepoli proprio 
di questo mormoravano, disse loro: ((Questo vi scandalizza? (. .. ). Vi sono al­
cuni tra voi che non credono". Da allora molti dei suoi discepoli si tirarono 
indietro e non andavano piti con lui. Disse Gesti ai Dodici: "Forse anche 
voi volete andarvene?". Gli rispose Simon Pietro: "Signore, da chi andre­
mo? Tu hai parole di vita eterna; noi abbiamo creduto e conosciuto che 
tu sei il Santo di Dio"» Ubid., 60-69). 

A nome di quelli che sono rimasti, Pietro esprime la fede della Casa 
ecclesiale. Egli non fa teologia, ma si comporta in modo da salvare la 
teologia. Egli si mette in relazione con la realtà stessa, con questa di 
Gesli e con quella dell'uomo. La fede non va verso gli enuntiabilia theo­
logica, ma verso la realtà. Nei momenti di crisi, quando molti se ne van­
no, diventa chiarissimo che la fede del cristiano non è sua fede privata, 
ma fede di tutti quelli che si riconoscono e si riuniscono nella fede 
espressa da Pietro. «Credimus in quem credidit Petrus », disse sant' Ago­
stino. 

Le teologie che non nascono in questa fede e non permangono in 
essa, prima o poi, perdendo il carattere ecdesialmente spirituale, diventa­
no ideologie, una specie di «utili idiozie» che servono per i gruppi setta­
ri. Staccati dalla domanda di Pietro, <<Signore, da chi andremo?», i teologi 
pian piano si alienano nei propri pensieri sin dall'inizio morti, introducen-
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do una morte nella vita degli uomini. Cadono nel relativismo che si mani­
festa prima in etica, poi in ecclesiologia e in soteriologia (cristologia). È 
una priorità secundum tempus; secundum naturam, invece, crolla prima la 
fede in Cristo e nella Chiesa, sgretolandosi poi nelle fedi private ... , in vari 
messia. 

I! teologo che non si ritrova nelle parole di Pietro «Da chi andre­
mo?» e nel suo «Tu hai parole di vita eterna'» costruisce la propria chie­
setta ... 

I! relativismo provoca l'indifferentismo che si esprime nella mancanza 
del senso della dignità della persona umana. Infatti, la sua dignità provie­
ne dalla Trascendenza, dal Centro. Se l'uomo, quindi, non è luogo del­
l'incontro del necessario con il contingente, cioè dell'eterno con il tempo­
raneo, la dignità, di cui l'uomo è investito dall'Unum Necessarium, si 
spezzetta nei piccoli interessi per i pani del contingente. Solcì se è luogo 
di un tale incontro, la persona umana vive l'obbligo morale, nel quale è 
chiamata alla libertà, dal temporaneo per l'eterno. Dalla realtà umana ri­
dotta al contingente possiamo «dedurre» l'«obbligo ipotetico». Niente di 
piil. Chiusa nel contingente, la persona umana non è mai trattata come 
deve essere trattato il soggetto; essa stessa si comporta come non sovra­
na. La mancanza della sovranità della persona si manifesterà nella man­
canza della sovranità del corpo. Lo vediamo nella contestazione della Hu­
manae vitae. 

I! magistero della Chiesa dei Dodici, che continua a progredire nel 
<<Signore, da chi andremo?» di Pietro, difende proprio la dignità della 
persona umana. L'Humanae vitae, e l'insegnamento di Giovanni Paolo II, 
ad essa legato, ci dicono che la dignità dell'uomo costituisce una realtà 
non contingente e non temporanea, perché è tesa verso l'infinito, ad Chri­
stum Redemptorem. Se fosse diversamente, l'uomo non sarebbe dignità. 
Lo è in quanto partecipa al «Centro della storia e del cosmo», cioè in 
quanto abita nella Casa degna di Dio-Uomo, quindi degna sia di Dio sia 
dell'uomo. Abbassato, si arrende alla ragione calcolante, diventa oggetto­
strumento, una somma di passioni piacevoli o spiacevoli. 

L'atto sessuale non aperto alla Trascendenza e al Suo Amore, cessa 
di essere amore, perché il nostro amore consiste in ciò che siamo amati 
da Dio prima di cominciare noi stessi ad amare (cfr 1 Cv 4, 10.19). L'at­
to sessuale, staccato dalla Trascendenza del Centro, fa cadere l'uomo nel 
caos della storia del privato e del suo cosmo. Un tale atto sessuale, di­
ventato una cosa privata, è privo della dignità propria della persona, per­
ché essa è sempre comunionale. Un tale atto non è fatto neanche nella 
semplice amicizia, perché nessuno la stringe con gli strumenti. In un tale 
atto l'uomo non è amico nemmeno del proprio corpo ridotto ad uno di 
essi. Per non parlare, poi, di come vengono trattati gli uomini nel grembo 
della donna, che, per la gente senza dignità, costituiscono effetti accessori 
della produzione-passione dei piaceri. A poco a poco arriviamo allo stato 
in cui, come avrebbe detto il poeta polacco del secolo scorso, Norwid, 
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ciò che unisce l'uomo e la donna sono soltanto le debolezze. La dignità 
è diventata troppo difficile per gli uomini ridotti al «troppo umano». 

In tal modo oggi è diventato «normale» dar da intendere al giusto 
che dovrebbe vergognarsi di fronte all'ingiusto, al puro che dovrebbe sen­
tirsi macchiato di fronte all'impuro, al padre e alla madre che dovrebbero 
ritenersi menomati nei confronti con gli omicidi ... Colpevoli di questa si­
tuazione sono anche quei teologi che si comportano come se fossero loro 
ad aver professato «Signore, da chi andremo?», e quei pastori che li se­
guono. 

In alcune teologie manca la spiritualità. In esse manca proprio il vi­
vere nel Centro, con il Centro e per Centro, che è Cristo. Il teologo che, 
in principio del suo pensiero teologico, non si riconosce nel «Da chi an­
dremo?» di Pietro vive nelle proprie opinioni, con esse e per esse. La sua 
teologia, non giudicata dalla fede della Chiesa, si lascia giudicare dalle 
opinioni che attualmente dominano la società. Là dove manca il timor 
Dei, ci sono timori di tante piccole cose... La certezza della fede viene 
sostituita dai dubbi e dalle ipotesi, quella certezza che è presente nella 
domanda petrina «Signore, da chi andremo?»; solo una tale domanda è 
degna del soggetto; esso la rivolge al Soggetto. Proprio in essa si esprime 
la felicità e la fede della persona nella Persona. In questa domanda è pre­
sente il timor Dei. 

La certezza petrina rende l'uomo sicuro della Casa in cui abita con 
tutto il suo essere. Essa è una certezza del carattere eucaristico proprio 
della Dimora ecclesiale. L'ordine che emana dalla presenza eucaristica del 
Centro della storia e del cosmo non permette di abbassare l'uomo all'alti­
tudine zero, e poi ipocritamente parlare della profondità del mare dei di­
scorsi che vengono fatti sull'uomo. A questa altitudine la verità viene 
identificata con le attuali tendenze, con le mode e con i risultati delle vo­
tazioni, e l'uomo si lascia giudicare da esse. Senza dubbio Pietro e gli 
Undici erano in minoranza ... , perfino in mezzo ai discepoli... che se ne 
sono andati in diverse direzioni. Ma proprio questa minoranza era beata! 

Uno può andare dappertutto, quando si lascia assediare' dal «troppo 
umano». Assediato da esso, viene determinato dal contingente e dal tem­
poraneo, che soffocano la chiamata che viene a lui e dall' eterno e dal ne­
cessario. Chi va dappertutto non è soggetto. Non è libero! 

La domanda sul soggetto è una domanda fondamentale nell' etica, ma 
proprio per questo gli etici non possono prescindere dalle condizioni che 
permettono l'uomo di esserlo. L'uomo è libero in quanto è donato a se 
stesso. Infatti, egli può donarsi, cioè agire liberamente, grazie al fatto di 
essere donato a sè; essere soggetto significa amare ed essere soggetto 
umano significa amare ciò che è stato amato. Questa è la libertà dell'uo­
mo. Solo Dio può continuamente donare l'uomo a lui stesso, rispettare 
cioè pienamente la sua soggettività. Di conseguenza, l'essere soggetto del­
l'uomo dipende dall' eterno e non dal temporaneo; dal necessario e non 
dal contingente. Allora la coscienza morale, nella quale si esprime il sog-
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getto dell'uomo, giudica tutto con libertà in quanto essa stessa è giudicata 
da Dio; dal Centro della Casa, dalla fede propria di essa, dal suo ordine 
eucaristico. li contingente e il temporaneo non sono giudici, possono in­
vece costituire circostanze attenuanti. La chiamata all'uomo non viene mai 
da esse, ma dall' eterno e dal necessario che è in esse. 

La coscienza morale io la vedo come storia degli atti della coscienza, 
nei quali avviene l'Epifania del Divino. In tal modo il necessario e l'eter­
no entrano nell'ipotetico e nel contingente della vita quotidiana. La co­
scienza morale tiene il cristiano unito al Centro della Casa e all' ordine di 
essa. Per questo l'Epifania del Divino nella coscienza morale del cristiano 
costituisce un particolare momento oggettivo della sua fede ecclesiale. Se 
non... Ogni giorno preghiamo nella santa messa: Signore, non guardare i 
miei peccati, ma la fede della tua Chiesa! I padri spirituali (cioè i teologi, 
alla cui teologia non manca la spiritualità) dicevano che chi applica al suo 
comportamento la cosiddetta epikeia, vale a dire che chi fa ricorso alla 
propria coscienza e crede che, nella situazione in cui si è trovato, non è 
obbligato a osservare l'apposita legge, debba prima chiedere il consiglio al 
superiore. Ed è logico, perchè la coscienza morale dell'uomo è coscienza 
comunionale, e non privata, della realtà pensata ed amata da Dio. L'uo­
mo ridotto al privato (i Greci un tal uomo lo chiamavano idiotes!) potrà 
saper fare molte cose, ma non saprà mai agire, vale a dire amare e cono­
scere ciò che è, incluso se stesso. Nella vita cOSI privata le regole del fare 
funzionano come se fossero regole etiche. L'etica costituita dalle regole del 
fare e applicata all'uomo permette di renderlo oggetto "buono da mangia­
re», «piacevole agli occhi» ed utile «ad aumentare le scienze». Horribile 
dictu! come e fino a che punto si fanno oggi sperimenti sugli uomini, 
specie su quelli piccoli, appena concepiti, che nelle mani non hanno an­
cora nulla per potersi difendere. 

A che cosa servono le teologie che non difendono l'uomo contro 
queste tentazioni? A che cosa servono le teologie morali che non difendo­
no la coscienza morale dell'uomo contro l'idiozia del privato? l. La difesa 
dell'uomo, anche di quello appena concepito, comincia molto prima; essa 
comincia nel difendere gli uomini contro il loro trattare se stessi come 
strumenti. Questo autotrattarsi come oggetti da vendere e comprare acca­
de nell'intimo delle loro persone, quindi nella comunione di esse, e si 
esprime nel modo, direi, primordiale negli atti sessuali ridotti alla pura 
produzione-passione dei piaceri, quindi al nulla. 

Penso che il caos del collettivismo «ecclesiale», che lascia alla no­
menklatura teologica decidere ciò che deve essere vero e ciò che deve es­
sere falso, e il previo caos provocato dalla caccia illuministica al Pensiero 
divino presente in ciò che è, il caos cioè che ha lasciato la realtà nelle 

l Ho studiato filosofia disse Faust di Goethe -, medicina, giurisprudenza e, pur-
troppo, anche teologia, e adesso cosa sto facendo? Meno studenti per il naso! Dovrebbe an­
che dire: li meno per il naso, perché io sono menato per il naso. 
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mani degli scienziati e in quelle della «maggioranza», comincia là dove fi­
nisce la professione della fede nel Dio-Creatore e nel Dio-Salvatore. «Da 
chi andremo?». Intorno a questa domanda-professione petrina della fede 
in Cristo comincia l'ordine, senza il quale non c'è la Casa del Padre, ma 
i «paesi lontani» delle ideologie e dei demagoghi. 

Quando Cristo chiese ai suoi discepoli che cosa la gente diceva che 
fosse il Figlio dell'uomo, essi risposero che alcuni dicevano Giovanni il 
Battista, altri Elia, altri Geremia o qualcuno dei profeti. E voi chi dite 
che io sia? Rispose Pietro: «Tu sei il Cristo, il Figlio del Dio vivente! ». 
E Gesu gli disse: «Beato te, Simone figlio di Giona, perché nè la carne nè 
il sangue te l'hanno rivelato, ma il Padre mio che sta nei cieli» (Mt 16, 
16-17). 

Se Pietro e gli Undici avessero seguito la maggioranza, avrebbero di­
strutto la Casa unicamente degna dell'uomo. Infatti avrebbero abbandona­
to il «Centro della storia e del Cosmo». 

Le opinioni si combattono l'una con l'altra, perché la loro forza sta 
nel possesso e nel successo. Le opinioni sono bellicose. La fede, invece, 
non combatte; essa, essendo spazio dell'Epifania Divina negli uomini, li 
rafforza con l'aiuto della Grazia che li rende beati. La loro forza si rivela 
nel loro amore e nella loro capacità di conoscere. La loro logica è logica 
del riflesso del Pensiero Divino rivelatosi nella sua Parola e nel creato che 
serve per la costruzione della Casa. Chi non è beato cosi, cioè chi non 
ama e non conosce ciò che è amabile e conoscibile perché prima è stato 
amato e conosciuto da Dio, cade nell'illogicità. Infatti, un tale uomo non 
ama e non conosce, ma costruisce opjnioni e ama quel nulla che egli 
stesso produce. «Beato sei, Pietro ... ». E significativo che, fra gli uomini, 
Cristo ha chiamato cosi solo Pietro. Prima, Suo Padre, con la bocca del­
l' Angelo nell'Annunciazione, si rivolse con questo aggettivo a Maria. Ci 
deve essere quindi una logica mariana e una logica petrina propria della 
beatitudine di quelli che abitano nella Chiesa. 

La logica di Maria ci mette nell' ordine ecclesiale nel silenzio del no­
stro cuore, mentre la logica di Pietro pubblicamente non ci permette di 
allontanarci da quell'Oggettivo, senza il quale perdiamo la dignità propria 
degli abitanti della Casa. La coscienza del cristiano ha due momenti: 
quello mariano e quello pettino. L'eterno, che chiama l'uomo per l'eter­
no, lo chiama nel silenzio del cuore; l'obbligo morale non ha bisogno di 
nessuna pubblicità e di nessuna tecnica per attirare la gente; nel silenzio 
del cuore, l'eterno si fa vivo come l'unum necessarium, ed è nel necessa­
rio che si trova il principio dell'agire umano, cioè del conoscere è dell'a­
mare nel contingente. Un tale agire è stato espresso proprio nel «Fiat 
mihi/», perché sia amare che conoscere altro non è che ricevere il dono. 

La logica petrina della professione della fede, che solo nel nome di 
Gesu, in nessun altro, possiamo essere salvati (cfr At 4, 11-12), insieme 
con la logica mariana di vivere questa fede nel silenzio, costituiscono un 
baluardo della dignità dell'uomo. 
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L'uomo beatamente logico, l'uomo che ama e conosce la grandezza 
dell'uomo, chiama peccato il peccato e si inchina con amore e con mIse­
ricordia sull'uomo aggredito e ferito dal male. Là dove il peccato viene 
offuscato, la misericordia sparisce. li samaritano misericordioso non avreb­
be visto che un uomo stava male se non avesse prima saputo come l'uo­
mo doveva stare. Il teologo che non dice l'intera verità per paura che gli 
uomini se ne vadano via perché deboli, non li cura come il Buon Samari­
tano aveva curato l'uomo ferito. Anzi, alla fine li disprezzèrà pensandoli 
di meno di quanto non lo sono. Non c'è l'amore e la misericordia senza 
la verità. 

Essere misericordioso non significa essere sentimentale. Il sentimenta­
lismo rappresenta un altro volto del razionalismo spietato. I prigionieri 
dei campi di concentramento si stupivano di come i loro carnefici si com­
muovevano dei gatti o delle canzonette sentimentali, mentre non si accor­
gevano dell'uomo. L'uomo non è un gatto miagolante, e la teologia non 
può essere una canzonetta di questo o di quell' altro cantautore ... 

Le teologie diventate scienza fra le altre scienze, non essendo frutto 
della continua conversione dei teologi, evacuant crucem Christi. Sostituisco­
no questa unica Passione pasquale con le passioni infinitamente meno dif­
ficili, ma proprio per questo inumane. Cercano la salvezza negli «altri 
nomi». 

Solo la preghiera può salvare teologie del genere, mai altre teologie. 
Dio, adirato con la stupida teologia intelligentemente costruita dagli amici 
di Giobbe, li rimandò da quell'uomo sofferente perché gli chiedessero di 
pregare per loro. La preghiera di Giobbe li ha salvati. 

Nelle Nuvole di Aristofane, il padre mandò suo figlio alla casa dei 
sofisti perché, li, imparasse a calcolare efficacemente e cosi lo salvasse dai 
debiti. Il figlio torna e lo picchia. Il padre si difende ricordandogli la leg­
ge «non picchiare i genitori! », ma il figlio gli risponde con la logica che 
è propria anche dei principi del padre; questa legge è di ieri, voi l'avete 
stabilita. Da oggi, invece, noi, figli, ne stabiliamo un'altra, questa: «pic­
chia tuo padre!». Il genitore, distrutto dalla logica calcolante, fa presente 
al figlio che, calcolando in questo modo, anche lui rischia di essere pic- . 
chiato dai propri figli. Ma il figlio seccamente risponde: possono anche 
non nascere! La loro nascita dipende da me. Disperato, il padre bruciò la 
casa dei sofisti, nella quale suo figlio aveva imparato a calcolare. 

Il cristiano non può bruciare nulla di ciò che è, se ancora c'è. Egli 
deve fare tutto il possibile perché nelle case, in cui vengono formati i fu­
turi pastori, l'insegnamento venga fatto nella fede della Chiesa. Ci vuole 
la conversione! Il teologo che, insegnando, non si converte, trasmette solo 
un metodo di calcolare e una certa somma di informazioni teologiche. 
Solo nella continua conversione dei teologi la parola verità potrà essere 
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reintrodotta nei seminari e nelle facoltà teologiche. E, con la verità, vi en­
trerà anche la libertà e il senso del peccato, altrimenti ne usciranno pa­
stori senza amore e senza misericordia, cioè indifferenti alla grandezza 
dell'uomo. Veri teologi sono i santi, perché solo i santi guardano il piti 
lontano possibile, dove c'è quel Dono di Dio che è l'Uomo. Senza quel 
guardare lontano, la teologia diventa un ridicolo andirivieni sociologico in 
mezzo alle scienze, cercando un successo tecnico e non la verità che co­
stituisce il Futuro della Chiesa, vale a dire, dell'uomo. 



IN RILIEVO 

1S THERE A NATURAL MORALITY?* 

jÉRÒME LEjEUNE" 

1. THE ANIMATION OF MATTER 

In his quest for the truth, the biologist comes upon a two-fold evi­
dence at the two extremes of the development of a human being. This 
evidence is dear: spirit animates matter. 

First of all, take the macro and miero structure of the brain, from 
the most complex connecting network that we presently know on earth 
(measuring 200,000 kilometers in length, if one calculates in neurotubules) 
to that extraordinary play of synapses whieh causes a flow of particles to 
be engulfed by the receptive membrane when a veside bursts and emits 
a chemical mediator. 

Curiously, our machine for eliminating the fortuitous and keeping 
only the deducible, mark of reason, is a partides counter of an incredible 
velocity. In the synapsis itself, partides pass one at a time into each of 
the channels. The little devil of Maxwell is at the bottom of this system 
whieh deciphers and puts order in the universe. 

Most wonderfully, the least thought triggers this flow of ions and 
this extraordinary counting of partides. Spirit truly animates matter. 

At the very outset, when a being begins its carrier, it is the genetic 
information whieh, accidents apart, dictates ali its qua!ities. According to 
the felicitous formula of the mathematicians, the being called to !ife is re­
duced to its simplest expression '. The language is, of course, extremely 
miniaturized. In the head of a spermatozoid, there is a linear meter of 
DNA. If one brought together ali the DNA molecules which will define 

'~Conferenza pubblica tenuta il 20 giugno 1989 nell'ambito del summer program, 
American session, }oho Paul II Institute. 

** Membro della Pontificia Accàdemia delle Scienze. 
l Note that «essence» precedes ~(existence» here. Indeed, the coded message of DNA 

will be transcribed in RNA which will then be spHced. Secondarily, proteins which are the 
machine too15 of the celi, will be constructed in conformity with the code of the messenger 
RNA. Given the translation macrune (the cytoplasm) 00 the ane hand and the DNA for­
mula 00 the other, one could kuow exact1y the «essence» cf the new being even before it 
is expressed, that is, even before «existence» of its properties is recognizable. 



270 J éròme Lejeune 

each and every quality of each and every one of the five billion men who 
will replace us on this planet, the amount of matter would be about 
equal to two aspirin tablets. 

What we know, beyond any possible doubt, is that all the necessary 
and suEEicient information is present from fecundation, tbat is, from the 
moment when the information carried by the spermatozoid and that car­
ried by the ovule are joined in the fertilized egg. 

This idea that spirit animates matter is, in a way, inscribed in our 
very language. We use the same word for an idea that comes to mind 
and for a new being coming into existence. In both cases, we speak of 
conception. Tbis is not a poverty of our vocabulary but implicit recogni­
tion, if I may put it so, tbat at tbe very beginning, soul and body, spirit 
and matter, are so interlocked that it is impossible to speak of one witb­
out the otber. And language never has. 

This leads us to consider the biologist's first responsibility: te explain 
to his contemporaries that molecular biology wholly excludes Cartesian 
Dualism according to whicb there is spirit on one side and body on tbe 
other. Living matter does not exist; tbere is only animated body, but ani­
mated by the nature of mano 

A question immediately suggest itself. Are there Instructions for Use 
of this buman nature? Is there a natural morality? Were I to express my 
thoughts very respectfully, if a bit abruptly, I would say that tbe De­
calogue is the user's manual and the Commandments of tbe Church the 
instructions for maintenance for human nature. 

But one would first of all have to establish tbat buman nature does 
indeed exist. This is fiercely dehated. Talk of human nature is not fash­
ionable nowadays and, not too long ago, it was pretended to be de­
monstrated that the buman condition was, in fact, on!y a kind of conven­
tion admitted by one sodety, but different for another, with no way of 
knowing which was good. 

If tbere is a natural morality, it wou!d be wise to conform to it, not 
in order to direct science (for natura! morality is itself an object of sd­
ence), but rather to ditect the uses of sdence and to decide about the 
technica! applications of our know!edge, and how to put it to good use. 
Sdence is indeed the Tree of Good and Evi!. It provides both good and 
bad fruits. Our whole responsibi!ity as sdentists is to collect the good 
fruits and not to offer the bad ones to our contemporaries and our de­
scendants. 

2. FRoM HUMAN NATURE TO NATURAL MORALITY 

Of course it is difficult to define human nature; nonetheless, we 
must try to grasp what it is. For a geneticist !ike myself, tbe first step is 
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simply to say: Well, we know with certainty that this enormous genetic 
message, 1011 of bases in DNA, corresponds to a phenomenal quantity of 
information. Moreover, we know that it is because the conceived being 
has this information that it is human. In other words, the most modern 
and objective molecular genetics can be epitomized in a rough paraphrase 
of the beginning of St. John's Gospel. «At the beginning there is a mes­
sage. This message is in life and this message is life; and if this message 
is a human message, then, this life is a human life». Of course, one must 
decipher this message and that is already underway, but it is not neces­
sary to get into overly tedmical details on how to read these extraordi­
nary Tables of the Law of life which are inscribed in onr DNA. 

It would, however, be quite insufficient to consider only DNA. DNA 
is like a magnetic tape on which the symphony of life is inscribed, but 
it must never be forgotten that the rest of the fertilized cell is like the 
magnetophone which will decipher tbe code and play the symphony. 
When we speak of the quantity of information expressed in bits, this is 
not only what is inscribed on the tape, but also what is involved in the 
machinery that reads the ribbon and executes what it means. 

Then it is not only some 1010 to 1013 bits that are involved, but an 
absolutely enormous number which at present no one can state precisely'. 

The first notion, then, is a genetic definition of the being. For the 
second notion we must return to onr opening remarks on the brain. One 
need only remove the cranial dome to find in man the frontal areas and 
the Broca and Wernicke zones that are absent from the primates. These 
zones are necessary for articulate speech and coherent thought. 

Without getting into comparative neuroanatomy, one can perhaps 
make a rough but nonetheless quite convincing observation. I travel a lot 
and no matter where I go there are !wO extremely instructive places I 
like to visit - the university and the zoo. In the universities, I have Ere­
quently met eminent colleagues who shake their learned heads and won­
der if, when ali is said and done, their children when very young were 
not some kind of animals. But at the zoo, I have never seen a meeting 
of chimpanzees asking themselves, when ali is done (and not said!) 
whether their children would not some day grow up into University 
members! 

2 Even if elle day this enormQUS numbel' wel'e estimated (aod there 1s no theoretical 
l'easoo why lt cannet be), there would remain the gl'cat difficulty left unsolved by the theory 
of informatioo. When the length of a message has been measured, ene has in no wise mea­
sured it5 «signification». To repeat without error such variants as «bla bla bIa», «l'an tao 
pIan», aod other, «roo et ron petit patapom>, could require a quantity of informatioo equal 
to a sonnet of Petrarch! The «quantity» of informatioo in the DNA of a chimpanzee is 
compal'able to that in thc DNA of man, yet lt is quite certain that the DNA of man tells 
something more: since man speaks. 
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About a zoo, why not go in Australia? Down there you would meet 
rather stupid bipedal creatures for whom aborting their babies looks per­
fectly natural - I mean the kangaroos - and more precisely the King 
Kangaroos, roughly the size of a mano 

At two months of age, the baby King, two centimeters long, is 
aborted. He looks like a little sausage with one claw on each of his 
rudimentary limbs. He does not know where the maternaI pouch is, (nor 
whether it exists at ail) but he feels gràvity. He climbs tight up in the 
fur, and if the mother kangaroo stands still he will not fail to reach the 
pouch and fail inside it. Then, comfortably, he will suck a tiny nipple 
and grow for another seven months. 

The remarkable thing is that mother kangaroo will let him do so. 
She would not ailow any other being. to accommodate itself in her 
pouch! Obviously the recognition of the tiny sausage as a kangaroo being 
18 somehow \\'Titten L'1 her net'"lOUS system. 

If nature has taken the trouble of witing the meager brain of a 
mother kangaroo, so that she could recognize the «kangarooiness» of the 
little kangaroo, I cannot believe that with their one and a half liter brain, 
the scholars have not been endowed with the faculty of recognizing rhe 
human dignity of the tiniest humans! 

For my part, I conclude that human nature is evident to ail. On this 
planet, man is the only creature who asks himself whence he comes, who 
he is'. He is also the only one to have discovered, (and this from the be­
ginning) that there is a connection between the passion of love and the 
reproduction of his kind. The most gifted or the best trained chimpanzee 
never has nor ever will know that there is a connection between copula­
tion and the appearance nine months later of a little ape who resembles 
him. Man has always known that Pagans quite rightly represented the 
god of love in the form of a child. This peculiarity, this knowledge which 
is, as it were, geneticaily insctibed in the heart of man, gives to his be­
havior, and especiaily to his amorous behavior, a dignity that does not 
exist in the rest of the life world. 

If one agrees that there can exist a natural morality, it follows im­
mediately that to dissociate love of the child and the child of love is an 
error in method. Hence the quite natural prescription of continuaI absti­
nence in the chaste celibate and periodic continence in the happy mar­
tiage. If monogamy indeed corresponds to human nature and if morality 
reserves to the husband the prerogative of being the onIy one authorized 
to deposit reproductive cells in the inner tempIe that is the wife's body, 
one then arrives quite simply at fundamental moral notions. Contracep­
tion, which is making love without making babies; extracorporeal fecun-

:3 And: «what have you done of your brother». 
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dation which is making the baby without making love; abortion, which is 
unmaking the baby; and pornography, which is unmaking love; are not in 
keeping with the natural dignity of man. 

The mocking remark that morality is iII placed in the bottom of pan­
ties exhibits ignorance of neuroanatomy. The cerebral projection of the 
genital organs is at the upper extremity of Rolando fissure in the in­
terhemispheric surface, very dose to the Iimbic system. That is to say, the 
genital is the only corporal representation to be in contact with the 
center of the emotions that move us: those which aim at presevation of 
the being (hunger, thirst, aggression) and the preservation of the species 
(reproduction, protection of the young, love). It foIlows that we are so 
made that whateyer concerns the genital directly involves the moral, 
neurologicaIly speàking. Rence the impossibility of mastering emotive be­
havior if the wiII does not command also, and perhaps first of all, con­
scious and deliberate genital behavior. 

When technology gives us control over the very young human being, 
over the embryo which can be formed in a quasi-alchemical phial, and 
even brought back from a frozen state, this natural morality teaches us 
that young as he might be, as fragile as he might be, the human embryo 
is member of our species and by that fact ought to be protected from all 
exploitation. Re is not a stock of spare parts to be drawn on at need. 
Re is not a commodity to be frozen and unfrozen at will. Re is not con­
sumer good for sale or exchange. Re is quite precisely our neighbor, our 
likeness, the flesh of our flesh. 

3. STUMBLING BLOCK OR SAFEGUARD? 

It must now be asked if this morality, unchanged throughout rime, 
amounts to an embarrassment for research. That is, is it an unfortunate 
taboo or, on the contrary, a precious guide? I would not pretend to give 
an a priori answer. Rather I wiII examine three examples. 

a) Respect 01 the Couple 

The conjugal act is the only natural mode of depositing male repro­
ductive ceIls into the feminine body, through the union of !Wo persons. 
This physical union which alone renders valid and definitive the engage­
ment of the persons is a desired and deliberated act of the spouses. 

Fecundarion of. the ovule by the sperm, wiII eventuaIly take pIace 
hours later, but the fusion of the reproductive ceIls is then a consequence 
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of body physiology and is beyond the conscious and deliberate control of 
the spouses. 

There is a fundamental difference between carrying in the male ga­
metes (by union of the persons, Le., the act of love, truly speaking) and 
the fecundation of the ovule (at the cellular leve!). As a consequence, if 
the technician carries the gametes he substitutes himself for the husband 
and, through a syringe, he achieves the act naturally reserved to the 
union of the persons. In this sense, there is substitutio personarum. 

On the contrary, when the technician suppresses an obstade prevent­
ing the fusion of the reproductive cells or alleviates an hormonal diffi­
culty or anything else hampeting fertility, he achieves adjutorium naturae 
which is the very purpose of medicine. .' 

This operational distinction, which is in full accord.nce with the Vat­
ican instruction Donum vitae, is not at ali academic. May I take the lib­
erty of quoting a woman having just haci her embryo transferred after ex­
tracorporeal fecundation. It is a little shocking possibly, but how en­
lightening. The anesthesiologist, the biologist and the gynecologists had 
performed the procedure in a respectful atmosphere accommodated with 
soft music. Instants later, to her troubled husband asking how the thing 
happened, the would-be mother answered abruptly, «l made love with 
the three!» 

A realistic, or more precisely a surrealistic description (that only a 
woman could discover) of the substitutio personarum we were discussing 
previously! 

It remains to be remarked that consequences of extracorporeal fecun­
dation are frightening for the human embryo - the technician who fos­
ters him for two or three days in the incubator or deep freezes him for 
years in liquid nitrogen, is, in fact, the only person having truly parental 
power over him. Hence ali the dangers of exploitation, ali the perverse 
abuses already invented or yet unimaginable! 

Conversely, the child conceived in corpore materno is protected from 
ali these attacks, by the very pIace of his conception. The womb is not 
only a shelter incomparably better equipped chemically and physiologically 
than the most sophisticated laboratory, but this secret tempIe is also pos­
sibly the only piace really designed for the coming into the world of a 
new human being, committed to eternity. 

The term secret tempIe is not pure metaphoric poetry, I learned in 
J apan. The Reverend Mother of charming sisters near Hiroshima taught 
me that in Chinese sctipt, the uterus is defined by two «conjis». One 
means <<shrine», the other means «concealed». When men try to tell the 
true story, no matter if they speak French, English or Japanese, when it 
comes to figuring out the pIace of the beginning of life's adventure, they 
reach two concepts: secret and sacred. 

If I can propose an opinion, I would surmise that the long trip out­
side the mother' s body implied by in vitro fertilization, is not a favorable 
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solution. Progress in adjutorium naturae will soon make it an obsolete, 
undesirable and unnecessary complication. Two schools will appear: The 
one will fight sterility by plastics, grafts, molecular biology or what have 
you; the other will obstinately pursue extracorporeal fecundation. But its 
avowed purpose will no longer be the fight against infertility but an arbi­
trary dominion over human destiny. 

b) Respect 0/ the Emhryo 

By respect of the emblyo I mean the human embryo. 1s this a taboo 
that retards research? I don't think so. The history of the past three 
years is very illuminating on this sco re. Three years ago, our colleagues in 
England tried to get a law enacted that would permit the experimental 
use of human embryos not yet 14 days old. I had the honor of appearing 
before the British Parliament to give a geneticist' s opinion. What had 
been proposed was this: 

If you give us the right to use 14-day o!d embryos, we will study different illnes­
ses and obtain know!edge !eading perhaps to a cure for menta! retardation, cysric 
fibrosis of the pancreas, muscu!ar dystrophy, Trisomy 21, and hemophilia. 

In my testimony I was obliged to remark in a quite matter of fact 
way, that one could not study in a 14-day old embryo a disorder in a 
brain that had not yet formed, nor difficulties of blood coagulation (e.g., 
hemophilia) because the organs which form blood cells are not yet dif­
ferentiated, nor an anomaly of the muscle which will appear only a week 
later. Finally, the project in no way enabled one to elaborate a logical 
basis for saying these experiments are scientifically necessary and abso­
lutely indispensable for the study of the five diseases. I can tell you -
and this is amusing - that this extremely simple intervention was very 
badly received. The scientific weekly, Nature, entitled it «A French Influ­
ence in Britain». Something quite shocking. Nature went so far as to 
promise a free subscription to anyone who would provide a research pro­
ject demonstrating the falsity of what I had said. That was three years 
ago. Nature has published no such thing and, to my knowledge, no one 
has received free that excellent scientific publication. 

The truth is that it was not necessary to manipulate human beings. 
For in the course of these years, the gene of cystic fibrosis has been dis­
covered. The gene of muscular dystrophy has been cloned and the pro­
tein it makes, dystrophine, is now known. Great progress has been made 
in the understanding of Trisomy 21 and hemophilia. Genetic engineering 
has made the anti-hemophiliac factor in artificially controlled bacteria, 
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blocking one possible means of transmission of AIDS. All this without 
harming the life of a single early human being. 

But what about frozen embryos? They are accumulated by thousands 
in a crowded deep freeze tanle The low temperature brings time to a 
stand stilli The hopelessness of arrested beings, concentrated in a hostile 
pIace where even the time was also arrested, such is the condition of 
early humans in a concentration can. 

Today, people are questioning what to do with frozen embryos. Kill 
them? Or keep them for experimental benefit? These same questions 
were asked fifty years ago in other predncts. 

The only answer is very simple. Concentration can must be forever 
strictly verboten. 

At this point, let me simply quote a phrase from out colleagues of 
the Max Planck lnstitute who wrote (in Nature): 

The abuse of these techniques through experiments with human embryos (and 
pre-embryos if one considers a preimplantation embryo not to be an embryo), 
must be condemned by the scientific community. 

This dedaration appeared a few months ago and I take comfort 
from the thought that the sdentists in a country where the denatured 
doctrine of the Nazis was once enforced by the law, are restoring dignity 
to biology. As an honest servant of medicine, biology must be at the ser­
vice of the patient, and must never again treat him as an experimental 
anima!' 

c) The respect 01 Mankind 

lf respect for human nature is not an obstade to research, is it a 
safeguard? I tend to think so. I will take a very recent example under 
discussion at the present time - the abortive pill, RU 486. It is an anti­
progesterone, a false key that blocks the site on which progesterone, the 
hormone indispensable for the progress of the pregnancy, normally acts. 
In technical terms, this product is called Mifepristone; in practical terms, 
it is the first spedalized anti-human pesticide. One can imagine, without 
any mistake in reckoning, that if this product is industrially manufactured 
it will kill each year more human beings than were killed by Hitler, Sta­
lin, and Mao Tse Tung combined. 

To eliminate the extremely young humans by a binary ammunition 
(anti-progesterone for poisoning and prostagladine for expulsing) is pre­
dsely the beginning of chemical warfare against humanity! 
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4. THE WAY, THE TRUTH AND THE LIFE 

There remains, however, another questiono Our power grows daily. 
We are going to make new beings (bacteria, vegetable, animals) by ways 
other than by natural or artificial selection. By that very fact we are cer­
tainly going to modify the destiny of man before he perhaps modifies 
himself. I do not know if we shall be able, during our lifetime, to modify 
the human brain, but no one can show that this wiII always be impossi­
ble. In short, we are going to become more and more powerfuI. The 
biological bomb is probably more dangerous for humanity than the 
thetmo-nuclear bombo Then we wiII indeed require something to guide 
uso It wiII be necessary to establish or rediscover a term of reference. 
Who can tell whether this will be good or bad? Who will teach us that? 

In my profession as physician and geneticist, such questions arise 
every day. 

Of course, there are always some who suggest that we alter morality 
whenever any innovation seems to require it or a disruption of the mores 
suggests it. This method has no future because it cannot surmount the 
decisive difficulty: «Technology is cumulative, wisdom is not». 

So what are we left with? Wisdom itself: What you have done te 
the smallest of mine you have done unto Me. If specialists remember 
that, science will remain the honest servant of the human family but, if 
they forget it, if they forget that there exists above ali a supernatural 
morality everything could be feared from a denatured biology. 
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