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KAZIMIERZ KEOSAK:
PERSON AND WORK






L.

A BIOGRAPHY OF
KAZIMIERZ KEOSAK

Kazimierz Ktésak was born on 1 January 1911 in Skwarzawa
Stara near Zétkiew (at that time, a village in the Kingdom of Galicia
and Lodomeria and part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire) to a work-
ing-class family of Jan and Zofia nee Mac¢kowska.' He was baptized
in the parish church of St. Laurence the Martyr in Zétkiew. Kazimierz
Kl6sak had three brothers and a sister but we do not know much
about his early years.? In the autumn of 1916, his parents decided to

! Biographical data concerning the early life of Kazimierz Kl¢sak was based
on the archival materials available in the Metropolitan Curia in Krakow (ArKM),
file: Pers A 1362.

2 Not only is this reflected in the gaps in the previous books about him, but
it can also be seen in important discrepancies related to, e.g. his place of birth (in
almost all biographies of Ktésak, Zétkiew is mentioned as the place in which
he was born), or—while talking about the further life of Ktésak—the place of his
priestly ministry just after finishing seminary, the dates of the obtainment of
the doctoral degree, and other details. Cf. S.W. Slaga, “Kierunki pracy naukowej
i organizacyjno-dydaktycznej ksiedza profesora Kazimierza Kiésaka,” Studia Phi-
losophiae Christianae 15, no. 1 (1979), pp. 9-26; S. Budzynski, “Ksiadz prof. Kazi-
mierz Ktésak 1911-1982,” Kierunki, no. 15 (1982), p. 4; J. Zycinski, “Vivere non
est necesse, philosophari necesse est. Ks. Kazimierz Ktésak,” Tygodnik Powszechny
36, no. 25 (1982), p. 3; A. Siemianowski, “Mysliciel, ktéry bardziej cenil prawde
niz popularno$¢ (pamieci ks. prof. Kazimierza Kiésaka),” Wiez 25, no. 8 (1982),
pp. 117-122; W. Chudy, “Ks. Kazimierz Kt6sak [Biografia i poglady filozoficzne],”
Edukacja Filozoficzna 25 (1998), pp. 149-165; idem, “Ks. Kazimierz Kiésak,” in
Polska filozofia powojenna I, ed. W. Mackiewicz (Warszawa: Agencja Wydawnicza
Witmark, 2001), pp. 412-427; “Pologne — Kasimir Kt6sak,” Revue Philosophique
de Louvain 81, no. 49 (1983), p. 169; Z. Hajduk, “Kt6sak Kazimierz,” in Powszechna
encyklopedia filozofii, vol. 5 (Lublin: Polskie Towarzystwo Tomasza z Akwinu, 2004),
pp- 667-669; idem, “Kl6sak Kazimierz,” in Encyklopedia filozofii polskiej, vol. 1
(Lublin: Polskie Towarzystwo Tomasza z Akwinu, 2011), pp. 654-655.
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[. KaziMIERZ KEOSAK: PERSON AND WORK

leave Zo6tkiew and soon the young Kazimierz was to found in Zywiec,
where he first attended a 4-year elementary school, and then 8-year
Nicolaus Copernicus Junior High School for Boys.

At that time, graduating from high school was no easy matter.
Although the economy of Zywiec developed rapidly after Poland re-
gained its independence in 1918, in many regions—especially in the
villages surrounding the town—poverty predominated, and children
usually only completed the elementary school. Despite those difficul-
ties, soon after taking his secondary school exams in a class with
a humanities profile, the 18-year-old Kazimierz Ktésak started philo-
sophical and theological studies at the Faculty of Theology of the
Jagiellonian University in Krakow in 1929. At that time, the Krakow
theological faculty had a department of Christian philosophy di-
rected by Rev. Prof. Konstanty Michalski CM. Christian philosophy
was then understood as neo-scholastic thought, the renewal of which
had been postulated by Pope Leo XIII in his encyclical letter Aeterni
Patris of 1879. Thus, during his studies, Klésak was mainly influenced
by an intellectual environment which was closely tied to the heritage
of St. Thomas Aquinas.

He graduated from philosophical-theological studies in 1934
with the degree of the Master of Arts in Theology, on the basis of the
master’s thesis entitled: Nauka katolicka o grzechu pierworodnym, jej
konsekwencje dla wychowania i zycia spotecznego [Catholic Teaching on
Original Sin and Its Consequences for Education and Social Life]. He was
ordained as a priest on 14 March 1934, and he started his pastoral
ministry in the parish of Osielec near Makéw, where he stayed until
August 1935. The parish priest who managed that church at the time
was Jan Rychlik. In a letter sent to the Krakow curia, Rev. Rychlik
praised his young vicar, emphasizing that “he has a writer’s talent and
a speaker’s intelligence.” Somewhat later, upon the request of Prince
Adam Sapieha, the archbishop of Krakow, Ktésak went to Rome to
study at the Pontifical University of St. Thomas Aquinas (“Ange-
licum”) where he stayed for two years. One of the lecturers at the
University was J6zef Maria Bocheniski OP. However, the style of phi-
losophy promoted in Rome did not match the intellectual needs
of the young Ktésak. At Angelicum, neo-scholatsic philosophy was

3 ArKM, Pers A 1362: List z 20 sierpnia 1935 roku proboszcza x. Jana Rychlika
do Najprzewielebniejszej Ksigzecej Kurii Metropolitalnej w Krakowie.
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1. A BIOGRAPHY OF KAZIMIERZ KEOSAK

practiced in a conservative manner, where the faithful copying of the
thoughts of the classics was appreciated more than a creative dialogue
with the modern directions of science and philosophy.

Another version of neo-Thomism was presented by scholars con-
nected with the Belgian Catholic University of Louvain. Their Insti-
tute Supérieur de Philosophie, established by cardinal Désiré-Joseph
Mercier, was the centre of the so-called Louvain neo-Thomism that
postulated more intensive contact with natural sciences. It was in
this scholar community, from which the above-mentioned Rev. Mi-
chalski also came, Ktdsak spent further two years of life. In 1939 he
obtained a bachelor’s degree, and his thesis was graded avec la plus
grande distinction (Latin: summa cum laude). At that time, Ktésak was
already strongly influenced by the French philosopher Jacques Mari-
tain, to whom he dedicated his first two articles published in Poland
in Collectanea Theologica and Polski Przeglad Tomistyczny [Polish Thomist
Review] in 1938 and 1939.4

When World War II broke out, Kazimierz Ktésak returned to
Poland. In October 1939, he started his ministry as vicar of St. Joseph’s
Church in Krakow-Podgérze. The parish priest of that church, Rev.
Jozef Niemczynski, described Ktésak in his certificate of morality in
the following manner: “He studied day and night, which had a bad
influence on his health.” The fact that Kt6sak was an incredibly hard-
working scholar was also noticed by his superiors in the Krakow
Church. In 1940, he was appointed as the prefect and lecturer of the
Metropolitan Seminary of Krakow, where he was also the rector for
some time.

During the war period, one of his students was Karol Wojtyta.®
It was probably at this time that Kt6sak came across the works of the

4 K. Klé6sak, “Maritainowa analiza stosunku filozofii moralnej do teologii,”
Collectanea Theologica 19, no. 2 (1938), pp. 177-220; idem, “Filozofia przyro-
dy w ujeciu Jakuba Maritaina,” Polski Przeglad Tomistyczny 1, no. 2 (1939),
pp. 154-170.

5 ArKM, Pers A 1362: Swiadectwo moralnosci z dnia 29.03.1940 do Ksigzeco-
-Metropolitalnej Kurii w Krakowie.

6 “As a seminarian clandestinus I got the handbook of metaphysics by prof.
Kazimierz Wais from Lviv and Father Kazimierz Kl6sak said: “Learn! If you
learn, you shall pass the exam.” I was making my way through this text for
a few months. I took the exam and I passed it. And it was a turning point in
my life. A new world opened for me. I started studying theological books.”
Jan Pawet II, Wstaricie, chodzmy! (Krakéw: Wydawnictwo $w. Stanistawa, 2004),
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Lviv-Warsaw school and its Christian branch, the so-called Krakow
Circle, for the first time.” He also continued working on his doctoral
dissertation, written under the supervision of Rev. Michalski, defend-
ing his thesis entitled Tomizm u Jakuba Maritaina [Thomism in Jacob
Maritain’s Thought]. He was promoted on 11 April 1945.8

Soon after the war, in the context of the new political situation
in Poland, Kt6sak began his ongoing polemic with dialectical materi-
alism.? He published his first critical articles in the magazines: Znak,
Ateneum Kaptariskie and Tygodnik Powszechny. In 1948, his book: Ma-
terializm dialektyczny. Studia krytyczne [Dialectical Materialism. Critical
Studies] appeared in Krakow. It was the first and—after the war—the
only book which questioned the philosophical foundations of Marxism
supported in Poland by such scholars as Adam Schaff.’® At the same
time, Kt6sak attempted to modernise Christian philosophy. In his

p.- 78. Cf. A. Reimers, “Karol Wojtyta’s Aims and Methodology,” in Christian
Wisdom Meets Modernity, ed. K. Oakes (London-New York: Bloomsbury Aca-
demic Press, 2016), p. 130.

7 Such a supposition can be found in: M. Heller, “Ks. Kazimierz Ktésak -
mysliciel na rozdrozu,” in Filozofia a nauka w mysli Ksiedza Kazimierza Klésaka,
eds. Z. Liana, A. Michalik (Krakéw-Tarnéw: OBI; Wydawnictwo Biblos, 2004),
p- 18. Cf. Z. Wolak, “Naukowa filozofia Kota Krakowskiego,” Zagadnienia Filozo-
ficzne w Nauce, no. 36 (2005), pp. 97-122. See more in Chapter 2.

8 K. Ki6sak, Tomizm u Jakuba Maritaina: I. Maritainowa analiza stosunku
filozofii moralnej do teologii (Lwéw: Drukarnia Karola Doroszyriskiego, 1938);
II. Filozofia przyrody w ujeciu Jakuba Maritaina (Lwéw: Wydawnictwo oo. Domi-
nikanéw, 1939), cf. footnote 4. See S. Piech, “Doktorzy teologii Uniwersytetu
Jagielloniskiego w latach 1945-1954,” Saeculum Christianum: Pismo Histo-
ryczno-Spoteczne 5, no. 1 (1998), p. 188.

9 Despite the above-mentioned criticism, Klésak was, for some time, a mem-
ber of the Committee of Catholic Intellectuals and Activists organised by Bolestaw
Piasecki. It was a group of Catholic priests and lay people which functioned
in Poland in 1950-1953 as part of the Polish Committee of Peace Defenders.
The group was willing to cooperate with the communist authorities and it is be-
lieved that the priests who belonged to the committee were “patriot priests.” See
}.P. Matyjasiak, “Miedzy wiernoscia Kosciolowi a stuzba panstwu. Dziatalnos¢
katolikéw ,,spolecznie postepowych” na przykladzie Komisji Intelektualistéw
i Dziataczy Katolickich przy Polskim Komitecie Obronicéw Pokoju (1950-1953),”
in Letnia Szkota Historii Najnowszej 2009. Referaty, eds. £.. Kaminski, T. Koztowski
(Warszawa: Instytut Pamieci Narodowej, 2010), p. 119. Kiésak was also one of
those who signed an open letter sent to French intellectuals concerning the re-
militarisation of Germany. See Stowo Powszechne, no. 290 (1950), p. 1.

10 See A. Schaff, Wstep do teorii marksizmu. Zarys materializmu dialektycznego
i historycznego (Warszawa: Ksiazka i Wiedza, 1947).

14



1. A BIOGRAPHY OF KAZIMIERZ KEOSAK

work: Mysl katolicka wobec teorii samorédztwa [The Catholic Thought
and the Theory of Spontaneous Generation] (1948), he claimed that
there was no contradiction between the concept of abiogenesis and
the traditional Christian doctrine of creation. It was a brave thesis,
especially taking into account the conservative atmosphere of Polish
Catholicism at the time. In 1949, Kiésak also published, together
with Prof. Aleksander Usowicz CM, a monograph on the life and phi-
losophy of his thesis supervisor Konstanty Michalski.'*

In the 1950s, Ktésak was very active in his scientific work. As
early as 1951, the Philosophical Commission of the Polish Academy
of Arts and Sciences, managed by Wtadystaw Tatarkiewcz, appointed
Kl6sak as an associate. At that time, Klésak was a lecturer at the Fac-
ulty of Theology of the Jagiellonian University (UJ)—he was an assis-
tant professor, managing the Department of Christian Philosophy.
In 1954, according to the decision of the communist authorities of
the Polish People’s Republic, the whole faculty was removed from the
university. As a result, some employees, including Kazimierz Ktésak,
started work at the temporary Academy of Catholic Theology in War-
saw (ATK). However, Kl6sak remained connected with Krakow, con-
tinuing his scientific and didactic work in the city. The former Faculty
of Theology of the Jagiellonian University lost the recognition of the
communist authorities, but—due to the support of the Apostolic See,
as well as bishops and Krakow scholars—it continued to function
(up to 1981 as the Pontifical Faculty of Theology [PWT], then as the
Pontifical Academy of Theology [PAT], and from 2009 as the Pontifical
University of John Paul IT in Krakow [UPJPII]), subject directly to the
authority of the Catholic Church.

On 15 November 1954, Kazimierz Klésak was given the title of
associate professor. In the same year, he started giving lectures on
the philosophy of nature and theodicy at ATK, and in later years
(1956-1957,1964-1976) he worked as a dean of its Faculty of Chris-
tian Philosophy and a director of the Department of the Philosophy
of Nature.’ In 1957, he was forced to stop—for several years—giving

11 Klésak was the author of the chapter: Analiza twérczosci naukowej ks. K. Mi-
chalskiego [Analysis of the Scientific Work of Rev. K. Michalski]. See A. Usowicz,
K. Klésak, Konstanty Michalski (1879-1947) (Krakéw: Drukarnia “Powsciagliwosé
iPraca, 1949), pp. 129-212.

12 Tn 1957, he was forced to quit his position as dean, and in 1958 the commu-
nist authorities dismissed him from his state-sponsored post at the university.

15



[. KaziMIERZ KEOSAK: PERSON AND WORK

lectures at ATK, due to the problems with the legal status of the
Faculty of Theology of UJ and the unclear situation of the Warsaw
university. As a philosopher connected with Krakow, he was also
amember, and (in 1957-1958) the president of the Polish Theological
Society (PTT)—a renowned organization involved in scientific, didac-
tic and publishing activity, aiming at the development of church sci-
ences in the Catholic society. Of particular importance, PTT also
supported research in Christian philosophy.

In the 1950s Kiésak published numerous philosophical works
in which he discussed many different issues, such as: the method of
the philosophy of nature, the theory of evolution in the context of the
faith, the time in which the Universe was created, and anthropogene-
sis or the origin of human soul. Also, he engaged in disputes with
other Polish Catholic thinkers (e.g. Pawet Boharczyk, Witold Pietkun),
and he was strongly criticized by Marxists, such as Leszek Kotakowski,
for his works on dialectical materialism.'® As a result, Kl6sak started
to be directly attacked by communist ideologists, as well as Roman In-
garden, Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz or Wladystaw Tatarkiewicz.™

In order to make himself familiar with the latest scientific and
philosophical works, Ktésak asked the hierarchs of the Krakow Church
for permission to read “forbidden books,” i.e. those which were not
sanctioned by the Church law. In the pre-conciliar period, it was an or-
dinary practice applied in the Polish Church. At that time, Kt6sak was
deeply fascinated with theodicy. The two-volume work: W poszukiwa-
niu Pierwszej Przyczyny [In Search of the First Cause] (volume 1: 1954,
volume 2: 1957), was dedicated to the arguments for the existence
of God. The publication of the books was delayed due to the actions

This period of Kazimierz Kt6sak’s life, related to the way he was treated by the
government, is worth emphasizing as symbolic and typical of numerous Polish
scholars who disagreed with the Marxist worldview. Kt6sak had a critical scien-
tific approach to the philosophy of Marxism (strictly: to dialectical materialism)
and he often expressed it in public utterances and published texts, as a result
of which, for many years, he experienced different kinds of obstacles in his
scientific activity, which bore the marks of persecution for political opinions
and worldview. See Wydziat Filozofii Chrzescijafiskiej na ATK 1954-1999, eds.
J. Bielecki, J. Krokos (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo UKSW, 2001), pp. 11-12.

13 See Chapter 4, point 4.2.: Dispute with Dialectical Materialism.

14 This situation of Polish philosophy after World War I was described by, i.a.
J. Tischner. See J. Tischner, Polski ksztatt dialogu (Paris: Editions Spotkania,
1981), pp. 11-41.

16
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taken by the national censorship office. A characteristic feature of
Ktésak’s book was his attempt to use the achievements of the con-
temporary physics and biology in theodicy. In this work, Ktésak re-
ferred to the tradition of the Polish philosophy, quoting the works of
thinkers connected with the Lviv-Warsaw school (Kazimierz Ajdukie-
wicz, Tadeusz Czezowski, Jan Lukasiewicz), the Krakow philosophy
of nature of the inter-war period (Joachim Metallmann, Jan Sala-
mucha, Marian Smoluchowski, Zygmunt Zawirski), and Polish neo-
Thomism (Piotr Chojnacki, Konstanty Michalski, Franciszek Sawicki,
Ignacy Rézycki, Kazimierz Wais).

At the end of 1950s, Kiésak started to give lectures at a third
Catholic university in Poland—from 1959/1960, he taught the stu-
dents of the Faculty of Philosophy of the Catholic University of
Lublin (KUL). In 1959, the Ministry of Science and Higher Education
did not approve Ktésak’s position as the director of the Department
of Philosophy of Nature, as a result of which he was not permitted
to give lectures at KUL. Thus, he only worked for a few months there,
and then—up to 1964—he only gave occasional lectures. However,
he maintained ties to KUL until 1971.%> In the years 1964-1971, he
was the director of the Department of the Philosophy of Nature at
KUL, and for some time he was the director of its Section of the Phi-
losophy of Nature. At that time, he travelled weekly to Krakow, where
he lived, to Warsaw, and then to Lublin and back to Krakow again.
His intensive didactic work ended in 1971 due to several serious
health conditions.*®

In this period, Klésak was a respected scholar and organiser of ac-
ademic life. He continued his work on the philosophy of nature and
theodicy, publishing his articles in, i.a., Roczniki Filozoficzne [Philoso-
phical Annuals] and collective works. Following the concepts elaborated
during the Second Vatican Council, he used the latest achievements
of philosophy and natural sciences, referring to the works of scien-
tists such as: Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, Jacques Maritain, Etienne
Gilson, Louis de Broglie, Aleksander Oparin, and Svante Arrhenius.
Also, he appreciated Polish postwar thought, e.g. accepting some of

15 See H. Piersa, “Filozofia przyrody w Katolickim Uniwersytecie Lubelskim,”
Summarium 45, no. 65 (2016), pp. 29-33.

16 See J. Zycinski, “Kazimierz Ktésak (1911-1982),” in Ziota ksiega Papieskiej
Akademii Teologicznej w Krakowie, ed. S. Piech (Krakéw: Papieska Akademia Teo-
logiczna, 2000), p. 533.
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the solutions of Bolestaw Gawecki, who was famous for his ideas re-
lated to the philosophy of natural history. Ktésak was also an active
participant and organiser of philosophical conferences and sympo-
siums. He took part in, i.a., a philosophical symposium on the analy-
sis of the kinetic starting point and theological argument for the
existence of God that was held at the residence of the cardinal Karol
Wojtylta in Krakow (1968). Other participants of the symposium in-
cluded scholars from PWT, ATK, KUL, as well as the professors of
physics and biology from UJ.*”

His involvement in the renewal of Christian thought and culture
in Poland was also confirmed by the creation of two periodicals. Along
with J6zef Iwanicki, in 1965 he established the half-yearly of the Fac-
ulty of Christian Philosophy of ATK: Studia Philosophiae Christianae,
and he was first the vice-editor-in-chief, and then the editor-in-chief
of this journal (up to 1977). The journal discussed general philosoph-
ical issues and included articles by various Polish and foreign philoso-
phers. Kl6sak was also the co-founder and editor of the annual
publication of the Polish Theological Society—Analecta Cracoviensia,
the first issue of which appeared in 1969 in Krakow. The journal was
created after several attempts by the Krakow professors of the Pon-
tifical Faculty of Theology (PWT) and with the great support of Woj-
tyta. Since PWT was not recognised by the government authorities
at that time, Analecta Cracoviensia could not be called a periodical of
that university.'® Despite that fact, the journal survived and—just
like Studia Philosophiae Christianae—it remains in print to this day.

On 28 June 1968, Kazimierz Ktésak was given the title of a full
professor. His philosophical output was impressive, and many other
Polish thinkers referred to it in their works. As for neo-Thomist
thought, Ktésak was brave enough to modify the traditional Aristotle-
Thomist reflection. He often referred to the achievements of modern
science—especially physics, cosmology, evolutionary biology and psy-
cho-physiology and philosophy, trying to make the latter a discipline
as exact as possible, though not minimalistic in the manner postu-
lated by neo-positivists. A similar approach to philosophy was typical

17 A detailed report from this event: E. Morawiec, “Sympozjum filozoficzne
poswiecone analizie punktu wyjscia kinetycznego i teleologicznego argumentu
na istnienie Boga,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 4, no. 2 (1968), pp. 225-270.

18 See A. Kubis, Papieski Wydziat Teologiczny w Krakowie w latach 1954-1981
(Krakéw: Wydawnictwo Naukowe PAT, 2005), p. 271.
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of the Krakow environment from which Ktésak came and with which
he was connected during his scientific activity.

At that time at PWT, Klésak was not only involved in science, but
also in the organizational activity of the university. At the turn of the
60s and 70s, the Faculty grew gradually, and one of the ideas for its
reorganisation was creating lecturing teams which were to coordinate
the selection and scope of the didactic material. The project was ap-
proved, as a result of which a philosophical team was created, and
Klésak was appointed as the president of the team.' Also, the first
ideas to create a separate philosophical faculty appeared in Krakow at
that time, and one of the initiators of that endeavour was Wojtyta. In
1970, a section of philosophy was created at PWT which was assumed
to be the starting point for the creation of an autonomous scientific
institute. The section included eight departments, and Kt6sak directed
three of them: the Department of Formal Logic, the General Method-
ology of Sciences and Theories of Cognition, the Department of Philo-
sophical Anthropology, and the Department of the Philosophy of
Natural History and the Philosophy of Nature.?® Also, the studies at
PWT included philosophical seminars, including a seminar in the phi-
losophy of nature, which were conducted by Kiésak. One of the par-
ticipants of the seminar in the 1970s was, i.a. Jozef Zycinski.

Klé6sak enjoyed ties to PWT until the end of his life. In 1976, the
Congregation for Catholic Education issued a decree that established
the Pontifical Faculty of Philosophy. However, for various reasons but
mainly political, the faculty only functioned as the Institute of Phi-
losophy at PWT. Because of the problems caused by the communist
authorities, the fulfilment of the above-mentioned decree had to take
place partially. Its crowning was motu proprio by John Paul II—Beata
Hedvigis of 1981, on the basis of which the Pontifical Academy of The-
ology was established. The Academy included three faculties, and one
of them was the Faculty of Philosophy. Ktésak lived long enough to

19 Archive of the Pontifical University of John Paul II in Krakéw (ArUPJPII),
PWT-0022: Protokoly z posiedzers Rad Wydziatu, vol. 2 (10.06.1968-25.06.1974),
Zatqgcznik nr 1 do protokotu z posiedzenia Rady Wydziatu z dnia 31.01.1970 roku,
k. 51.

20 ArUPJPII, PWT-0022: Protokoly z posiedzers Rad Wydziatu, vol. 2 (10.06.1968-
-25.06.1974), Protokét z posiedzenia Rady Wydziatu z dnia 30.01.1970 roku, k. 47;
ibidem, Zatqcznik nr 2 do protokotu z posiedzenia Rady Wydziatu z dnia 30.01.1970
roku, k. 54. Cf. A. Kubis, Papieski Wydziat Teologiczny w Krakowie w latach
1954-1981, p. 101.
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enjoy the Pope’s decision, although, at that time, he no longer partic-
ipated in the life of the new scientific institute. However, it is worth
emphasizing that he took part in organizational work which was es-
sential to the creation of the faculty. Up to 1981, he also gave lectures
in Krakow. In the academic year 1980/1981, he was still a professor
of PWT, conducting scientific seminar and classes on the philosophy
of nature. Despite the fact that his health had grown worse due to his
long fight with rheumatism, Kltésak still maintained contact with the
Warsaw scholarly environment. In 1976, he initiated a series of books
at ATK: Z zagadnien filozofii przyrodoznawstwa i filozofii przyrody [On
the Philosophy of Natural Sciences and Philosophy of Nature]. As the ini-
tiator and the first editor of the series, he provided the space of philo-
sophical discussion for his colleagues and students. In the Warsaw
environment, he was also famous for publishing articles in collective
works edited by Bohdan Bejze, referring to the most important issues
concerning metaphysics, philosophical anthropology and theodicy.
Several doctoral dissertations and master’s theses were written under
his supervision. Also, he was a reviewer in habilitation and professor
proceedings. He organised many scientific conferences, e.g. those re-
lated to the thought of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin. From the autumn
of 1981, he was a member of the Committee of Philosophical Sciences
of the Polish Academy of Sciences.

In the last years of life, Kt6sak mainly worked on the theory and
methodology of the philosophy of nature, and the philosophy of God.
In 1979, the Polish Theological Society (PTT) in Krakow published
the first volume of Z zagadnien filozoficznego poznania Boga [On the
Philosophical Cognition of God]. Both in terms of philosophy of nature,
and in terms of methodology, it was a truly innovative work in com-
parison to the previous, two-volume work: W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej
Przyczyny [In Search of the First Cause] of the 1950s. Kt6sak constantly
confronted the newest scientific knowledge with the neo-Thomist
philosophy, as a result of which he changed some of his beliefs. The
best example of this is the book Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody
[On the Theory and Methodology of the Philosophy of Nature] of 1980,
in which Ktésak presented his upgraded meta-philosophical opinions,
pointing to the problems of the Aristotelian-Thomist philosophy of
nature in the context of the development of the modern theoretical
physics. In this work, Kiésak considered, inter alia, the opportunity
to get to know nature in a philosophical manner, and the approach
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of the philosophy of nature to metaphysics and natural sciences,
mainly referring to the thought of Maritain and disputing with the
opinions of Jerzy Kalinowski or Mieczystaw Krapiec.

Simultaneously, Ktésak was working on the next books. In 1981,
in an interview with Zycinski published in Tygodnik Powszechny, he
said that he was preparing the second volume of Z zagadnieti filozoficz-
nego poznania Boga [On the Philosophical Cognition of God]. According
to the interview, he was also working on other texts.?* Unfortunately,
at the end of 1981, his health problems intensified.”? He went to the
clinic of prof. Andrzej Szczeklik, which resulted in a slight improve-
ment, but soon his health worsened again. Kazimierz Kitésak died on
1 June 1982 in Krakow.? He was buried in the Salwator cemetery be-
longing to the parish of the Holiest Saviour in Krakow.?*

After the philosopher’s death, John Paul II wrote in a telegram
that “the death of R.I.P. prof. Kazimierz Klésak, a faithful servant
of God and an outstanding scholar, is a great loss for the Polish, and
particularly Krakow, scientific environment.”? Indeed, the Krakow
scholar environment had suffered the greatest loss possible. In a nat-
ural way, he was the continuator of the Krakow philosophy of nature
which had always been open to dialogue with contemporary science.

21 «

Chce poznaé Boga i dusze... Z ks. prof. K. Ktésakiem rozmawia ks. prof.

J. Zycinski,” Tygodnik Powszechny 35, no. 26 (1981), [n.p.].

22 “In the last years his health was getting worse. He was forced to work less

intensively. But he could not stop working, because work was his life. We can say
he was overwhelmed with work. The disease made him suffer. He did not com-
plain or feel sorry for himself. When—because of the disease—he did not man-
age to do his work on time, he explained that the delay was something he could
not prevent. He was very patient. He did not show how much he suffered and
how hard it was for him not to be able to move freely.” M. Lubanski, “Moje
spotkania z ksiedzem profesorem Kazimierzem Klésakiem,” Zagadnienia Filo-
zoficzne w Nauce 4 (1984), p. 60.

2 On his deathbed he was still dictating his two reviews. One of them in-
cluded the request to award the title of professor to Rev. Michat Heller, PhD.

24 The same grave also contains the body of Rev. Prof. Tadeusz Wojciechowski,
whose dissertation supervisor was Kazimierz Kt6sak and with whom Klésak
engaged intensively on the origin of human soul. See, i.a. K. Kiésak, “Teoria
kreacjonistycznych poczatkéw duszy ludzkiej a wspoétczesny ewolucjonizm,”
Analecta Cracoviensia 1 (1969), pp. 32-56; T. Wojciechowski, “Geneza duszy
ludzkiej w ujeciu Kazimierza Kiésaka,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 28, no. 2
(1992), pp.- 127-137.

25 ArKM, Pers A 1362: Letter of John Paul II to Cardinal F. Macharski of
04.06.1981.
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He was not a dogmatist tied to particular statements, but he con-
stantly corrected his views in light of the achievements of natural his-
tory and philosophy according to a tradition reaching back to Stefan
Pawlicki CR, the first director of the Department of Christian Philos-
ophy of the former Faculty of Theology of UJ in the second half of
the 19" century. There is no doubt that Ktésak also influenced the
Warsaw environment, which appreciated his style of practicing phi-
losophy which was perceived in a realistic yet critical manner, and as
one which was open to the achievements of the natural sciences (es-
pecially the philosophy of nature treated as a separate discipline). This
is confirmed by the fact that Warsaw scholars continued the research
that followed Kl6sak’a approach (Mieczystaw Lubanski, Szczepan
W. Slaga, Kazimierz Kloskowski, Anna Latawiec, Anna Lemanska,
Grzegorz Bugajak, Adam Swiezynski). Ktésak’s scientific output,
which includes almost 150 works, including books, articles, disputes,
reviews and reports from scientific events, still inspires future gen-
erations of philosophers. However, it is worth mentioning that his
philosophical inheritance is sometimes subject to critical analyses.?

The greatness of the scholar is also confirmed by his students.
Klésak shaped many great philosophers. He was the teacher of: Jézef
Zycinski, J6zef Tischner,”” Tadeusz Wojciechowski, Mieczystaw Luban-
ski, Szczepan W. Slaga, Jozef M. Dotega, and Kazimierz Kloskowski. He
disputed with some of them for a long time, and with Wojciechowski

% Tt was confirmed by the Krakow conference Filozofia przyrody ks. prof.
K. Késaka [Philosophy of Nature by K. Ktésak], organized on 28.11.2002. During
the conference, there were many lectures suggesting that the solutions of Klésak
are archaic. See P. Polak, “Konferencja: Filozofia przyrody ks. prof. Kazimierza
Klésaka. W dwudziesta rocznice Jego $mierci [sprawozdanie],” Semina Scientia-
rum, no. 2 (2003), pp. 73-78.

27 According to the memoirs of J. Tischner: “Father Kazimierz Klésak was the
greatest professor who had the idea to combine positive sciences with the Chris-
tian philosophy, i.e. with a kind of reformed Thomism. He taught us biology,
physics and chemistry, showing that the achievements of those sciences do not
contradict the dogmas. For example, it is possible to reconcile evolutionism with
God’s act of the creation. That was impressive. During his lectures we felt that we
had, and we would continue to have, something interesting to say to the people.
Also, the Professor disputed with dialectical materialism, as—at that time—he
was not allowed to refute historical materialism. He gave us strong intellectual
support and he extended our horizons by looking at science, at the reality that
surrounded us. Leszek Kotakowski disputed with him fiercely. This dispute made
us really excited.” J. Tischner, A. Karon-Ostrowska, “Byli$my przekonani, ze mamy
racje,” Tygodnik Powszechny, no. 17 (2015) (appendix) [n.p.].
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in particular. He was a philosopher—polemicist but, at the same time,
he truly appreciated scholars who had different approaches to the
problems he was interested in. A good example is the situation of
1966 when, after the defence of the doctoral dissertation by Michat
Heller, he was the first to recommend his employment at the Catholic
University of Lublin, even though Heller did not agree with Ktésak
in terms of how to practice the philosophy of nature.?®

Kl6sak paid for his hard scientific work with his health problems.
In the funeral speech given in St. Anne’s Church in Krakow, the car-
dinal and archbishop of Krakow of the time, Franciszek Macharski,
called him a “martyr of science.” His brother, Franciszek Ktésak, on
the 17" anniversary of the philosopher’s death, said that—for thirty
years of his work—Ktésak

... reduced all forms of social contact to the minimum, avoided cel-
ebrations and parties, as well as unnecessary meetings, as he be-
lieved them to be the main and popular form of wasting time. His
entrance door was covered with a soundproofed cloth, and he had
a complicated system of doorbell ringing that was only known to
the closest friends. The aim of such installations was to protect
the time he dedicated to the Truth. They were to prevent him from
exchanging lonely reflection into empty chats that were only vari-
ations on “actually nothing new.” The professor chose this freedom
from the popular conventions not in the name of freedom itself,
but in the name of the Truth—so that, in another afternoon, he
could add several paragraphs to a new line of argumentation or in-
terpret a classical text in a new way.?

Klé6sak spent most of his life in a house located at 10. St. Mark’s
Street in Krakow and he hardly ever even visited his family who lived
in Zywiec.

Kazimierz Kiésak was a person about whom many interesting
stores were told.*® A characteristic feature of his numerous publications

2 See M. Heller, Wierze, zeby rozumieé. Rozmawiajq W. Bonowicz, B. Brozek,
Z. Liana (Krakéw: Znak, 2016), pp. 147-148.

2 B Klosak, “W siedemnasta rocznice $mierci ks. prof. K. Klésaka,” Wspdl-
nota. Tygodnik Parafii Narodzenia Najswietszej Maryi Panny w Zywcu, no. 29(273)
[n.y.] [appendix], pp. 3-4.

3% Some of them were told by J. Zyciniski who took care of Ktésak in his last
years of life. “Within his last years, when together we spent long hours in the
Krakow Clinic of Intensive Therapy, I described some of those funny situations
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were their long footnotes, in which he included additional biograph-
ical references and remarks enriching the text with extra contents.
Also, apart from being extremely hardworking and ascetic, he im-
pressed everyone with his firm attitude towards the communist au-
thorities. Not only did he express such an attitude in his philosophical
works, but he also refused to receive the Gold Medal for Merit from
the Polish government. Kt6sak did not want to accept it because “at
the time when the Catholic Church was persecuted by the authorities,
he could not accept any medals from the persecutors. After he sent
the medal back to the government, he felt that the steps he heard in
the corridor might be the steps of a Security Service officer coming
to arrest him”—as Kl6sak’s brother recalls.®

Kl6sak was a pioneer of a form of Christian philosophy which
was open to modern science, especially evolutionary biology. As a re-
sult, he was often criticised and also by some people of the Church.
Nevertheless, he did not give up his disputes, and his polemical ten-
dencies were taken up by his students, such as Tischner or Zycinski.
Thus, in post-war Poland, Ktésak became the spokesman for open
philosophical debate, both within Catholicism and in its relations
with government ideology. It remains a lasting achievement of this
prominent Krakow scholar.

The person and philosophical views of Kazimierz Ktésak are still
interesting to many people, which is confirmed by the conferences
and books dedicated to his great philosophical inheritance.?? Perhaps
the main attraction of his thought is the style of his intellectual
quests. According to Zycinski:

to him, because I wanted him to forget the pain and the sad reality of martial
law. He listened to my stories as to normal memories of the past, and he some-
times added some details or made the context more precise. ‘It is said’, I told
him, ‘that one day, quoting your doctor friend, you claimed that the human
body only needs 4 hours of sleep per day, as a result of which you slept from
10 p.m. until midnight, because another doctor said that it is much better to
go to sleep before midnight. Is it true?’. ‘Not really’, he said. “Those were the
words of the same doctor’.” J. Zyciriski, “Philosophari necesse est. Filozoficzna
sylwetka Kazimierza Klésaka,” Znak 36, no. 1 (1984), pp. 18-19. In 1971 Klésak
was proud to emphasize that he had not been to see a doctor for 25 years.

31 E Klésak, “W siedemnasta rocznice $mierci ks. prof. K. Ktésaka,” p. 4.

2 See, e.g. Filozofia a nauka w mysli Ksiedza Kazimierza Ktésaka; Mysl filo-
zoficzna Ksiedza Profesora Kazimierza Kltésaka w dwudziestq rocznice $mierci, eds.
G. Bugajak, A. Latawiec (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo UKSW, 2004). More: see
Chapter 7, Sub-chapter 7.2.
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... Klésak’s personality, his radical honesty and, at the same time,
the lack of living resourcefulness, became a symbol of the style in
which the basic factor was the care for logical conclusions void of
any personal and practical benefits. His world was the world of ob-
jective values, truth and logical inferences, and not the world
of a convention changed into taboo. His life confirmed Ingarden’s
thesis, according to which you can only be a philosopher as an eth-
ical personality—otherwise it is impossible. The Professor’s life,
open to the world of the Truth and the axiology of the Gospel,
was—for many generations of his students—the authentic life of
a philosopher combining being and value, logos and ethos, into
one consistent whole.*?

Zycinski also wrote that: “My friendship with ... father Kazimierz
Ki6sak was of great importance to me. I always thank God for ... meet-
ing and knowing him.”** The same opinion was expressed by Mieczy-
staw Lubanski, another of his students and colleagues: “In a natural
manner, he combined serving the First Cause with serving the philo-
sophical truth. ... However, a philosopher is a human being, too. The
Professor revealed it in his human approach to each problem and each
person.”®

38 J. Zycinski, “Kazimierz Ktésak (1911-1982),” p. 540.

3 D. Zaborek, Zycie. Przewodnik praktyczny. 16 wywiadow na kazdy temat
(Warszawa: Agora, 2009), p. 61.

35 M. Lubanski, “Moje spotkania z ksiedzem profesorem Kazimierzem Kt6sa-
kiem,” p. 60. More memories of Kazimierz Ki6sak, see, e.g.: Ocali¢ od zapomnienia.
Profesorowie Akademii Teologii Katolickiej w Warszawie we wspomnieniach wycho-
wankéw, eds. J.M. Dotega, J. Mandziuk (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo UKSW, 2002),
pp. 82-87.

25






2.

THE SOURCES AND
INSPIRATIONS OF
KAZIMIERZ KEOSAK’S
PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS

The inspirations for Kazimierz Kt6sak’s philosophical views are
reflected in his path of university education and further personal sci-
entific explorations. We can indicate the primary sources which in-
fluenced him the most strongly and determined the directions of his
research, and secondary sources which constituted additional intel-
lectual impulses and points of reference for his philosophical analy-
ses. The former include the philosophical work of Jacques Maritain
(1882-1973), as well the scientific and philosophical views of Pierre
Teilhard de Chardin (1881-1955). The secondary sources that shaped
Klésak’s philosophical ideas, and which are also of importance, include
the works of the following scholars: Fernand Renoirte (1894-1958),
Alexander Oparin (1894-1980), Svante Arrheius (1859-1927), Pierre
Descogs (1877-1946), Konstanty Michalski (1879-1947), as well as
the views of Marxist philosophers and some of the Christian Thomist
philosophers with whom he disputed.

There is no doubt that the philosophical development of Kt6sak’s
thought was influenced the most strongly by the concepts of Mari-
tain. The Krakow scholar became familiar with them during his stud-
ies at the Catholic University of Louvain (Leuven). We may assume
that the Louvain form of neo-Thomism, which postulated a living
contact with natural sciences, was particularly attractive to Kiésak,
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and, in a way, Maritain established philosophical standards in the
neo-Thomist philosophy of nature.?® Klésak described the views of
the French philosopher in a detailed manner, and he developed them
in many of his works—both those written at the beginning of his sci-
entific activity,®” and those from the later period.*® However, Kiésak’s
approach to the works of the French neo-Thomist has never been un-
critical. Klésak often indicated the imperfection of Maritain’s ideas,
especially with regard to the methodological status of the philosophy
of nature.

I believe that the problem of the method of the philosophy of na-
ture was better solved by D. Nys and J.J. Lemaire ... than by Mari-
tain. According to those authors, the philosophy of nature takes
such data of natural sciences, as well as facts and laws, so that it
can explain them in their final causes. It does not have to exchange
“scientific” facts into “philosophical” ones. In such an approach, we
are far from the data of the pre-scientific experience which, for
Maritain, is of primary importance.®

Although Klé6sak did not fully agree at first with Maritain’s argu-
ments concerning the postulate to make the philosophy of nature
based on philosophical facts, he finally accepted it but justified it in
a manner different to that of the French neo-Thomist: “The order of
means should match the order of objectives, [so] facts, which are used
by the cognition in the philosophy of nature, should belong to the
same order”*’; “we have to explain material things from the side of

3% Heller noticed that Ki6sak, in the period in which his philosophical views
were being shaped, did not have the chance to meet the philosophical-scientific
thought of the Polish scholars from outside the neo-Thomist circle directly
(Z. Zawirski, H. Mehlberg, J. Metallman), which, according to Heller, deprived
Klésak of the opportunity to shape one’s way of thinking in a slightly different
manner. See M. Heller, “Ks. Kazimierz Ktésak — mysliciel na rozdrozu,” pp. 16-17.

37 For example: K. Klésak, “Konflikt nowozytnej fizyki teoretycznej z pery-
patetycka filozofig przyrody w ujeciu Jakuba Maritaina,” Przeglqd Powszechny,
no. 227 (1949), pp. 24-39.

% For example: idem, “Maritainowe préby wyodrebnienia filozofii przyrody
od metafizyki i nauk przyrodniczych,” Roczniki Filozoficzne 12, no. 3 (1964),
pp. 17-29.

39 Idem, Filozofia przyrody w ujeciu Jakuba Maritaina (Lwéw: Wydawnictwo
00. Dominikanéw, 1939), p. 19.

40 Idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody (Poznan: Ksiegarnia $w. Woj-
ciecha, 1980), p. 137.
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their essence based on ‘philosophical’ facts, which already belong to
that internal essence, as something that can be first separated from it
in the act of its cognitive exploration™; “... without taking into ac-
count the [philosophical] description [of scientific facts], it would not
be possible to go beyond the implications of common or natural char-
acter.”*? It is worth mentioning that Klésak, both with reference to the
very idea of a fact and to a broader meaning of science, did not accept
the tradition of logical empiricism, but preferred the trends derived
from the criticism of the philosophy of science of the Vienna Circle.*

Therefore, Kt6sak criticized such a way of practicing the philosophy
of nature that—first of all—is the synthetic presentation of the most
general results of natural sciences (e.g. Erich Becher, Bernhard Bavink
in the first phase of his concept, Polish Marxist theoreticians: Adam
Schaff and Wtadystaw Krajewski, and Raymond Ruyer); second—apart
from the task of preparing the synthesis of the most general achieve-
ments of natural sciences—performs the function of the epistemolog-
ical and methodological analysis of scientific cognition (e.g. Wilhelm
Ostwald, Wiadystaw Bieganski); third—amounts to the epistemologi-
cal-methodological analysis of cognition in natural sciences (e.g. the
representatives of positivism and neo-positivism, Evert W. Beth,
Augusto Guzzo); and fourth—to a certain degree—includes issues
that do not belong to the area in which natural scientists and theoreti-
cians of scientific cognition are interested (e.g. formulating theories
of the cognition of nature, considering important scientific achieve-
ments in terms of their influence on the general view of the world as
well as practical-cultural influence, shaping—from the general results
of natural sciences—a synthetic image of the whole nature including
their philosophical interpretation: Rudolf Eisler, Bernhard Bavink,
Bolestaw Gawecki).

Placing the issue of Kiésak’s sources and inspirations in a broader
context, one needs to emphasize that he was interested in a form of
Aristotelian-Thomist philosophy which aimed at using the latest
achievements and conclusions of particular empirical and formal

4 Idem, “Aktualne kontrowersje w zakresie prolegomenéw do filozofii przy-
rody,” Zeszyty Naukowe KUL 3, no. 2 (1960), p. 29.

42 Idem, “Stowo wstepne,” in Z zagadnieti filozofii przyrodoznawstwa i filozofii
przyrody, vol. 1, ed. K. Kt6sak (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo ATK, 1976), p. 12.

48 Klésak referred to, i.a. the opinion of C.G. Hempel. See idem, Z teorii i me-
todologii filozofii przyrody, p. 150.
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sciences in its reflections. Such an approach was expressed in the so-
called open Thomism, represented—apart from the above mentioned
Maritain and Teilhard de Chardin—by e.g. Désiré-Joseph Mercier,
Dominique Salman, and Claude Tresmontant, the works of whom
Klé6sak eagerly referred to. Ktésak took over this method of practicing
philosophy, but, at the same time, he extended it, comparing the de-
tails of opinions of different scientists and philosophers on the same
topic, as well as analysing and drawing conclusions from them. While
building his philosophy and checking traditional theses of classical
philosophy in the context of the new scientific data, Ktésak took into
account the reflections of other authors such as: Désiré Nys, Joseph
de Tonquédec, Antonin-Dalmace Sertillanges, Salvatore Tongiorgi,
Filippo Selvaggi, Pierre Duhem, Franciszek Sawicki, Ignacy Rézycki, Ka-
zimierz Wais, Jerzy Kalinowski, and Stanistaw Mazierski. He analysed
them in a critical manner and developed some of them, as a result of
which an original thought concept was created related to the fulfil-
ment of the meta-theoretical postulate of such philosophizing that
is based on the idea of discovering the ontological implications for
philosophical facts.

During World War II, Kazimierz Ktésak’s philosophical activity
was reduced to private reading and writing texts that were not pub-
lished. We may assume that at that time he took some time to analyse
the achievements of the Lviv-Warsaw school and its Christian
branch—the so-called Krakow Circle (J6zef Maria Bochenski, Jan
Salamucha, Jan E. Drewnowski, Bolestaw Sobociniski).** In Klésak’s
post-war texts, we can find the analyses and footnotes dedicated to
the views of the representatives of the above mentioned trends.* In
particular, while working on the issue of the methodological status
of the philosophy of nature, Ktésak could not use the logical and
meta-logical achievements of the above mentioned representatives.
Thus, his neo-Thomist methodology was gradually changing towards

4 See Z. Wolak, “Naukowa filozofia Kota Krakowskiego,” pp. 97-122.

45 Por example: K. Ktésak, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny. Argumentacja
za istnieniem Boga z poczqtku trwania czasowego wszech$wiata i z poczqtku zycia
organicznego (Warszawa: Instytut Wydawniczy Pax, 1955), pp. 7, 78; idem, W po-
szukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny. Czes¢ II. Argumentacja za istnieniem Boga z zalez-
nosci tresciowej poznawanych przez nas prawd, z porzqdku panujgcego w biokosmosie,
z przygodnosci rzeczy oraz z ruchu, jaki wystepuje w przyrodzie (Warszawa: Instytut
Wydawniczy Pax, 1957), pp. 47, 178-180, 273-276.
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methodology enriched with the achievements of the modern philos-
ophy of science.

... in methodological issues, referring to the relation between the
philosophy of nature and natural sciences, Rev. Kt6sak remained
under the influence of Maritain and the Louvain school, but, in
time, he was more and more willing to take into account the results
and methods of analysis of the standard (“laic”) philosophy of sci-
ence, including the achievements of the Lviv-Warsaw School.*®

The second figure whose personality and scientific activity
strongly influenced Ktésak was the French evolutionist Pierre Teil-
hard de Chardin. Just like in the case of Maritain, the approach of
the Krakéw philosopher to the concepts of the French Jesuit re-
mained critical, despite the obvious fascination and respect for de
Chardin’s scientific achievements and for his reasonable reply to the
objections according to which he lacked Catholic orthodoxy. Although
Ktésak shared the evolutionary approach to reality, his analytical
mind could not come to terms with the nature of de Chardin’s doc-
trine, which was visionary and not always precise. Thus, he wished
to make de Chardin’s ideas more detailed, and wanted to present
them in a less exalted manner than the way in which other supporters
of the pan-evolutionary vision of the world followed.*” Connecting

4 M. Heller, “Ks. Kazimierz Ktésak — myéliciel na rozdrozu,” p. 22. It is con-
firmed by another utterance of Heller’s: “Another post-war Krakow philosopher
of nature, Rev. Kazimierz Kl4sak, often referred to those thinkers from Krakow
of whom we are speaking. He probably did not meet them personally. He studied
in Krakow before the war, but when the so-called ‘Krakow Group’ was forming,
he went to study in Rome, and then to Louvain. In 1936 there was a philosoph-
ical meeting in Krakow; Rev. Michalski and Rev. Eukasiewicz initiated the meet-
ing at Bernardyniska. The participants also included Salamucha and Bocheriski.
According to the idea of Lukasiewicz, who supervised the event, modern philos-
ophy was a failure in comparson to Medieval philosophy, because in the Middle
Ages philosophers applied logic to their research, which was later rejected.
Fr. Ki6sak, as far as we know, did not meet the Krakéw group at that time. He
returned to Krakow just before the war broke out. He loved science and, during
the war, he could not even access books. The only texts he could read were the
works of the Krakow school, which is why his works later referred to those pub-
lications.” A. Strzatkowski, J. Janik, A. Pelczar [et al.], “Dyskusja po referacie
Michatla Hellera ‘Krakowska filozofia przyrody w okresie miedzywojennym’,”
Prace Komisji Historii Nauki Polskiej Akademii Umiejetnosci, no. 6 (2004), p. 248.

47 See K. Kldsak, “O wlasciwg interpretacje i krytyke dzieta ks. Teilharda de
Chardin,” Znak 12, no. 6 (1960), pp. 823-841.
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the openness to new interpretations with a carefulness and criticism
in evaluating their justification, something which was typical of Ki6-
sak’s ideas, is encapsualted in his studies on Teilhard. Sharing the vision
of the evolving universe, the Krakéw philosopher was close to “the Ori-
gen of our times,” and—just like Teilhard—he believed that the ap-
proaches of the traditional Thomism often only take into account one
of many (usually the simplest) options. However, Kt6sak noticed that,
in the considerations of the French evolutionist, poetry is sometimes
used instead of arguments, and thrilling visions are void of justifica-
tions and full of internal contradictions. “This epistemological and
methodological type is still the subject of discussion, and its interpre-
tations are sometimes very far from being adequate. The dialectics of
Fr. Teilhard is highly unified, and without carrying out a specific task
it would be impossible for us to get even a partial orientation in the
first great stage of it.”*® In many aspects, Klésak accepted the possi-
bility to adopt new suggestions of de Chardin and admitted that—in
the sphere of purely philosophical analyses—there are no reasons to
negate the idea that God could have created the universe eternally, and
that universe could be spatially unlimited.

While discussing the creation of the world and the origin of life
and human psyche, Kiésak used the research results included in the
works of Teilhard de Chardin. At the same time, he did not agree with
Paul B. Grenet or Olivier A. Rabut, who believed that the ideas of the
French scholar were just “scientific phenomenology.”

... Not the whole “phenomenology” of Fr. Teilhard can be consid-
ered as scientific “phenomenology.” As [ have already mentioned,
we can question the scientific nature of the hylozoist and panpsy-
chic thesis formulated within such “phenomenology.” And when
Fr. Teilhard starts suggesting that for the maintenance, animation
and full realization of the process of hominization (taken along
with socialization) it is necessary that, at the end of psychic coin-
cidence which is typical of this process, there is a transcendent, in-
dependent mean of unification, unity, irreversibility and
personalization, which is God—the only true “Omega,” it becomes
clear that, along with those considerations, ... the epistemological
and methodological type of his “phenomenology” has changed.*

48 Idem, “Fenomenologia’ P. Teilharda de Chardin w ramowej analizie episte-
mologicznej i metodologicznej,” Roczniki Filozoficzne 12, no. 1 (1964), p. 93.

49 Ibidem, pp. 103-104.

32



2. THE SOURCES AND INSPIRATIONS OF KAZIMIERZ KEOSAK’S PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS

Also, Kazimierz Klt6sak disputed with the ideas of Teilhard de
Chardin in terms of the monogenic origin of humanity, and he indi-
cated gaps and mistakes in the latter’s way of thinking, although—at
the same time—he defended the French philosopher against the opin-
ions he believed to be unfair and untrue.

Fr. Teilhard overlooked the fact that—while taking into account
the direct and special interference of God creating an intended
number of human souls and, along with them, the first people, in
metaphysics we can speak about the possibility of strictly mono-
genistic origin of humanity. Fr. Teilhard also failed to notice that
the issue related to the fact of such origin can only be discussed
in the sphere of theology.>

Since Klésak was so critical of the ideas of the French evolutionist,
why did he so ardently promote Teilhard’s thought in Poland? Perhaps
he believed that Polish society, manipulated by the communist au-
thorities, truly needed such thought. In numerous considerations,
Klé6sak presented the possibility and necessity of purely natural, philo-
sophically non-influenced description of different phenomena—es-
pecially those related to the origin and development of the Homo
species. He probably did so because he himself experienced the obsta-
cles people at that time came across on their way from laboratory, fac-
tory or school to the Church—from modern science to traditional
faith. Bernard Halaczek, Ktésak’s student, described him as one the
first scholars “who enriched the Polish philosophical-natural literature
with the harmonious vision of God, world and man by Teilhard de
Chardin. In the 60s, Ktésak played, for Poland and Polish Catholics,
the same role as Teilhard had played since the 1930s for the world
and the whole Catholic Church.”*

An important stimulus in the development of Kiésak’s philosoph-
ical thought was the dispute with the theses of Marxist philosophy.
In this sense, we can perceive them as the inspiration for his philo-
sophical research which, in practice, meant opposing the ideological

0 Idem, “Ks. Piotr Teilhard de Chardin a zagadnienie monogenistycznych
poczatkéw ludzkosci,” Studia Theologica Varsaviensia 1, no. 2 (1963), pp. 112-113.

51 B. Hataczek, “Kazimierz Kiésak: czego chcial, kim byt?” in Mysl filozoficzna
Ksiedza Profesora Kazimierza Klésaka w dwudziestq rocznice $mierci, p. 22.
Cf. idem, “Ksiadz Kt6sak — polskim Teilhardem de Chardin,” Studia Philosophiae
Christianae 28, no. 2 (1992), pp. 9-13.
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simplifications included in the statements of the representatives of
Marxism. Although he was not very interested in everyday life (which
is confirmed in the memoirs of his colleagues and students), in a way
he was a philosopher deeply involved in the reality in which he func-
tioned as a scientist. In this sense, such post-war reality created by
the Marxist ideology became an important inspiration for philosoph-
ical reflection in which he criticized it. Thus, he discussed the relation
of dialectical materialism to natural sciences, indicating—also
through the analytical method—that it is an unauthorized general-
ization of those sciences. It was significant, because the Marxist prop-
aganda tried to tell the Polish society that Marxism represents the
only scientific worldview. In numerous articles and one book, Ktésak
criticised four theses of dialectics according to Adam Schaff, Wia-
dystaw Krajewski, Friedrich Engels and Karl Marx, and—perhaps
typical of him—the views of two other opponents of the philosophy
of dialectal materialism: Narcyz Lubnicki and Stanistaw Ossowski.
Klésak assessed those theses in an outstanding manner. As a gradu-
ate of the Catholic University of Louvain, he was open to the achieve-
ments of the modern positive sciences. The same sciences were the
basis for Marxists, who tried to use the sciences to prove their dialec-
tical theses. Klésak’s criticism of Marxism was fair, as he also tried
to find some valuable elements in the statements he criticised.

While studying Marxist dialectics, I tried to approach it with
Catholic objectivism which admits that its ideological opponent is
right—if he really is. It is obvious that—following the Catholic or-
thodoxy and the requirement of the scientific proof, I could not
accept all the aspects of Marxist dialectics in its full original ver-
sion. However, through a certain selective assimilation, I tried to
elicit from it what I found a good achievement.>

The fact that the representatives of Marxism constantly used the
theory of evolution for anti-religious propaganda, in response to which
the “Church factors” (theologians and the Church hierarchy) constantly
criticised them for such anti-religious uses of the theory, encouraged
Klésak to explore the origins of the universe, the appearance of life,
the idea of abiogenesis, as well as the philosophical interpretation of

52 K. Klésak, “Katolik wobec dialektyki marksistowskiej,” Tygodnik Po-
wszechny 6, no. 21-22 (1950), p. 10.
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evolutionism and its influence on the worldview. In this sense, Kt6sak
also noticed the false strategy of the people of the Church who discred-
ited the theory of evolution from the point of view of the Catholic the-
ology. In his opinion, evolutionism was to be interpreted in such a way
that it would be acknowledged as being in accordance with the theo-
logical vision of reality. What is more, he also perceived evolution as
a challenge for the philosophy of nature and that is why he developed
all the issues related to evolutionism until the last years of his life.>
Because of that, he risked “mistrust” from the side of the “Church cir-
cles,” especially when he started promoting and continuing the idea of
“accommodating” Christian thought to the evolutionary image of the
world—at first with reference to the works of Teilhard de Chardin, and
then in the analyses related to the nature and origin of human soul.

Another example of how Kldsak used scientific and philosophical
sources in his research work includes the analyses related to the ori-
gin of life. First, he carried out epistemological and methodological
analyses of selected scientific concepts of abiogenesis, then he eval-
uated them from the philosophical point of view, and finally he ex-
pressed his opinion on the argument for the existence of God from
the beginning of organic life. According to such a procedure, he par-
ticularly valued the cosmozoic concept of Hermann Richter, the idea
of panspermia of Svante Arrhenius, the eternity and pre-existence of
life by William Preyer and Gustav T. Fechner, the photochemistry of
Alexander Auvillier and Emile Desguin, as well as the coacervates
of Alexander Oparin.* Finally, Klésak came to the conclusion that
such natural hypotheses (theories) of abiogenesis are only reduced
to the origins of life on Earth in terms of phenomena, focusing on
the appearance of life from inanimate matter. They have a value of
probability resulting from the lack of a fully justified fact of abiogen-
esis. Therefore, the conclusions they include—both in the natural and
philosophical aspect (philosophy of nature), are hypothetical. This is
because there is no argument—natural or philosophical—that would

8 Cf.J.M. Dolega, “Zagadnienia kreacjonizmu w ujeciu Kazimierza Klésaka,”
Studia Teologiczne. Biatystok-Drohiczyn-£omza, no. 4 (1986), p. 201-217;
K. Kloskowski, “Profesora Kazimierza Kiésaka koncepcja kreacjonizmu,” Studia
Philosophiae Christianae 28, no. 2 (1992), pp. 61-75.

5 K. Klésak, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny, pp. 107-185; idem, Z za-
gadnien filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1 (Krakéw: Polskie Towarzystwo Teo-
logiczne, 1979), pp. 314-432.
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prove an absolute impossibility of abiogenesis. Of course, this conclu-
sion did not end Klésak’s methodological reflections. On the basis of
the considerations of Claude Tresmontant,>® he decided that life—com-
paring to what preceded it—is a completely new quality in the onto-
logical sense, and it could not have appeared by accident.

A specific and additional inspiration for Kiésak’s analyses and
philosophical conclusions were the disputes with various authors
from the circle of Christian philosophy which he criticised. The most
important of them included Tadeusz Wojciechowski (1917-2000)
and Mieczystaw Albert Krapiec (1921-2008). During such debates,
carried out directly at scientific meetings and conferences, as well as
through published works, Kt6sak precised his own opinions and de-
veloped his philosophical concepts concerning issues such as: the ori-
gin of biological life, the origin of human soul, the methodological
status of the philosophy of nature, the use of the results of natural
sciences in the philosopher’s work, and the approach to the views of
Thomas Aquinas on the proofs of the existence of God.

Especially in the case of evolutionist interpretations of the origin
of the human soul, Kt6sak’s ideas differed radically from the opinion
that, in Poland, was mainly expressed by Tadeusz Wojciechowski. Ac-
cording to Wojciechowski, as well as Ktédsak who assessed the former,
we should put more emphasis on the immanent activity of the First
Cause and, to a larger degree, take into account the meaning of sec-
ondary causes in the process of hominization. Kiésak took up such
issues in numerous articles in which he tried to establish, with the
use of empiriological analysis, the more precise meaning of the onto-
logical term: “human soul.” However, in contrast to Wojciechowski,
he believed that—in the philosophical aspect—the supposition that
animal psychism evolved into human psychism is the sign of poetiz-
ing, as it infringes the principle of non-contradiction by claiming that
there can be a transitional state between what is material and non-
material.

The suggestions of Teilhard de Chardin, as well as Antonin D. Ser-
tillanges and Karl Rahner, encouraged Ktésak to claim that the his-
torical appearance of the first psychic properties typical of human
beings has its phenomenal antecedents (empiriological aspect) or

5 C. Tresmontant, Sciences de lunivers et problémes métaphysiques (Paris: Seuil,
1976).
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causative reasons from the circle of nature (ontological aspect). That
is why, “the historical appearance of the first human souls, seen in
the perspective of their whole being, was probably the result of the
natural evolution of bio-cosmos ...”*8, but also the result of God’s cre-
ative interference. Such concept of the origin of human soul has its
deep roots in Ktésak’s definitions of the human soul derived from the
philosophy of nature and metaphysics. Referring to the concepts of
Thomas Aquinas (Summa theologiael, q. 75, a. 1), the Krakow philoso-
pher emphasized that the soul is the first principle of life in a human
being, i.e. it is what all the human vital signs ultimately, albeit not
directly, come from in terms of genetics.”” Applying the idea of evo-
lutionary creation suggested by Teilhard de Chardin, Kt6sak came to
the conclusion that

... if we accept two theses, and one of them says that the human
soul is created by God from the nothingness of the subject, while
the other thesis claims that such a soul is somehow derived from
the action of secondary causative reasons, the two theses can be
reconciled provided that we assume that the being of human soul
comes directly from God’s creative interference, and the secondary
reasons only impose a special mark on the soul.>®

And the dispute with the philosophical opinion of Krapiec was
revealed against the background of the issue of purposefulness dis-
cussed in the context of the so-called “Fifth Way” of Thomas Aquinas.*®
It was usually believed that the starting point for such theodical ar-
gumentation was the statement on the purposeful action of material
beings lacking cognition. In one of his publications, Kiésak, disputing
with such an approach, presented a reinterpretation of this way that
included the belief according to which the starting point should be

% K. Kiésak, “Teoria kreacjonistycznych poczatkéw duszy ludzkiej a wsp6l-
czesny ewolucjonizm,” p. 45.

7 Idem, “Dusza ludzka w perspektywach filozofii przyrody i metafizyki,”
Analecta Cracoviensia 10 (1978), p. 29.

8 Idem, “Teoria kreacjonistycznych poczatkéw duszy ludzkiej a wspotczesny
ewolucjonizm,” p. 53.

9 The disputes of K. Klésak with M.A. Krapiec refer to many other problems,
e.g. the concept of being, the unity and multiplicity of philosophies, understand-
ing abstraction and separation, the role of scientific and common experience in
the process of philosophizing.
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the order existing in the life of animate beings, and not purposeful-
ness.® This reinterpretation was discussed by many scholars, and
one of its main opponents was Krapiec. Polemical articles of both
sides appeared, and during the symposiums organised at KUL in the
1960s, fierce confrontations between both philosophers took place,
after which each of them still held to one’s own opinion. It seems
that the main source of the dispute concerning purposefulness
between the above mentioned two professors was the imprecision
of terms—especially the different meanings of the term: “purpose.”
Klésak’s great success was proving that the argumentation in the
“Fifth Way” should be more precisely called nomological, and not pur-
pose-oriented, because purposefulness in nature can only be ac-
knowledged after the prior acknowledgement of God, the Creator.
Thus, the acknowledgement of purposefulness sensu stricto, cannot
serve as an argument for the existence of God.*

The above mentioned dispute can be treated more broadly as
Kl6sak’s debate with the representatives of the so-called existential
Thomism. Both sides perceived the role of scientific and common ex-
perience in a different manner in the initial phase of philosophical
reflection. That is why the concept of existential Thomism is de-
scribed as one of the so-called autonomic philosophies, and Louvain
Thomism, supported by Ktésak, belongs to the so-called non-auto-
nomic and heteronomic philosophies that are strongly related to
the natural sciences. Although both sides of the above mentioned
methodological dispute represented the same philosophical orienta-
tion, which mainly referred to the Aristotelian-Thomist thought,
Ktésak approached it in a more dynamic and developmental man-
ner—as a reflection that is incomplete, limited in terms of contents,
and, in a way, temporary.

While analysing the sources and philosophical inspirations of
Kazimierz Kiésak, one may claim that he omitted certain important
trends in the European philosophy. For example, he did not pay much
attention to Martin Heidegger or Edmund Husserl (if he wrote about
them, he was quite critical), he omitted the issues of existentialism,
and the hermeneutics of the philosophy of dialogue. He probably did

80 Idem, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny. Czes¢ II, pp. 71-98.
6 Cf. T. Rutowski, “Problematyka celowosci w publikacjach ksiedza profesora
Kazimierza Kiésaka,” Studia Ptockie 33 (2005), pp. 107-116.
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so on purpose, and there were two reasons for this. First, due to his
analytical care for exactness, he believed that some types of philoso-
phy were akin to poetical fantasy. Second, he was worried that some
philosophers expressed opinions on every subject. His ideal of phi-
losophy was that supported by Kazimierz Twardowski—philosophy
that appreciated the precision of speaking and made sure that its dis-
course was not just “idle talk,” as J6zef Maria Bochenski put it. Kt¢sak
did not want philosophy to include unnecessary metaphors, parallels
or poetical comparisons. The subjects he selected specified both the
language and the method of philosophy, as well as the selection of
authors he appreciated.®?

Despite the above-mentioned numerous inspirations for scientific
activity, a characteristic feature of the whole intellectual attitude of
Kazimierz Kt6sak was the unique loneliness of his philosophical jour-
ney. Because of his criticism, insight and carefulness, he kept himself
at a distance from popular schools and trends, creating his own inde-
pendent style. From logical positivism he adopted its style of metalin-
guistic analysis and methodological clarification. However, he rejected
the criticism of philosophical cognition presented by that trend and,
in many areas, he disputed with the supporters of Rudolf Carnap who
compared traditional philosophy to poetry.®® From the natural sci-
ences, with an erudition that was typical of him, Ktésak took a broad
collection of data related to cosmology, physics of the micro-world,
psychology of animals or biochemistry. This was not approved of by
authors who were indifferent to the natural sciences and preferred
philosophy to be shut up in an epistemological tower that would be
inaccessible to other trends, a concept of philosophy that wanted to
analyse the results of natural history. That is why fans of simple, un-
equivocal classifications were not able to mark the work of the Krakow
philosopher with a single label. Ktésak’s output was varied and uncon-
ventional, both in terms of methodology and substantial openness
to the results and other sciences and directions of thinking.

2 It is worth adding that, among the contemporary philosophical trends,
Klésak truly admired the phenomenology of Roman Ingarden. Ingarden’s influ-
ence is noticeable in his formulation of the concept of being and the reception
of the idea of ontology as the most general science that precedes general meta-
physics.

8 See, e.g.: K. Kl6sak, “Zagadnienie mozliwosci filozoficznego poznania przy-
rody,” Analecta Cracoviensia 2 (1970), pp. 81-103.
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Two years before his death, during the symposium on the philo-
sophical cognition of God organized at ATK in Warsaw, Ktdsak shared
his plan to use Whitehead’s metaphysics of the process in his work.
Referring to one of the lectures by Mieczystaw Lubariski,® he empha-
sized that the universe seems to be a great process, and if we notice
its evolutionary processes, it would be easier for us to understand the
thesis on the contingency of being and on the acting God who reduces
the course of such processes. He failed to fulfill this plan, but they
confirm the fact that, until the end of his life, Kt6sak remained open
to new scientific and philosophical inspirations in which he saw the
potential for his philosophical work.

6 M. Lubanski, “Profesora Kazimierza Klésaka analizy kosmologiczno-teo-
dycealne (préba odczytania),” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 17, no. 1 (1981),
pp. 155-164.
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DETAILED
THEORETICAL PROBLEMS

The following selection of the main problems analysed by Kazi-
mierz Ktésak was based, first of all, on their significance for the
philosopher’s scientific activity. In his research work and scientific pub-
lications, he mainly focused on metaphilosophy (especially the theory
of the philosophy of nature), the origin of the universe and life, as well
as the nature and origin of the human psyche and human soul. The
presentation below is an outline of the above-mentioned collection of
problems discussed by Kazimierz Ktésak, and its development includes
extracts from his works matching the particular topics (II. Kazimierz
Klésak: Selected Writings), as well as the lexicon of the basic terms
that most frequently appear in his works (Chapter 5).

3.1. METAPHILOSOPHICAL ISSUES

Introductory remarks

Kazimierz Kiésak analysed the method of practicing philosophy
for nearly almost the entireity of his scientific activity. There is no
doubt that his interest in this subject was influenced by his studies
at the University of Louvain in 1936-1939% and the openness of that

% Before, as a young man, Kazimierz Ktésak studied historical Thomism in
Rome for a short time. Cf. D. Dzwonkowska, Filozofia a nauki przyrodnicze. Ana-
liza koncepcji Stanistawa Kaminskiego i Kazimierza Kiésaka (Warszawa: Wydaw-
nictwo UKSW, 2014), p. 122.
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philosophical environment to the results of the natural sciences, which
resulted in the creation of the so-called open Thomism. The appearance
of the above mentioned version of Thomism was influenced by the de-
velopment and achievements of the particular (natural) sciences, sig-
nificant philosophical doctrines of the 19% century, as well as the fact
that Leo XIII* had issued the encyclical Aeterni Patris which included
the revision of the previous understanding of Thomism among the
Christian philosophers. Such a version of neo-Thomism was charac-
terised by its openness to the results of empirical sciences, especially
natural ones. In contrast to the traditional mistrust of philosophers
of the Thomist trend, Ktésak appreciated the achievements of the nat-
ural sciences and believed that the results of such sciences are impor-
tant for philosophy—especially the philosophy of nature,%” but also
for the philosophy of God in which some arguments for the existence
of God are based on premises on the properties of the world of nature.

The most important work summarizing the views of Kazimierz
Klé6sak in metaphilosophy is the book: Z teorii i metodologii filozofii
przyrody (1980) [On the Theory and Methodology of the Philosophy of
Nature]. The professor’s best practice was that, when he started writ-
ing a scientific monograph, he first tried to sum up his previous re-
search concerning a given area. In particular, he indicated in which
points he completely changed or just modified his ideas. The book

% What was also important was the personal activity of Pope Leo XIII for the
fulfilment of the concept of re-activation of Thomism and the appointment of
Désiré-Joseph Mercier for the creator of the whole school of Louvain neo-
Thomism. In this context, it becomes clear why the University of Louvain was

chosen: Leo XIII knew it from his time in Belgium as a papal nuncio.

57 “Now, when we know that the world of common experience is just a small

piece of reality, and that the world of scientific experience is much larger, we
cannot analyse philosophical issues related to the whole universe that we can
possibly know, without taking into account the contribution of natural sciences.
If, while building the philosophy of nature, we only took into account the data
of the pre-scientific experience, not only would we significantly and unjustly
impoverish the subject of our analysis and lose the opportunity to introduce
new clarifications and solutions, but we would also risk both overestimating
the philosophical value of what is shown by the common experience, and ob-
jectivising our subjective point of view, not to mention the fact that we would
be accused of escaping from the difficulties that former philosophical terms
meet in the area of modern natural sciences, and of the attempt to save old-
fashioned ideas which is dommed to failure.” K. Ktésak, Z teorii i metodologii filo-
zofii przyrody, p. 143.
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Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody also includes such indication, and
in the introduction we can read that “this study is an attempt to syn-
thesize and develop what—I suppose—remained from my articles and
dissertations in which, starting from 1939, I explored the theory
and methodology of the philosophy of nature.”®®

The “Foreword” to the first volume of the series Z zagadnier filo-
zofii przyrodoznawstwa i filozofii przyrody [On the Philosophy of Natural
Sciences and Philosophy of Nature], which was initiated and edited by
Klésak, constitutes a summary of the philosopher’s opinion on the
method of the philosophy of nature. Methodological issues were also
discussed in the extensive introduction to the book: Z zagadnieti filo-
zoficznego poznania Boga (1979) [On the Philosophical Cognition of Godl].
Kl6sak’s methodological views were shaped under the influence of
the books by Jacques Maritain whose concept of philosophy was the
subject of analyses in several articles.®’

In this part of the study, the main principles of Ktésak’s theory
and methodology of the philosophy of nature shall be presented, and
we shall then focus on two problems that are particularly interesting
from the point of view of the contemporary theory and methodology
of the philosophy of nature. The problems include: the concept of
philosophical facts and the concept of ontological implications of a re-
ductive type. The considerations will mainly be based on the above
mentioned monograph: Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody.

Pluralistic theory of philosophy

From the historical point of view, the appearance of positivism
and scientism stemmed from the fact that certain philosophers began
to question the need for the philosophy of nature because they believed

% Idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 5. (As a principle of quoting
works in this book, we omit the so-called spaced-out print applied by Kiésak
as a kind of emphasis—cf. Chapter 6, p. 6.2).

% Idem, “Filozofia przyrody w ujeciu Jakuba Maritaina,” Polski Przeglgd
Tomistyczny 1, no. 2 (1939), pp. 154-170; idem, “Konflikt nowozytnej fizyki
teoretycznej z perypatetycka filozofia przyrody w ujeciu Jakuba Maritaina,”
pp- 24-39; idem, “Maritainowe préby wyodrebnienia filozofii przyrody od meta-
fizyki i nauk przyrodniczych,” pp. 17-29; idem, “Chrzescijariska filozofia historii
w ujeciu Jakuba Maritaina (studium krytyczne),” Analecta Cracoviensia 3 (1971),
pp. 125-170; idem, “Préba rewizji metodologicznych podstaw wyodrebnienia
przedmiotu badan filozofii przyrody u Jakuba Maritaina,” Studia Philosophiae
Christianae 9, no. 1 (1973), pp. 55-84.
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that natural sciences would take its place. The supporters of this idea
claimed that the problems that natural sciences cannot solve are “un-
solvable and devoid of cognitive meaning.””® Klésak disagreed with
this and which is why he tried to defend the need for the existence
of the philosophy of nature, its independence of other philosophical
and scientific disciplines, as well as its autonomy. He tried to do this
from the perspective of what he called the philosophy of nature and
its methodology. In a way, distinguishing the theory of the philosophy
of nature from the philosophy of nature itself is the reference to dis-
tinguishing primary and secondary science, respectively. In order to
treat the theory of the philosophy of nature as one of philosophical
sciences, Kiésak divides sciences in the same way as Bolestaw Ga-
wecki—between philosophy understood more broadly and philosophy
sensu stricto.” Philosophy understood more broadly includes “critical
reflection oh human cognition in general and on its kinds,””? including
scientific cognition. And the cognitive reflection on scientific cognition
in general is called “epistemology,” and when it refers to detailed fields
of science—as their theory and methodology—it becomes the “exact
epistemology.” Kt6sak classified both the theory and methodology
of the philosophy of nature as part of the former type of philosophy,
and the philosophy of nature—to the philosophy sensu stricto the ma-
terial subject of which is the type of being found in nature.

The theory of the philosophy of nature was to be the function of
two other theories: first of all, the theory of the natural sciences con-
cerning nature and man, along with the theory of the opportunity to
learn about nature through philosophical methods, and—second—the
theory of metaphysics.” With his method of metaphysics, the Krakow
neo-Thomist refers to one of its approaches maintained by Maritain.
According to such an approach, metaphysics—in the most abstract
manner—deals with a being in the aspect of beingness—“the aspect

" See D. Dzwonkowska, Filozofia a nauki przyrodnicze. Analiza koncepcji
Stanistawa Kamiriskiego i Kazimierza Kiésaka, p. 125.

1 See K. Kldsak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 9. Cf. B. Gawecki,
“Co to jest filozofia przyrody?” in Ksiega Pamigtkowa ku czci Profesora W. Hein-
richa, ed. F. Znaniecki (Krakéw: Ksiegarnia Jagielloniska, 1927), pp. 31-42.
Cf. A. Li¢winko, “Teoria filozofii przyrody w ujeciu Bolestawa Gaweckiego,”
Roczniki Filozoficzne 17, no. 3 (1969), pp. 157-165.

2 K. Klosak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 9.

7 Cf.ibidem, p. 12.
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of being something that actually exists.””* However, such traditional
metaphysics is not an absolutely prior science, as it is preceded with
the science of being in the aspect of existing in any manner—actual
or other.”

After confirming the possibility of getting to know nature in
a philosophical manner, with a certain concept of metaphysics, Ktésak
considered the problem of the relation of the philosophy of nature to
metaphysics. In this context, he took exception to an idea of Jerzy
Kalinowski, according to whom there is only one method of philoso-
phy (creating concepts that are transcendentally analogous), as well
as one objective for it (explaining the existence and essence of an
contingent being through the indication of its internal and external
causes), as a result of which there is only one philosophy, i.e. meta-
physics.”® Kidsak believed that, in order to acknowledge Kalinowski’s
idea that the philosophy of nature of the Aristotelian-Thomist type
is included in the core of metaphysics, one would have to prove the
thesis on the unity of philosophy—metaphysics. According to Ktésak,
Kalinowski failed to prove to do so as his justification was too narrow,
because the organic unity of philosophy only refers to the theses on
the occidental being, on the basis of which one comes to the theses
on the necessary being, i.e. God.”” Kalinowski claims that the the-
ses concerning the accidental being belong to the core of philoso-
phy, while Kt6sak believes that an accidental being goes beyond the
cognitive horizon of the philosophy of nature, which deals with
theses related to beings which are subject to physical movement.
Further, when he refers to one formal subject of metaphysics, Kali-
nowski means an accidental being as such. Thus, one cannot conclude
that metaphysics is to indicate the essence of the being through the

7 (f. ibidem, pp. 49-50. Klésak indicated that Maritain presented three ap-
proaches to metaphysics. Trying to make his language more “modern,” Klésak
claimed that—according to the adopted theory of metaphysics—its subject
includes “the aspect of actually existing as a subject in general” (ibidem, p. 52).

75 Cf. ibidem. Klésak accepted intentional beings which have a different—
weaker—way of existing.

76 Cf. D. Dzwonkowska, Filozofia a nauki przyrodnicze. Analiza koncepcji Stani-
stawa Kamiriskiego i Kazimierza Kidsaka, p. 137.

7 See K. Klésak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, pp. 55-58. It is worth
to emphasize the term “prove” that Klésak uses with reference to philosophical
theses. At present, this word has a quite established meaning and it is not used
with reference to philosophical views (arguments).
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presentation of the material and formal cause. A similar statement
could be made if we rationally decided that all accidental beings are
material or materially-spiritual and consist of the first matter and
substantial form. Such a conviction as to the complexity of beings
would not be a consequence of their accidentality, but a philosophi-
cal belief according to which, essentially, accidental beings are not
simple beings.” And, since there are purely spiritual beings (which is
very probable), those which are not so hylomorphically complex, their
essence could not have been explained perfectly through giving the
material and formal cause, which is one of the objectives of the only
philosophy—metaphysics.

Klé6sak presents a similarly critical attitude towards the ideas of
Krapiec, who believed that the philosophy of nature, in contrast to
metaphysics, did not enjoy a separate formal subject, and that the
first matter and the substantial form are constituents of the philos-
ophy of being as a being, i.e. they are the subject of metaphysics and
not a particular subject of the philosophy of nature.” Ki6sak analysed
these ideas in a thorough manner. First of all, he criticised the notion
of metaphysics presented by Krapiec, questioning in particular his
concept of a being. The latter believed that a being is a particular
material being, directly noticeable, which—according to Ktésak—is
a moderate version of concretism that only takes into account the
existence of things specified in time and space. This way, Krapiec, “to
a high degree”® mistook the material subject of metaphysics for its
formal subject, which is why he included the science of the first mat-
ter and the substantial form as part of metaphysics, along with all
the issues of the traditional philosophy of nature.®* According to
Klésak, it is caused by the lack of abstracting the “aspect of being
something that actually exists.”®? The lack of such abstraction derives
from the improper approach to abstraction itself, which is only un-
derstood as a variant of sensual abstraction that, “among the features

8 Cf. ibidem, p. 56.

7 Such ideas, which are only outlined here, are derived from the works:
M.A. Krapiec, Realizm ludzkiego poznania (Poznan: Pallottinum, 1959) and
M.A. Krapiec, S. Kaminski, Z teorii i metodologii metafizyki (Lublin: Towarzystwo
Naukowe KUL, 1962).

80 K. Klosak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 62.
8 Cf.ibidem.
82 Ibidem.
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connected with one another, artificially isolates them from one an-
other.”® Krapiec believes that such abstraction makes it only possible
to create a content-based universal concept of a being, without the
existential aspect of a being as such. That is why, as a consequence,
Krapiec rejected it, basing his concretist concept of a being as such
on metaphysical separation sensu stricto (just like Louis-Bertrand
Geiger), which included “obvious existential judgments related, first
of all, to particular material beings.”®* Kt6sak claimed that it is better
to use a richer approach to abstraction and separation that would
make it possible to obtain an abstract concept of a being with analog-
ical and transcendental features—a being that maintains both the
essential and existential aspect.®

The other two opinions criticised by Kiésak on the relation be-
tween metaphysics and philosophy of nature are more moderate.
According to the first opinion, the philosophy of nature is particular
metaphysics, and the other opinion claims that such philosophy is ap-
plied metaphysics.?® The key role in those concepts is played by the
formal subject of metaphysics, which is the aspect in which the mate-
rial subject of metaphysics is analysed. Such formal subject becomes
the tool (in Klésak’s terminology—a link) with which certain detailed
classes of a being are distinguished and which makes it possible to in-
corporate them into metaphysics. However, it is of secondary and low
importance. Klésak was against it, claiming that particular types of
a real being are not taken into account in a positive manner. An ex-
ample of such a real being includes a being subject to movement sensu
stricto, i.e. the subject of the philosophy of nature.?” It was similar
with the philosophy of nature understood as applied metaphysics,
which was supported by Stanistaw Adamczyk. Kiésak claimed that
“in the philosophy of nature, cognition belongs neither to the general

8 Ibidem.

84 K. Mikucki, Tomizm w Polsce po Il wojnie swiatowej (Krakéw: Ksiegarnia Aka-
demicka, 2015), p. 87.

8 (Cf. ibidem. Dzwonkowska calls them direct or primary existential jugde-
ments. See D. Dzwonkowska, Filozofia a nauki przyrodnicze. Analiza koncepcji
Stanistawa Kamiriskiego i Kazimierza Klésaka, section 3.1.

8 The first of those opinions was defended in Poland by Franciszek Kwiat-
kowski, Marian Kowalewski, Stanistaw Mazierski, Stanistaw Kaminski, and in
Europe—Andrew van Melsen. The second view was promoted by Stanistaw
Adamczyk.

87 K. Klosak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 75.
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metaphysics nor to particular metaphysics, but it is an expression of
applying the principles of both forms of that science to inanimate na-
ture.”®® The criticism of that concept, just like the previous one, is
based on the reflection that such an approach results in “the intro-
duction [to the philosophy of nature] of a metaphysical epistemologic
perspective and the discussion of metaphysical theses concerning the
first causative cause and the final objective cause of the universe.”®
The Krakow professor was very strict in defending the pluralistic con-
cept of philosophy, and he believed that “in philosophy, we are dealing
with separate fields of knowledge in terms of kinds and genres—with
cognitive spheres which are clearly different from one another.”° One
such spheres of knowledge is the philosophy of nature.” In order to
justify this opinion, Kiésak claimed that the separation of a material
subject and one formal subject is enough to separate the philosophy
of nature from metaphysics. To achieve this, it is enough to transfer
the aspect of beingness from the material subject of the philosophy
of nature—which was supported by Maritain—“to its formal subject
as its most general approach.”®? In addition, Ktésak assumed that phi-
losophy strictly understood, practiced according to Aristotelian-
Thomist principles, “is formally constituted along with the distinction
in the specific features of the aspect of beingness alien to natural sci-
ences.”” Then, the cognition, which is characteristic of a given area
of philosophy sensu stricto, can be divided depending on whether we
refer it to the type of being understood in an abstract manner, or to
the being as such understood in an abstract manner.*

8 Ibidem, p. 76.

8 TIbidem, p. 77.

% Cf. K. Mikucki, “Zarys teorii metafizyki w ujeciu ks. prof. Kazimierza
Kté6saka,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 37, no. 3 (2001), pp. 13-32. Klésak
dedicated many of his works to this issue.

9 According to Klésak, the philosophy of nature “is clearly separated from
metaphysic if we perceive it as a science on, abstractly understood, real being
as such. The philosophy of nature takes up an ontological type of analysis, but
itis not ontological analysis sensu stricto, but ontological analysis in a broader
meaning, as it does not refer to a real being as such, but to the type of being
that exists in nature.” K. Klésak, “Slowo wstepne,” in Z zagadnier filozofii przy-
rodoznawstwa i filozofii przyrody, vol. 1, p. 10.

92 Idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 94.

% Ibidem.

9 Ibidem.
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In the work: Z zagadnier filozoficznego poznania Boga, Ktésak em-
phasizes that there are at least two philosophical disciplines: meta-
physics and the philosophy of nature.” He claims that “metaphysics
analyses each individual, real being in the aspect of beingness, result-
ing in the maximally abstractionist approach to it,”% while “the for-
mal subject of the philosophy of nature is the type of being which is
characteristic of the things existing in nature,”’ i.e. “a being existing
in the stream of time.”®® And in the book: Z teorii i metodologii filozofii
przyrody, Ktésak, in the summary, formulates the specific features of
the formal subject of the philosophy of nature, giving it a more
broadly understood ontological content: “the philosophy of nature
is a science dealing with the aspect of real existence as that type of
things that constitutes nature.”®

Finally, it should be emphasized that the philosophy of nature
was not the only discipline which Klésak indicated had an independ-
ence and separateness from metaphysics. His philosophical pluralism
was reflected in the acknowledgement of many other fields of philos-
ophy, such as philosophical anthropology or the philosophy of God.*®

Scientific facts and philosophical facts

The above discussed justification of the pluralism of the classical
Aristotelian-Thomist philosophy in terms of the existence of different
and independent philosophical disciplines, made it possible for Ktésak
to distinguish the philosophy of nature as a separate scientific disci-
pline. Another problem he faced was specifying the relation of such
a philosophy of nature to sciences—especially natural sciences. As we
know, neo-Thomists had two main approaches to this issue: the first
one rejected any dependence of philosophy on those sciences, and the
second approach supported the opinion that, in its analyses, philoso-
phy should take into account the results of natural sciences. Ktésak
was the supporter of the second approach, which, in his opinion, did
not contradict supporting the autonomy of the philosophy of nature

95

Idem, Z zagadnieri filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, p. 56.
% Ibidem.

97 Ibidem, p. 57.

% Ibidem.

99

Idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 108.
100 See idem, Z zagadnieti filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, pp. 58-60.
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comparing with natural sciences.'* While analysing this problem, we
should pay attention to the fact that—already at the beginning of his
monograph—Ktdsak expressed his opinion on “the scope of cognition
within natural sciences concerning nature, including the man.”%? He
distinguished two different theories of natural sciences: an empirio-
logical and ontologizing one. The former was supported by Maritain,
whose thought Klésak accepted and creatively developed. According
to the empiriological theory, “in particular sciences concerning nature,
including the man, phenomena are analysed in their mutual relations,
i.e. in terms of regularities and connections among them—such reg-
ularities and connections that are expressed in describing causative
conditions, formulas of the laws of nature, and in different theo-
ries.”1% The empiriological theory applies the characteristic concept
of the cause, and its theoretical formulations refer to direct or indirect
observations and their measurements.'® The ontologizing theory
leads to blurring the border between the two types of cognition—nat-
ural and philosophical cognition. According to this theory, the natural
sciences are able to get to know the essence and nature of material re-
ality in the substantial aspect through the scientific perception of dif-
ferent phenomena and the laws that govern those phenomena. This
way, it is possible to learn about the direct causes of the phenomena.
Unlike in the empiriological theory, the sciences in question use the
ontological concept of the cause adjusted to those sciences in a proper
manner.'®

Klé6sak clearly supported the empiriological theory, paying atten-
tion to the fact that, in compliance with some authors, it is a kind of
continuation of the Aristotelian theory of science.'® The adoption
of such an approach made it difficult for Kt6sak to justify the opportu-
nity to use the results of natural sciences in the philosophy of nature.

101 “Also, my research shows that the philosophy of nature I am dealing with
is separated from natural sciences as they carry out an empiriological analysis
of nature.” Idem, “Stowo wstepne,” p. 10.

102 Tdem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 13.

103 Tbidem, p. 15.

104 Tbidem, pp. 17-20. Thus, in natural sciences the phenomenon is the cause,
and—in the philosophical perspective—the cause is a being which leads to the
occurrence of another being.

105 See ibidem, pp. 23-24.

106 See ibidem, pp. 30-33.
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The ontologizing theory was an easy solution to the problem, but
the Krakow neo-Thomist chose a more difficult path, which obviously
stemmed from his belief that natural sciences are of an empiriolog-
ical nature. Because of this, we may describe Klésak’s opinion as
unique—also in the aspect in which he justifies his belief. The classi-
cal philosophy acknowledged the need to base philosophy on the facts
of common experience, but, at the same time, it found them suffi-
cient for practicing philosophy—especially the philosophy of nature.
Klésak also acknowledged this need and, following the idea of Mari-
tain, he appreciated the value of common experience. However, he
also indicated different shortages related to the facts of such experi-
ence, such as: insufficient precision, incomplete objectiveness and
fragmentary approach to reality. Kt6sak believed that such cognition
may only be useful in introductory philosophical studies, and it has
to be complemented with scientific cognition. As an activity, scientific
cognition has its products, which were analysed by Ktésak who called
empiriological data” or “data of the empirical
scientific phenomenology.”**” The scientific facts in question mainly
refer to natural sciences and humanistic-natural sciences (e.g. psy-
chology), and they do not constitute a uniform group, but are divided
into the following sub-classes: (1) the results of the direct experience
expressed through proper remarks'®; (2) empirical laws expressed in
the form of general judgments; (3) hypotheses being postulates that
require confrontation with experience in order to be confirmed or re-
jected; (4) models, in the sense of cosmological models'®; (5) scien-
tific theories perceived as sets of statements connected with the

» «

them: “scientific facts,

principles of logic, definitions and rules of interpretation (inter-
preted systems); (6) principles.™® While talking about scientific facts,

107 See idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, chapters X-XII.

108 The issue of the “purity” of such expereinces is questioned from the point
of view of modern methodology of science.

109 Kiosak did not think that hypotheses and scientific models were of great
value for philosophical analyses. Cf. K. Mikucki, Filozofia a nauki szczegétowe
w ujeciu ks. Kazimierza Ktésaka (Warszawa: UKSW Library, 1996), p. 66.

10 Kigsak believed that principles are important, so he used them in his philo-
sophical considerations, an example of which are his reflections on Einstein’s
principles on the equivalence of mass and energy. Such sub-classes of scientific
facts were excerpted from different works of Kitésak by K. Mikucki, Filozofia
a nauki szczegétowe w ujeciu ks. Kazimierza Ktésaka, pp. 63-69.
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Klé6sak referred to the thought of Maritain for whom a scientific fact
is “any fact which, being a well-established existential truth, includes
in its essence the relation to the reason ... i.e. the reason recognizes it
and judges it properly.”** Contrary to scientific facts, philosophical
facts include “the data that were established and judged in the objec-
tive light of philosophy.”**? Klésak, while analysing this idea of Mari-
tain in a critical manner, indicated that the French philosopher
distinguished those two groups of facts due to a different conceptual
language in which they are expressed. Scientific facts are related to
the scientific theory of empiriological nature, while philosophical facts
are related to the ontologizing analysis. The difference not only in-
cluded different languages (different types of concepts) that describe
something that would—materially—be the same object, but it also
included two actually separate groups of data.'*® Scientific data refers
to the aspect of nature related to properties, phenomena and quanti-
ties, while philosophical data refers to the essence of things in nature.
The difference between the two kinds of data concerns being (an on-
tological difference). It should be mentioned that Kiésak did not treat
the above mentioned scientific facts in the same way as for their ap-
plication in philosophy. He preferred sentences expressing the results
of direct experiences, laws, theories of nature and principles. He also
claimed that one should select scientific facts and choose those that
refer to significant empirical data that can be the starting point for
philosophy.

Problems related to scientific facts are varied, and many of them
were omitted here due to the format of this book.'* It is worth
mentioning that, in light of the modern philosophy of science and

111

K. Ki6sak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, pp. 124-125.
12 Tbidem, pp. 126-127.
13 See ibidem, p. 133.

14 An ex ample of such problem is the issue of the “rawness” of such facts,

mentioned by Maritain, or the related problem of theoretizing such facts. As
Mikucki notices, different philosophers, including Ktésak, “confirmed the com-
mon view that the data of a scientific experience (including a common experi-
ence) is not a pure and simple transcription of reality, but are modified in
diferent ways: through the factor of convention, cognitive powers (active cre-
ative nature of each cognitive act, especially in analysing micro-physical phe-
nomena), hypotheses, and previously adopted theoretical statements related
to, e.g. measured things and measuring instruments.” K. Mikucki, Tomizm
w Polsce po II wojnie $wiatowej, p. 226.
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methodology, Ktésak was right, because it seems that philosophizing
within the reflection on nature, without taking into account the nat-
ural sciences, seems anachronistic.'®

We shall now turn to the ways in which Kiésak obtained the so-
called philosophical facts. Since philosophical facts are so much differ-
ent from scientific facts, both in conceptual and ontological terms, the
problem of transforming scientific facts into philosophical ones seems
to be fundamental for Ktésak’s concept of the philosophy of nature.
First, the Krakow neo-Thomist presented the arguments for the ne-
cessity to base the philosophy of nature on philosophical facts, and
not on scientific facts. He referred to the sufficient reason according
to which philosophical conclusions cannot come from scientific prem-
ises (scientific facts). We mean philosophical conclusions that belong
to the very philosophy of nature, and not philosophical facts,® as the
latter—expressed in the form of judgments—should not (or even can-
not) be conclusions, but (descriptive) statements.''” On page 139 of
the dissertation Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody we can find an
example of a philosophical fact.'® In this case, the philosophical fact
expresses judgment: “In their essence, bodies—due to their material-
ity—are spatial-temporal beings,”'' and—according to Kt¢sak—a re-
ductive conclusion that belongs to the philosophy of nature is the
judgment that bodies are, in their essence, hylomorphic beings.*?°

For scientific facts, the basic experience is noticeable—either
from outside or from inside, but it is different with philosophical facts.
Klé6sak wrote that the source (way) of reaching philosophical facts is
an intellectual dianoetic cognition. He took this term from Maritain,
for whom it was a way of intellectual cognition in which the intellec-
tual constitution of a thing is made objective in itself, oz, in other

115 Cf. ibidem, section 2.2.2.

116 See K. Kldsak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, pp. 136-137.

17 Klésak did not consider this issue, although it is quite important. Never-
theless, on page 142 of Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, he calls philosoph-
ical facts the facts “we would face.”

18 In the monograph in question, Ki6sak presented his ideas in a very general
manner. That is why, any examples he gives are precious. Mikucki presents the
articles and places in which Kiésak gives specific examples of philosophical facts
derived from scientific facts. See K. Mikucki, Tomizm w Polsce po II wojnie swia-
towej, section 2.2.2.2.

19 K. Klésak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 139.

120 Cf. ibidem, p. 139. Klésak gives that example after Fernand Renoirte.
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words, due to which we reach the nature or essence of a thing through
a sensual element.™? At this moment of our considerations, an inter-
esting aspect of philosophical facts appears. Ktésak describes two sit-
uations in which new philosophical facts may appear. The first one is
the above mentioned “from bottom to top.” In this case, the philoso-
phy of nature is built from the beginning, “approaching nature in the
most general manner in the type of being that is proper to it.”**? In
the second situation, first, reductive conclusions are drawn from some
philosophical facts, and, on the basis of those conclusions, we can “en-
rich the philosophy of nature with new ‘philosophical’ facts in its for-
mal starting point.”'?3

Another issue discussed by Ktésak with reference to philosophi-
cal facts was the question: “why are the facts of ‘scientific’ experience,
transformed into ‘philosophical’ facts, necessary for the base of the
philosophy of nature?”*?* The Krakow neo-Thomist explicitly speaks
about transforming scientific facts into philosophical facts. It is a con-
sistent opinion because, otherwise, the former would not be needed
at all, taking into account their being different. In other words: the
above question refers to the scope of the base of the philosophy of
nature. In this context, Klésak indicates detailed reasons for the
methodological necessity of referring to scientific facts due to the sig-
nificant insufficiency of the pre-scientific (common) experience itself.
He confirms his ideas by indicating the events from the history of
cosmology, in which the lack of scientific experiences led to some se-
rious mistakes in cosmologic statements—both those related to inan-
imate nature, and those concerning animate nature, or even to
absurdities. It refers both to the Middle Ages and to modern times.
In order to illustrate this situation, Ktésak gives the example of St.
Thomas Aquinas who adopts the “naive solution of the origin of life
in the field of secondary causative reasons, according to which some,
less perfect, animals ... are born from putrefaction resulting from the
activity of an active force of celestial bodies.”**

121 Cf. ibidem, p. 134.

122 Tbidem, p. 142.

123 Thidem.

124 Tbidem. Kt6sak consistently used the terms “philosophical” and “scientific”
with reference to the facts in inverted comas. Perhaps it was caused by the fact
that such terms sounded like slogans.

125 Tbidem, p. 143.
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It should be mentioned that Ktésak, following the thought of
Désiré Nys, analysed the relation of the philosophy of inanimate
nature to physical theories (according to the terminology of Nys).
A philosopher is free to consider such theories or not. In particular,
they include theories which reduce the complete reality of some phys-
ical phenomena to the properties of one type. And if such a reduc-
tion does not take place or such a theory declares something about
the nature of the physical reality, the philosopher of nature should
consider them. According to Nys, such theories included those which,
“being philosophical theories, claim to be physical theories,”**® e.g.
Ostwald’s energetic monism, Mach’s phenomenalism, or the Carte-
sian mechanism.'? Interestingly, at the same time, Kt6sak seemed
to agree with Nys and Maritain who believed that pre-scientific cog-
nition could have been a sufficient source of cognition for a brilliant
cosmologist, which is why we should not totally reject the value of
the cosmological research that had appeared before the boom of mod-
ern natural sciences.'?®

Returning to the issue of transforming scientific facts into philo-
sophical facts, we have to notice that he used the concept of a fact
established by Maritain, who treated those two groups of facts as
parallel and provided an interesting classification of facts. With ref-
erence to the degree of abstraction related to human cognition, he
distinguished the following facts: those related to common sense, “sci-
entific” (natural) facts, mathematical facts, logical facts, and “philo-
sophical” (especially metaphysical) facts.'®® Thus, philosophical facts
are at the highest level of abstraction. Ktésak did not develop the way
of transforming scientific facts into philosophical facts, which is
strange, as this issue is of key importance for his whole concept. He
only characterised this procedure in a general manner, and he pro-
vided some examples from the philosophy of inanimate nature.*°
While describing the above mentioned transformations in a general
way, Klésak indicated two “interpretative” paths: the first one is ab-
straction, and the other includes using the so-called philosophical

126 Tbidem.

127 Cf. ibidem, p. 146.

128 See ibidem, p. 145.

129 Cf. ibidem, p. 125.

130 Cf. K. Mikucki, Tomizm w Polsce po Il wojnie swiatowej, pp. 240-242.
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vision. Kt4sak distinguishes two types of abstraction: extensive abstrac-
tion (related to the scope) that makes it possible to approach a given
scientific experience in the aspect of a type of being or being as such,'*!
and formal (Essentials) abstraction that approaches the essential con-
tent of a being. The second path of the “philosophical establishment of
‘scientific’ facts includes confronting them with certain theses from
the philosophy of nature.”**? In this case, Kt6sak referred to the ideas
of Maritain, for whom philosophical facts are the “data that had been
established and judged in the objective light of philosophy.”*** Maritain
indicated two forms of the philosophical elaboration of scientific data:
changing the terminology of natural sciences into the terminology typ-
ical for philosophy, and confronting scientific data with the theses of
the philosophy of nature.™*

To sum up, it should be emphasized that Ktésak was, in a way,
“prophetic” in basing his philosophy of nature on the results of the nat-
ural sciences. Today it is difficult to imagine practicing philosophy with-
out such an approach. However, it seems that he did not analyse his
idea in detail, and he failed to provide more precise principles of trans-
forming scientific facts into philosophical facts, which is why his con-
cept did not result in a specific procedure that could be applied in more
modern methodological research.'®® The reactions of some philosophers
(e.g. Marian Jaworski) suggested that the necessity of that stage—i.e.
transforming scientific facts into philosophical ones—was questioned
in the process of building the philosophy of nature.'*¢

181 Cf. K. Ki6sak, “Préba wykorzystania ‘fenomenologicznej’ antropologii
P. Teilharda de Chardin do uzasadnienia tomistycznej filozofii cztowieka,” in
W kierunku prawdy, ed. B. Bejze (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo ATK, 1976), p. 490.

182 K. Klésak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 128.

133 Ibidem, pp. 126-127. The analysis of the ways of interpreting the scientific
data is presented by K. Mikucki, Tomizm w Polsce po II wojnie $wiatowej,
pp. 237-238.

134 Cf. K. Klésak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, pp. 127-130.

185 This issue was analysed by J6zef Turek in the book Filozoficzne interpretacje
faktéw naukowych [Philosophical interpretation of scientific facts]. He distinguishes
four elements of transformations: interpretandum (scientific fact, starting
point); interpretans (knowledge due to which interpretation is carried out); rules
of interpretation (principles, assumptions of interpretation); result of interpre-
tation (philosophical facts). See J. Turek, Filozoficzne interpretacje faktéw nauko-
wych (Lublin: Wydawnictwo KUL, 2009), chapter 2.

136 More see K. Mikucki, Tomizm w Polsce po Il wojnie $wiatowej, pp. 234-235.
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Ontological implications of a reductive type

We shall now discuss the last stage of building the philosophy of
nature by Kt6sak. We have data from the common experience which
are philosophically interpreted, as well as selected scientific data
transformed into philosophical data. The philosophical facts obtained
in this way do not yet constitute a system of the philosophy of nature,
but are the basis for it. Now we have to pay attention to the fact that
the philosophical system used for the interpretation of scientific facts
which, at the same time, is the objective of philosophical reflection,
should probably be formulated before carrying out the interpretation.
This may result in some methodological problems.**’

Klésak suggests that we can use a certain type of reasoning,
which he specifies as separation of ontological test implication of re-
ductive type for philosophical facts.'*® Due to this way of drawing con-
clusions, we can grasp the most general theses of the philosophy of
nature. This is Klésak’s unique suggestion.’

While preparing the presentation of his concept, Ktésak criti-
cised the opinion of Mazierski, who treated physical abstraction as
a universal tool of the philosophy of nature.’*® Kiésak indicated that
when we carry out a “physical” abstraction, we certainly do not rea-
son, which was suggested by Mazierski.'*! Nevertheless, Kt6sak be-
lieved that it is the method of physical abstraction that can provide
us with the “most general approach to bodies,” i.e. with this method
we can “separate a type of being proper to the bodies”—their tempo-
rality, spatiality, and submission to movement sensu stricto.**

At this stage of his deliberations, the basic question of Ktésak
was: “... which method should we use to reach an intersubjective

137 One of the problems of such approach is the issue of “creativity” of partic-
ular theses of the philosophy of nature. Also, A. Lemanska indicates the possible
appearance of a “vicious circle”: “Zagadnienie przejscia od ‘empirycznej feno-
menologii przyrody’ do filozofii przyrody,” in Filozofia a nauka w mysli Ksiedza
Kazimierza Ktésaka, pp. 27-39.

188 K. Klésak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 150.

139 Klésak refers to a similar concept of ontological implications of reductive
type at E. Renoirte. Cf. idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 151.

140 See ibidem, p. 148. Cf. S. Mazierski, Prolegomena do filozofii przyrody in-
spiracji arystotelesowsko-tomistycznej (Lublin: Towarzystwo Naukowe KUL, 1969).

ML Cf. K. Kt6sak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, pp. 148-150.
142 Cf. ibidem.
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confirmation of Thomist theses related to the most basic structure
of bodies?.”'*3 This question has certain presuppositions, and here is
one of them: it is the expression “reach an intersubjective confirma-
tion of Thomist theses.” Obviously, Ktésak was convinced that highly
general (such generality is important) philosophical theses can be in-
tersubjectively confirmed. It is worth emphasizing that such a “con-
firmation” does not mean “proving” on the basis of a set of “axioms,”
but “confirming” if something is true. Whether the method suggested
by Klésak allows for such a confirmation (or the possibility of confir-
mation, as a rule) or not, seems unclear.

Returning to the main question, here is how we can answer it: “the
method is based on checking whether the theses in question cannot
be treated as ontological (in a broader sense) test implications of the
most general statements on nature included in a philosophical elabo-
ration, that were analysed in the perspectives of common, especially
scientific—natural cognition.”*** Such implications were to be of a re-
ductive rather than a deductive nature; they were to be tested and pro-
vide a “final explanation” for the philosophical properties of bodies “in
terms of their most basic structure.”*** Ki6sak’s requirement that the
implications in question are of the test type was a reference to test
implications by Carl Hempel which were deductive conclusions from
hypotheses and could be subject to empirical testing. The Krakow
philosopher referred to the postulate of the epistemological unity
of the considerations that had been carried out, in order to justify
the fact that both the premises and conclusions of reductive consider-
ations must have the same epistemological genre. In other words, the
established philosophical facts, on the basis of scientific facts, in
the form of conceptually general philosophical principles and distinc-
tions, taken as premises, make it possible to reductively draw the most
general philosophical conclusions that are to refer to the basic struc-
ture of the bodies.!*¢ Klésak believed the infringement of the above-
mentioned postulate of uniformity to be a sign of irrationality.**

143 Tbidem, p. 150.

144 Thidem.

145 Tbidem.

146 Cf. ibidem, p. 151.

147 The opinion of such irrationality was perhaps formulated too strongly. In
the 1960s, Paul Grice indicated the phenomenon of natural languages called
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In his works, Ktésak mainly used the classification of consid-
erations introduced by Tadeusz Czezowski. Within Polish philosophy
and methodology, it was also done by Jan Eukasiewicz and Kazimierz
Ajdukiewicz, and each of them provided his own classification of draw-
ing conclusions. Czezowski treated explaining (clarifying) as reductive
consideration (from the consequence to accepting the reason), regres-
sive consideration (from a given consequence to its reason) and discov-
ering (from the adopted sentence to the sentence that was not
accepted).’® As we can see, Czezowski did not think considerations are
only of reductive types which included going from the consequences
to the reasons, but he ascribed them the conjunction of three features.

According to Klé6sak, in a broader sense, the method of formulat-
ing ontological implications of a reductive type can include—through
making the implications more general—the method of physical ab-
straction, because what is established can be treated as a kind of im-
plications on nature due to the application of abstraction.'*? At the
same time, referring to Renoirte, Késak discussed the possibility of
separating “reductive discursive threads” from the method of physical
abstraction.”**® That fragment of his considerations is not fully clear,
and it leaves some interpretative doubts, especially taking into account
the previous criticism of Mazierski’s opinions on physical abstraction.
Although previously Ktésak clearly spoke about ontological implica-
tions of a reductive type in a broader sense, he ultimately focused on
the ontological implications of a reductive type in a narrower sense.'>*

implicature. It includes drawing conclusions—implicatures which are not di-
rectly related to the premises. This is something Kt6sak had in mind. In the
work: A. Olszewski, “Uwagi filozoficzno-logiczne na temat Ktésakowskich imp-
likacji ontologicznych typu redukcyjnego,” in Filozofia a nauka w mysli Ksiedza
Kazimierza Ktésaka, pp. 97-116, the author tried to reduce the issue of onto-
logical implications of a reductive type to the issue of presupposition. Cf. con-
cerning implicatures: M. Tokarz, Elementy pragmatyki logicznej (Warszawa:
Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN, 1993), pp. 210-242.

148 Klésak mentions reduction as explaining or clarifying. Cf. K. Kldsak,
Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 151. Cf. T. Czezowski, “Klasyfikacja rozu-
mowan,” in idem, Odczyty filozoficzne. Prace Wydziatu Filologiczno-Filozoficznego,
vol. 7 (Torun: Towarzystwo Naukowe w Toruniu, 1958), pp. 128-145.

149 K. Klésak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 151.

150" Tbidem.

151 Perhaps the difference between them should include their relation to phys-
ical abstraction.
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Here is what he writes: “we are introducing certain assumptions, or—
more directly—certain suppositions or hypotheses concerning the
most basic structure of the bodies,”**? and probably it is them that are
the implications we were searching for.

In compliance with the previous view on reductive implications
as explanations, Kt6sak noticed that the same philosophical facts may
have different reductive implications that explain data with a similar
probability. Thus, a researcher should use additional means that would
make it possible for him to achieve “full certainty if it is available, and
if we can achieve more than just higher or lower probability.”*>* This
statement is important for at least two reasons: first, Ktésak spoke
about certainty, which—as it is believed nowadays—is the subject of
a proof; and second, he spoke about it in a conditional manner, because
perhaps philosophers might never achieve it. Finally, Kt6sak enumer-
ates three ways of reaching certainty in a given issue. The first one in-
cludes the equivalence between ontological implications of a reductive
type in a narrower sense, and (all) philosophical theses of a significant
nature, built on the basis of experience (common and scientific).'** On
the second path, “we can acknowledge that the implications related
to the ontical structure of the bodies are true, because without approv-
ing those implications we would not be able to finally and definitely
understand the bodies in terms of their type of being.”**> Kt6sak calls
it an apagogic proof, in which a negation of the most general thesis
of the philosophy of nature leads to a contradiction. The third way
includes the following assumption: “we could confirm the truthful-
ness of the statements of that philosophy concerning the ontical struc-
ture of things, if we concluded that—after rejecting them—we have
to treat natural things, analysed in terms of their type of being,
as something totally puzzling—something that contains a fundamen-
tal irrationale.”*® In other words, if the negation of the most general
theses of the philosophy of nature (sentences or a sentence) results
in a contradiction in philosophical sentences being interpretations of

152 Tdem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 151.
153 Tbidem, p. 152.

154 Tbidem. The philosopher from Krakow idicated the weak points of this sit-
uation himself, although he did not exclude it a priori.

155 Tbidem, p. 153.
156 Tbidem.
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scientific data, and such a contradiction is impossible (ontological
contradiction)” because it refers to the data of natural and philo-
sophical sciences, we have to consider the general philosophical thesis
as truthful. The second and third ways are similar, which is why they
can be treated as one philosophical method.'*® Interestingly, Kt6sak
himself questioned the effectiveness of the apagogic proof used in
the latter two ways, and he was quite skeptical speaking about the
dullness of the concept of the rationality of being. We can also men-
tion that effectiveness is an interesting concept, and it does not have
much in common with Ktésak’s intentions, although it has a clearly
defined meaning in the modern methodology and philosophy of sci-
ence.’ Klgsak believed that the concept of the rationality of a being
(ontical rationality) can be treated as clear and sharp if “in [its] cog-
nitive approach no logical contradiction is included.”**® Thus, the as-
sumption of the rationality of a being makes it possible to reach the
above-mentioned certainty in the issues concerning the most general
theses of the philosophy of nature.

Klé6sak’s method of building the philosophy of nature can also be
used in the philosophy of God in which, according to the philosopher,
“in order to discover God, on the basis of the maximum philosophical
creativity, we are trying the ultimate explanation for such facts as the
movement existing in the world, the causative action of inanimate
matter, the contingency of all things, or the order that reveals itself
in nature.”'®* In the monograph published just before his death: Z za-
gadnien filozoficznego poznania Boga, Klésak tried to follow the “argu-
ments leading to the assumption of the existence of God as the only
reason that eliminates contradictions in our philosophical existential
statements concerning the empirical world.”¢?

In order to illustrate how Ktésak used his method of forming on-
tological implications of a reductive type in practice, we need to con-
sider two of his kinds of reasoning. The first one refers to philosophical
conclusions that can be drawn from the principle of the equivalence

157 Itis an incompliance with the rationality of a natural being. See ibidem, p. 153.

158 Cf. ibidem.

159 Klésak frequently uses this concept.

160 Tbidem, p. 154.
161

Idem, Z zagadnien filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, p. 79.
162 Tbidem, p. 85.
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of inert mass and energy, and the second—to Kidsak’s analysis con-
cerning the so-called Fourth Way of St. Thomas Aquinas.

Analysis of Einstein’s principle!®?

From the methodological point of view, a particularly interesting
text is Kt6sak’s: Zasada “rownowaznosci” masy bezwtadnej i energii a on-
tyczna struktura materii [The Principle of “Equivalence” of Inert Mass and
Energy and the Ontical Structure of Matter].*** The author of the work
analysed whether Albert Einstein’s famous formula E=mc? has onto-
logical implications of a reductive type compliant with the statements
of the Thomist theory of being.

After the necessary terminological explanations, Ktdsak analyses
the “subjective meaning” of the principle, i.e. “the type of unity it
adopts for the physical reality,” and “cateogrial determinations that
are proper to the designates of the concepts of this principle, i.e. the
concepts of inert mass and energy.”*® Then, he carries out an episte-
mological analysis of the subjective content of the concepts of inert
mass and energy. After the analysis, he comes to the conclusion that
“according to this principle, each physical system contains, at the same
time, quantitative relations, typical of the concept of inert mass, and
quantitative relations, typical of the concept of energy, and there is
a constant proportionality of both kinds of relations, expressed by
Einstein’s formula.”*® This analysis made it possible for Klésak to de-
termine that: “Taking into account the qualitative bases, or the context
of the mathematical formulas of the inert mass and energy, we can say
that according to Einstein’s principle, in each physical system we have
an aspect of something passive, inert, and—at the same time—an as-
pect of something dynamic and active.”®” Both aspects—the passive
and active one—should be understood as qualitative consequences
of the quantitative relations expressed, respectively, in the concepts

163 For more, see A. Lemanska, “Zagadnienie przejicia od ‘empirycznej fenom-
enologii przyrody’ do filozofii przyrody,” pp. 27-39.

164 K. Klésak, “Zasada ‘réwnowaznosci’ masy bezwtadnej i energii a ontyczna
struktura materii,” in Z zagadnien filozofii przyrodoznawstwa i filozofii przyrody,
vol. 2, ed. K. Ktésak (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo ATK, 1979), pp. 178-216.

165 Tbidem, p. 182.
166 Ibidem, p. 190.
167 Tbidem, p. 191.

62



3. DETAILED THEORETICAL PROBLEMS

of inert mass and energy.'® In the next part of the article, Kt6sak eval-
uated the truthfulness of Einstein’s principle. The philosopher’s con-
clusions remain in the sphere of natural cognition, and his analyses
are related to the research in the philosophy of science. Thus, the au-
thor does not yet step into the ontological field—he only establishes
some issues in the area of the empirical phenomenology of nature.

Then, Ktésak directly confronts Einstein’s statement with the
Thomist theory of a being. Since the relations in Einstein’s principle
are only approached from the point of view of the phenomena,
Ktésak concludes that “Einstein’s principle is, in its formal frame,
alien to the ontological approach to the physical reality, i.e. to its most
general approach which includes its type of being. The content of the
principle of ‘equivalence’ of inert mass and energy refers exclusively
to the empiriological cognition of nature.”*®® Thus, Einstein’s princi-
ple, considered with reference to the phenomena, is indifferent to the
theory of hylomorphism according to Ktésak.

It is different when the detailed ontological implications of a re-
ductive type are analysed, because they, “with reference to the above-
mentioned principle, are significant for a Thomist with a particular
general-ontological orientation.”*”® In order to obtain such implica-
tions, one has to transpose a scientific fact—Einstein’s thesis into
a philosophical fact in which the principle is analysed in the ontological
aspect.’™ Such a transposition of the analysed scientific fact mainly
includes taking into account the relations that occur in Einstein’s
principle “in the aspect of their proper beingness.”*’> When the given
relations have been analysed in the aspect of beingness, it is possible
to see everything they assume, also in this aspect. As a consequence,

168 Thidem.
169 Thidem, p. 202.
170 Tbidem, p. 200.

71 “Although the principle of the ‘equivalence’ of inert mass and energy is,

in its formal frame, indifferent to the Thomist ontical theory of the structure
of physical reality, the one who is for this or another version of the classical phi-
losophy of being in its most general theses, may be surprised to conclude that
ontological implications in a broader and reductive sense that he/she may ob-
tain for the principle in question, are not different than what—from the
Thomist side—is adopted in the subject of the ontical differentiation of nature”
(ibidem, p. 211).
172 Tbidem.
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looking for the ultimate reason for those relations in the philosophical
field, leads us to acknowledge that such a reason for being is that of
substance understood the same way as in Thomism.'”® Thus, one
of the possible ontological implications of a reductive type concerning
a principle that was interpreted philosophically matches the Thomist
thesis on the “division of physical reality into substance and acci-
dents.”'"

Similarly, while carrying out an ontological interpretation of Ein-
stein’s principle, Ktésak concludes that it assumes the existence in
a physical system of two different aspects: a passive (inert) and a dy-
namic (active) one. In terms of ontology, it leads to the adoption of
dualism of mass and energy understood ontologically. Such dualism
explains the phenomena we can see. If we aim at looking for the rea-
son for such dualism in a deeper layer of the physical reality, we can
find it in the adoption of the existence, in each material being, of two
different and contradictory substantial principles—the first matter
and the substantial form.'”® “This way,” Kt6sak concludes, “in a reduc-
tive manner, we come to the theory of hylomorphic composition of

physical beings.”*"®

Considerations on Thomas Aquinas’ “Fourth Way”
from the degrees of perfection

Now we shall focus on a particularly original lecture of Ktésak’s con-
cerning the proofs for the existence of God, and—in particular—the
development of the so-called Fourth Way of Thomas Aquinas. The proof
of Aquinas, included in Summa theologiae, is as follows:

The Fourth Way is taken from the gradation to be found in things.
Among beings there are some more and some less good, true,
noble and the like. But “more” and “less” are predicated of different
things, according as they resemble in their different ways some-
thing which is the maximum, as a thing is said to be hotter accord-
ing as it more nearly resembles that which is hottest; so that there
is something which is truest, something best, something noblest
and, consequently, something which is uttermost being; for those

173 Tbidem, p. 212.

174 Tbidem.

175 See ibidem, pp. 213-216.
176 Tbidem, p. 216.
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things that are greatest in truth are greatest in being, as it is written
in Aristotle’s second book of Metaphysics. Now the maximum in
any genus is the cause of all in that genus; as fire, which is the max-
imum heat, is the cause of all hot things. Therefore there must also
be something which is to all beings the cause of their being, good-
ness, and every other perfection; and this we call God.'””

Another version to which Klésak referred is included in Summa
contra gentiles:

Another argument may also be gathered from the words of Aris-
totle. In Metaphysics 1l he shows that what is most true is also
most a being. But in Metaphysics IV he shows the existence of
something supremely true from the observed fact that of two false
things one is more false than the other, which means that one is
more true than the other. This comparison is based on the near-
ness to that which is absolutely and supremely true. From these
Aristotelian texts we may further infer that there is something
that is supremely being. This we call God.*”®

Klésak presented a variant of this shorter argument in the fol-
lowing way: “If we ascribe different degrees of false and truthfulness
to particular judgments (I), and if such evaluation may be carried out
through the reference to what is supremely true (II), and if what is
supremely true is also supremely being (III), there is something that
is supremely being, i.e. God (IV).”” This variant became the subject
of critical analysis of the Krakow philosopher, and, in his opinion, the
very argument consists of three premises (I-III) and a conclusion (IV).
Klésak’s first remarks refer to premise I. According to the remarks,
what the first premise says may be considered as a fact without ob-
jection. Klésak rejects the improper way of understanding this prem-
ise, which includes relativizing the truth. The whole criticism refers
to the second and third premise of the proof. As for the second prem-
ise, Ktésak noticed that it is not crucial to derive the necessity of
referring to what is absolutely true from the possibility to ascribe

177 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, I, 2, 3c. This version of the Fourth Way
is most frequently the subject of possible formalization, and it is this way that,
e.g. Jozef M. Bocheniski was dealing with.

178 Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra gentiles, book I, chapter XIIL.

179 K. Ktésak, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny. Czes¢ II, pp. 43-44.
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the degrees of true or false (mistake) to judgements (simpliciter et
maxime verum).*®° While formulating the second premise, St. Thomas
does not prove it, but he only refers to the authority of Aristotle, for
whom the existence of something supremely true was directly obvi-
ous. St. Thomas adopted a similar strategy, using the argument from
the authority, which was also adopted by Aristotle regarding the third
premise saying that what contains the maximum of truth also in-
cludes the maximum of being.’®! The second premise is wrong, be-
cause from the assumption that we treat some judgments as true,
and others as false, we cannot conclude that other judgments are
more certain or truer than them. According to Ktésak, we do not even
have to be aware of it—it is enough that we have other criteria due
to which we can grade the judgments in terms of their truthfulness.
Another problem appears due to the comparison of the concept of
truth used in the second and third premise. Ktésak claims that the
second premise includes the concept of an absolute truth—some-
thing that contains the maximum truth, while the third premise in-
cludes the concept of truth “in the most universal sense; truth that
includes a set of all possible subjects of cognition,” a maximalist idea
of truth.'®? Klésak believed that because of this something similar to
the syllogistic mistake of quaternio terminorum*® appears in Thomas’
reasoning. Besides, from the very concept of maximalist truth, we
cannot deduct that this idea “mentally presents the maximum of re-
ality to us ... and it does not make us authorized to conclude that
what the concept expresses truly exists.”*®* Thus, Ktésak justly con-
cluded that we cannot identify the maximally approached noetic
order with the maximally approached ontic order, which could be
done if we knew that God exists and the argumentation based on this
fact was circular.'® Then, Kt6sak tried to reformulate the proof from

180 Cf. ibidem, p. 48.

181 Cf. ibidem, pp. 43-46.

182 Tdem, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny. Czes¢ I, pp. 49-50. (On page 49
of the text an editorial mistake appeared—probably a fragment of the original
text was omitted, due to which Ktésak’s argumentation is not very clear and easy
to reconstuct in a consistent manner).

18 Cf. ibidem, p. 80 (the unclearness of this fragment is a consequence of the
above mentioned mistake).

184 Tbidem, pp. 51-52.
185 Cf. ibidem, p. 52.
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the degrees of perfection to make it correct.'® He noticed that the
first premise of the original proof is correct, but the fact it declares
(the degrees of truthfulness and false) may only be explained through
reference to the limitedness of human cognition as the closer expla-
nation. However, on this way, he did not exlude the ultimate ex-
planation, i.e. the cognition of the existence of God on such basis.
Nevertheless, he chose another way.'®” In his argumentation, Kt6sak
used the remark on the existence of accidental truths, and the impor-
tant separation of truths from their contents (he avoided talking
about sentences themselves). However, he did not explain his way of
understanding the contents, and he wrote about them as about the
aspects (side) of truths, where the latter are probably understood as
what the sentences express. Then, as a starting point, he adopted the
assumption that “no truth, which we reach, is—in the aspect of its
contents—fully and completely explained in the beings in the sur-
rounding world, because such beings—despite the undoubtful degree
of their relative necessity—are accidental and unnecessary in their
existence.”'®® Thus, he concluded that only a being “which exists from
itself—a being a se” can give a full and ultimate explanation for the
cognized contents.'® Not only from that being all true contents
are derived, but the being itself has model ideas for the contents, or
even it is “the model ideas” because “... if there was no such creative
truth, absolutely independent and first, we would not know any de-
pendent truth.”'*° Here is what Klésak wrote further: “the content
of each dependent truth may be ultimately understandable for us in
terms of its existence in the perfect noetic order only if we perceive
it as the reconstruction of the truth that is absolutely independent
and first.”1%! Klésak classified the contents and their existence into

18 What Kt6sak wanted to improve in his argumentation was the issue of rec-
onciling the noetic (epistemological) order with the metaphysical order.

187 (Cf. ibidem, p. 53. We can doubt whether Ktésak’s argument really is a ver-
sion of the “Fourth Way” of St. Thomas. However, both arguments are quite sim-
ilar in a general manner.

188 Tbidem.

18 Tbidem.

190 Tbidem, pp. 53-54. St. Thomas wrote in De veritate: ,nihil est cognoscibile
nisi per similitudinem primae veritatis” (quoted after: idem, W poszukiwaniu
Pierwszej Przyczyny. Czes¢ I1, p. 54).

191 Tbidem.
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the neotic order, which seems right, but this way he did not move to
the metaphysical order. Surprisingly, he went further when—in the
next sentence—he said: “only in the metaphysical perspective, taken
into account by this thinker [Thomas Aquinas], can we speak about
the occurrence in our cognition of dependent truths,” i.e. not only the
contents that are the sides of the truths.’® Again, Klésak justified his
thesis referring to the irrationality (and mysteriousness) of the fact
of the existence of dependent truths if the absolute and first truth
did not exist. In the next part of his argumentation, Ktésak quoted
a fragment from the Confessions of St. Augustine, which speaks about
his meeting with the independent and first truth, starting from the
eternal truths, and it is in this aspect that Kt6sak saw the difference
between his and St. Augustine’s concepts, as the former started from
dependent, not eternal truths.?®® Klésak specified such truth as “God
of the Catholic faith” included in the aspect of the First Truth. This is
an important transition towards metaphysics, although without any
justification that “such truth is not limited in its being—Tlike the truth
of a human mind—to the perfect noetic order, but it is included in
the sphere of the ontic order as a being that contains the maximum
of reality,” because “it exists necessarily as a being a se ...”*** The justi-
fication for such a transition is found later, when Klésak declared that
he generalized the concept of St. Thomas’s efficient cause, and—more
specifically—the dependence on the efficient cause in existence, and
he introduced the concept of the dependence on the “explaining rea-
son” in existence, which refers to the contents of the cognized depend-
ent truths that belong to the area of perfect existence.’® For Klésak,
such a transition from the gnoseological order to the metaphysical
order was defective in the thought of St. Augustine, St. Anselm,
Descartes and many other philosophers.

The whole argumentation of Ktésak related to the “Fourth Way”
of St. Thomas is, admittedly, unclear, but despite that we have man-
aged to reconstruct it to some extent. Perhaps the author himself was
unable to present the full structure of his argumentation, which can

192 Tbidem. It is because the truths pressupose the objective reality.

198 Such as, e.g. the rights of arithmetics or natural numbers. Cf. ibidem, p. 57.

194 Tbidem, p. 55.

195 See ibidem, p. 67. Descartes made a similar transition with reference to

the concept of God, which was criticised by Klésak.
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be deducted from the fact that his argument, just like his explanation
of the “Fourth Way” of St. Thomas, was not presented in a concise
manner.'*® Here is the attempt—albeit an imperfect one—to reflect
what Klésak meant: (1) there are accidental things (facts); (2) there
are accidental truths; (3) there are accidental contents (of those
truths); (4) those contents are derived from accidental truths; (5) the
effective cause (explaining reason) of accidental contents is the un-
changeable and first Truth; (6) the effective cause (explaining reason)
of accidental facts is the Thought, i.e. the unchanging and first Truth;
so: the unchanging and first Truth, which is that God exists.

Conclusion

Kl6sak’s metatheoretical concepts resulted in fierce discussions
among the philosophers of nature. They were criticised, especially by
philosophers following the classical trend who rejected the possibil-
ity of using the results of the natural sciences in philosophy.'*” Also,
they were questioned by the philosophers connected with the Centre
of Interdisciplinary Research in Krakow. Nevertheless, Ktésak’s con-
cept of the philosophy of nature is interesting and worth further analy-
sis. It is true that it was formulated on the basis of the philosophy
following the classical trend and it uses related notions and distinc-
tions, and that its language is quite “hermetic,” as a result of which it
is difficult to understand. Perhaps it is one of the reasons why it has
not been appreciated by most scholars. The concept also fails to take
into account the latest achievements of the philosophy of science. How-
ever, it is worth being popularized. Kt6sak suggests a universal method
of building an autonomous system of the philosophy of nature, which
uses the results of the natural sciences in a significant manner. It seems
that it is not just a project or collection of normative postulates, but
rather a codification of the research methods of philosophy, especially
the philosophy of nature. The objective of philosophical reflection

19 This argument should be analysed more thoroughly, but it is impossible in
this work.

197 The related opinion of Ktésak and Kaminski is described and analysed in
the doctoral dissertation by D. Dzwonkowska, Rola nauk przyrodniczych w upra-
wianiu filozofii klasycznej w ujeciu K. Kiésaka i S. Kamiriskiego, op. cit. K. Mikucki,
in his doctoral dissertation: Filozofia a nauki szczegétowe w ujeciu ks. Kazimierza
Kidsaka, op. cit., discusses the relations between philosophy and natural sciences.
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is to explain the reality - to make it understandable. The method of
separating ontological implications of reductive type is a tool to
achieve that objective.

Some of Kiésak’s ideas were developed in the works of Zygmunt
Hajduk,'® J6zef Dotega,'® J6zef Turek,?*° Kazimierz Mikucki,?*”* Jan-
ina Buczkowska,?’? and Anna Lemanska.?*® Also, at the Cardinal Ste-
fan Wyszynski University in Warsaw, a number of MA theses were
written on Klésak’s concept of the philosophy of nature.?*

198 Z. Hajduk, Filozofia przyrody. Filozofia przyrodoznawstwa. Metakosmologia
(Lublin: Towarzystwo Naukowe KUL, 2004).

199 J. Dolega, “Epistemologia i metodologia filozofii przyrody w ujeciu Kazi-
mierza Klésaka,” Collegium Polonorum 6 (1983), pp. 173-196.

200 7. Turek, Filozoficzne interpretacje faktéw naukowych, op. cit.

201 K. Mikucki, Tomizm w Polsce po II wojnie Swiatowej, op. cit.; idem, “Spor
o typ do$wiadczenia w bazie wyjsciowej filozofii: Kazimierz Ktésak i tomizm
egzystencjalny,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 38, no. 2 (2002), pp. 31-53;
idem, “Odkrywanie implikacji ontologicznych w koncepgji filozoficznej Kazimie-
rza Kl6saka,” in Mysl filozoficzna Ksiedza Profesora Kazimierza Ktésaka w dwu-
dziestq rocznice smierci, pp. 117-138.

202 J. Buczkowska, “Kilka uwag o Kazimierza Klésaka sposobie rozumienia po-
jecia ‘faktu filozoficznego’,” in Mysl filozoficzna Ksiedza Profesora Kazimierza
Ktésaka w dwudziestq rocznice $mierci, pp. 99-116.

208 A. Lemanska, Filozofia przyrody a nauki przyrodnicze (Warszawa: Wydaw-
nictwo ATK, 1998); A. Lemarniska, “Zagadnienie przejscia od ‘empirycznej feno-
menologii przyrody’ do filozofii przyrody,” pp. 27-39; A. Lemariska, “Profesora
Kazimierza Klésaka metoda uprawiania filozofii przyrody,” Studia Philosophiae
Christianae 23, no. 1 (1987), pp. 133-149; K. Kloskowski, A. Lemanska, “Empi-
riologiczna teoria nauk szczegétowych,” in Z zagadnien filozofii przyrodoznaw-
stwa i filozofii przyrody, vol. 15, eds. M. Lubanski, S.W. Slaga (Warszawa: Wy-
dawnictwo ATK, 1996), pp. 183-226; A. Lemanska, “Zagadnienie faktéw
naukowych i filozoficznych,” in Mysl filozoficzna Ksiedza Profesora Kazimierza
Kiésaka w dwudziestq rocznice Smierci, pp. 83-98; A. Lemariska, “Filozofia przy-
rody a wyniki nauk przyrodniczych,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 43, no. 1
(2007), pp. 115-123; A. Lemarniska, “Stowo wstepne,” in Z zagadnieri filozofii przy-
rodoznawstwa i filozofii przyrody, vol. 20, eds. A. Lemanska, M. Lubanski, A. Swie-
zyniski (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo ATK, 2011), pp. 11-30.

204 T. Placzek, Metoda uprawiania filozofii przyrody w ujeciu ks. prof. Kazimierza
Kissaka (Warszawa: UKSW Library, 2003); A. Brzychcy, Autonomia filozofii przy-
rody wobec nauk przyrodniczych w ujeciu ks. K. Ktésaka (Warszawa: UKSW Libray,
2004); M. Czarnecki, Kazimierza Ktdsaka i Michata Hellera koncepcje uprawiania
filozofii przyrody (Warszawa: UKSW Library, 2007).
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3.2. PHILOSOPHICAL ISSUES OF THE ORIGIN OF THE UNIVERSE
AND BIOLOGICAL LIFE

Introduction

The philosophy of God, with its arguments proving the existence
of an Absolute Being, is an area of philosophy in which referring to
the properties of the world of nature takes place naturally. From its
beginning, philosophy—while looking for the ultimate explanation
of material reality—indicated a being that is necessary and needs no
justification. Such being was often associated with God. Throughout
the history of philosophy, a lot of such arguments for the existence of
God have been formulated. Their starting point includes some features
of the natural reality that cannot be understood provided that they
are rooted in a being existing outside the physical world. For example,
Aristotle explained movement in nature by indicating the unmoved
Prime Mover. On a similar basis, St. Thomas Aquinas constructed his
“ways” while searching for the ultimate explanation of movement, de-
pendence and accidence of things, various degrees of perfection in be-
ings, purposefulness in nature, i.e. the properties of the surrounding
world experienced by people.

Kazimierz Klésak was interested in theodicy and, in his numerous
works, he analysed the arguments for the existence of God, referring
to—inter alia—the latest results from the natural sciences. It seems
that his objective was to find an unquestionable starting point for the
argumentation for the existence of God.

Perhaps the discussion with dialectical materialism, which was
treated by its supporters as the only truly scientific philosophy, in-
spired Kidsak to deal with the origins of the organic life on Earth. The
complexity of living organisms and the 20 century rejection of the
concept of abiogenesis became the starting point for the so-called bi-
ological argument for the existence of God.?* Also, in the biology of
the 20" century, the models of biogenesis started to be created in
which the scenarios of transforming inanimate matter into a living
organism were presented. As a result, the biological argument was

205 Such arguments fall within the scope of the following scheme: if abiogen-
esis is impossible and living organisms are significantly different than inanimate
matter, there had to be an adequate cause able to create life. This cause is God.
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questioned, which made Christian philosophers and theologians
negate the possibility of the occurrence of abiogenesis and under-
mine the results of natural sciences. Therefore, Kl6sak started to con-
sider whether, from the philosophical and theological point of view,
the spontaneous appearance of living organisms is actually inconsis-
tent with the Christian faith. It was included in his work entitled Mysl
katolicka wobec teorii samorédztwa [Catholic Thought and the Theory of
Abiogenesis] (1948). He continued this research in several articles,?%
and the summary of his analyses was published in the books: W po-
szukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny [In Search of the First Cause] (1955)
and Z zagadnien filozoficznego poznania Boga [On the Philosophical Cog-
nition of God] (1979).2%7

Apart from the analyses on the origins of life, Kt6sak dealt with
the kinetic argument for the existence of God. In the article of 1949
entitled: Kinetyczny dowdd istnienia Boga wobec nowych zarzutow [Ki-
netic Proof for the Existence of God and the New Objections],?*® he evalu-
ates this argument from the point of view of the scientific knowledge
of matter. Later, he refers to this issue several times?%® while answer-
ing those who criticised his opinion, and an extensive description
of this opinion is included in the last part of the second volume of
W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny. The premises of the argument are

206 K. Klosak, “Hipoteza Oparina o powstaniu zycia,” Przeglqgd Powszechny,
no. 229 (1950), pp. 45-56; idem, “Teoria samorédztwa wobec dogmatu o stwo-
rzeniu,” Tygodnik Powszechny 6, no. 33 (1950), pp. 2-3; idem, “Hipoteza samo-
rodztwa wobec badan nad wirusami,” Znak 7, no. 1 (1952), pp. 1-16; idem,
“Hipoteza kosmicznych poczatkéw zycia,” Tygodnik Powszechny 9, no. 43 (1953),
pp- 3-4; idem, “O pewnych trudnosciach hipotez samorodztwa,” Tygodnik Po-
wszechny 9, no. 36 (1953), pp. 6-7; idem, “Augustynska teoria biogenezy (préba
jej unowoczesnienia),” Tygodnik Powszechny 10, no. 52 (1954), p. 8; idem, “Zycie
organiczne a istnienie Boga,” Tygodnik Powszechny 10, no. 26 (1954), p. 6; idem,
“Czy synteza chemiczna zywej materii?” Tygodnik Powszechny 11, no. 52 (1955),
pp- 5-6.

207 Klésak also returned to those issues in the article: “Do$wiadczenia w Berke-
ley a zagadnienie biogenezy,” Tygodnik Powszechny 12, no. 15 (1956), pp. 1-2
and 4.

208 Tdem, “Kinetyczny dowdd istnienia Boga wobec nowych zarzutow,” Znak 4,
no. 5 (1949), pp. 392-401.

209 Tdem, “Z historii krytyki argumentu kinetycznego na istnienie Boga,” Polo-
nia Sacra 4 (1951), pp. 117-154, 277-328; idem, “Pierwszy argument kinetyczny
na istnienie Boga ze Sum. c. Gent., lib. 1, c. 13,” Polonia Sacra 5 (1952), pp. 89-131;
idem, “Pierwszy argument kinetyczny na istnienie Boga ze Sum. c. Gent., lib. I,
c. 13,” Polonia Sacra 6 (1953), pp. 1-45.
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also discussed in the article: Zagadnienie punktu wyjscia kinetycznej
argumentacji za istnieniem Boga [Starting Point for the Kinetic Argumen-
tation for the Existence of God].?*°

Inspired by the speech given by Pope Pius XII to the Pontifical
Academy of Sciences on 22" November 1951, Klésak started to
analyse the origins of the universe.?'! Following the Pope’s sugges-
tions,*? Klésak decided to check whether there are sufficient prem-
ises to determine that natural sciences can confirm the “temporal
beginning of the world.” Ktésak dealt with this issue in 1951, in the
article: Zagadnienie poczqtku trwania czasowego Wszechswiata [The
Temporal Beginning of the Duration of the Universe].”'® He developed
those considerations in the book entitled W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej
Przyczyny (part one). Later, he frequently returned to this topic.?*

210 Idem, “Zagadnienie punktu wyjscia kinetycznej argumentacji za istnieniem
Boga,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 4, no. 2 (1968), pp. 75-112.

A1 See idem, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny, p. 6.

212 Tn the speech, the Pope says: “Facts from natural sciences, to which we re-
ferred in this lecture, are waiting for further analysis and confirmation, and the
theories built on those facts—if they are to be the starting point for the consid-
erations going beyond the sphere of natural sciences—require new development
and new proofs.” Quoted after: Wiadomosci Archidiecezjalne Warszawskie 36,
no. 2-3 (1952), pp. 41-57.

213 K. Klésak, “Zagadnienie poczatku trwania czasowego Wszechswiata,” Polo-
nia Sacra 4 (1951), pp. 1-25.

24 Idem, “Czy Wszechéwiat jest przestrzennie nieskoficzony?” Tygodnik Po-
wszechny 11, no. 42 (1955), pp. 1-2; idem, “Poczatek czasowy Wszechswiata
a zagadnienie istnienia Boga,” Zycie i Mysl, no. 2-3 (1955), pp. 1-25; idem, “Teo-
ria rozszerzania sie Wszechswiata a zagadnienie jego poczatku czasowego,”
Tygodnik Powszechny 11, no. 6 (1955), pp. 4-5; idem, “Czy kosmos materialny
jest w swych rozmiarach skoniczony lub nieskoniczony,” Roczniki Filozoficzne 10,
no. 3 (1962), pp. 67-101; idem, “Problem odwiecznosci Wszechswiata. Préba
argumentacji Wtadystawa Krajewskiego za odwiecznym istnieniem Wszech-
$wiata,” Ateneum Kaplariskie 65, no. 2 (1962), pp. 198-210; idem, “Czy mamy
dowdd filozoficzny za poczatkiem czasowym Wszechswiata,” Roczniki Filozoficzne
11, no. 3 (1963), pp. 31-44; idem, “Zagadnienie sensownosci pytania o poczatek
czasowy wszechéwiata,” Analecta Cracoviensia 5-6 (1974), pp. 291-297; idem,
“Teoria ekspansji przestrzennej wszechswiata a zagadnienie istnienia Boga,” in
Studia z filozofii Boga, vol. 3, ed. B. Bejze (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo ATK, 1977),
pp- 414-430; idem, “Zagadnienie filozoficznej argumentacji za poczatkiem cza-
sowym wszechéwiata,” Analecta Cracoviensia 9 (1977), pp. 29-48; idem, “Préby
argumentacji za poczatkiem czasowym Wszechswiata w oparciu o druga zasade
termodynamiki i ich krytyczna ocena,” in Z zagadnier filozofii przyrodoznawstwa
i filozofii przyrody, vol. 3, ed. K. Ktésak (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo ATK, 1979),
pp. 55-120.
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The analyses concerning the temporal and biological origins of
the universe are included in the monograph: Z zagadnier filozoficznego
poznania Boga®* [On the Philosophical Cognition of God] published in
1979. Professor Kl6sak was going to publish the second volume of
the book, in which he was to evaluate and “modify the forms of argu-
mentation for the existence of God used by Thomas Aquinas,”**® and
to discuss the argument of Henri Bergson from the mystical experi-
ence and “the way to knowing God suggested by Pierre Teilhard de
Chardin from the point of view of evolutionism.”*'” Unfortunately,
his illness and death made it impossible for him to fulfill those plans.

The premises being the basis for the arguments concerning the
temporal origins of the universe and organic life on Earth turned out
to be insufficient, so Kiésak decided to find more conclusive argu-
ments. The second volume W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny (1957)
is dedicated to the arguments from the content dependence of the
truths we are learning, from the order existing in the bio-cosmos,
from the contingency of things and from movement. Those arguments
are also discussed in several of his articles.”*®

In the next part of this work, the arguments for the existence of
God from the temporal beginning of the world and the origins of life
on Earth will be presented. It is true that Ktésak analysed the origins
of the universe later than the origins of life, but we shall first present
the issues related to the beginning of the universe. These problems
are discussed in the same order in the books: W poszukiwaniu Pier-
wszej Przyczyny and Z zagadnieti filozoficznego poznania Boga.

25 Idem, Z zagadnien filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, op. cit.

216 Ibidem, p. 6.

217 Tbidem.

218 Tdem, “Na tropach stwérczego Rozumu,” Tygodnik Powszechny 11, no. 14

(1955), pp- 1 and 7; idem, “Poznawalno$¢ istnienia Stwérczego Rozumu,” Col-
lectanea Theologica 26, no. 3 (1955), pp. 465-490; idem, “W obronie argumentu
nomologicznego za istnieniem Boga,” Tygodnik Powszechny 11, no. 34 (1955),
pp. 4-5; idem, “B6g ostateczng podstawa prawd zaleznych,” Collectanea Theolo-
gica 28, no. 1 (1957), pp. 87-113; idem, “Od dowodu ex possibili et necessario ze
Sum. Theol., I, qu.Il, a.3 do wspétczesnych form argumentacji za istnieniem Boga
z przygodnosci rzeczy,” Collectanea Theologica 26, no. 4 (1955), pp. 632-660;
idem, “Dowéd $w. Tomasza na istnienie Boga z przyczynowosci sprawczej. Ana-
liza i préba krytycznej oceny,” Roczniki Filozoficzne 8, no. 1 (1960), pp. 125-160;
idem, “Préba uwspolczesnienia Tomaszowej argumentacji za istnieniem Boga
z przyczynowosci sprawczej,” in Studia z filozofii Boga, vol. 2, ed. B. Bejze (War-
szawa: Wydanwictwo ATK, 1973), pp. 204-222.
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The temporal beginning of the universe

One of the arguments for the existence of God is the argument
the premise of which is that there is a finite time of the universe. While
analysing this argument, Kl6sak first determines whether there is
a necessary connection between the thesis on the finite duration of
the universe and the existence of God. He rejects the possibility of the
spontaneous appearance of the universe from nothingness, claiming
that in such a thesis “there is ... something clearly irrational.”**° In his
further argumentation, he refers to the statement of Thomas Aquinas
expressed “in Sum. theol., I, qu. II, a. 3, in the words: that which does
not exist only begins to exist by something already existing.”*?° Ktésak
claims that this thesis is directly obvious and it leads to the conclu-
sion that “the universe could start to exist only due to a being differ-
ent than itself—a being that had already been given an actual and real
being, i.e. a certain cause.”?* Such a cause must have an infinite power,
so it is God.??? Kl6sak concludes that, if the universe was to have
a temporal beginning, “the fact that it began to exist would only be
understandable to us if we assumed the creative act of a being so pow-
erful that only God could be associated with it.”>**

The existence of God would be certain if the universe had a be-
ginning.??* Thus, Kiésak analyses whether we can prove that such
a beginning took place. The finite duration of the universe was mainly
justified with the arguments from the area of metaphysics—in par-
ticular the paradoxes connected with the actual infinity. Starting
from the 19 century, while proving the finite duration of the uni-
verse, philosophers reached for the results of natural sciences. Espe-
cially two theories seemed to confirm the impossibility of the infinity
of the universe—thermodynamics and natural cosmology. Kt6sak
analyses whether some results of natural sciences justify the thesis
concenring the finite duration of the universe, and he considers the

219 Tdem, Z zagadnien filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, p. 130.

220 Tbhidem, pp. 130-131.
221 Tbidem, p. 133.
222 Tbidem, p. 137.
223 Ibidem, p. 129.

224 Klésak claims: “On the basis of different utterances of the contemporary

authors, we may get the impression that—for today’s minds, the easiest way
to the conviction of the existence of God could lead through the assumption of
the temporal beginning of the universe” (ibidem, p. 111).
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conclusions drawn from the second principle of thermodynamics and
the expansion of the universe.

The second principle of thermodynamics was used to justify the
so-called heat death of the universe. It is because, according to this
principle, closed systems aim at thermodynamic equilibrium. In such
a state there is no thermal energy that could be exchanged into useful
work. Thus, if the universe is existing without the beginning, the en-
ergy would have to be distributed in such a way that nothing would
happen in the universe. Since the current state of the universe shows
the opposite, the universe cannot be eternal, so it had to have a be-
ginning in time. Thus, we can conclude that the universe was created.

Klé6sak carefully analyses various versions of the above justifica-
tion and concludes that they can be divided into two or three stages.
The first one is the “perspective of the heat death of the universe.” Ad-
ditionally, Ktésak distinguishes two ways of perceiving it: total still-
ness or relative stillness (only in the macroscopic scale).?” The second
stage after the justification of the heat death of the universe is the
adoption of the conclusion that “the course of events of the whole
universe, or at least the course of the nature’s evolutionary processes
we know, had a beginning in its temporal duration.”??® “The third stage
of argumentation is typical of those authors, who, after accepting
the idea of the temporal beginning of the whole universe, come to the
conclusion that matter, being the basis of all those events, also had
to have the same beginning.”?*” The indication of the third stage is re-
lated to the fact that Ktésak distinguishes the situation of speaking
about the temporal beginning of the universe or the beginning of
the processes at the present stage of evolution from the acknowl-
edgement that matter had a temporal beginning. This distinction is
important as the priest-professor notices that the authors who ac-
knowledge the temporal beginning of the universe “do not particu-
larly exclude that, before our universe, there could have been another
universe that was governed by different principles.””* Thus, it seems
that Klésak distinguishes the relative beginning from the absolute

225 Idem, “Pr6by argumentacji za poczatkiem czasowym Wszechéwiata w opar-
ciu o druga zasade termodynamiki i ich krytyczna ocena,” pp. 56-58.

226 Tbidem, p. 58.
227 Tbidem.
228 Tbidem, p. 60.
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beginning. It is important because the conclusion concerning the ex-
istence of God can only be drawn from the existence of the absolute
temporal beginning of the world.

Then, Klésak evaluates the “objective value of the presented opin-
ions.”??® To do this, he uses the conclusions of natural scientists.
In particular, he refers to the statistical interpretation of the second
principle of thermodynamics and discusses the problem of extending
it to the whole universe. In this context, he also analyses the problem
of the finite size of the universe.”®® He concludes that “it is hard to
notice how, on the basis of the data which we now acknowledge only
provisionally, we could come to the conclusion that the matter of the
universe has a beginning in its temporal duration.””! While summa-
rizing his analyses, Ktésak declares that ,we cannot, on the basis of
the energy degradation principle, draw any conclusions on the begin-
ning of the changes in the universe and the beginning of its existence
in time.”3?

Klésak comes to a similar conclusion while considering whether
we can prove that the universe had a beginning by referring to the ex-
pansion of the universe. He says: “the theory of the expansion of the
universe may lead us to the conclusion that the universe has an ab-
solute beginning in its temporal duration, because, from the conclu-
sion on the beginning of the expansion of the whole universe or its
part, we cannot move directly—in the logically correct manner—to
the conclusion on the absolute beginning of the temporal duration
of the whole universe.”?*

Surprisingly, Kt6sak does not share the optimistic hopes of Pope
Pius XII. It is because the philosopher shows that the arguments for
the temporal beginning of the universe based on the results of natu-
ral sciences can be easily refuted. Thus, Kiésak once again attempts
to search for the arguments for the absolute temporal beginning of
the universe in the philosophy of nature. This way, he analyses the
arguments for the impossibility for the infinite multitude of events

29 Idem, Z zagadnie filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, pp. 140-146.
230 Tdem, “Pr6by argumentacji za poczatkiem czasowym Wszechéwiata w opar-
ciu o druga zasade termodynamiki i ich krytyczna ocena,” pp. 80-111.

21 Ibidem, p. 79.
22 Tbidem, p. 118.
23 Idem, Z zagadnieri filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, pp. 240-241.
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to be made real in the universe.?** He concludes that there is no logical
contradiction in the assumption that the infinite multitude of events
is taking place currently. That is why, “we cannot present a justification
for the thesis on the temporal beginning of the universe.””® Kt6sak
comes to the conclusion that the argumentations for the existence of
God from the temporal beginning of the universe are not conclusive,
because it is impossible to definitively prove that the universe had
a temporal beginning. Also, he declares that it is impossible to prove
the opposite, i.e. that the universe is eternal,?*® which could be an ar-
gument for the correctness of the thesis that God does not exist.

Thus, Kt6sak concludes that his analyses do not confirm that “the
philosophical cognition of the existence of God is impossible,”?*” what
they confirm is that “searching for the easiest way to the conviction
of the existence of God in the acknowledgement of the absolute tem-
poral beginning of the universe may lead us to a dead end.”?*®

The origin of life on Earth

Another beginning considered by Ktésak in the context of the ar-
guments for the existence of God is the origin of life on Earth. Kiésak
analyses the so-called biological argument. Its point of reference is
the existence of living organisms on Earth. The complexity of living
organisms and their distinctness from inanimate matter are the basis
for the assumption that inanimate matter could not spontaneously
transform into animate matter. Thus, there had to be an adequate
cause which is identified with God.

Klé6sak starts his considerations by checking whether the thesis
on the spontaneous transformation of inanimate matter into animate
matter, i.e. the process of abiogenesis,?® contradicts the Catholic
dogma on creation. This issue is explored in the text: Mysl katolicka

24 See ibidem, pp. 244-265.
25 Tbidem, p. 266.
236 See ibidem, pp. 266-283.
7 Ibidem, p. 284.

238 Tbidem.

239 In his early works, Kl6sak does not use the term “abiogesesis” but “spon-

taneous generation,” using it both in terms of the naive spontaneous generation
and the abiogenetic origin of life. The process of abiogenesis may be called nat-
ural spontaneous generation (to make it different from naive spontaneous gen-
eration).

78



3. DETAILED THEORETICAL PROBLEMS

wobec teorii samorodztwa [Catholic Thought and the Theory of Abiogene-
sis]. Ktosak’s way of thinking presented in the work is interesting. At
the beginning, he gives his opinion on the observation conclusions
by Zygmunt Szymanowski who claimed that “filterable germs,” such
as the herpes virus, appear spontaneously from inanimate matter.
Kl6sak concludes that the experiments that had been carried out do
not authorize us to claim that the theory of abiogenesis was con-
firmed through proper experiments.?*® Nevertheless, in his opinion,
it does not constitute the basis to claim that “abiogenesis is impossi-
ble.”?*! He writes as follows:

To be careful, we can only conclude that, until now, the scientists
have not confirmed the spontaneous generation of organic life
from inorganic matter, or—more generally—from inanimate mat-
ter. However, the lack of experimental data cannot be the basis for
the conclusion that “there is no abiogenesis in the world,” because
we cannot claim than we have scientifically analysed the whole
area of life or that spontaneous generation has never taken place
in the history of our Earth.?*?

In the next part of the work, Kiésak analyses whether the thesis
on the spontaneous and sudden transformation of the inanimate mat-
ter into animate matter contradicts the dogmas of the Catholic faith.
He asks the question: “Is there any article of the faith that would make
a Catholic conclude that abiogenesis is impossible or, at least, that it
did not take place on our Earth?.”2*3 After analysing the texts of the
First Vatican Council, Klésak comes to the conclusion that “the Coun-
cil does not tell us to accept as de fide that life on Earth was directly
originated by God through His creative inference,” and that “no utter-
ance of the Vatican Council makes us obliged to think that organic life
was directly originated by God.”?** The philosopher also claims that
the thesis on the direct creation of organic life is not directly based
on the Bible. Kl6sak analyses the descriptions of creation from the
Book of Genesis and comes to the conclusion that these texts do not

2

=

0 Idem, Mysl katolicka wobec teorii samorodztwa, p. 5.

241 Tbidem.

242 Tbidem, p. 8.
243 Tbidem, p. 10.
244 Ibidem, p. 11.
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detail “whether organic life was originated by God directly or indi-
rectly.”**> According to Klésak, the hypothesis of abiogenesis in the
natural approach does not exclude God’s indirect causativeness, so it
does not contradict the teaching of the Church.?* It is worth men-
tioning that, at the same time, Ktésak rejects the conclusion from the
hypothesis of abiogenetic origins of life drawn by the atheists who be-
lieve that God does not exist.*’

The analyses included in Mysl katolicka wobec teorii samorodztwa
are complemented by the consideration of whether the theory of spon-
taneous generation can be made compliant with Thomism. Disputing
with most of the Thomists, who claim that abiogenesis is metaphysi-
cally impossible, Kt6sak concludes

... that organic life could be generated spontaneously from inani-
mate matter. It is possible because God could endow inanimate
matter with the possibility to produce organic life in certain con-
ditions, and—according to God’s decision—the role of the factor
leading such life from the possibility to act could even be played
by bodies who do not have such life.?*3

Klésak returns to these problems in the first volume of W poszuki-
waniu Pierwszej Przyczyny and Z zagadnier filozoficznego poznania Boga.
He separates the scientific hypothesis of spontaneous generation®*°
from the philosophical statements in which people are trying to come
out with the final explanation of the origin of life in the philosophical
dimension.?° Kt6sak divides such final explanations into three groups.

245 Ibidem, p. 12.

26 Tdem, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny, pp. 252-254.

247 “The one who adopts the natural hypothesis of abiogenesis may, due to his
metaphysical views, even reject God’s indirect inference, but there is a difference
between the atheistic use of the spontaneous generation thesis and the fact
that this hypothesis, as such, irrespective of being a part of the atheistic world-
view, does not include a positive exclusion of the idea of God as the direct cause
of vegetative and sensory life” (ibidem, p. 254).

28 Tdem, Mysl katolicka wobec teorii samorodztwa, p. 28.

249 Klésak claims that the “scientific hypothesis of spontaneous generation
of life ... is limited to the phenomenal aspect of biogenesis. It assumes direct,
spontaneous creation of beings living from inanimate matter, withouth the philo-
sophical, i.e. ultimate explantaion of such origin of life.” K. Ktésak, Z zagadnier
filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, pp. 471-472.

250 Ibidem, p. 473.
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The first one includes those according to which the generation of life
was possible due to the physical and chemical properties of the mat-
ter, as well as accidence. The second group includes the explanations
which refer to the internal dynamism of inanimate matter. Ktésak
calls them materialistic emergentism. The explanations from the
third group indicate God as the ultimate cause for the existence of
living organisms. Ktésak divides these explanations into two addi-
tional groups: direct and indirect creationism.?! The philosopher eval-
uates those different kinds of explanations concerning abiogenesis
and concludes that the Catholic dogma on creation can neither be rec-
onciled with the clearly mechanistic hypothesis of abiogenesis nor
with the materialistic emergentism, but the dogma is compliant with
indirect creationism (Kl6sak specifies this type of creationism as
“emergentism of the creationistic theism”).??

For Ki6sak, the analysis of the theory of abiogenesis is the starting
point for the evaluation of the biological argument for the existence
of God.?® Kl6sak analyses this argument in the works: W poszukiwaniu
Pierwszej Przyczyny, and Z zagadnieri filozoficznego poznania Boga. Just
like in the case of the argument for the existence of God from the tem-
poral beginning of the universe, he evaluates the premises of the ar-
gumentation. First of all, he says that in the history of Earth there was
a period in which there was no life.>>* Second, he rejects the hypothe-
ses of cosmic seeds (cosmozoids) and panspermy which tried to ex-
plain the origins of life on Earth.?® Third, he justifies the thesis that

1 Idem, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny, p. 234.

252 Tbidem, pp. 255-256. “The emergentism in question attaches to the Catholic
dogma its own philosophical interpretation—it claims, or possibly does not ex-
clude, that God is just an indirect giver of life to plants and animals—but this
interpretation stays within the boundaries of the freedom of views that is ac-
ceptable for a Catholic” (ibidem, p. 256). This opinion of Kiésak is important
because it is the basis for formulating an interesting suggestion of evolutionary
creationism.

253 Klosak’s analyses of the biological argument, as well as the three ways of
Thomas Aquinas, were the topics of MA theses written at ATK: W. Grzeszczuk,
Zagadnienie argumentu “biologicznego” za istnieniem Boga w ujeciu Kazimierza
Ktosaka (Warszawa: UKSW Library, 1995); M. Jakubowska, Biologiczny dowdd
na istnienie Boga w ujeciu ksiedza Kazimierza Kiésaka (Warszawa: UKSW Library,
1996); L. Kazmierczak, Pierwsze trzy drogi $w. Tomasza w interpretacji ks. K. Kt6-
saka (Ptock: UKSW Library, 1998).

4 K. Ktésak, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny, pp. 114-126.

25 See ibidem, pp. 127-140.
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we cannot exclude the hypothesis on the direct and spontaneous gen-
eration of living organisms from inanimate matter.>>® The impossibil-
ity of excluding the abiogenetic origins of life, both in the natural and
philosophical aspect, leads Kt6sak to the conclusion that the biological
argument loses its force. That is why, from the beginning of the bio-
logical life on Earth, we cannot conclude that God exists.?’

Klésak suggests that the biological argument should be replaced
with the argument from the biocosmic order. According to Kidsak,
law and order existing in animate matter proves rationality that is ul-
timately explained by the Creative Reason.?®

Klé6sak transforms the arguments from the temporal beginning
of the universe and life on Earth into the argument from the contin-
gency of beings.? He believes that the argumentations for the exis-
tence of God which he analysed are actually the arguments from the
contingency—"“if not formally, at least in the causative sense, as al-
though not all of them are directly based on the aspect of contingency,
all the facts that constitute their starting point are rooted in contin-
gency.”?®° It seems that the argument from the contingency of things
is the only unquestionable argument for the existence of a necessary
being. It is because, if there is something that does not have to exist,
this thing must have a cause for its existence. Therefore, beings are
connected with the relation of effective causality. This relation must

256 See ibidem, p. 142.

%7 “Since neither from the side of natural cognition nor from the side of meta-
physical cognition the scholar have not proved the absolute impossibility of
abiogenesis sensu stricto, bearing in mind the possibility of abiogenesis we can-
not be certain—just like the authors of the ‘biologica’ argument—that the ap-
pearance of organic life on Earth can be explained by the direct, special action
of a being such as God” (ibidem, p. 213).

258 Klosak’s argumentation is in: W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny. Czes¢ I,
pp. 89-98.

29 T. Rutkowski emphasizes the fact that Klésak transforms the argumenta-
tion for the existence of God from effective causality (Thomas Aquinas’s “Second
Way”) to the argumentation from the contingency of things. See T. Rutkowski,
“Warto$¢ argumentacji na istnienie Boga z przyczynowosci sprawczej wedlug
ks. K. Kt6saka,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 28, no. 2 (1992), pp. 30-38.

%60 K. Kiésak, Z zagadnien filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, p. 284. Kt6sak
makes similar remarks regarding the biological argument: “We only have to move
the whole reasoning to the area of the argument from the contingency of things.
Itis because it seems that the ‘biological’ argument can only be convinving if we
perceive it as an argument from the contingency of things limited in its starting
base to the living organic beings” (ibidem, p. 453).
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have the first element which does not have an external cause for its
existence, and which is a direct or indirect cause for all the contingent
beings. This first element is a necessary being which may be identified
with God.

Conclusion

Kiésak’s analyses of the arguments for the existence of God are
very important for the dialogue between religion and natural sciences.
According to Bernard Hataczek: “It is he who helped many Polish
biologists, philosophers and theologians to break the intellectual dead-
lock—the schizophrenic split between evolutionary and religious in-
terpretation of the world and man.”?* In his philosophical research,
Klésak uses the results of natural sciences and treats them as an im-
portant source of knowledge about the world of nature. Therefore, he
tries to make them compliant with the truths of the Catholic faith. It
refers to, for example, the beginning of the universe and the origin of
life on Earth. Ktésak shows that the solutions provided by the natural
sciences do not contradict Catholic theology, although they question
some arguments for the existence of God. At the same time, Ktdsak
proves that the atheists’ arguments for the non-existence of God can
also be refuted. For example, he shows that the assumption that the
universe is of an infinite size does not lead to the conclusion that there
isno God. On the contrary: “we believe that only after we acknowledge
the creationist theism, we can talk about the conditional possibility
of the existence of the infinite universe.”?*? Thus, the infinity of the
universe is rather an argument for theism than for atheism.

It seems that, according to Klésak, the thesis that God exists can
be justified in the area of philosophy rather than natural sciences. It is
compliant with his empiriological concept of natural sciences. Accord-
ing to this concept, no philosophical conclusions can be drawn from
the results of those sciences alone.?®® Only a philosophical interpre-
tation of those results (a philosophical fact), can become the basis for
obtaining ontological implications of reductive type from them. It is
because, in the area of philosophy, the properties of the world of nature

261 B, Halaczek, “Ksiadz Klésak - polskim Teilhardem de Chardin,” p. 9.

%62 K. Kldsak, “Czy kosmos materialny jest w swych rozmiarach skoiczony lub
nieskorniczony?” p. 96.

263 Idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 35.
83



[. KaziMIERZ KEOSAK: PERSON AND WORK

discovered by natural sciences require explanation. One such feature
indicated by Kidsak is the contingency of beings from the area of na-
ture. Its justification leads to the acknowledgement of the necessary
being—God. Thus, Ktésak shows the argument from contingency as
an unquestionable argument for the existence of God. In particular,
he refers to the contingency of beings while discussing the infinity
of the universe with atheists:

We are not afraid to take into account this conditional possibility,
because the concept of the universe that is infinitely big does not
contradict the theist worldview. An infinite universe would not stop
being the universe of contingent beings, and it would have nothing
to do with God who is infinite not in one or two aspects, but in all
aspects ... Such a universe—just like the thought of the spatially
finite universe—would make us acknowledge the existence of an
absolutely necessary Being—God.?**

Also, Kt6sak’s conclusions related to spontaneous generation con-
stitute a model solution to the problems that occur in the discussions
among biologists, materialists and theologians. Ktésak is open to the
results of natural sciences. He evaluates their “subjective value,” but
he does not reject any of them provided that they are sufficiently con-
firmed by biologists. For example, he accuses Szymanowski that he
draws hasty conclusions from the experiments carried out with the
so-called filtrable germs,?®® which is why the thesis of that scientist
on their abiogenetic origin is not sufficiently justified. At the same
time, Klésak realizes that the lack of experimental proofs for abio-
genesis does not mean that abiogenesis is impossible. In this respect,
he disputes with the philosophers for whom the impossibility of abio-
genesis is the starting point for the argumentation for the existence
of God. What is more, he convincingly justifies that neither the con-
cept of abiogenesis nor its negation contradict the most important
truths of the Catholic faith.

On the basis of Klésak’s works, we can also reconstruct the model
of evolutionary creationism.?®® This way, Klésak gives his opinion in

%64 Idem, “Czy kosmos materialny jest w swych rozmiarach skornczony lub
nieskoriczony?” p. 96.

265 Idem, Mysl katolicka wobec teorii samorodztwa, p. 3.

266 See: K. Kloskowski, “Profesora Kazimierza Ktésaka koncepcja kreacjonizmu,”
pp- 61-75; J. Dolega, Kreacjonizm i ewolucjonizm. Ewolucyjny model kreacjonizmu
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the dispute between evolutionists and creationists that broke out after
Charles Darwin published On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural
Selection. Ktésak does not reject, a priori, the possibility of the occur-
rence of the process of evolution. At the same time, he shows that the
occurrence of this process does not have to negate the creative role of
God. God can act through created beings which were given proper po-
tentialities making it possible to produce life without the need to di-
rectly interfere with the natural processes. This way, Kt6sak links the
“classical theory of creationism with the commonly adopted proces-
sual, dynamic approach to reality.”*” Kazimierz Kloskowski empha-
sizes as follows:

K. Kiésak’s analyses concerning creation opened new research
paths. In particular, they indicated the necessity to treat cosmos
and bio-cosmos in a more dynamic manner—not only as a being
that “receives” the actions of the First Cause, but also as a being
cooperating in the creation of the world, life or man. In this con-
text, the expression creatio ex nihilo sui et subiecti becomes more
understandable and legible for the contemporary man.?%®

Regrettably, Kt6sak’s research was neither appreciated by those
who opposed using the results of natural sciences in theology, nor by
those who postulated the radical reconstruction of dogmatics, nor
by the materialists who believed that the results of natural sciences
are the proof that God does not exist. In the light of Kl6sak’s analyses,
neither of the parties is right. Compromise is possible and it is worth
to work it out. Professor Ktdsak showed how, keeping the autonomy
of natural and philosophical sciences, we can establish the common vi-
sion of the world that links the results obtained in both scientific areas.
[t is worth mentioning that—as Mieczystaw Lubaniski put it—Ktésak’s
works are the starting point for the “new approach to Cosmos which

a problem hominizacji (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo ATK, 1988). At ATK/UKSW were
also prepared some MA papers: P. Kurkowski, Zastosowanie ewolucyjnego modelu
kreacjonizmu w wyjasnianiu rozwoju duchowego cztowieka w ujeciu Kazimierza Kto-
saka (Warszawa: UKSW Library, 1999); A.E. Oledzki, Kazimierza Kiésaka inter-
pretacja wspotdziatania pierwszej przyczyny z przyczynami wtérnymi (Warszawa:
UKSW Library, 2007).

267 K. Kloskowski, “Profesora Kazimierza Ktésaka koncepcja kreacjonizmu,”
p- 71.

268 Ibidem, p. 74.
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is perceived as a mega-process that contains a lot of micro-processes,
and for searching its ultimate explanation that can be found in a being
that is pure action and, at the same time, the highest intelligence.”?"
And Szczepan W. Slaga pays attention to the fact that Ktésak’s expla-
nation of the origin of life on Earth is systemic and “deserves to be
called the systemic approach to abiogenesis.”*”°

3.3. PHILOSOPHICAL ISSUES OF THE HUMAN SOUL

Introduction

In the history of thought concerning the human soul, we can dis-
tinguish three basic ways of learning about it. They correspond to the
main types of knowledge that can be distinguished due to methodolog-
ical and content-related reasons. The first, and the earliest, way of learn-
ing about the soul is based on numerous messages and convictions
(and experiences) of a religious nature, according to which—apart from
the physical body—there is something more subtle and perfect than
matter in the man; something that does not die with the physical death.
The systematic knowledge from this source refers to theological anthro-
pology, and one of its examples if Christian anthropology. The second
way of discovering the human soul and analysing its nature is philo-
sophical cognition through which we can analyse the existence and na-
ture of soul rationally, on the basis of some basic data that is usually
derived from the common cognition and empirical sciences. The his-
tory of the European philosophical thought concerning the human soul
stretches back to the beginning of that philosophy, and the reflection
on this topic is today classified as philosophical anthropology. The third
way of getting to know the human soul is typical of the contemporary
natural sciences, especially psychology, neurobiology and cognitive sci-
ence. Scholars who preferred a scientific and materialistic approach
treated that concept as typical only of the pre-scientific way of learn-
ing which uses myths, religious beliefs and legends, while other schol-
ars adopted a neutral approach or tried to link some scientific data

269 M. Lubanski, “Profesora Kazimierza Klésaka analizy kosmologiczno-teo-
dycealne (préba odczytania),” p. 164.

270 S W. Slaga, “Problem abiogenezy w ujeciu K. Ktésaka,” Studia Philosophiae
Christianae 17, no. 1(1981), p. 172.
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with the traditional philosophical reflection on the human soul, indi-
cating the possibility or even necessity of its existence.?”

In his considerations on the human soul, Kazimierz Klésak took
two approaches into account: the philosophical and the scientific. At
the same time, he did not ignore the common experience if only it
could be considered as adequate. As a philosopher, in this respect he
presented the views of classical philosophy with an Aristotelian-
Thomist orientation open to other philosophical directions, especially
phenomenology. Such a philosophy was characterized by the fact that,
to some extent and in a certain way, it took into account the empirical
detailed data concerning nature and the man.

When presenting Kiésak’s views on the human soul, one has to
emphasize that his works were written decades ago and thus they do
not take into account the results of scientific data which were pub-
lished later in such important and related fields such as psychology,
neuropsychology or psychiatry. That is why his concept of learning
about the human soul and understanding it requires an adequate ap-
proach. Moreover, Kiésak was not interested in discovering the human
soul as such, because he believed in its existence (on the basis of his
religious faith) and had a particular idea of it—an idea derived from
the philosophical Christian thought that especially referred to the
opinion of St. Thomas Aquinas.?’? In this case, his intention was to re-
think the most important theses of the tradition in light of new philo-
sophical interpretations and empirical data, so that one could look at
the traditional approaches to the cognition, nature and origin of the
human soul from a fresh perspective.?”®

271 See K. Mikucki, “Problem sposobu poznania duszy ludzkiej wedlug Kazi-
mierza Klésaka,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 48, no. 1 (2012), pp. 6 and next.
Cf. S. Judycki, “Istnienie i natura duszy ludzkiej,” in Dydaktyka filozofii. Antropo-
logia, ed. S. Janeczek (Lublin: Wydawnictwo Naukowe KUL, 2010), pp. 117-173;
A. Siemianowski, “Problem duszy dzisiaj,” Filozofia Chrzescijariska 7 (2010),
pp. 9-36.

272 See K. Klosak, “Zagadnienie wyjsciowej metody filozoficznego poznania
duszy ludzkiej,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 1, no. 1 (1965), p. 103.

273 “ . in this research I shall only collect raw material from the field of natural

sciences. Then, it shall be subject to philosophical analysis due to which we shall
learn the nature of cognitive acts of the animals and people ... Such a material
shall become the formal empirical basis for the philosophical argumentation
focused on the origin of human soul.” Idem, “Zagadnienie pochodzenia duszy
ludzkiej a teoria ewolucji,” Roczniki Filozoficzne 8, no. 3 (1960), p. 59.
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It is also worth mentioning that the basic inspiration that made
Klésak take up the issue of the human soul was the debate on the evo-
lutionary image of the world, including the origin of man, that was car-
ried out in the philosophical and theological environments in Poland
and abroad. At first, the Catholic Church rejected (from the point of
view of theology) the strictly evolutionary genesis of the man, but in
the second half of the 20" century this approach changed, and the
representatives of the Christian thought started to accept the idea
of the so-called evolutionary creationism as the process that originated
the appearance of man. Such an idea only referred to the biological el-
ement of human nature (human body). However, in time, there were
some suggestions of the need to consistently extend the evolutionary
vision by the genesis of the human soul. Klésak presented his ideas
throughout these debates, i.e. from the 1950s until the end of his
life.?”* Numerous publications and utterances concerning the nature
and origin of the human soul confirm the fact that it was one of
the main philosophical issues he was concerned with. Apparently, he
believed that it was very important from the point of view of Christian
philosophy and worldview. The inquisitiveness and intellectual honesty
with which he approached this issue made it possible for him to develop
his own opinion which was free from ideologization and open to the
achievements of the natural and psychological sciences.

General characteristics of the cognition of nature
and origin of human soul

A characteristic feature of the way Kazimierz Ktésak practiced phi-
losophy was that the issues concerning the subject were preceded with
epistemological-methodological considerations.?”® These also referred
to the cognition of nature and the origin of the human soul. When it
comes to purely rational methods of learning about the nature and ori-
gin of the human soul, Klésak applied the philosophical method, using
discursive utterances that were so typical of him. This method is based

77 See J. Zycinski, “Antropogeneza ewolucyjna w ujeciu Kazimierza Ktésaka
i w nauczaniu Jana Pawta II,” in Mysl filozoficzna Ksiedza Profesora Kazimierza
Kiésaka w dwudziestq rocznice $mierci, pp. 53-66.

275 See K. Klésak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, op. cit. Cf. A. Leman-
ska, “Profesora Kazimierza Klésaka metoda uprawiania filozofii przyrody,” Stu-
dia Philosophiae Christianae 23, no. 1 (1987), pp. 133-149; K. Mikucki, “Zarys
teorii metafizyki w ujeciu ks. prof. Kazimierza Kiésaka,” pp. 13-32.
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on reductive reasoning, and—more precisely—explanation. He called
the conclusions from such explanation as “ontological implications of
reductive type.”?’® Apart from reductive reasoning, he also applied the
method of (isolating) abstraction. The function of the empirical sci-
ences dealing with the material world (including the man), as well as
common experience, was, in his opinion, auxiliary for philosophy.
Their only role was to provide the so-called initial data which, after the
philosophical interpretation, could become the premises in reductive
reasoning as the so-called philosophical facts.

Klésak’s belief that the human soul can be cognized through phi-
losophy (and not science) was justified by him with two reasons. First,
the human soul—perceived in the way specified by the tradition of
Christian philosophy—deserves ontic transcendence as compared
to the physical world. This, in turn, results in its transcendence in the
order of cognition, so that it is not given to the cognizing subject
in a natural manner in any empirical approach. Also, it is not given
to the subject through any planned external observation, experiment
or introspection. Thus, the methods of the natural sciences turn out
to be inadequate for the subject of the research which is the human
soul.?”” Second, Klésak assumed that the natural sciences, by dealing
with man, nature, and philosophy, were a means of reflection on the
reality which are qualitatively separate and autonomous in terms of
their subject, methodology and epistemology. According to their
methodology, the natural sciences only take into account the phe-
nomenal point of view within which they analyse the accidental side
of the reality. Thus, in their cognition and description, they do not
go beyond the sphere of phenomena, and relations among them, they
omit what can be the essence or nature of a thing in terms of philoso-
phy, and they do not take into account the reasons as understood

276 See K. Mikucki, “Odkrywanie implikacji ontologicznych w koncepcji filo-
zoficznej ks. Prof. Kazimierza Ktésaka,” pp. 117-138; J. Turek, “Implikacje on-
tologiczne typu redukcyjnego jako metoda uprawiania filozofii przez Ksiedza
Profesora Kazimierza Klésaka,” in Filozofia a nauka w mysli Ksiedza Kazimierza
Klésaka, pp. 63-88; J. Zycinski, “Problem pewnosci implikacji ontologicznych
typu redukcyjnego w ujeciu Ks. Kazimierza Kiésaka,” in Filozofia a nauka w mysli
Ksiedza Kazimierza Ktésaka, pp. 89-86; A. Olszewski, “Uwagi filozoficzno-lo-
giczne na temat Ktésakowskich implikacji ontologicznych typu redukcyjnego,”
pp- 97-116.

277 See K. Kl6sak, “Natura czlowieka w fenomenologicznym’ ujeciu ks. Teilharda
de Chardin,” Znak 12, no. 11 (1960), pp. 1468ff.
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by philosophy. The data of those sciences include the content that is
relativised to “what can be directly or indirectly, in a continuous or
discontinuous manner, observed or, possibly, measured”?*’® and to
what can be directly or indirectly confirmed or rejected on the basis
of experience. And philosophical analysis is a way of intellectual
examination of things on the basis of which theses going beyond em-
pirical data are formed. They refer to the essence of things and as-
pects that are necessary as for the structure of being and its cause
for existence. That is why, only philosophy is able to cognize the tran-
scendental subject with reference to the experience which includes
the subject having a spiritual nature—the human soul.

It is worth noting that what is the most important from the
point of view of philosophy in the cognition of the human soul, i.e.
its existence and essence, source and way of origin, relation with the
body, and fate after the death of a human body, is not (and cannot
be) the actual subject of scientific, empirical data. According to
Klésak, the rightness of such an attitude is revealed in the very way
of perceiving the term “soul” in empirical sciences and philosophy.?”®
From the point of view of the natural sciences, within the phenom-
enal description, the soul’s “scientific” or “empirical” definition is
given. As a consequence, “soul” is associated with human psychology
or psyche, and it is defined as the collection of the man’s most im-
portant psychological functions or a set of all psychological phenom-
ena typical of a human being, which means that the occurrence of
psychological phenomena is strictly connected with a particular bio-
logical organism as their material basis.?** However, a philosopher
cannot be satisfied with such definitions, because—apart from the
phenomenal layer—he notices the layer of philosophical cognition
and, within ontological analysis, he speaks about soul in the aspect
of its essence and being that is typical of it. That is why, from the
point of view of the philosophy of nature, a philosopher should spec-
ify the soul as, e.g. a form that is substantial as compared to the first

278 Idem, “Teoria kreacjonistycznych poczatkéw duszy ludzkiej a wspéiczesny
ewolucjonizm,” p. 33 (footnote 8).

279 Cf. idem, “Dusza ludzka w perspektywach filozofii przyrody i metafizyki,”
pp. 29-47. Cf. J. Bremer, “Pojecie duszy w naukach kognitywnych,” Filozofia
Chrzescijaniska 7 (2010), pp. 37-63.

80 K. Klésak, “Préba rozwigzania problemu pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,”
Znak 13, no. 9 (1961), pp. 1182-1186.
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matter, or as the first principle of life—“what all vital signs ultimately,
though not directly, are derived.””! Thus, a philosopher will define it,
e.g. in the Aristotelian-Thomist perspective, as the first act, i.e. the
first perfection of being with reference to that potentiality which
is constituted by the first matter. Referring to the thoughts of other
authors who lived and wrote at the same time as him, Ktésak speci-
fied that substantial form as “the principle of qualification and organ-
ization of our body,” “the real idea of its typical organization,” “its

» « » «

directorial idea, the struc-
tural and functional plan physically inscribed in his body, the internal
art of his personal development, the factor of the influence that or-
ders him, that what determines the amount of information in him,
or the law of his human constitution, the law typical of his body, the
law of existence that makes him a man.”?®? Such an understanding of
the human soul as immanent to the human body is the result of ab-
straction within broad ontological analysis, i.e. extra-metaphysical
analysis, and it does not result from common or scientific experience.
And from the point of view of metaphysics which considers the na-

the perfect plan of its particular being,

ture of the human soul, we have to add—to the statements from the
field of philosophy of nature—that it is an individual and immortal
spiritual substance.?® In the description of the soul’s structure, we
usually list its properties (accidents), such as reason or will. Also,
we can speak about special abilities that facilitate the functioning
of those properties.

The above-mentioned reasons (referring to ontology and the the-
ory of science) led Kidsak to the conclusion that the cognition of the
human soul sensu stricto should be included in the competences of phi-
losophy. Therefore, we can wonder what made him, at the same time,
the supporter of using (to some extent) the scientific-natural and psy-
chological heritage in philosophical reflection on human soul. It seems
that it resulted from the conviction that the above-mentioned fields
of cognition share a similar subject, i.e. the same reality. The difference
between philosophy and natural sciences is not substantial but formal,

%81 Idem, “Dusza ludzka w perspektywach filozofii przyrody i metafizyki,” p. 29.
22 Ibidem, p. 32.

28 See ibidem, pp. 29-31. Cf. K. Kldsak, “Substancjalnosé duszy ludzkiej ze
stanowiska doswiadczenia bezposredniego,” Przeglgd Powszechny, no. 229
(1950), p. 3; idem, “Préba rozwiazania problemu pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,”
pp. 1182-1183.
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as it is expressed in a different aspect of the research.?®* Because of
the above mentioned substantial similarity, Kt6sak decided to use
some results of the empirical sciences, especially natural sciences and
psychology, in his considerations on human soul (and other philo-
sophical issues with which he dealt).?® Due to such approach, philos-
ophy gains a new, much more extensive and critical empirical basis
than the basis which only includes the data of the common, pre-sci-
entific experience. However, since the cognitive possibilities of em-
pirical sciences as for learning about the human soul are very limited,
philosophy based on such experience cannot provide us with full cog-
nition that is completely adequate to its subject. That is why, Ktésak,
being aware of this limitation in the cognition of the human soul in
the starting point of his research, was very careful in his philosophical
conclusions concerning the subject.

The nature of the human soul

Klé6sak analyses the existence and essence (nature) of the human
soul together, because—according to the Aristotelian-Thomist con-
cept—he refers to two non-independent and correlative constituents
of that being. He perceives the essence of the soul as the synthesis
of its four absolute properties: (1) substantiality; (2) unity; (3) spiri-
tuality; (4) immortality. All those properties are closely related to
one another. In particular, substantiality is connected with unity,
and spirituality—with immortality. In order to learn about them, one
has to start with learning about oneself. First of all, it concerns indi-
rect cognition during which we can acknowledge the existence and
constitution of particular phenomena and psychological facts.?®

84 See idem, “Zagadnienie punktu wyjscia kinetycznej argumentacji za istnie-
niem Boga,” p. 96; idem, “Warianty argumentacji kinetycznej za istnieniem
Boga,” Analecta Cracoviensia 17 (1985), p. 91.

85 See idem, “Préba rozwiazania problemu pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,”
pp- 1181-1188; idem, “Natura cztowieka w ‘fenomenologicznym’ ujeciu ks. Teil-
harda de Chardin,” pp. 1464-1483; idem, “Przyrodnicze’ i filozoficzne sfor-
mulowanie zagadnienia pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,” in Z zagadnien filozofii
przyrodoznawstwa i filozofii przyrody, vol. 1, p. 191; idem, “Przyrodnicza’
definicja duszy ludzkiej, jej uprawnienie i granice uzytecznosci naukowej,” Stu-
dia Philosophiae Christianae 2, no. 1 (1966), p. 186.

26 See idem, “Immanencja i transcendencja cztowieka w odniesieniu do przy-
rody,” in O Bogu i o cztowieku, vol. 1, ed. B. Bejze (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo ATK,
1968), pp. 173-174; idem, “Przejawy wspdlczesnego kryzysu klasycznej teorii
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Thanks to philosophical interpretation, through specific episte-
mological-ontological principles, they become a starting point for
strictly philosophical considerations concerning the nature of the
human soul.

The first basic property of a human soul is, according to Ktésak,
its substantiality, which he analysed together with the unity of the
soul. He perceived the soul’s substantialness in compliance with the
Aristotelian-Thomist concept and he assumed that a soul is independ-
ent, individual, specific, real and actual. Moreover, he acknowledged
that it is a sufficient basis for different properties. Also, for Kiésak,
souls are something unchangeable—something that ensures the iden-
tity of a person at all stages of the man’s earthly life. The issue of the
substantiality of the human soul amounts to a question about the ex-
istence—in a human being—of a subject that would fulfill the idea
of unchangeable substance in itself, and that would not be rooted in
any other thing, which is why it has to be recognized as the sole and
ultimate basis of the properties.?®” Since the basis for his philosoph-
ical argumentation were the phenomena of the man’s internal life,
the most important role in the considerations concerning human
soul was played by introspection, immanent cognition, that makes it
possible for us to analyse the world of our psyche.? In this case,
Klésak believed that the most useful data include the so-called higher
activities of the mind and will. They are based on the subject he was
searching for—the so-called pure “I.”?*° In discovering the pure “I”

duchowosci duszy ludzkiej,” in Teologia a antropologia. Kongres teologéw polskich
21-231X 1971, eds. M. Jaworski, A. Kubi$ (Krakéw: Polskie Towarzystwo Teo-
logiczne, 1972), pp. 175-176; idem, “Teoria duchowo$ci duszy ludzkiej w ujeciu
$w. Tomasza z Akwinu. Préba jej dalszego rozwiniecia,” Analecta Cracoviensia 4
(1972), pp. 93-94; idem, “Czy i w jakim zakresie Tomaszowe ujecie duchowosci
duszy ludzkiej mozna bardziej uscisli¢, poszerzy¢, a zwlaszcza poglebi¢?” in Teolo-
gia a antropologia. Kongres teologéw polskich 21-23 IX 1971, pp. 180-181; idem,
“Préba rozwiazania problemu pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,” pp. 1205-1227;
idem, “Zagadnienie pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej a teoria ewolucji,” pp. 54-81;
idem, “Zagadnienie wyjsciowej metody filozoficznego poznania duszy ludzkiej,”
pp. 75-123.

%7 See idem, “Zagadnienie wyjsciowej metody filozoficznego poznania duszy

ludzkiej,” p. 103.
28 See idem, “Metoda badan natury duszy,” Znak 5, no. 1 (1950), pp. 13-26.

9 See idem, “Zagadnienie wyjsciowej metody filozoficznego poznania duszy
ludzkiej,” p. 120.
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and in its description, he first used direct experience, understood
in a broader sense. It is because it not only included the direct data
of consciousness that is available to all people, but also the activi-
ties of abstraction, some data derived from psychology and phenom-
enology. The pure “I” is not cognizable in a particular, essential ap-
proach from within, but it is rather experienced, felt in some of its
aspects that are phenomenal and “superficial.” It is similar with the
cognition of the substantiality of human soul—we cannot see it in
a positive manner as such, in its essence. That is why, as we have al-
ready mentioned, its cognition is not full and perfect. Nevertheless,
Kl6sak believed that this “I” is real, actual, and that it is not an artifi-
cial product of our past experiences or imagination. Its actual pres-
ence was noticed in various data existing in the stream of human
consciousness, in conscious experiences with which it is internally
and organically connected, although it can be formally separated from
them in the process of the so-called isolating abstraction. On the basis
of this abstraction, we can separate this “I” as the element that is con-
stant and, at the same time, different and transcendent as compared
with the very psychological acts and their contents. This separateness
and transcendence of “I” is visible in the way it really exists: it is not
similar to momentary events or a process that occurs and ends, de-
veloping from an early phase to a late phase and reaching its fullness
and identity after the achievement of the final stage of development.
Although experiences begin and end, and psychological states con-
stantly change, it does not undergo qualitative and quantitative
changes, but has a permanent, absolute form of existence. Apart from
being constant and unchangeable, it also ultimately subjectivises psy-
chological activities as the causative factor. The above-mentioned
psychological activities, having no independent existence, find full
support for their being in that “I.”

Another feature that can be directly noticed is the specific prop-
erty of “I” with reference to the human body from which it is sepa-
rated. From the phenomenological point of view, “I” is something
different and more principal that body and its organic functions.
Body (brain) belongs to “I” as something that we “have” as people,
but it is not the ultimate subject of psychological activities. More-
over, contrary to the body, “I” has no features of expansion (material
features), but it exists as something undivided and impossible to be
divided—something intangible.
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According to Kidsak, there is also an indirect way of discover-
ing “I” in the form of an indirect proof.?*® We have to assume the
existence of the pure “I” as an unchangeable subject of our psycholog-
ical activities, as the opposite thesis results in the fact that many ra-
tional activities and behaviours become unclear. Such activities
include, for example, the man’s acts of consciousness related to his
unique and constant duration, which are typical of a human being; the
processes of thinking about the future during which—from the cur-
rent perspective—the man makes some plans; the process of making
a decision, which often takes a lot of time and which includes many
different acts related to time and content. Also, we have to take into
account the typically human behaviour including taking moral respon-
sibility for the old results of one’s own decisions, or the sense of regret
for the past actions, as well as aiming at the improvement of one’s life.

According to Kiésak, the above-mentioned statements from phe-
nomenological analysis concerning the existence and nature of pure
“I” can be the empirical basis for carrying out discursive philosophical
considerations on the nature of human soul. It is possible due to mov-
ing from the phenomenological layer to the philosophical (ontical)
layer, with the use of principles and assumptions of a general philo-
sophical, and especially Thomist, nature, and particularly the thesis of
human soul’s division into accidences and substance (essence), as well
as the thesis on the actual difference between them. Ktésak finds the
fact of the existence of the human soul understandable through re-
ductive reasoning provided that, through our psychological activities,
we perceive our spiritual substance as the ultimate subject that is differ-
ent from our body and void of quantitative parts. This subject is the
unchangeable spiritual substance existing in human beings—the sub-
stance that is able to exist in such an independent manner that such
existence does not depend on the existence of any other basis but,
on the contrary, it is the basis for the existence of its additional per-
fections, i.e. its powers and acts.?* Klésak believed that the matter
of our body—especially the central nervous system—that is chang-
ing with age due to our metabolism, cannot be an adequate basis for

290 See idem, “Préba argumentacji za substancjalnoscia duszy ludzkiej,” Ana-
lecta Cracoviensia 7 (1975), pp. 511-520.

21 See idem, “Substancjalno$¢ duszy ludzkiej ze stanowiska do§wiadczenia
bezposredniego,” p. 4.
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the above-mentioned experience. Also, the factor of memory fails to
explain that phenomenon, as memory is based on the identicalness
of the subject. Even in the case of such disorders as the so-called split
personality, a certain degree of the awareness of the identity of “I” is
maintained. The expression of such identity is the direct knowledge
(without external information) the sick person has with reference to
his/her different states of consciousness. And what appears as some-
thing new is the new personal “I” understood as the set of internal
properties of a man, or a new social “I.”

Another essential feature of the human soul analysed by Kt6sak
is its spirituality. Since it is impossible for us to see the spirit, learning
about the soul’s spirituality can only be an indirect, not a direct form
of cognition. That is why he did not formulate a positive concept con-
cerning spirituality, but rather a negative one, created in opposition
to what is physical, i.e. tangible. Thus, it is a concept of something that
is different from tangibility and remains distinct from what is organic,
being, at the same time, transcendent as compared with the body.

For Kidsak, the basis for formulating the thesis on the spirituality
of soul includes, again, the data from the man’s internal experiences.
It includes, i.a.: cognition which is typical of the man, actions of the
will the formal objective of which is good, and the experience of the
pure “1.”2? This data proves that its proper effective cause is the spiri-
tual human soul, and not a bodily (biological) factor of the man. Ac-
cording to Ktésak’s principle of research, he started by analysing the
data of the internal experience, focusing, first of all, on cognitive phe-
nomena that were detailed in e.g. experimental psychology. On this
basis, he concluded that the common features of the above-mentioned
phenomena in terms of their acts are: the impossibility of being seen,
the lack of sensory qualities, extensibility and location in physical
space, and appearing as something that is undivided and that cannot
be divided. All those features are immeasurable in terms of physical
units. Kt6sak finally determined that an important, constitutive and
characteristic feature of psychological acts is their intangibility, which
may be expressed in the general formula: “a thought is not tangible.”*

292 See ibidem, p. 3-17; idem, “Zagadnienie pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej a teo-

ria ewolugji,” pp. 113-114; idem, “Préba rozwigzania problemu pochodzenia
duszy ludzkiej,” pp. 1204-1205, 1230-1232; idem, “Dusza ludzka w perspek-
tywach filozofii przyrody i metafizyki,” pp. 40-41, 44-45.

2% Idem, “Dusza ludzka w perspektywach filozofii przyrody i metafizyki,” p. 41.
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Such a concept of intangibility was, however, expressed as an idea
that is empiriological, autonomous and neutral from the philosophi-
cal point of view. Thus, it is different from the traditional, metaphys-
ical concept of spirituality in terms of quality. Nevertheless, the fact
that the common feature of those phenomena is intangibility, may
be used by a philosopher having a certain anthropological vision
which consists of the doctrine on the division of the human soul into
substance, psychological powers and acts of those powers. Therefore,
if, in the above-mentioned psychological actions we cannot notice
any extensions or spatial (and temporal) location, we can conclude
that there is no such moment in the closer or further basis for the ex-
istence of such acts. What lacks quantitative structure, in the sphere
of activity cannot come from a being of a quantitative nature. There-
fore, since the above mentioned intellectual and volitive actions are
spiritual (i.e. non-organic), the closer or further basis for those ac-
tions (i.e. the proper powers of soul and the substance of the human
soul), understood as their real subject, are—both in their action and
in their existence—internally independent of the biological matter
of a human being. If it were not true, there would be a disproportion
between the cause and effect proving a deep irrationality within the
existing being.?**

Klésak’s statement on the inorganic nature of man’s psychologi-
cal actions, which led him to the conclusion on the spiritual nature
of the human soul, does not mean that such actions do not take place
within a biological organism and do not depend on the organism’s
anatomic-physiological condition. Thus, it is not true that reasonable
thinking or willing do not depend on the brain at all.?** According to
Klésak, the human spiritual soul, in many of its actions, depends
on the body, and thinking cannot be separated from the brain and its
functions. Without a correctly working brain, there is no basis for
thinking and we cannot create images that are the starting point
for intellectual life. Therefore, a thought is not a thought of the pure
spirit, but the embodied spirit. Its subject is the whole man as the
psycho-physical compositum. Klésak expressed this idea in the form

294 See idem, “Proba rozwiazania problemu pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,”
p-1231.

295 See idem, “Dusza ludzka w perspektywach filozofii przyrody i metafizyki,”
pp. 41-45.
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of an ontological implication of reductive type according to which all
higher psychological actions are internally independent of bodily or-
gans and depend on them only in an external manner. According to
Klésak, such an implication does not contradict the thesis of scientists
or psychologists who claim that cortex and subcortical structures are
the organs of human psychological processes. It is because their utter-
ances only take into account the phenomenological (empiriological),
i.e. purely experimental, point of view, and they should be understood
as anthropological (and not philosophical) statements. Moreover, such
scientific utterances do not have to be interpreted from the perspective
of philosophical materialism, as they enable a metaphysical interpre-
tation that assumes the external dependence of some psychological
aspects on the body (brain). Thus, phenomenological anthropology al-
lows for the interpretation that the only subject of the above-men-
tioned psychological actions is the human soul. At the same time, we
have to remember that the above considerations and conclusions, re-
sulting in the thesis on the existence of human soul, its immortality
and origin understood as the creation of soul by God, are just a postu-
late being the subject of properly justified reasonable faith in the form
of an apagogic proof, i.e. rejecting it results in rejecting the rationality
of human beings confirmed by the existence of many sciences about
man.?%® Also, it is worth mentioning that Ktésak treated this issue as
open, although he clearly had his own opinion on the closer and ulti-
mate subject of the actions of human mind and will.?’

Another important feature of the human soul analysed by Kiésak
was immortality. This feature refers to this aspect of the existence
and essence of soul that assumes its existence after the death of the
body and independent of the body. The very issue of the soul’s im-
mortality was not explored very thoroughly by the author. It was
probably due to the fact that this problem, from the point of view of
theoretical philosophy, is not autonomous and separate from other

2% See idem, “Teoria duchowoéci duszy ludzkiej w ujeciu $w. Tomasza z Akwinu.
Préba jej dalszego rozwiniecia,” p. 96.

297 Klésak believed that what required further analysis was whether “the signs
of thought and will, phenomenally separate from the cerebral physiological
signs, genetically derive—as from their direct and indirect subject (basis)—from
what we have from a tangible or intangible nature.” Idem, “Préba wykorzystania
‘fenomenologicznej’ antropologii P. Teilharda de Chardin do uzasadnienia tomi-
stycznej filozofii cztowieka,” p. 493.
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considerations on the human soul. Klésak justified the fact of the
soul’s immortality on the basis of the existence of other features of
the human soul, such as substantiality and spirituality. That is why,
he used the traditional argument for the immortality of the human
soul, specified as metaphysical argument. It is based on the analysis
of the spiritual substance which is indestructible due to its nature.
For Klésak, the thesis that the human soul is independent of the
body is not just a matter of our future, because, to some extent, soul
already is independent of the body and it is separated from it through
the actions of its mind and will which, as it has been mentioned, do
not internally depend on any bodily organ. He perceived the immor-
tality of our “I” as a form of such immortality.?*® Thus, the main ques-
tion is whether that “I,” which we now perceive as the unchanging
subject of our experiences, shall exist forever, also after the death of
our body, as an indestructible source of our thinking and reasonable
willing, and not as an impersonal stream of psychological phenom-
ena. The adoption of the thesis on the substantiality of the human
spiritual soul made Kt4sak conclude that “I” is immortal and cannot
be destroyed through the death of the human organism.

The origin of human soul

Another issue analysed by Ktésak with reference to the human
soul is its origin (genesis) in terms of the source and way of appear-
ance.” He was interested in those issues in the context of the creation-
ist theories of the origins of the human soul, the theory of biological
evolution, and the statements of some authors who accepted the pos-
sibility of the creation of the human soul from an animal psyche.?%

In the most general terms, Késak distinguished two qualitatively
separate ways of explaining the origin of the human soul, which—in
his opinion—were in a kind of relation that made it possible to ap-
proach this issue in a uniform manner. The first way of explaining
referred to the aspect of scientific cognition, and the second one—to

298 Cf. K. Klésak, “Zagadnienie wyjéciowej metody filozoficznego poznania
duszy ludzkiej,” pp. 102-103.

299 See idem, “Teoria kreacjonistycznych poczatkéw duszy ludzkiej a wspél-

czesny ewolucjonizm,” pp. 32-53; idem, “Przyrodnicze’ i filozoficzne sformuto-
wanie zagadnienia pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,” pp. 191-236.

%90 The group of Polish philosophers who supported such approach includes
T. Wojciechowski, K. Kloskowski and A. Swiezyniski.
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the aspect of philosophical cognition.>” He treated the problem in
this way because he used a dual concept of the human soul and of rea-
son (respectively: for natural sciences and for philosophy).

From the scientific, phenomenal point of view, he perceived the
human soul as a collection of psychological phenomena, i.e. human
psyche. And from the perspective of philosophy, it was a substance
of a specific essence, additionally varied because of the aspect con-
nected with the research in the philosophy of nature and metaphysics.
Therefore, the origin of the human soul can be analysed from two dif-
ferent points of view, depending on what approach we mean.

The second reason we can consider the issue in two ways is related
to the issue of the cause for which Ktésak distinguished two basic
ways of understanding: the scientific and the philosophical.**? He re-
ferred the scientific way of understanding to the sphere of the phe-
nomena available to our cognition through intuition and the methods
of particular natural and psychological sciences. Such an approach to
the cause is purely empiriological, as it refers to experience and is free
from the philosophical content. While describing the cause from such
a point of view, Kldsak specified it as a—more or less direct—phe-
nomenal antecedent; a beginning of a phenomenon, an earlier part
of the inter-phenomenal relation of a functional type. Thus, he de-
fined the cause as a phenomenon (or a group of phenomena) that is
a constantly necessary and sufficient condition for the occurrence
of a specific or—more or less—probable consequence (effect), i.e. the
final state, of the same phenomenon. In the aspect of the philosophy
of nature, the cause is a specific being that is able to move sensu stricto
(physical movement), i.e. a being that exists in the stream of time that
leads to the creation of another form of such being. For Ktésak, such
a philosophically understood causativeness was a certain interpreta-
tion, the so-called philosophical implication (e.g. from the scope of
the philosophy of nature) within the Thomist ontology. Such an in-
terpretation is the expression of indirect cognition and it is justified
“because what we call the cause and effect from the point of view

%01 See idem, “Préba rozwiazania problemu pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,”
pp. 1181-1234.

802 See idem, “Kosciél wobec teorii ewolucji,” Tygodnik Powszechny 15, no. 52
(1959), p. 3; idem, “Z zagadnien filozofii przyrody ks. Teilharda de Chardin,”
Zeszyty Naukowe KUL 3, no. 4 (1960), p. 13; idem, “Przyrodnicze’ i filozoficzne
sformulowanie zagadnienia pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,” pp. 192-222.
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of empiriological cognition, is—for a Thomist—a phenomenal as-
pect of the effective cause and result taken as they are available for
the cognition from the point of view of philosophical science.”*%
Thus, we can see that in case of the origin of the human soul, we
may be dealing with two different issues. The first one refers to strictly
scientific cognition, in the external and phenomenal aspect. Its main
field of interest is not the origin of the substance of the human soul,
but of a collective set of psychological phenomena characteristic of
humankind, and the origin of more and more perfect forms of psy-
chological life leading to the creation of features characteristic of the
first human beings. For Ktdsak, the cause of soul perceived this way,
included other phenomena (known or still undiscovered) of an exter-
nal nature which precede psychological phenomena, but not in the
sense of “the genesis of these phenomena in terms of their origin.”%
Such causes and effects constitute a very complicated and long col-
lective process of changes leading to the birth of human psyche,
i.e. hominization.3% Klésak believed that such an evolutionary process
of making the human psyche more and more perfect occurred, first of
all, within the scope of the development of the central nervous system
in animals—especially the development of cerebral hemispheres,
which, in turn, became possible due to the enlargement of the brain-
case. Thus, it is clear that, according to Ktésak, a natural scientist may
use the results of biological and psychological sciences for the scien-
tific explanation of the creation of human psychology, referring to the
principles of the theory of biological evolution. He can even use
the theory of evolution to explain the highest reflections of that psy-
che, i.e. intellectual and volitive functions.**® According to his episte-
mological and methodological analyses, the empiriological approach
to the origin of human soul does not solve the philosophical aspects

303 Idem, “Teoria kreacjonistycznych poczatkéw duszy ludzkiej a wspéiczesny
ewolucjonizm,” p. 44.

304 TIdem, “Przyrodnicze’ i filozoficzne sformulowanie zagadnienia pochodze-
nia duszy ludzkiej,” p. 221.

805 See idem, “Préba rozwigzania problemu pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,” p. 1188;
idem, “Sp6r o Orygenesa naszych czaséw,” Znak 12, no. 2-3 (1960), pp. 266-268.

806 See idem, “Przyrodnicza’ definicja duszy ludzkiej, jej uprawnienie i granice
uzytecznosci naukowej,” p. 188; idem, “Préba rozwiazania problemu pochodze-
nia duszy ludzkiej,” pp. 1195-1196; idem, “Przyrodnicze’ i filozoficzne sformu-
towanie zagadnienia pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,” p. 191.
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related to the origin of soul, i.e. the interpretation of the origin of
human soul from the point of view of materialistic philosophy or the-
istic philosophy. The philosophical aspects of the genesis of the soul
are, in terms of their content, qualitatively distinct from the natural
approach, because they refer to the essence of soul and its effective
causes.®”” That is why only philosophy may attempt to solve the mys-
terious problem of the existential genesis of human soul. However,
the philosophical problem of the origin of the human soul does not
belong to the philosophy of nature, but to the metaphysics of man
(philosophical anthropology). It is because we are dealing with a spir-
itual being the expression of which are specific actions of mind and
will “which take place fully and at once, in an absolute indivisible man-
ner, and do not constitute a series of partial successive realizations
which are so typical of movement sensu stricto.”>%

Although, according to Ktésak, the problem of the origin of
the human soul can be solved in the two above-mentioned ways, the
ultimate manner is the one that is situated within philosophical cog-
nition. Nevertheless, according to his way of philosophizing, philos-
ophy should use some empirical data derived from the natural sciences
so that philosophical considerations have an experiential basis. We
should use them indirectly, through the philosophical interpretation
of the results of empirical data. That is why, in terms of the subject,
he was interested in two beings: animal soul and human soul. Those
two substantial forms were subject to Ktésak’s scientific-philosophi-
cal analysis. In the end, he expressed his opinion on the possibility
of the creation of the human soul from the animal psyche. The start-
ing point of his considerations is the analysis of the essence (from
the phenomenal point of view) of discovering the relation, first
among people, and then among animals. The final conclusions on the
nature of the human soul and the animal psyche made Ktésak assume
that the human soul could not have emerged from the material soul
(animal psyche) in a bodily manner at a certain moment of the bio-
logical evolution of animals as the effect of changes in their somatic
sphere, or directly from the material soul of animals through God’s

«

307 See idem, “Przyrodnicze’ i filozoficzne sformulowanie zagadnienia pocho-
dzenia duszy ludzkiej,” pp. 234-236; idem, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny.
Czes¢ 11, pp. 93-97.

308 Tdem, “Préba rozwigzania problemu pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,” p. 1200.
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special interference. He determined that the human soul could only
result from God’s plan of creation sensu stricto, i.e. ex nihilo.?* In
Kl6sak’s opinion, the creation of the human soul is related to the ap-
pearance of its whole being in the first man, i.e. with its absolute be-
ginning caused by the factor that transcends nature—by God (creatio
ex nihilo sui et subiecti). Such a view is the expression of direct creation-
ism, contrary to the idea of the appearance of the soul in the evolving
cosmos through the transformation of pre-human psyche by the Cre-
ator, which is called indirect creationism.?'? Ktésak justified his con-
clusion with the statement that the thesis that contradicts the
presented one would be an example of disproportion between the ef-
fect and cause, which, in turn, cannot be reconciled with the rational
nature of being postulated by science. The philosopher claimed that
it is impossible to understand and rationally justify the qualitative
ontic leap between the animal and the man (animal psyche and human
soul). And some psychological features, which are common to people
and animals, can be explained with the concept that the human body
is an animal body that has been transformed by God. Through this
body, human soul had to take over all the achievements of the animal
soul, such as various instincts and skills. Thus, while analysing the ori-
gin of human soul, Ktésak used the statement of empiriological an-
thropogenesis according to which the first typically human signs of
psyche were conditioned by biological factors.?* As a consequence, he
adopted a double ontic condition for the creation of the human soul:
from the side of nature and from God’s creative act.

The being of the human soul derives directly from God’s creative in-
terference, and secondary causes only impose on the soul its partic-
ular mark (tale esse). In such an approach, we assign God’s creative
interference an immanent nature, because the occurrence of the
human soul is, in a way, a function of secondary causes. And what
we ascribe to those causes does not exceed their possibilities, be-
cause it is not a being of a soul as such, but its individual features.3'?

309 See idem, “Zagadnienie pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej a teoria ewolugji,” p. 121;
idem, “Préba rozwigzania problemu pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,” pp. 1232-1234.

310 See idem, “Teoria kreacjonistycznych poczatkéw duszy ludzkiej a wspot-
czesny ewolucjonizm,” p. 36.

811 See ibidem, p. 45.

312 Tbidem, p. 53.
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However, it has to be mentioned that Klésak’s opinion on the
idea of evolutionary creation was not fully uniform. It is true that he
was open to the theory of evolution and he accepted the possibility
of the evolutionary creation of life from inanimate matter through
the matter’s causal activity (established by God), equipped with vital
potentialities in the form of different forces and energies, and he ap-
proved of the thesis of man’s origin from lower animal forms, inter-
preting this theses in a theist manner,* but, at the same time, he
believed that God interferes with the course of nature in a supernat-
ural, exceptional manner, where natural causes are helpless in terms
of achieving certain natural effects. In particular, it refers to the mo-
ment in which our spiritual human soul appeared.

Relation between the human soul and body

Kazimierz Klésak treated the relation between the human soul
and body in a very general manner, limiting it to two basic issues. First,
as a representative of the Thomist philosophical anthropology, he con-
firmed its assumption that each man constitutes one substance in the
Aristotelian-Thomist way of perceiving it, and this substance is, at
the same time, a living material substance and a spiritual substance
able to think and will.3™ Moreover, he believed that the ontic con-
nection of the material and spiritual element in a person cannot be
cognized through a direct scientific experience. However, it can be dis-
covered in a philosophical reflection when we use some empirical data
and—for this data—we adopt ontological implications of reductive
type from the scope of the philosophical concept of the man. Thus, ac-
cording to his own methodology, Kt6sak went from the phenomeno-
logical, scientific cognition, to the ontological layer in a broader sense
(from the scope of philosophical anthropology), through approach-
ing such phenomenal data in the aspect of its proper type of being.
Then, using reductive reasoning, he was looking for an ontological im-
plication that would finally explain the philosophically interpreted

313 Cf. idem, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny. Czesé II, pp. 109-256; idem,
“Préba uwspolczesnienia Tomaszowej argumentacji za istnieniem Boga z przy-
czynowosci sprawczej,” pp. 220-222; idem, “Czy upadek ewolucjonizmu antro-
pologicznego?” Znak 4, no. 4 (1949), pp. 300-307.

314 See idem, “Préba wykorzystania ‘fenomenologicznej’ antropologii P. Teil-
harda de Chardin do uzasadnienia tomistycznej filozofii cztowieka,” pp. 492-493.
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phenomenal data. In his opinion, such an ontological implication of
reductive type is the one according to which the fact of experiencing
our principal unity in the phenomenal aspect is understandable and
explainable if the basis of this fact includes the existence of a sub-
stance that unifies things into one and is one. And the supposition
that assumes the existence of two total, accidentally connected sub-
stances in us, could not explain the above-mentioned experience.
Therefore, the above ontological implication can be the basis for fur-
ther ontological research in philosophical anthropology, during which
we can separate the prime matter and the spiritual substantial form
(soul) in man’s structure.’™

Another important issue analysed by the author in question
is emphasizing the special kind of the above-mentioned unity. It is
about the unity of two different elements, natures, structures and
levels of existence and action, which do not lose their separateness
and remain within a relation. Ktésak mentioned the relative imma-
nence and transcendence of the soul as compared to human body,
i.e. the relative immanence and transcendence of man as compared
to the animate nature.

When, referring to abstraction, we look at the soul from the
point of view of the Thomist philosophy of nature, it seems that—in
the static and dynamic perspective—it is an element that is imma-
nent as compared with the body and it constitutes an ontic part of
the body. It is not a reality separate from the body, but connected
with the physical world through which it is an ontic element of the
universe. Such immanence is expressed in the close relation between
the soul and body, and in the role played by the soul for the body.
Thus, the soul is not a complete separate substance as compared with
the body with which it would be connected only in an accidental man-
ner. The soul and body are not two separate beings, with one of them
serving the other. That is why, Kt6sak believed that the human body
is not purely material, but it also has a spiritual element.?!® On the
other hand (from the point of view of Thomist metaphysics which is
interested in an intellectual soul), the above-mentioned statements

315 See idem, “Immanencja i transcendencja czlowieka w odniesieniu do przy-
rody,” pp. 165-177.

316 See idem, “Dusza ludzka w perspektywach filozofii przyrody i metafizyki,”
p. 36.
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from the philosophy of nature can be complemented with the thesis
that the soul is not just immanent, but also transcendental as com-
pared to the body perceived in a specific manner, i.e. soul, to a cer-
tain degree, goes beyond the biological order. Ktésak mentioned its
transcendence in a powerful sense, and its acosmic nature. This na-
ture is expressed in the fact that, while being in the matter, the soul
exists—to a certain degree—in an independent manner, irrespec-
tive of the body, and, to some extent, it is separated from that body.
In its existence and functioning, the soul is internally independent
of the first matter and it exists through its own nature. Kt6sak deter-
mined that the human soul is not a substantial form “immersed” in
the first matter and it is not overwhelmed with the matter, but it
presents “existential heterogeneity and fundamental irreducibility”
as compared to the physical world.?’

Conclusion

It is worth mentioning that Kazimierz Ktésak’s way of discover-
ing and understanding the human soul is understandable after the
adoption of the principles characteristic of the classical philosophy
of the Aristotelian-Thomist trend. They first refer to the so-called
first principles of being (especially the principle of non-contradiction,
the principle of causativeness understood in a special manner, and the
ultimate reason), and then—to the concept of being and the theory
of the human soul. Thomist thought also underlies the important the-
sis that the way of acting applies to its way of existing, as well as
the methodological principle that the philosophical cognition of the
human soul is possible within the indirect cognition.

A characteristic feature of Kt6sak’s philosophical considerations
is their connection with scientific data in the starting point. Also, he
uses such scientific data in a specific manner which is related to his
theory of science. Adequately to this theory, the scientific data is first
submitted for philosophical interpretation through the abstraction
and mediation of philosophy, as a result of which we obtain so-called
philosophical facts that are necessary for moving from the perspec-
tive of scientific cognition to philosophical cognition and to carrying
out reductive reasoning. The latter fact has, in turn, its consequences,
if we consider the value of philosophical cognition: a certain relativity

317 Ibidem, p. 37
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refers to the above-mentioned philosophical facts and ontological
implications of reductive type. Such relativity of philosophical con-
clusions can be limited through the use of different forms of an apa-
gogical proof.

Kl6sak was probably aware of the above-mentioned limitations,
as he ultimately claimed that in the issues that are crucial to learning
about the human soul (its spirituality, immortality and creation by
God) we formulate theses the cognitive value of which has the nature
of intellectual faith. At the same time, he assumed that the human
soul is cognizable in an indirect manner, through a specific philosoph-
ical interpretation of existential and psychological phenomena avail-
able in scientific and/or possibly common cognition. Perhaps, from
the point of view of philosophy and natural sciences, he was too harsh
in perceiving causativeness in both fields of cognition, and he was
too radical in confronting the material being with the spiritual being.
Such decisions were the basis of his radical negation of the theory
of the evolutionary creation of the human soul. Nevertheless, placing
the material being in the opposition to the spiritual being, we some-
times forget that spiritual beings are different. For example, there
is the spiritual being of God, the angels and human souls. It seems
that only God’s being is in a radical opposition to the material being.
Klé6sak’s hypothesis, which assumes the subjectivisation of the action
of mind and will in the material factor was correct, but he was mis-
taken in formulating the thesis on the existence of structures and ac-
tivities that are to reflect the actions of the soul alone, without its
internal connection with the body. At present, it is believed that—due
to the connection of the brain with psychological activities—any the-
ory of the soul should take neurobiological knowledge into account.!8
It is because the data from this field of science proves that the physical
aspect, i.e. the brain and the nervous system, participate in psycho-
logical actions. At present, we cannot speak about the human soul
only on the basis of the external experience, social or moral facts,

318 See for example: What About the Soul? Neuroscience and Christian Anthropol-
ogy, ed. J.B. Green (Nashville, TN: Abingdon, 2004); M. Beauregard, D. O’'Leary,
The Spiritual Brain: A Neuroscientist’s Case for the Existence of the Soul (New York:
Harper Collins, 2009); Neuroscience and Religion: Brain, Mind, Self, and Soul,
ed. V.P. Gay (Lanham, MD-New York: Lexington Books, 2009); Neuroscience and
the Soul: The Human Person in Philosophy, Science, and Theology, eds. T.M. Crisp,
S. Porter, G.-A. Ten Elshof (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2016).

107



[. KaziMIERZ KEOSAK: PERSON AND WORK

because they may lead to the wrong conclusions. In light of those re-
marks, the fundamental teaching on the human soul—its substan-
tiality, spirituality, immortality, origin and connection with the
body—should be slightly different than the one suggested by Ktésak.
Perhaps the consequence of such a new approach would be that tra-
ditional truths concerning the human soul would become even more
difficult to justify rationally, and the specific “intellectual faith,” which
Klésak appreciated in the cognition of such a being, should find even
weaker foundations in natural physical-psychological phenomena.?'?

319 See K. Mikucki, “Problem sposobu poznania duszy ludzkiej wedlug Kazi-
mierza Kidsaka,” p. 40.

108



4,

DISCUSSIONS AND DISPUTES IN
THE SCHOLARLY ENVIRONMENT
OF POLISH PHILOSOPHY

4.1. INTRODUCTION

After 1945, philosophy in Poland developed in reference to its pre-
war traditions and in the context of the new political and social situa-
tion. Marxism enjoyed the support of the communist government
from the very beginning, although it was an internally varied and het-
erogeneous philosophical trend. However, what the Marxists had in
common was a negative approach to other intellectual directions. The
group of leading trends of post-war Polish philosophy, which were
criticised by the representatives of the Marxist ideology, included
the tradition of the Lviv-Warsaw school, phenomenology, as well as
the philosophy practiced within the Christian worldview. As a repre-
sentative of the latter, Kazimierz Kl6sak was a thinker shaped by the
Louvain neo-Thomism, although—at the same time—he was inspired
by the heritage of Kazimierz Twardowski’s school.

The philosophical orientation of the Krakow thinker certainly in-
fluenced the shape of the disputes which he carried out in the Polish
scholarly environment. Ktésak liked to dispute with other philoso-
phers, and he was not afraid of negative responses of his adversaries,
even if they were philosophers whose ideas were similar to his. That
is why, his disputes were directed in two ways. First, Ktésak rec-
ognized the need to respond to the Marxist philosophy. He disputed
with the dialectical materialism especially in 1940s and 1950s, and
he also discussed the issues that were sensitive to Marxism later.
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Second, the philosopher understood the necessity to modify tradi-
tional Christian philosophy, especially in the context of the develop-
ment of the natural sciences and the philosophy of science, which he
mainly knew from the works of neo-positivists. Therefore, Kt6sak
paid special attention to correcting some aspects of the neo-Thomist
philosophy of nature, theodicy and philosophical anthropology.
Through such actions, he initiated a new approach to the issues from
the border of science and religion (reason—faith) within the Catholic
Church in Poland, trying to prove, inter alia, the non-contradiction
of the Christian doctrine of creationism with evolutionism.

4.2. DISPUTE WITH DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM

The Marxist worldview was the first field of philosophical dispute
for Kl6sak. In the post-war period, Marxists tried to shape Polish in-
telligentsia according to the idea of materialistic monism and secular-
ization. Through its connection with modern knowledge, the Marxist
worldview was to appear scientific and modern. Its theoretical basis
included four rights of dialectics on: (1) “the connectedness of all
things and phenomena”; (2) “the commonness of movement and de-
velopment”; (3) “transforming quantity into quality”; (4) “unity and
fight of oppositions.”® In the Marxist philosophy, dialectics meant
both the theory of the development of the natural reality and social
reality, as it explained the essence of such development with the exis-
tence and fight of the internal contradictions and oppositions.

The dispute concerning the theses of dialectical materialism was
carried out in Poland from the end of World War II, through the period
of Stalinism (1948-1956), up to the 20 meeting of the communist
party (CC CPSU) in Moscow in 1956. Kt6sak was one of the most ac-
tive participants in that dispute. He expressed his ideas in numerous
articles published in the magazines that represented the Christian
point of view: Tygodnik Powszechny, Znak, Ateneum Kaptariskie, Rocz-
niki Filozoficzne, Przeglad Powszechny, and Zycie i Mysl. He also wrote
the book: Materializm dialektyczny. Studia krytyczne [Dialectical Mate-
rialism. Critical Studies], which was published in 1948 and, for many

320 See A. Schaff, Wstep do teorii marksizmu. Zarys materializmu dialektycznego
i historycznego, pp. 85-154.
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years, was the only publication in post-war Poland in which the main
assumptions of the Marxist philosophy were criticized. On the part
of the community defending Marxism there are thinkers such as:
Adam Schaff, Wladystaw Krajewski and Leszek Kotakowski, publish-
ing in: Odrodzenie, Kuznica, Po Prostu, Mysl Filozoficzna and Nowe Drogi.

In his works, Ktésak criticised both the materialistic monism of
Marxist philosophy, and the principles of dialectical materialism. He
approached the issue by keeping the standards of a scientific discus-
sion. Starting from the theory of direct critical realism based on epis-
temology, he questioned the value of Marxist views, referring to the
modern scientific knowledge of the material world and the man. His
criticism was particularly painful to Marxists, because their world-
view, according to the declarations, was to be of scientific nature. And
Kl6sak proved that Marxism treats science instrumentally and ideo-
logically. His critique was reliable and thorough, and he knew the re-
sults of the contemporary scientific research and he was able to
indicate serious mistakes in the considerations of Marxists, question-
ing the assumptions on which their main philosophical theses were
based. He proved that, from the point of view of the classical logic,
Marxism is full of contradictions, e.g. it postulates the existence of
the spiritual sphere, perceiving it as a product of matter (so, de facto,
it assumes a certain dualism of substance) and, at the same time, it
maintains that the whole existing reality is material.3*!

Kl6sak addressed his critical works to, inter alia, Schaff, whose
Wstep do teorii marksizmu [Introduction to the Theory of Marxism] was,
after the war, the main source of knowledge for the promoters of the
communist worldview. Kiésak disputed with many theses included
in the book. He defended, inter alia, the traditional evolutionism
based on gradualism and the concept of quantitative changes in na-
ture, against Schaff’s dialectical theory of evolution.??? However,
Schaff never replied to those critical texts. Other philosophers, such
as Krajewski or Kotakowski, expressed their opinions by defending
Marxism and opposing Ktésak. Especially Kotakowski was harsh and
sometimes even malicious, accusing Kiésak of misunderstanding

321 See K. Kl6sak, Materializm dialektyczny. Studia krytyczne (Krakéw: Wydaw-
nictwo Mariackie, 1948), p. 21.

322 Idem, “Dialektyka a tradycyjna teoria ewolucji,” Znak 3, no. 4 (1948),
pp. 316-325.
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the Marxist philosophy and carrying out the dispute with an imagi-
nary opponent.®?® At that time, i.e. at the beginning of 1950s,
Kotakowski was already known as a supporter of Marxism and critic
of Christian philosophy. Kotakowski believed that Catholic thought
not only opposed contemporary science, but it also contradicts the

idea of human rights, as—in the hands of the Church’s hierarchs—

was a tool of abuse and exploitation of the society.?*

His harsh comments directed to Kt6sak made the latter person-
ally reply to his opponents in the magazine Zycie i Mysl:

Due to the refusal of the properties of scientificalness to the Chris-
tian philosophy, I, as the professor and associated dean of the
Faculty of Christian Philosophy of the Academy of Catholic Theol-
ogy in Warsaw, categorically protest against the language with
which Henryk Holland, and especially Leszek Kotakowski, speaks
about the representatives of the above-mentioned philosophy
or about the philosophy itself. Such language is vulgar, impolite
and full of contempt, as it includes such expressions as: “philosoph-
ical backwater,” “Catholic obscurantism,” “black army of obscuran-
tism and reaction,” “pseudo-religious philosophy,” or “a bunch of
corrupt priests.” In this language we can even find the statements
that “Thomism is a direct defender of the darkest obscurantism,
a direct apologist of mental backwardness, and a tool of a direct
fight of the darkest social forces with the ideology of the revolu-
tionary movement (Kolakowski),” and that the dream of the
Thomist philosophy includes “metaphysical reasons that are to
force the supernatural society to obedience—that are to maintain
the power of an imperialistic body called corpus mysticum (idem).”
We accept reliable criticism, but we do not accept insults.3?

As we can see, the dispute between Ktésak and the Marxists was,
at times, fierce, and the philosopher from Krakow had to carry out
the discussion in an intellectual and political atmosphere that was
hostile. Apart from reasonable arguments, the dispute included
squabbles and sarcasm, which were meant to discredit the opponent.

323 See L. Kotakowski, “Metodologia ksiedza Klésaka. Felieton filozoficzny,”
Mysl Filozoficzna, no. 1-2 (1951), pp. 316-322; idem, “Igraszki z diabtem,” Po
Prostu, no. 15 (1954), p. 2.

324 Later Kotakowski withdrew from his commitment in the defense of the
Marxist philosophy. See idem, Giéwne nurty marksizmu, vol. 3 (Paris: Instytut
Literacki, 1978), p. 179.

325 K. Klésak, “Préba oceny,” Zycie i Mysl, no. 3 (1956), p. 89.
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Taking into account the political situation in Poland at that time,
Kl6sak’s attitude was a brave attempt to oppose the official philosoph-
ical trend promoted by the communist authorities. He exposed him-
self to the disapproval of the government and, at the same time, he
provided the Catholic intelligentsia with the tools for the discussion
with the Marxist worldview. Ktdsak’s works concerning dialectical
materialism proved that science should not serve political purposes,
and that the meeting of natural sciences and religion does not have
to end with a conflict.

In later years, Ktésak avoided direct disputes with the Polish rep-
resentatives of materialism. However, it does not mean that he cut
himself off from the previous dispute. He discussed the issues that
were “sensitive” for the Marxist propaganda at different occasions,
considering, e.g. the issue of the temporal beginning of the universe
or the origin and evolution of life.3?¢

4.3. DISPUTES WITHIN THE CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY

Post-war Christian philosophy in Poland was mainly shaped in
three environments: Krakéw (PWT), Warsaw (ATK) and Lublin (KUL).
Discussions and disputes were often carried out among those univer-
sities, and Ktésak took part in many of them. The philosopher from
Krakéw was especially active in the disputes concerning the philoso-
phy of nature, theodicy and philosophical anthropology. He was par-
ticularly interested in issues such as the status of the philosophy of
nature as compared with science and metaphysics, the arguments for
the existence of God, and the genesis of the human soul.

The discussions on such issues had been carried out in Poland
since 1950s, and, with time, became increasingly intense. Such dis-
putes mainly resulted from the adoption of different methodological
and ontological solutions. As a result, metaphilosophical issues were
of particular interest for Polish thinkers, including Ktésak.

As arepresentative of Louvain neo-Thomism, Ktésak emphasized
the need to open philosophy to natural sciences. After the war, this

3% See, e.g.: idem, “Problem odwiecznosci wszechéwiata. Préba argumentacji
Wiadystawa Krajewskiego za odwiecznym istnieniem wszech$wiata,” pp. 198-210;
idem, “Teoria kreacjonistycznych poczatkéw duszy ludzkiej a wspéiczesny ewolu-
¢jonizm,” pp. 32-56.
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was not a common attitude in the Polish Thomism. In the discussions
between Klésak and the representatives of the so-called Lublin
school, it was the reason for intensifying the dispute on the way of
practicing the philosophy of nature. Starting from the essential un-
derstanding of a being and the pluralistic theory of philosophy,
Klésak emphasized the independence of the philosophy of nature of
other philosophical disciplines. On the contrary, the Lublin school
included the philosophy of nature into the particular metaphysics
(Kaminski) or general metaphysics (Kalinowski, Krapiec), making it
dependent, first of all, on the solutions from the scope of the general
theory of a being.3?’

For the Lublin Thomists, the philosophy of nature was not inde-
pendent of other philosophical disciplines, but of natural sciences.
Kl6sak did not accept such approach. It was because the philosopher
from Krakéw noticed significant connections among natural sciences,
metaphysics and the philosophy of nature. Although he agreed with
the Thomist thesis on different cognitive layers of science and philoso-
phy, he acknowledged—in the philosophical experience—the meaning
of the data of scientific cognition which, after the proper philosophi-
cal elaboration, can be the starting point for separating ontological
implications of reductive type that make it possible to obtain the
adequate image of the structure of a material being. In this approach,
natural sciences played a much more important role than in the ideas
of Thomists from the Catholic University of Lublin (KUL) for whom
the philosophy of nature was actually just an extension and detailing
of metaphysics.?*

327 See: J. Kalinowski, “O istocie i jednoéci filozofii,” Roczniki Filozoficzne 6,
no. 1 (1958), pp. 5-17; M.A. Krapiec, Metafizyka. Zarys teorii bytu (Lublin: Re-
dakcja Wydawnictw KUL, 1985). Cf. Z. Hajduk, “Wspoéiczesna postaé sporéw
o koncepcje filozofii przyrody,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 30, no. 2 (1994),
pp- 115-134; A. Latawiec, “W poszukiwaniu obrazu wspétczesnej filozofii przy-
rody,” in Filozofia przyrody wspdtczesnie, eds. M. Kuszyk-Bytniewska, A. Eukasik
(Krakéw: Universitas, 2010), pp. 29-42. Krapiec’s later views underwent some
modification—he treated the philosophy of nature, like Kamiriski, in accordance
with the idea of particular and applied metaphysics, emphasizing the analogy of
all philosophical knowledge due to the common and fundamental method of re-
search. Cf. M.A. Krapiec, “Byt materialny zyjacy. Niektére aspekty filozofii przy-
rody,” in Wprowadzenie do filozofii, eds. M.A. Krapiec, S. Kaminski, Z.J. Zdybicka,
A. Maryniarczyk, P. Jaroszyriski (Lublin: Wydawnictwo KUL, 1998), pp. 229-230.

328 See, e.g. S. Kaminski, “Teoria bytu a inne dyscypliny filozoficzne. Aspekt me-
todologiczny,” Roczniki Filozoficzne 23, no. 1 (1975), p. 12.
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The classification of philosophy, both in the approach of Ktésak
and the Lublin university, was closely connected with the concept of
a being as such—K1dsak’s abstractionist (essential) concept, and the
Lublin thinkers’ concretistic (existential) concept. Those differences
remain to this day. Even in his last book Z teorii i metodologii filozofii
przyrody [On the Theory and Methodology of the Philosophy of Nature]
of 1980, Kiésak disputed with the ideas of Kalinowski and Krapiec,
who, according to the philosopher from Krakow, have not proven the
existence of the epistemological and methodological specific unity of
philosophy.*?® Within this context, Klésak believed that the postulate
to reduce the philosophy of nature to metaphysics was an abuse, as
it was not confirmed by the very nature of reality.

In his works, Klésak also wanted to extend the subject of the re-
search of the philosophy of nature to a being “existing in the stream
of time,”*° through which he extended the traditional substantialism
by the evolutionary perspective. In the light of the achievements of
the contemporary science, such attitude seemed much naturalistic
than the approaches of the Lublin or Warsaw school. Gogacz believed
that this attitude made Ktésak fall within the scope of the “empiri-
cally oriented” philosophy,**' to which the Krakow philosopher
replied that his way of thinking only has an “empirical foundation.”*?

It is worth emphasizing that in the discussions on the above-
mentioned issues, Kt6sak’s important point of reference was neo-
Thomist philosophy. In his neo-Thomist solutions, Ktésak referred
to the output of the Lviv-Warsaw school, e.g. taking over the classifi-
cation of reasoning suggested by Lukasiewicz and Czezowski. And,
following Gawecki, he eagerly adopted the division into broadly un-
derstood philosophy and philosophy sensu stricto. Remarkably, Kt6-
sak also referred to the tradition of the Krakow philosophy of nature
of the interwar period (e.g. Joachim Metallmann, Zygmunt Zawirski),
which probably determined the specific features of his approach

329 K. Klésak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, pp. 53-72.

330 TIdem, “Stowo wstepne,” in Z zagadnieri filozofii przyrodoznawstwa i filozofii
przyrody, vol. 1, p. 9.

31 M. Gogacz, “Panorama aktualnych uje¢ Boga i czltowieka,” Znak 24, no. 6
(1975), p. 792.

332 K. Klésak, “Préba uscislenia argumentacji za realnoscia aspektu przygod-
nosci rzeczy,” in W kierunku Boga, ed. B. Bejze (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo ATK,
1982), p. 212.
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towards the solutions offered by other Polish neo-Thomists of the
post-war period.

The dispute concerning the theory and methodology of the phi-
losophy of nature was only carried out in the group of Christian
philosophers. The discussions were not only published in mono-
graphs, collective books and periodicals (such as Studia Philosophiae
Christianae, Collectanea Theologica, Roczniki Filozoficzne), but they
were also held during conferences and symposia organized at the
Academy of Catholic Theology (ATK) in Warsaw and at the Catholic
University of Lublin.?*®* What is important, the discussions taken up
by Ktésak and the Lublin school continued after the death of the
philosopher from Krakow and, until today, they are the subject of in-
terest of the representatives of that discipline in Poland.***

Apart from the issues related to the theory of the philosophy of
nature, in the environment of the Polish neo-Thomists Klésak dis-
cussed theodicy (the philosophy of God). Also in this case, his
methodological assumptions were different than those of the Lublin
school for whom theodicy—due to the unity of philosophy postu-
lated in this environment—is just a part of metaphysics. Ktésak ac-
knowledged a greater independence of the philosophy of God from
the theory of a being, and he emphasized the need to practice theod-
icy in the contact with natural sciences. That is why, his attitude is
often called the empirising theism.**

338 See, e.g. the report from the VII Philosophical Week at KUL: S. Grygiel,
“O dorobku filozofii polskiej w dwudziestoleciu 1944-1964. VII Tydzien Fi-
lozoficzny KUL (24-28.02.1964),” Znak 16, no. 7-8 (1964), pp. 1003-1012.
It is worth adding that the text of this report made Klésak write his own
comment on the dispute with M.A. Krapiec. See K. Klésak, “Sprostowania
w sprawie mojej polemiki z o. prof. A. Krapcem OP,” Znak 16, no. 10 (1964),
pp- 1264-1268. Remarkably, the disputable issues were even raised during doc-
toral examinations. Heller said that during the defense of his doctoral disser-
tation he discussed the way of practising the philosophy of nature with Ktésak.
See M. Heller, Wierze, zeby rozumie¢. Rozmawiajq W. Bonowicz, B. Brozek, Z. Liana,
pp. 147-148.

334 See, e.g. A. Lemarniska, “Profesora Kazimierza Kldsaka metoda uprawiania
filozofii przyrody,” in W poszukiwaniu prawdy. Pamieci Profesora Kazimierza
Klésaka, eds. M. Lubanski, S.W. Slaga (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo ATK, 1987),
pp- 29-43; A. Lemariska, K. Kloskowski, “Empiriologiczna teoria nauk szczegé-
towych,” pp. 183-226.

335 S. Kowalczyk, Nurty filozofii Boga w Polsce w latach 1880-2008 (Lublin: Wy-
dawnictwo KUL, 2009), p. 133.
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Kl6sak’s main objective in theodicy was to analyse the five ways
of St. Thomas Aquinas in terms of content and methodology. Con-
trary to many other neo-Thomists at that time, including the Krakow
theologian Ignacy Rézycki, Ktésak preferred talking about arguments
rather than proofs for the existence of God. It is because he believed
that, in theodicy, the role of explaining (reductive reasoning) is more
cognitively primary than deductive analysis which, according to
Klésak, has—in this context—a secondary nature as a logical elabo-
ration of the previously gained knowledge of the existence of God.

Apart from the analysis of the ways of Thomas Aquinas, Kt6sak
worked out other arguments, e.g. from the temporal beginning of the
universe, and from the origin of biological life on Earth. Kt6sak’s em-
pirising approach to the issue of God was, already in 1950s, criticized
by some Christian philosophers. Witold Pietkun®
overestimating the role of argumentation in the physical aspect as
compared with the metaphysical argumentation. Ktésak disputed
with Pietkun in the second volume of W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przy-
czyny, and not only did the dispute include the use of the achieve-
ments of empirical sciences in theodicy, but it also referred to the
ways of reasoning in this discipline.?*’

Kl6sak’s most important dispute concerning the philosophy of
God resulted from his reinterpretation of the Fifth Way of St. Thomas
Aquinas—the so-called argument from design.**® Kigsak claimed that
the acknowledgement of a design in the world may, at the most, be
a consequence of the belief in the existence of God. The traditional
theological argument is burdened with the mistake of petitio principi,
being just the attempt to a priori justify the universal finalism (from
the point of view of the argumentation for theism—an insignificant
attempt). The representatives of the Lublin university—especially
Krapiec—did not agree with the opinion of Kt6sak. He believed that
before the acceptance of the existence of God one can determine
a designed action of inanimate beings, due to which the theological
argument does not lose its force.

accused Klésak of

336 W. Pietkun, “Dowdéd kinetyczny wobec teorii kwantéw,” Ateneum Kaptari-
skie 42, no. 52 (1950), p. 186.

37 See K. Kl6sak, W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny. Czesé II, pp. 26—39.
Cf. K. Kidsak, “W odpowiedzi ks. Pietkunowi,” Collectanea Theologica 26, no. 4
(1955), pp. 820-824.

338 See idem, W poszukiwaniu pierwszej przyczyny. Czes¢ II, pp. 71-98.
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In the course of the discussion, Ktésak slightly modified his opin-
ion,** and he finally concluded that the starting point for the fifth ar-
gument should include the order existing in the biocosmos and the
rationality of evolutionary processes, and not the purposeful design.
He agreed with the scientists, such as the pre-war Krakow scholar Ma-
rian Smoluchowski, who rejected the concept of the design in the phys-
ical world. Thus, instead of the teleological argument, Ktésak postulated
the need for a nomological argument, based on reductive reasoning
(looking for philosophical reasons for the cosmic order having the traces
of rationality) that may lead to probable, but not certain conclusions.

Klésak worked on theodicy until his death. His last book on the
philosophy of God (Z zagadnier: filozoficznego poznania Boga [On the
Philosophical Cognition of God], 1979) inspired a series of discussions
in which Klésak also expressed his opinions.?*° The disputes were re-
lated to issues such as the dependence of the philosophy of God on the
natural sciences, or the relation between theodicy and metaphysics,
so—once again—they mainly focused on metatheoretical issues. It is
worth noting that Ktésak’s book was very well received by Polish Chris-
tian philosophers, opening up broad perspectives of interdisciplinary
analyses.?*!

In the post-war period, Christian philosophers were truly inter-
ested not only in theodicy, but also in anthropology. Ktésak played an
important role with this regard. Some of his works were of a clearly
polemical nature. He was particularly interested in the genesis of
human soul, although he took up many other problems. For example,
he analysed Karol Wojtyta’s theory of man’s experience which he car-
ried out during the meeting of the section of Christian professors at
the Catholic University of Lublin in December 1970 while discussing
the book Osoba i czyn [The Acting Person].?*?

339 See idem, “Zagadnienie teleologicznej interpretacji przyrody we wspélczes-
nej neoscholastyce,” in Pod tchnieniem Ducha Swietego, ed. M. Finke (Poznan:
Ksiegarnia $w. Wojciecha, 1964), pp. 25-60.

340 See idem, “Proba konfrontacji,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae 17, no. 1
(1981), pp. 172-178.

341 Such attitude was expressed in the reviews of Klésak’s book published in
the Warsaw Studia Philosophiae Christianae, written by M. Lubanski, S.W. Slaga
(Studia Philosophiae Christianae 16, no. 1 [1980], pp. 163-165) and R. Forycki
(Studia Philosophiae Christianae 16, no. 2 [1980], pp. 174-177).

342 See K. Kldsak, “Teoria doswiadczenia czlowieka w ujeciu kardynata Karola
Woijtyly,” Analecta Cracoviensia 5-6 (1973-1974), pp. 81-84.
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Kl6sak wanted the philosophy of man to develop with reference
to the results of natural sciences, especially natural anthropology and
neurophysiology. Therefore—contrary to Stepien or Kaminski—he
claimed that philosophical anthropology has to be practiced not only
in the strict connection with metaphysics, but also with the philoso-
phy of nature (philosophical cosmology).>** He believed that those
philosophers, who fail to see that man is rooted in the world of na-
ture, are wrong. On the other hand, the scientific perspective should
not decrease the value of metaphysical considerations. Although
Kl6sak was fond of Christian naturalism and the evolutionary vision
of nature, he believed that there are such issues in anthropology that
cannot be explained solely with the laws of nature.

This opinion led Klésak to a dispute with another philosopher—
and his student—from Krakow: Tadeusz Wojciechowski. The dispute
was launched by the question on the origin of the human soul: was it
the product of evolution or was it created by God ex nihilo as a part of
His creative act? Both thinkers accepted evolutionism in anthropol-
ogy, but Ktésak believed that there is a discontinuity between animal
psyche and human psyche, and that the human soul is created “from
nothing” directly by God, while Wojciechowski’s view was more natu-
ralistic, as he paid attention to the possibility of the evolutionary
transformation of animal psyche into human psyche.*** That con-
cept—very innovative in the Christian philosophy of the time—was
treated by Kt6sak as “poetizing” in which the principle of non-contra-
diction is infringed by blurring the differences between the material
and spiritual being. At the same time, Kt6sak criticized Wojciechowski
for the approval of indirect creationism®® in which God’s creative role
is minimized. Wojciechowski refuted those objections, claiming that

343 Idem, “Préba rewizji metodologicznych podstaw wyodrebnienia przed-
miotu badan filozofii przyrody u Jakuba Maritaina,” pp. 55-56.

344 See T. Wojciechowski, “Z problematyki ewolucyjnej koncepcji genezy duszy
ludzkiej,” in Zarys filozofii przyrody ozywionej, ed. S. Mazierski (Lublin: Redak-
cja Wydawnictw KUL, 1980), pp. 297-320. Cf. A. Swiezynski, “Tadeusza
Wojciechowskiego ewolucyjna koncepcja struktury bytu zmiennego,” in Mysl
filozoficzna Ksiedza Profesora Kazimierza Ktésaka w dwudziestq rocznice $mierci,
pp- 195-214; K. Trombik, “Koncepcja uprawiania filozofii przyrody w ujeciu
Tadeusza Wojciechowskiego — préba rekonstrukgeji historyczno-filozoficznej,”
Roczniki Filozoficzne 66, no. 1 (2018), pp. 133-152.

345 K. Klésak, “Teoria kreacjonistycznych poczatkéw duszy ludzkiej a wspét-
czesny ewolucjonizm,” pp. 36-37.
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it is the evolutionary concept that more clearly postulates the necessity
of the existence of God’s power without which it would be impossible
to transcend the threshold of sensuality.®4

The scholars did not manage to reach an agreement. What made
them different were methodological issues—especially the fact that Woj-
ciechowski paid less attention to the separation of science and philoso-
phy, and terminological issues (Klésak claimed that the utterances of
his opponent were ambiguous, e.g. in the context of the idea of cause).
Ki6sak’s attachment to thinking in the categories of Aristotelian-Thomist
philosophy resulted in the fact that this philosopher did not accept the
opinions of Wojciechowski, describing them as close to materialism.>*’

4.4. CONCLUSION

The above review of disputes Kazimierz Kiésak carried out in
the environment of the Polish philosophers in the second half of the
20% century is far from complete. Nevertheless, it indicates the issues
that he considered particularly important: the basic ideas of Marxism,
the method of the philosophy of nature, argumentation for the exis-
tence of God, and the nature and origin of the human soul. There is
no doubt that Ktésak was a polemicist who worked out his own opin-
ions by means of dialogue, and sometimes harsh disputes, with other
philosophers. He was not afraid of negative reactions of his oppo-
nents—both those who fought with the Christian philosophy offi-
cially, and those who came from Catholic circles. It is worth noting
that the traces of disputes he carried out within the Polish philosophy
can be found not only in the articles but also in the reports from differ-
ent scientific events organized in post-war Poland.?#

346 See T. Wojciechowski, “Teilhardowska koncepcja transcendencji duszy
ludzkiej i jej wptyw na chrzescijariska antropologie filozoficzna,” Slgskie Studia
Historyczno-Teologiczne 7 (1974), pp. 215-244.

347 Cf. “Opowiadam sie za teistyczna forma ewolucji.” Z ks. prof. Tadeuszem
Wojciechowskim rozmawia ks. Kazimierz Wolsza,” in Czas, ewolucja, duch. Ksiega
pamigtkowa dedykowana Ksiedzu Profesorowi Stanistawowi T. Wojciechowskiemu
z okazji 80. rocznicy urodzin, (Opolska Biblioteka Teologiczna, vol. 20), ed. K. Wol-
sza (Opole: Wydziat Teologiczny UO, 1997), pp. 53-62.

348 See, e.g. J. Nowaczyk, “Sprawozdanie z sesji po$wieconej zagadnieniu
pochodzenia mowy ludzkiej, ATK 26 IV 1976 v.,” Studia Philosophiae Christianae
13, no. 1 (1977), pp. 265-268.
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S.

A DICTIONARY OF
BASIC TERMS

CAUSE

“If we take into account the point of view of natural sciences
and psychological particular sciences, we will have to express the
meaning of a cause at each grade of its precision based on the cate-
gory of a phenomenon, as it is required by limiting the above sciences
to the phenomenal aspect of nature.”*°

“In the given approach, a cause [understood in the way it is per-
ceived in natural sciences—ed.] is the phenomenon A or a set of phe-
nomena A which is a condition not only sufficient, but also necessary
for the occurrence of one, strictly specified phenomenon B or a group
of strictly specified phenomena B (like in the case of determinism of
macroscopic phenomena), or for the occurrence of an unpredicted,
more or less probable phenomenon B1, By, Bs... (like in the case of de-
terminism of microscopic, elementary phenomena)—and the appear-
ance of B, or B1 or B> or Bs..., does not result in the appearance of
phenomenon A or a set of phenomena A.”3>°

“If we declare that a cause ... is constantlya sufficient condition
for the occurrence of one, strictly specified phenomenon B or a group
of strictly specified phenomena B, or a more or less probable phe-
nomenon Bi or B or Bs... we mean what is available to empiriological

39 K. Kldsak, “Przyrodnicze’ i filozoficzne sformulowanie zagadnienia pocho-
dzenia duszy ludzkiej,” p. 204.

350 Idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 17.
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analysis—that if phenomenon A or a set of phenomena
A occurred, phenomenon B or Bi, By, B3z occurs ...

“The concept of a cause can be defined within the frames of the
above indicated philosophical science [philosophy of nature—ed.]
through the reference to the concept of a being subject to physical
movement. Thus, in the philosophy of nature we can say that
acauseisa specific form of a being able to move, and
this form leads to the occurrence of another specific
form of that being ...”3*?

“The relation of the causes to be discovered by a philosopher of na-
ture with the causes indicated by natural sciences is not similar to the
relation of ultimate causes with closer causes. A scientist speaks about
causes, but he defines their essence in a different way than a philoso-
pher of nature, because what he means is such a concept of a cause
that could become his first basis for speaking about the regularity of

irreversible phenomena.”?>3

EMERGENTISM OF CREATIONIST THOMISM

“According to this concept [creation of evolutionary type—ed.],
the creative action of the First Cause does not place its works exter-
nally, in an obtrusive manner, among the already existing beings. Thus,
such activity, which is correlated with the whole of duration, i.e. with
its phenomenal transformations ... does not introduce any split into
the sensory world, so that new realities—even if, from the philosoph-
ical point of view they have an essentially different nature—do not
lack antecedents ... and do not result in any stoppages in the course
of events. In the creation of the evolutionary type, we can positively
talk ... about the direct God’s influence on the natures of things, as
a result of which new beings are born in nature, which are physically
interconnected in their appearance and purpose.”>*

%1 Ibidem, p. 17.

%2 Tbidem, p. 107.
353 Ibidem, p. 108.
84 K. Klésak, “Przyrodnicze’ i filozoficzne sformulowanie zagadnienia pocho-
dzenia duszy ludzkiej,” in Z zagadnien filozofii przyrodoznawstwa i filozofii przyrody,
vol. 1, ed. K. Ktésak (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo ATK, 1976), p. 230. In this place,
Klésak summarizes the view of P.Teilhard de Chardin. It seems that this opinion
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“Assuming the existence of the personal God who transcends the
world, they acknowledge that He is the total first cause of
life. However, since they do not want to assume unnecessary special
interferences of God with the history of the world due to the fact that
such interferences cannot be reconciled with God’s wisdom, in their
aiming at eliminating everything they consider an excessive natural-
ism from their worldview, they hypothetically or actually consider
God not as a direct, but as an indirect cause of the
vegetative life, or possibly sensory life provided that
they assume that God can give or actually gave the inanimate matter
the ability to produce life in specific conditions.”®*

“If this hypothesis assumes that the vital potentialities of inani-
mate matter come from the special creative interference of God and
that He created the conditions of their transition to the present state,
it is the hypothesis of direct creationism in a broader
sense.”?®

“This hypothesis is a spiritualistic hypothesis provided that it as-
sumes that life ultimately comes from God as its absolute first cause.
However, if we define the hypothesis this way, we accept it provided
that it is direct creationism in a broader sense. And if, according to
this hypothesis, vegetative and, possibly, sensory life emerges—in
some conditions—directly and spontaneously from inanimate matter
as from its nearest cause, this hypothesis is a kind of materialistic
emergentism. However, the materialism of this hypothesis has noth-
ing to do with materialistic monism as a worldview. That is why, in
order to avoid misunderstanding, I shall not call the dualistic hypoth-
esis on the origin of life—provided that it includes the idea of abio-
genesis—a mild materialistic emergentism, but I shall term it the
emergentism of creationist theism.%’

is close to the ideas of Klésak himself. See K. Kloskowski, “Profesora Kazimierza
Klésaka koncepcja kreacjonizmu,” pp. 61-75.

35 K. Klésak, Z zagadnien filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, pp. 475-476.
356 Ibidem, p. 476.
357 Ibidem, pp. 476-477.
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EMPIRICAL PHENOMENOLOGY OF NATURE

“The phenomenology I mean is empirical phenomenology ...
empirical in genetic, epistemological and methodolog-
ical terms. Its objective is to express what the natural sciences—
with the use of their methods—have to say about nature used in
philosophical considerations.

In such ‘phenomenology’ one does not omit the real existence,
as one assumes that the dispute on the existence of the world has al-
ready been solved to the benefit of realism, although approaching it
does not go beyond the conceptual horizons of natural sciences.”**®

“Phenomenology ... is also a scientific phenomenology (in a nar-
rower sense), as—in terms of its epistemological and methodological
type—it is completely included in the frames of empirical sciences.
As for nature, it does not provide us with a philosophical categorial
description or a description of its proper type of being—even more
so, it cannot provide us with a philosophical transcendental descrip-
tion, i.e. a description related to the transcendental properties of
a real being as such. The ‘phenomenology’ we are talking about is,
therefore, in its content, absolutely void of philosophical
nature.”?

“Thus, if empirical phenomenology fulfils the purity of its episte-
mological and methodological being, we have to consider it free from
the formal philosophical nature despite its philosophical implications
... If we do the opposite, we will come to the absurd conclusion that
everyone always philosophizes.”?%°

“... the empirical phenomenological description, understood
quite broadly, is the first step to philosophizing or the first step
we have to take before we start philosophizing™®

“The fact that the ‘phenomenology’ in question includes the re-
sults of the essential analysis, cannot be the basis for treating it
like philosophy. It is because in our ‘phenomenology’ we are dealing
with the purely empiriological approach. ... to the essence ...

358 K. Kl6sak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 155.
39 Ibidem, p. 156.
%60 Tbidem, p. 157.
31 Ibidem, p. 158.
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It is an attempt to establish—in a more or less discursive manner—
on the basis of the data of an experience, what, in a specific case, is
the essence from the phenomenal ... point of view.”3¢?

“... authentic empirical phenomenology is—due to its epistemo-
logical and methodological type—a science absolutely void of
philosophical nature™®

EMPIRIOLOGICAL CONCEPT OF SCIENCES

“... the above-mentioned sciences [natural sciences—ed.], in their
cognition of nature, do not go beyond what is available for their re-
search methods—i.e. beyond the sphere of phenomena and relations
among them, so they omit what could be the essence or nature of
things in philosophical terms, as well as the reasons as perceived by
philosophy, even if they are just closer reasons ...”%

“In order to further explain the frame of the empiriological theory,
we shall say that in the theory—in the particular sciences about na-
ture and the man, phenomena are analysed in their mutual relations,
i.e. they are analysed in terms of regularity and connections
among them—that regularity and those connections that are reflected
inthe statement of causative conditions, in formulas
of the laws of nature, and in different theories.”?®

“... particular sciences concerning nature and the man are—if
they are faithful to their methods of research—void of the
philosophical nature in their formal message of
the content.®

“...if the empiriological theory is considered adequate, we have to
note that no formulations of the exact sciences about
nature and the man can directly result from the
principles of a philosophy. ... natural sciences and psycho-
logical particular sciences cannot directly lead to any
philosophical conclusions.”®

362

K. Ki6sak, Z zagadnien filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, pp. 64-66.
Idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 159.

364 Tbidem, p. 14.

365 Ibidem, p. 15.

%66 Ibidem, p. 35.

367 Ibidem.

363
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“If natural sciences and particular psychological sciences have
any philosophical implications of reductive type, such implications
could only bea function of the above-mentioned sci-
ences and the general philosophical vision which
someone established. Only after adding that general philosophical
vision we would meet the conditions necessary to separate the onto-
logical content related to the designates possibly included in scientific

formulas.”368

METAPHYSICS

“... according to the distinguished theory of metaphysics, the
analysis of this basic philosophical science refers to the aspect of
actually existing as the subject in general ...”%®

“‘Metaphysics analyses each individual real being in the as-
pect of beingness,placingitwithinthe maximally abstrac-
tionist approach by eliminating any specificity as such from the
field of categorial separateness and differences in the scope of the types
of being, and taking into account only the most basic aspect of
being something that really exists.”®”

ONTOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS OF REDUCTIVE TYPE

“This method is based on analysing whether the given theses can
be considered ontological (in a broader sense) test implica-
tions taken in the philosophical elaboration of the
most general statements concerning nature, perceived
in the perspectives of common, and especially scientific/natural cog-
nition. They are test implications of reductive type, which would
provide—for the bodies analysed in terms of their philosophically in-
terpreted properties, the ultimate explanation in the scope of their
most basic structure.

I created the concept of those implications by extending the idea
of test implications adopted by Hempel. This methodologist knows only

368 Ibidem, p. 40.
369 K. Klésak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 52.
370 1dem, Z zagadnie filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, p. 56.
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test implications of deductive type. However, since, apart from de-
ductive reasoning we have reductive reasoning, we can also distinguish
test implications of reductive type, which we achieve through explain-
ing. These implications do not have to belong—in terms of their con-
tents—to scientific cognition in a narrower meaning. If cognition from
the scope of strictly understood philosophy is possible (ontological cog-
nition), we can separate test implications of reductive type that would
be the expression of ontological cognition. In our case, we mean onto-
logical—in a broader sense—test implications of reductive type.”"!

“It is a method for which the ‘material’ starting point includes
certain objective data revealed during the empirical phenomenologi-
cal description that uses empiriological concepts.””?

ONTOLOGIZING CONCEPT OF SCIENCES

“This theory, for which the most important thingis blurring,
to some extent, the border between natural and
philosophical cognition, canbe expressed in a few versions.
According to one of them, scientific cognition gradually changes into
the cognition in the philosophy of nature or even metaphysics. Another
version says that scientific cognition positively depends, in its specific
content, on particular philosophical views as the factor that regulates
it. There is also another version in which it is assumed that philosoph-
ical conclusions can be directly drawn from natural sciences.”*"

PHENOMENON

“what, as such, canbe—directly or indirectly, in a con-
tinuous or discontinuous manner—noticed or even
measured.”?"

371 Idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 150. Cf. idem, “Stowo wstepne,”
in Z zagadnien filozofii przyrodoznawstwa i filozofii przyrody, vol. 1, p. 11.

372 Idem, “Préba usci$lenia argumentacji za realnoscia aspektu przygodnosci
rzeczy,” pp. 204-205.

878 Idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 22.
374 Ibidem, p. 20.
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“... a phenomenon is a sequence of changing states of a system,
analysed in the sense adopted by Gawecki (physical phenomenon) or
it is what is directly available within the boundaries of an individual’s
own experience, and it can only exist as the content of the individ-
ual’s consciousness (psychological phenomenon). In both cases, only
the objectiveness of the crucial issue was taken into account—that
it is given for scientific cognition, without the ultimate precision
(from the philosophical point of view) of the way of its existence.”*"

PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE

“... the subject of research in this discipline [philosophy of na-
ture—ed.] is a type of being characteristic of nature
or—in other words—a real being falling within
the scope of the terms describing all that is a part
of nature.... the subject of the research of the philosophy of nature
isthe aspect of being something that really exists
within a type of being characteristic of nature

“... the formal subject of the philosophy of nature ... is
a type of being that is characteristic of the things
that occur in nature, their proper particularized
being ... a being that is subject to movement sensu
stricto (ensmobile) ... However, perhaps we could express it better
if we said that the formal field of the research of the philosophy of
nature... is a being existing in the stream of time"

SCIENTIFIC FACTS AND PHILOSOPHICAL FACTS

“..raw ‘scientific facts ...[are—ed.] facts established
and formulated by a scientist in the light of cogni-
tion which is typical of him ...

375 Idem, “Przyrodnicze’ i filozoficzne sformulowanie zagadnienia pochodze-
nia duszy ludzkiej,” p. 215.

376 1dem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 105.
877 1dem, Z zagadniefi filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1, p. 57.
378 1dem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 124.
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«

. in their case what is given has not been conceptually
elaborated from the philosophical point of view ...”?"

“[The data that was not—ed.] confronted with the first principles
of philosophy and its other contents in order to highlight in the
data—through its philosophical judgment and interpretation—its
potentially hidden philosophical (‘ontological’) value.”3°

“... ‘philosophical’ facts include ... the data which was established
and evaluated in the objective light of philosophy ... due to which it
became its own ‘matter’—a ‘matter’ appropriated by philosophy ...
Thus, they are the facts which are expressed in the terms typical of the
philosophy of nature, ... i.e. in the terms connected with the type of
‘ontological’ explanation. The above-mentioned facts refer to the intel-
lectually cognizable essence of things subject to physical movement.”*5!

“Scientific’ facts are related to the ways of accidental being, ...
while ‘philosophical’ facts are centered, formally, directly or indirectly,
around the substantial way of existing.”*#?

“One group of data related to the concepts of empirio-
logical typeincludes the facts that only belong to the sphere of the
phenomenal... aspects of nature. They include certain systems of
relations taking place among particular elements of phenomena,
which, in natural sciences, not only include the processes occurring in
nature, but also nature’s constituent beings (including the man) per-
ceived in a substantialist manner.

The second group of data, related to the concepts of ‘onto-
logical type, includes the facts centered around the essence of
things subject to physical movement—the essence taken together with
the real existence and based on such existence. Such essence can be
reached through intellectual dianoetic cognition. The facts of the sec-
ond group are so much focused on that essence that—even if, in the
philosophy of nature, we are talking about specific phenomena—we
take them into account in the above discipline not for themselves, as
in natural sciences, but as the expressions of a particular essence.”

579 Tbidem, p. 125.

380 Tdem, “Zagadnienie metody filozofii przyrody we wspéiczesnej neoschola-
styce,” Roczniki Filozoficzne 9, no. 4 (1961), p. 7.

381 Tdem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, pp. 126-127.
%2 Tbidem, p. 135.
33 Ibidem, p. 134.
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“... while practicing the philosophy of nature, we have to rely on
the so-called philosophical facts, i.e. the data of the pre-scientific ex-
perience, and especially scientific experience, considered in the light
of philosophy, with the help of its first principles, or just confronted
with particular theses of philosophical cosmology.”*%

“Thus, if we do not want to forget the separateness of the exis-
tential layer of the research of the philosophy of nature, and if we do
not want to mix their qualitatively different conceptual languages,
we have to take up ultimate explanation of material things from the
side of their essence—this ultimate explanation that is possible in
the perspective of ‘physical’ abstraction, not on the basis of raw ‘sci-
entific’ facts, but on the basis of ‘philosophical’ facts that belong to
the essence of material things as they are what can be first separated
from that essence in the act of its cognitive analysis.”?*

SouL

“According to the Thomist philosophy of nature, soul is in the
man—TIike in any other organic being—the first principle of life (pri-
mum principium vitae) ... i.e. it is what ultimately, though not directly
... all human vital signs genetically come from ... In this most general,
least detailed approach, the human soul is presented as something
of a specific being of a man ... as a part of such being.”3%

“... we will have to agree that if, while performing intellectual ac-
tivities, our soul does not internally depend on any bodily organ, this
soul, as the ultimate subject of the above-mentioned activities, does
not internally depend—in its being—on our body, i.e. on the prime
matter of our compositum, and it can exist independently of that mat-
ter, so it can live after ending its life in the human compositum.

The possibility of our soul’s existence, irrespective of the body
it animates, is not just a matter of future for us, as it is now when
our soul exists—to some extent—independently of the body and

384 Idem, “Zagadnienie punktu wyjscia kinetycznej argumentacji za istnieniem
Boga,” p. 85.
385 Idem, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody, p. 139.

386 Idem, “Dusza ludzka w perspektywie filozofii przyrody i metafizyki,” Analecta
Cracoviensia 10 (1978), p. 29.
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is separated from it (separata) ... provided that the activities of its
mind (and will) do not internally depend on any bodily organ if they
are inorganic activities ...

In this way, it transpires that—if we establish the scope of the
authorized application of the associationist theory of cognitive abili-
ties of animals and the man—we will not find anything in this theory
that would prove that the human soul, just like the soul of animals,
is material, i.e. internally dependent, in all its action and being, on
the prime matter it actualizes in the human compositum.

While opting for the spirituality of the human soul, we cannot, as
aresult, assume that such a soul could have—at a certain stage of the
biological evolution—been born in a body as a result of the changes
that took place in the somatic sphere of a particular group of animals.
Neither can we take into account the hypothesis on the direct descent
of the human soul from the material animal soul ...

The issue of the origin of the first man’s soul remains mysterious
until we think about the interference of a factor that transcends na-
ture, which we can only identify with God. Such interference is the
creation of the whole being of the first man’s soul without using any
material that existed before, i.e. the creation sensu stricto. We cannot
seriously think about completing the animal soul with specifically
human psychological abilities, as such a completion could only lead
to the creation of an artificial material-spiritual combination. Cre-
ative and perfecting completion is only possible in the somatic aspect.
The body of a fossil anthropoid could have been transformed into
a specifically human body if God gave that animal body the immortal
human soul He created ex nihilo sui et subiecti.”*®’

387 Idem, “Zagadnienie pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej a teoria ewolugji,” pp. 53-123.
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE
BY JACQUES MARITAIN

AND THE EVOLUTIONARY
VISION OF THE UNIVERSE

BY PIERRE TEILHARD

DE CHARDIN

Kazimierz Ktésak, “Filozofia przyrody w ujeciu Jakuba Maritaina,” Polski
Przeglad Tomistyczny 1, no. 2 (1939), pp. 154-170.

Maritain holds that the philosophy of nature, besides the sci-
ences, is necessary to gain full knowledge of the sensory world. He
believes that among all systems of natural philosophy the one based
on Aristotle’s and Thomas Aquinas’ principles has got the strongest
base. He does not discuss particular propositions of this philosophy
extensively, but he endeavors to analyze the epistemological type of
natural philosophy in order to distinguish it clearly from other intel-
lectual disciplines and to demonstrate its lasting value.

Maritain distinguishes two elements of sensory reality: change-
able being as itself and natures of bodies® as well as particular phe-
nomena.

According to him, the natures of bodies would be the proper sub-
ject of sciences, if it was not the case that they slip out of the range of
scientific knowledge.? Therefore, sciences have to limit themselves to
the phenomenal aspect of sensory reality, analysing it empiriologically.

1 “Les natures spécifiques du monde des corps.”
2 Les degrés du savoir, pp. 216-218.

135



II. KazIMIERZ KEOSAK: SELECTED WRITINGS

Maritain reminds us here about Meyerson’s remark that empirical
sciences include a pursuit of describing changeable being in itself, but
the pursuit proves futile.* He demonstrated this himself in the critical
part of his work, where he showed that, when it comes to mathemat-
ical and physical sciences, this pursuit concluded with formulating
mental beings.

Consequently, Maritain considers establishing, at the first level
of abstraction, a field of knowledge separate from natural sciences,
i.e. philosophy of nature, in order to make knowledge of sensory
world full; it would carry out an ontological analysis of the out-
side world and gain knowledge of changeable being as itself by pro-
ceeding intellectually thanks to such analysis.” ...

If we notice how clearly Maritain distinguishes philosophy of
nature from metaphysics and if we take other texts into considera-
tion,” we can understand that this expression should be interpreted
as meaning that peripatetic natural philosophy formulated its prin-
cipled under the guidance of the purest metaphysics and is subor-
dinate to it in a broad meaning of the word. Maritain’s idea of the
organic unity of particular elements of the Thomist system resonates
here in particular.

Itis notable that Maritain states that Thomist natural philosophy
can find more fertile ground for itself in the concepts of modern
physics than it had in ancient and medieval concepts of knowledge of
the sensory world. “The idea which contemporary scientists have
of mass and of energy, of the atom, of mutations due to radioactiv-
ity, of the periodic classification of the elements and the fundamental
distinction between the elements and solutions and composites:
these ideas dispose the mind to restore their value to the Aristotelian
notion of “nature” as root principle of activity, to the notion of sub-
stantial mutations which is the basis of hylemorphism, and to the no-
tion of an ascending order of material substances, an order far richer
and more significant than was realised by ancient physics.”

3 La philosophie de la nature (A), p. 244.
4 Ibidem, pp. 243-246.

> “Lamétaphysique est nécessaire a la constitution d’une saine philosophie

de la nature a laquelle elle est surordonnée,” La philosophie de la nature, p. 241.
6 La philosophie de la nature (A), p. 257. ...

136



THE PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE BY JACQUES MARITAIN...

After he accepted the ready-made system of philosophy of nature,
Maritain does not consider himself exempt from further work in this
field, neither does he exempt other Thomists from it. He notices that
there is a need for deepening ontological knowledge of nature with
Thomist rules, especially that he regards the foundation for further
research as laid by neo-scholastics’ effort on the one hand and, first
and foremost, by some of Max Scheler’s views, as well as those of
Meyerson, Bergson, and phenomenologists. Unfortunately, Maritain
has not carried out any analysis of these foundation preparations. He
contents himself with placing on Thomists responsibility for the cor-
rect direction of today’s intensified orientation of thoughts towards
the philosophy of nature.”

The characteristic trait of philosophy of nature, according to
Maritain, is the attribute of having changeable being as its object, if
it is intellectually cognisable or, in other words, change-
able beingas examined in the light of ontology.

Non-mathematicised sciences are interested in changeable being
if it is subject open to sensual observation.® But mathematicised nat-
ural sciences examine this being from the quantitative point of view,
as it presents itself to our measurements.

After these remarks, we can give a full definition of philosophy of
nature, as appears in the book on philosophy of nature: “The sphere
of intelligibility proper to the philosophy of nature is therefore ens se-
cundum quod mobile, sub modo definiendi per intelligibilem quidditatem
(et non per operationem sensus), seu sub lumine ontologico.”

Maritain bases philosophy of nature not on scientific facts but
on “philosophical” facts.!® By “philosophical” facts he means facts
of common, pre-scientific observation, subjected to philosophical
analysis. In his opinion, they comply with the way of forming con-
cepts and definitions which is proper for philosophy. Maritain gives

" La pilosophie de la nature (A), pp. 255-256.

8 “L'étre sensible comme observable—ens secundum quod mobile sub ratione

phaenomenalitatis id est sub modo definiendi per operationem sensus, or: ens secun-
dum quod mobile sub lumine empiriologico.”

9 La philosophie de la nature, p. 132.

10 Compare Maritain’s views with Paolo Geny’s SJ ideas expressed in the
paper Metafisica ed esperienza nella Cosmologia (Gregorianum, an. L. vol. 1, 1920,
pp- 91-116).
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them predominance over scientific facts, since they are simpler, more
universal, easier to predict, and more certain. He indicates the exis-
tence of things, substantial changes, successive persistence, imma-
nent acts in living organisms, etc. as examples of “philosophical facts.”
Maritain bases his philosophy of nature on “philosophical” facts, be-
cause he conjectures that philosophical conclusions can be derived
only from facts belonging to the same sort of order, that is “philo-
sophical” facts. “... because more does not come out of less, a fact can
give only what it contains and philosophical conclusions can only be
drawn from premises or facts which themselves possess philosophi-
cal value.”**

Kazimierz Kt6sak, “Spér o Orygenesa naszych czaséw,” Znak 12, no. 2-3
(1960), pp. 253-268.

Recently, there have been few Catholic authors who have aroused
as much passionate controversy as Fr. Piotr Teilhard de Chardin, SJ
(t1955). These controversies, which have been termed la querelle du
teilhardisme, were not provoked by the French Jesuit through his sci-
entific work in the fields of geology, paleontology and prehistory.*
He became a source of controversy because of what he was above all,
namely as a thinker, visionary and a kind of prophet,** for which the
theory of evolution was the base, but not a theory of evolution bound
to the transformation of species, but the theory of evolution centered
on something that Fr. Nicholas Corte'* defines the law of the entire
universe.’

If we do not see Fr. Teilhard as the Thomas Aquinas of the 20%
century, who will we compare him with? It seems that Fr. Corte is right
to some extent when he juxtaposes him with Origen, noting that just
as there was once a passionate dispute around Origen, so today there
is a passionate dispute around Fr. Teilhard, and that as the Church

11 La philosophie de la nature, p. 144.

12

13 Descriptions from Albert Vandel and Nicholas Corte.
14 Lavie et I'dme de Teilhard de Chardin, Paris 1957, pp. 32-33.

15
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was once shaken and disturbed by Origenism, so in our eyes it is
shaken and disturbed by Teilhardism.'® Let us add to the analogies in-
dicated by Fr. Corte is that Fr. Teilhard, like Origen, passed away with
the stigma of a largely heterodox thinker, although he undoubtedly
wanted to remain in Catholic orthodoxy. ...

Comparing Fr. Teilhard to Origen, I would not overstate his sig-
nificance as a thinker. So far, I do not see the quality of philosophical
speculation by Fr. Teilhard gave some grounding for Jean Piveteau’s
theorem,'” that he was one of the greatest minds of all time. Nor
would I say that the French Jesuit was, like once Origen, persecuted
for his ideas, because it never happened.

Unable to follow much of the works of Fr. Teilhard, I would not
like to be unfair to him. It turns out, as it has not been noticed so far,
that Fr. Teilhard can portray more than any of the orthodox Catholic
evolutionists, what is the purely natural understanding of biologi-
cal evolution. This understanding is certainly not without significance
for those who have not yet gone beyond the philosophical or theo-
logical interpretation of biological evolution, because the discovery
of its purely natural understanding will enable them to take up a com-
mon platform with naturalists at the beginning of the discussion with
them. To draw attention to this positive response of the work of
Fr. Teilhard may soften the impression of the sharp philosophical
criticism presented here.

The doctrinal failures of Fr. Teilhard we are talking about are
largely due to the lack of a sufficiently deep and correct philosophy of
biological sciences that would let him understand what is the proper
sense of speaking in these sciences about phenomenal effects of oc-
currences the human, also included in the phenomenal aspect. How-
ever, it seems that the main source of the deficiencies of Fr. Teilhard
in understanding of the origin of the human soul, was that he did not
come to understand what the spirituality of the human soul really is.
Fr. Teilhard knew that of the living things on Earth, only man is en-
dowed with reflective consciousness and the ability to cognitively

16

17 Expressed in the preface to the book of Fr. Teilhard: Le groupe zoologique
humain, structure et directions évolutives, Paris 1956, p. XIV.
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reach reality,’® but he treated this fact only as a harsh scientific fact,
which as such, without proper philosophical interpretation, could not
of course teach him about the nature of the human soul.

No wonder that having no understanding of the authentic spiri-
tuality of the human soul, Fr. Teilhard, in the fourth part of the work
of Le Phénoméne humain discussing the issue of human “survival” (la
survie), limited himself to collective “survival,” without addressing
the issue of individual immortality, and when he later expressed his
beliefs about this immortality, his statement was very vague.

Taking a negative view of the theses of Fr. Teilhard in the field
of the philosophy of nature and metaphysics, however, we must note,
that he can introduce us, at least in the framework of it, to the specific
sense of a purely natural understanding of biological evolution. In
this way we will use from Fr. Teilhard, as far as he came to certain
kind of philosophy of biological sciences. Admittedly, his philosophy
is not, as I have already pointed out, deep enough, however, having
obtained from Fr. Teilhard general orientation hint on philosophical
subject, we can go further alone, introducing all the necessary preci-
sion that we did not find in this author.

Let us consider as an example the issue of the origin of the human
soul.

A metaphysician, who approaches this issue from the side of the
essence vested in individual human souls, will be asking about some-
thing individual in this issue, namely the origin of the first or first in-
dividual human souls, taking their being as a whole, that we ascribe
to them from the philosophical position.

Reading the works of Fr. Teilhard shows us, however, that the
issue of the origin of the human soul can be considered in another
way, from a natural point of view, on an external-phenomenal plane.
Putting the human soul on this plane just as it is available for natural
methods of research, i.e. as a set of mental processes, as a variable
coupled by the ratio of some relation to the second variable repre-
sented by the somatic factor, we ask about the conditioning of psychic
phenomena characteristic of the human species as such, by other
known or presumed phenomena.

18
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Considering the issue of the origin of the human soul in the way
presented here, we are not yet reaching any specific metaphysical
position. If Fr. Teilhard has come to the genetic anchoring of human
thought to “pre-existence” and “pre-consciousness,” it happened like
this because he did not quite clearly realize in what sense a naturalist
can talk about conditioning psychic phenomena, specific to the
human species as such. Henri Gouhier accused Fr. Teilhard during
the “decade” in Cerisy-la-Salle, that this thinker did not include in
his “phenomenology” a human subject taken as a whole.'® This accu-
sation is, however, unfounded, because it does not take into account
the need to preserve the purity of an epistemological type with an
external-phenomenal approach to issues related to man. Fr. Teilhard
was right to treat man as part of his “phenomenology” only as a phe-
nomenon, and what we can accuse him is that by extending the the-
ory of biological evolution to the issue of the origin of the human
soul, failed to consistently maintain a purely natural, external and
phenomenal plan.

19 Devaux, La décade Teilhard de Chardin, p. 63.
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Kazimierz Ktésak, Z teorii i metodologii filozofii przyrody (Poznan: Ksie-
garnia Swietego Wojciecha, 1980), pp. 6-160 (excerpts).

1.

What I have finally kept from Nys’ and Lemaire’s methodologi-
cal proposition, is the idea that possibly the broadest use of the
achievements of the contemporary natural sciences is necessary for
the philosophy of nature' and that reductive reasoning, the ulti-
mate explanation, should be regarded the fundamental type of natu-
ral-philosophical reasoning. I have abandoned, however, the idea
of basing the philosophy of nature on “scientific” facts; instead, I have
decided to accept Maritain’s postulate concerning the necessity of
taking “philosophical” facts as a starting point for the mentioned
discipline. This decision was conditioned by my observation that
there is more to the initial base of the philosophy of nature than just
determining the essence or nature of phenomena and giving ulti-
mate explanations to physical realities which are understood the way
natural sciences understand them and for which those sciences seek
proximate explanations. The “more” casts a different conceptual
light on phenomena and facts than natural sciences shed, as well as
new dimensions of material reality, dimensions from the scope of
ontic structure, not included in the mentioned sciences. For it is the
case that knowledge characteristic of the philosophy of nature does

! For the time being, I do not specify how achievements of natural sciences
can be applied in philosophy in a methodically correct way I will address this
issue in the third part of this study.
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not begin only with looking for the essence or nature and with ulti-
mately explaining empirical data, but it emerges already with “read-
ing” phenomena and empirical data as such, and even with their first
conceptualisation.

What has not changed since my first metatheoretical research
is my negative attitude towards both a rule for the classification of
the “theoretical” sciences of the natural order accepted by Thomas
Aquinas and a partial modification of the rule by Maritain. As we
know, forms of the immateriality (according to a level of formal ab-
straction) of objects of the mentioned sciences were Aquinas’ reason
for their specific differentiation. Maritain, on the other hand, held
that these sciences are specifically divided depending on a distinct
way of defining, which may be characterised by full autonomy from
an order or level of formal abstraction. In contrast to the first and
the second rule of classification, I have demonstrated in my papers
that neither of them allows for the specific differentiation of all nat-
ural sciences from the philosophy of nature. For it is a fact that, in
both cases, that if one wants to be completely consistent, one cannot
specifically differentiate from philosophical cosmology those natural
sciences in which the quantitative approach to nature is the only one
or at least the prevalent one.

Because I wanted to avoid this inconvenience, which is incompat-
ible with contemporarily accepted assumptions concerning distin-
guishing natural sciences and philosophical disciplines, I have taken
Thomas’ rule of the classification of science in its wholly modernised
sense, not linking it (as Maritain has been doing recently) to the the-
ory of three levels of abstraction, but interpreting the formal object
simply as a separate point of view which makes a way of defining iden-
tical to the objective abstraction and positive immateriality of an ob-
ject of a given science.

What we are undertaking here, then, in the framework of the the-
ory of the philosophy of nature, is giving the ultimate charac-
teristic of the philosophical knowledge of nature
from the perspective of its adequacy, scope, and
basic conditions of possibility. Such a characteristic of
the natural-philosophical knowledge is somewhat analogical to the
characteristic of nature we give when we do philosophical cosmology.
This is why we can say that the theory of the philosophy of nature is,
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in a sense, philosophy itself, even though it is philosophy in a broader
sense than metaphysics and the philosophy of nature, because only
the similarity of their cognitive frameworks, and not the similarity of
their object, is what connects them.? For it is the case that in the the-
ory of philosophy of nature we have also to do with the maximally
basic or fundamental cognitive approach to its object, just as in meta-
physics, the philosophy of nature, and their objects.

When it comes to the methodology of the philosophy of nature,
its formal philosophical character in the broad sense can be subject
to debate because it concerns a somewhat technical aspect of the
mentioned level-one discipline. But because in our case there would
not be a full level-two discipline without the methodology of the phi-
losophy of nature, we can treat this methodology, as well, with some
reservation, as philosophy in the broader sense, or at least as some-
thing which has an organic interconnectedness with such a kind of
philosophy.

2.

If the empiriological concept of the natural sciences and special
psychological sciences is basically in accord with the Aristotelian idea
of science, then, when we follow (not without some reservations) the
line of this old understanding of science,® we are also confronted with
an observation that limiting the mentioned sciences to empirical
statements and understanding them as les sciences de la constatation

2 I am starting here with a more general statement that knowledge as such
and being (being in general and its types) differ radically from each other. While
one could conceptualize knowledge in its ontic aspect, this would miss all that
make it special. We are not able to straightforwardly describe or positively de-
fine this specificity, anyway. As Joseph de Tonquédec aptly noticed in La critique
de la connaissance, Paris 1929, pp. 3-8, 464-465, knowledge, as something im-
material, can only be expressed with negative formulations; besides that, we
are left with a turn to personal experience and incomplete metaphors, like look,
grasp, spiritual ownership or understanding of being.

3 Talking about reservations towards the Aristotelian concept of science,
I mean, first of all, the necessity of narrowing its descriptive adequacy only
to those sciences which aim at unoriginal knowledge. I intend, as well, to check
if the Aristotelian concept of science needs some corrections even in relation
to such sciences considered in their present form.
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empirique* cannot be call semi-positivism, as Klubertanz, among oth-
ers, does,” when he writes about the positivist understanding of those
natural sciences accompanied by the lack of a positivist attitude on
the plane of philosophical thinking.® It is not justified to suspect that
the interpretation of natural sciences of nature and man we are as-
sessing right now is positivist, because Thomist followers of the in-
terpretation do not hold that the theory of the mentioned sciences
is the theory of science in general, and this is why they do not main-
tain that there is no other scientific method but the method of those
sciences, and that what is inaccessible to their appropriate method,
is absolutely unknowable. Positivism, in its proper or broad sense,’
is a minimalistic view on the entirety of scientific knowledge, its ob-
ject, and its limits. Hence, similarities between the empiriological
concept of natural sciences and special psychological sciences, and
the obligatory framework of every physical hypothesis assumed by
August Comte,® which are unimportant from the general point of
view, are not enough to call the empiriological concept a positivist
concept and call its Thomist followers semi-positivists. This objection
largely also applies to Selvaggi, when he writes® that such authors as
Maritain, Amerio and Renoirte stick to the traditional Scholastic doc-
trine on the nature and capabilities of philosophy but they mainly
follow the positivistic and neo-positivistic critique raised in the last
few decades in relation to natural sciences. If we would like to be clear
here, we should say that only some similarities can be found between
Maritain, Amerio, and Renoirte, and the epistemological conception
of natural sciences proposed by authors whose philosophical beliefs

4 TItis, as we already know ... a Maritain’s term.
5

¢ Klubertanz himself supports the empiriological theory of special real sci-
ences and criticises only a certain version of it, probably inappropriately under-
stood, which, in his opinion, is an expression of the positivist concept of the
mentioned sciences. What the professor of St. Louis University seems to omit,
when discussing the sort of the empiriological theory he questions, is some ex-
plicative advantage it assumes, according to Maritain (The Degrees of Knowledge,
op. cit., p. 43), when it comes to special real sciences.

7 Cf. A. Lalande, Vocabulaire technique et critique de la philosophie, Presses uni-
versitaires de France, Paris 1947, pp. 773-774.

8 A. Comte, The Positive Philosophy, transl. by H. Martineau, vol. I, Batoche
Books, Kitchener 2000, pp. 225-230.

9 F. Selvaggi, Filosofia delle scienze, op. cit., p. 55.
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are, or were, positivistic or neo-positivistic. Even some kind of
methodological positivism cannot be attributed to the aforemen-
tioned Thomists.

When declaring against some more or less ontologising theory
and for the empiriological one, it ought to be specially underlined
that the particular sciences of nature and man, if they are faithful to
their research methods, are devoid of philosophical char-
acter when it comes to the tone of their form and
content. It is obvious that the empirical analysis proper to them,
as it has been defined before, cannot grant them such character. ...
Having accepted the aphilosophical character of the mentioned sci-
ences, one needs to accept, consequently, that those sciences cannot
directly provide any solution to any philosophical
problem.

Moreover, if one considers the empiriological theory an adequate
theory, it needs to be noticed that no statements given by particular
sciences of nature and man can directly result from principles of any
philosophy. And they cannot follow like this because only philosophi-
cal conclusions can directly result deductively from philosophical prin-
ciples. The principle of sufficient reason, which does not allow for
assuming something as irrational as direct resulting of natural-scien-
tific statements from philosophical statements, requires this. It is
worth quoting here an answer given by Roman Stanistaw Ingarden to
Wtodzimierz Fock, who asked him at the III Polish Conference of
Physicists in Spata (1952) if the reason why he was defending Imre
Fényes’ interpretation of quantum mechanics was that he thought
this interpretation follows from principles of dialectical materialism.
This is how Ingarden presented his stance: “It seems to me that noth-
ing here results from principles of dialectical materialism even if only
for the reason that dialectical materialism is not identical to physics
and, as a certain theory of knowledge (a general philosophical method
and worldview), it cannot, it seems, interfere in scientific details. ...”°

It also needs to be added that natural sciences and psychological
sciences cannot lead directly to any philosophical
conclusions. The idea of such direct philosophical conclusions,

10 Cf. L. Infeld (ed.), Materialy z konferencji fizykéw w Spale, Warszawa 1954,
p. 96.
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sometimes authentically philosophical and sometimes only seem-
ingly philosophical, appeared in Bohr who claimed that “In our cen-
tury, the study of the atomic constitution of matter ... has thrown
new light on the demands on scientific explanation incorporated in
traditional philosophy.”** Gawecki, as well, holds that the error of the
mechanistic concept of the biological organism results directly from
the indeterminism of modern physics, since “the most impor-
tant organic phenomena take place at the atomic
or molecular level, where classical determinism does not
apply,” and it “is also applicable to ... genes through which hereditary
traits are transmitted.”*?

What is the problem with Bohr’s and Gawecki’s meta-theoretical
views? Without immersing ourselves in elaborate polemics, we could
say, taking the whole thing generally, that arguments analogical to
those which have been proposed against the possibility of deriving
scientific statements from philosophical principles also support the
thesis that philosophical conclusions cannot result directly from par-
ticular real sciences. Let us notice, then, that premises provided by
those sciences can virtually comprise only scientific conclusions in
the strict sense. Were it different, some particular real sciences would
be some kind of epistemological hybrids when it comes to their for-
mulations: something largely irrational in its escape from the princi-
ple of sufficient reason. The mentioned sciences can only indirectly
lead to certain specific philosophical conclusions. If we take this sort
of indirect conclusions into consideration, we can talk about philo-
sophical problems set forth, for example, by quantum mechanics
without creating any conflict with correct methodology.

While considering epistemological and metaphysi-
cal realism true, I do not, however, think that it is
entirely impossible to do physical sciences and other
real sciences when not following it. Ernst Mach, who
reduced the world to “elements,” interpreted them, in an idealistic
fashion, as sensations, and yet those idealistic overtones of his

1 N. Bohr, Atomic Physics and Human Knowledge, New York-London 1958,
p- 9 (cf. also pp. 30, 33-34, 40-45, 120, 125, 132).

12 B.J. Gawecki, Zagadnienie przyczynowosci w fizyce, p. 79.
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unsuccessful effort to go beyond realism and idealism have not com-
pletely undone his contribution to the domain of physics.

Even if the idealistic theory of knowledge was not a factor which
makes doing particular real sciences entirely impossible, the mini-
malistic standpoint of the so-called scientific objec-
tivism in its strict sense would be even less of such a factor;
this kind of standpoint could be adopted by a scientist who does not
feel prepared well enough, with respect to methodology, to solve the
issue of realism and idealism responsibly and critically enough, and
who believes that even the methodical realism proposed by Dessauer®
surpasses their scientific competence. We mean here a standpoint
which leaves the ultimate description of the way the object of partic-
ular real sciences exists to deeper epistemological research and limits
itself to a not very specific epistemic conception, i.e. only to what is
given to the research methods of the mentioned sciences, what con-
stitutes an object which is a correlate of knowledge that
aims at ever greater objectivism in an indirect way: via
eliminating subjective elements in its content, that is elements chang-
ing along with changes in research methods. When we want to de-
scribe the object, we can follow the example of formulations proposed
in relation to physics by Robert Blanché, of formulations which,
by and large, express well the standpoint represented by Février,*
among others. There is no trait of Mach’s neutralism in those formu-
lations.

Désiré Mercier’s Critériologie général ou traité général de la certitude
may be a Thomist philosophical contribution to our preparations for
the currently discussed understanding of the topic. To be precise, it
is the part of the mentioned work'® in which the author puts a ques-
tion concerning our ability to formulate propositions like the one
stating that the synthesis of a subject and a predicative is not a result

13

14 R.Blanché, La science physique et la realité, Presses universitaires de France,
Paris 1948, 131-148.

15 P. Février, La structure des théories physiques, Presses universitaires de
France, Paris 1951, pp. 312-316, 335-336; eadem, Déterminisme et indétermi-
nisme, pp. 137, 142-148, 223-227; eadem, Linterprétation physique de la méca-
nique ondulatoire et des théories quantiques, pp. 78-79, 149, 197.

16 8t edition, Institut Supérieur de Philosophie-Felix Alcan, Louvain-Paris
1923, pp. 46-49, 126-335.
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of a completely subjective intelligent individual’s dispositions but is
based on a motive independent of the mental act (the problem
of the objectivity of propositions in which the issue of
reality of objects of concepts embodied in our propositions has not
been included yet). While Mercier, in order to make the discussion
simple, limited the indicated problem to directly evident truths of
the ideal order, to truths independent from experience, we can still
extrapolate them to directly or indirectly evident truths which are
dependent on experience and function in the framework of natural
sciences and particular psychological sciences.

But to make this extension, we would have to be sure, in accord
with what Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz termed epistemological immanent
realism,'” that we already can talk about being when we are stating
no more than that something exists purely intentionally as an object
of someone’s thought, suitably qualified by it and differing from “in-
tentive” (as Roman Ingarden expressed it)'® conscious experience. We
have to, therefore, have a partially different concept of being than
Krapiec does; he, starting from an epistemological standpoint called
the epistemological immanent idealism by Ajdukiewicz,' holds that
purely intentional beings do not exist and that only real beings are
true beings.?® Only when we apply a broad enough conception of

17 ... Taking the term suggested by Ajdukiewicz, I realise that it has its short-

comings. The phrase “epistemological realism” objectively narrows down
its sense to the theory of scientific knowledge, even though it concerns the the-
ory of pre-scientific knowledge, as well. The second phrase, “immanent real-
ism,” is obscure without a special comment and it seems to carry a logical
contradiction within itself. Moreover, the name “realism” indicates knowledge
of things, real beings which exist independently from the individual conscious-
ness, yet there is no hint of such knowledge in the case we are discussing. Perhaps,
we will express it best if we say: the theory of the epistemic transcendentalism in
the weak sense, which is opposed to the theory of the epistemic transcendental-
ism in the strong sense, i.e. to what is simply called gnoseological realism and
what Ajdukiewicz rather unfortunately defined as the epistemological transcen-

dental realism. ...

18 .. By intentive conscious experiences, Ingarden understood experiences

enclosing the so-called intention. They are experiences oriented towards some-
thing else, towards an object beyond the range of the act of consciousness and

located at a distance from a subject who is performing this act. ...
19

20 Cf. A. Krapiec, Analysis formationis conceptus entis existentialiter conside-
rati, “Divus Thomas” (Piacenza) 1956, no. 59, p. 348; idem, Préba ustalenia struk-
tury bytu intencjonalnego (Egzystencjalno-ontyczna interpretacja aktu poznania),
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being, that is a conception which would fully recognise existential
pluralism while also allowing for a rich enough theory of knowledge,
will we be able to adjust our idea of true propositions to it so that we
will not claim with the existential Thomist from Lublin?! that in phys-
ical sciences we do not endeavour to formulate authentic proposi-
tions but only provisional sets of thoughts, favourable for a time,
when we put the problem of real existence vs. our convictions about
existence aside.

Having established this, we can proceed to a partial solution of
the problem of the potential philosophical implications of the reduc-
tive type of the particular sciences of nature and man. First of all, let
us point out that if one thinks that any philosophical knowledge,
be it significantly reduced, is available to us, they will not doubt that
the mentioned sciences do have some particular philosophical impli-
cations of the reductive character, and relativized to this scheme of
philosophical knowledge. For a Thomist of any school and for follow-
ers of many other philosophical trends, those implications will con-
sist of a theory of metaphysical and gnoseological realism, as well as
a general concept of science, especially a theory of natural sciences
and particular psychological sciences. They are, therefore, mostly
philosophical implications broadly understood, from among which
[ was specially concentrating on the general concept of science, espe-
cially the empiriological theory of particular sciences of nature, in-
cluding man, in my hitherto presentations of the topic. When I gave
some ground for the empiriological theory, I argued, ipso facto, that
that theory is reductively implied by the mentioned sciences.

Do those sciences have any philosophical implications strictly un-
derstood, that is ontological implications, besides the theory of meta-
physical realism? I mean especially here ontological implications in
a broad sense and of the reductive type, which would be expressed
as a philosophical theory of nature. The problem of those implications
requires an elaborate investigation. ...

“Collectanea Theologica” 28 (1957), pp. 340, 343-365; idem, Realizm ludzkiego
poznania, Poznan 1959, pp. 451, 453-470.

2 Idem, Préba ustalenia struktury bytu intencjonalnego, p. 358; idem, Realizm
ludzkiego poznania, pp. 464-465.
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3.

... Now, from the epistemological point of view, the theory of the
philosophy of nature, according to which the type of being
characteristic of nature, or, to express it otherwise, real
being limited to names appropriate to everything
that is a part of nature, is an object of the disci-
pline, is, for sure, the most adequate. If we adopted
the existentialist perspective, we could also say that the aspect
of being something really existing within the type of
being characteristic of nature is an object of inquiries
of the philosophy of nature. This aspect shows that existence re-
alises itself step by step and distributes itself in time, which results
in matter presenting itself to us totally as a process. Thus, a different
kind of real existence is characteristic of it than the kind we observe
in our pure “self” which, because of its complete immutability, does
not reveal any temporal moments in its duration.?

The conceptualisation of the formal object of the philosophy of
nature adopted in this book is in part completely traditional but in
part new. It is traditional when it comes to the type of being charac-
teristic of nature. Such understanding of the object of the natural-
philosophical inquiries is just a generalisation of its old definition as
being in motion in the strict sense (ens mobile). What is new in the
just given presentation of the object of natural-philosophical in-
quiries is that it takes a mode of existence specific for it into consid-
eration. ... This temporal mode of existence needs further analysis
which will have to make significant modifications of Thomas’ concept
of time, relative to the accidental kinetic aspect, in order to move on
to what is most fundamental in material objects, namely to their
existence. But even now ... we can already say that matter can be con-
ceptualised wholly evolutionistically and that with such an interpre-
tation one does not need to go in an antisubstantialist direction of
Henri Bergson and Alfred Whitehead.

We could describe the formal object of the philosophy of nature in
amore contemporary way if we were able to grant not only ontological

22 ] presented a more precise characteristic of the mode of existence of our
pure “self” in the paper Zagadnienie wyjsciowej metody filozoficznego poznania
duszy ludzkiej, “Studia Philosophiae Christianae” 1, no. 1 (1965), pp. 113-119.
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content in the strict sense but also ontological content in the broader
sense to the term “object.” Then, we could say that the philoso-
phy of nature is a science of the aspect of real ex-
istence and of existence as the type of objects which
compose nature. When I define the domain of inquiry of philo-
sophical cosmology, I am inspired, to some extent, by Lukasiewicz’s
terminological propositions. Although this author distinguished only
“definite kinds of objects” investigated by particular real and formal
sciences, apart from the object in general, but his understanding of
the term “object” as a synonym for the classical term “being” gives
some space for distinguishing such types of beings which go be-
yond the cognitive horizon of the just mentioned sciences but can
be studied by particularised philosophical disciplines, including the
philosophy of nature.? ...

4.

... As we may think, there is no doubt that the character of what
we call the philosophy of natural sciences is philosophical in a way:
to the extent it applies a general theory of knowl-
edge to the natural-scientific knowledge. Itis, indeed,
an endeavour to analyse the natural-scientific knowledge ultimately:
from the viewpoint of its value, from the perspective of the most fun-
damental conditions of its realisation. This is why the epistemological
character of the philosophy of natural sciences and the theory of the
philosophy of nature is the same, even though the theory expresses
the critical reflection on the philosophical cosmological knowledge,
while the philosophy of natural sciences focuses on the natural-sci-
entific knowledge which is aphilosophical.

However, as far as the philosophy of natural sciences is the
methodology of natural sciences, its formal tenor is less
visible. When it comes to this aspect, there are two ways of perceiving
it. If it relates to the technical aspect of acquiring natural-scientific
knowledge, it is hard to seek any authentic philosophy in it. The fact
that we are talking here about the methodology of natural sciences,
and not philosophical sciences, is irrelevant. What is decisive, when
it comes to this view on the methodology of natural sciences, is

% See Lukasiewicz, op. cit. (“Przeglad Filozoficzny,” p. 164; Z zagadnien logiki
i filozofii — Pisma wybrane, pp. 53-54).
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that it relates to the technical aspect (as such) of the natural scien-
tific knowledge. However, as far as the methodological analysis of the
natural-scientific knowledge presents an understanding as general
and fundamental as the epistemological analysis of such knowledge,
it can be, it seems, called a philosophical analysis. Let us also add that
another argument for calling it philosophical is that it is a necessary
supplement to the theory of natural sciences. The situation of the
methodology of those sciences is not the same as the situation of
the methodology of the philosophical cosmology.

The philosophy of natural sciences, while having some authentic
philosophical character, at least in some of its aspects, is philosophy
in the broad sense. This is the case because there is no similarity be-
tween what can be accurately called philosophy in the strict sense:
metaphysics and the philosophy of nature, among others, and the
philosophy of natural sciences, when it comes to objects of their in-
quiry; they are similar only with regards to their epistemic approach.

Seeing that the philosophy of natural sciences is a different kind
of philosophy than philosophical cosmology, we cannot perceive it as
the part of this cosmology which does not belong to its “core” and is
merely some peripheral problem. We could present the philosophy
of natural sciences as a whole of the philosophy of nature even less.
This discipline is not a secondary-level science, some kind of meta-
science, but a primary-level science.

The Thomist side also took the issues of applying abstract
geometry to various physical distances (the philosophy
of knowledge of physical distance) into consideration in their philos-
ophy of natural sciences. I am talking here about analyses performed
by Hoenen.

Studiesin the philosophy of biology have notbeen con-
ducted on a large scale, however; they are crucial for eliminating opin-
ions not critical enough from the area of the philosophy of animate
beings. Maritain was only superficially interested in distinguishing
the epistemological type of biological sciences. In
his framework analysis of the area of the natural-scientific
study of the biocosmos, he distinguished the empiriological
biology, or the physico-mathematical biology—which,
apart from life itself, investigates physico-chemical resources it
uses from the mathematical point of view—as well as typological
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biology, or formally experimental biology, which takes life
in itself as an object of its studies but limits itself to concepts and
definitions of the empiriological type exclusively. On the other hand,
within the philosophical branch of studying the biocosmos, Maritain
distinguished philosophical biology,ie. the philosophy
of organism, which describes living beings from the viewpoint of
their essence and reason of existence, producing the most general
and most fundamental knowledge of them.*

Having made this distinction within biology from the epistemo-
logical point of view, Maritain assumed that facts of biological finality
seem irrational to the empiriometric (i.e. physico-mathematical) bi-
ology and something which that part of biology wishes to restrict as
greatly as possible. What may be included in the framework of typo-
logical biology: formally experimental biology, in Maritain’s opinion,
is the empiriological concept of finality which, by the simple stating
of facts and ignoring the philosophical aspect of the causal explana-
tion, expresses the idea that the functions of a living being and how
it can use structures typical to itself, serve to sustain its life.?> ...

5.

The specific conceptual viewpoint of the philosophy of nature
was taken into account when we were determining the type of its
base facts. This viewpoint is established by defining nature according
to the type of being characteristic to it. This viewpoint has to be con-
tinued in the whole philosophy of nature, since its epistemological
unity would be shattered if the viewpoint was disturbed.

Because of this conceptual viewpoint, it may seem that develop-
ing philosophy on the basis of “philosophical” facts will proceed by
the so-called physical abstraction whichignoresindividual

2 Les degrés du savoir, pp. 128-130, 379-386; La philosophie de la nature...,
pp. 108-112.

% In Maritain’s opinion, finality seems as irrational to the typological, or for-
mally experimental, biology, as it does to the empiriometric, or physico-mathe-
matical biology. But while the latter form of biology looks at the irrational from
the perspective of physical and chemical concept, the former form of biology
grasps it with strictly biological experimental concepts. When he was talking about
the irrational factor, Maritain meant “(...) a datum, which is not explanatory, but
which is accepted once for all by empiriological analysis, leaving it to philosophy
to establish its ontological value” (Les degrés du savoir, p. 238, footnote 2).
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attributes of bodies. Mazierski, following the Thomistic tradition,
treated this abstraction as a universal method of the philosophy of
nature.?® This author stresses that “the physical abstraction consists
of various mental acts.” “Even within the traditional philosophy of
nature itself,” he writes, ,those acts are diverse and produce authen-
tically different results. Indeed, sometimes cosmology distinguishes
quantity, which?’ is considered a real category, that is an attribute of
material being, from the metaphysical substrate of bodies, but some-
times it also abstracts from particular properties related to senses
and goes from individual attributes to specific ones, and from specific
attributes to interspecific ones. On the other hand, it studies the na-
ture of those attributes, presents uncontradicting conditions of the
possibility of their existence, as well as explains the existence of spe-
cific-individual structures. The physical abstraction is also applied in
studying physical movement, time, and space. Because bodies exist
in time and space, and always and everywhere so, we can talk about
their substantial spatial and temporal attributes. The physical abstrac-
tion gives us succour again: it lets us distinguish those attributes of
bodies which are ontically connected to substance as those bodies’
basis from the attributes whose essence is manifested in their rela-
tion to space and time. The local movement (ens fluens), from which
we intellectually detach successive moments, is the starting point of
the abstraction (and analysis) of time. The physical abstraction circu-
lates here within the changeable sensible matter, among realities we
can imagine (if not directly, then indirectly, e.g. we associate the pass-
ing of time with spatial extent). Even though time is closely con-
nected with movement and quantity, it is not identical with them.
We formulate the result of abstraction applied to changeable beings
studied in their temporal aspect, as a definition of time. The latter in-
cludes elements different from the element of the concept of quantity,
spatiality, and changeability. Therefore, the physical abstraction is
a set of various acts.”?®

% S, Mazierski, Prolegomena do filozofii przyrody inspiracji arystotelesowsko-
-tomistycznej, Lublin 1969, pp. 141-179; idem, Elementy kosmologii filozoficznej
i przyrodniczej, Poznann—-Warszawa—-Lublin 1972, pp. 60-64.

27

% S. Mazierski, Prolegomena do filozofii przyrody, pp. 172-173. The same
thought in Elementy kosmologii filozoficznej, p. 61.
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What can we do for the philosophy of nature with the unambigu-
ously understood method of “physical” abstraction?

Undoubtedly, we can distinguish the type of being char-
acteristic of bodies: thatin their case it is something extended,
having spatial and temporal nature, being subject to movement in its
strict sense etc. It occurs, as a consequence of applying the “physical”
abstraction, that the type of being assigned to bodies by the Aris-
totelian-Thomistic philosophy, is no fiction, since we find the most
general definition of bodies possible within the philosophy of nature
in it. Going any further in generalisation would mean changing over
to the metaphysical viewpoint, to describing bodies according to the
aspect of their beingness as such. When we conceptualise bodies in
the way proper to the philosophy of nature, we can also determine
the essence of their quantitative and qualitative at-
tributes by the “physical” abstraction, using ontological concepts
in the broad sense, which we obtained by distinguishing the type of
being realised in nature, to express this essence. ...

What method should we use to get an intersubjective test for
Thomistic theses concerning the most fundamental structure of bod-
ies? The method consists in checking if the mentioned theses could
be considered ontological (in the broad sense) test im-
plications of the most general statements about
nature, philosophically elaborated and discussed in the perspectives
of the common knowledge and especially the natural-scientific knowl-
edge. [ mean reductive-type test implications which would grant the
ultimate explanation of the most fundamental structure of bodies,
when it comes to their philosophically interpreted attributes. ...

What kind of epistemological character does an epis-
temic description of nature need to have in order to be the formal
basis for distinguishing those implications, which relate to the most
fundamental structure of bodies? Such an epistemic description has
to consist, first and foremost, of considering bodies according to the
type of being proper to them. That epistemic description will include
all more general conceptual philosophical differen-
tiations and philosophical principles one might have
had before, which can be applied to an initial onto-
logical analysis of bodies. Without the indicated philosoph-
ical elaboration of empirical data, it would be impossible to go beyond
reductive implications, be they common or natural-scientific. It is the
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case because we can directly seek only aphilosophical implications for
aphilosophical statements, and we can talk about philosophical re-
ductive implications only when it comes to philosophical statements.
The postulate of the epistemological homogeneity
of employed reasonings requires this. According to the
postulate, not only deductive reasonings, but also reductive reason-
ings have to belong to the same epistemological kind in their entirety,
if they are not to contain an irrational element.

Renoirte had already considered the method of determining on-
tological implications in the broad sense, as well as those of reductive
type, when he was writing on the tasks of the philosophical cosmology.
This author’s general methodological indications only need to be char-
acterised more precisely. The method he suggested originates from
distinguishing those mental acts, of which explanation as a reductive
reasoning consists, within the “physical” abstraction broadly defined
by tradition. This distinction of reductive discursive threads from the
“physical” abstraction can only be advantageous for the more precise
justification of philosophical statements relating to the most funda-
mental structure of bodies. When those reductive discursive threads
are woven into the “physical” abstraction, they remain largely unused,
so that we reach the determination of the ontic structure of bodies by
some unclear intuition, which is a very unsatisfying way to do this.

When developing philosophy and establishing strictly under-
stood ontological implications of the reductive type, we introduce
some assumptions, or let us express it more emphat-
ically: some conjectures or hypotheses concerning
the most fundamental structure of bodies. Those as-
sumptions, hypotheses, or conjectures cannot be considered true on
the mere basis of their initial foundation. It cannot be ruled out a priori
that the same data could be explained otherwise with no less probabil-
ity. Additional logical work is needed to achieve complete certainty in
this area of research, if it is achievable at all, if we are not left with
a greater or lesser probability. It seems quite obvious that there are three
possible ways to look for certainty in the sphere of ontological implica-
tions of the reductive type distinguished for the philosophy of nature.

The first way isto checkif thereis equivalence between
implications concerning the most fundamental struc-
ture of bodies and statements which relate to them if we
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reflect on them according to the type of being proper to them. If we
discovered such equivalence and accepted statements relative to the
type of being proper to bodies as true, we could consider implications
about the ontic structure of things true. Both sections of the equiva-
lence have the same logical value, after all, and if one of the sides has
a truth value, the other has to have it, as well.

There is a second way, as well: the one in which we could
deem implications concerning the ontic structure of bodies true
because if we did not accept those implications, it
would be impossible to understand bodies accord-
ing to the type of being proper to them, ultimately
and unambiguously. It is the way of the apagogical argument,
which can be used by any Thomist who is convinced of the absolute
value of the law of contradiction from the propositional calculus,
since the law is the basis of the argument. This way could also be
chosen by someone who, like Lukasiewicz,?® would be convinced that
the indicated law of contradiction turns out to be only possible and
permitting its antithesis after the third logical value, namely the
possibility, is introduced. It is the case because the state of affairs con-
sidered by Lukasiewicz entails introducing propositions about non-
necessary future events and we do not take them into account when
we examine the statements of the Thomistic philosophy of nature
concerning the ontic structure of bodies.

The third way could give us certainty about the truthfulness
of the philosophical statements concerning the ontic structure of
things if we stated that, after we rejected them, we would need to
treat natural objects, understood according to their type of being,
as something utterly mysterious: something that contains
afundamental irrationale. But we cannot treat those objects in
this manner, since they are objects of various natural and philosoph-
ical sciences and, as such, constitute the domain of rational study;
therefore, as we have no basis for including any fundamental irra-
tionale in their being, we have to consider statements (justification
of which we are discussing here) relating to their ontic structure true.

2 J. bukasiewicz, O logice tréjwartosciowej, “Ruch Filozoficzny” 5 (1920),
pp. 170a-171a.
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The concept of ontic rationality can be judged sharply and clearly
in only one case. I mean the situation when we accept that if there
is no logical contradiction in the epistemic descrip-
tion of something, it is, indeed, ontically rational.
Contrary to the above-mentioned understanding of the ontic ra-
tionality, what would be ontically irrational is a thing in
a mental presentation of which a logical contradic-
tion would occur. Apart from the indicated definition of the
ontic rationality and irrationality, no other sharp and clear under-
standing of them can be determined. We have no choice but to as-
sume that what can be understood and explained is ontically rational
and what appears to be completely obscure and mysterious, and im-
possible to be fully explained, is ontically irrational. But, as it can eas-
ily be noticed, this kind of definitions leaves much space for quite
arbitrary interpretations, which will depend on a given individual’s
opinions or a certain stage of studies within some philosophical
school.

I would like to now raise a critical issue, namely that of the me-
thodically correct way of switching from the empirical “scientific” phe-
nomenology to the philosophy of nature.

It is not hard to notice that the material which can be collected
by describing nature empirically-phenomenologically, is heterogenic,
“external” to everything that may constitute the philosophy of nature.
It is so both when it comes to the conceptual language and
the method of collecting the material. Switching from this
material to the philosophy of nature is possible exclu-
sively through changing the empiriological conceptual perspective
for the ontological perspective in the broad sense, which correctively
entails taking philosophical method of study up. When
we make the indicated transposition of the empiriological knowledge,
at the same time, we anchor formulations and reasonings of philo-
sophical cosmology firmly to existentially understood experience.

Understanding the basis of the indicated transposition is enough
in order not to consider it unjustified or arbitrary. First of all, it is
a grasp of experiential data so general that the type of being
proper to it can be distinguished by elimination of individual and
common features in which special natural sciences are interested via
the process of abstraction. We do not mean, then, any fictions in the
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first stadium of the ontological (in the broad meaning) conceptual
perspective; what we mean are the most fundamental as-
pects of nature, defined more or less abstractly, which are only
conceptually different from “phenomenological” data.

After the indicated point of view on “phenomenological” data
about nature was presented, further work, aimed at starting philo-
sophical cosmology, cannot consist in deriving direct or indirect con-
clusions from statements which relate to those data, through
deductive reasoning. Developing what is already virtually included in
premises, such conclusions could only broaden the empirical, “scien-
tific” phenomenology of nature. Philosophical cosmology cannot be
established in a methodically correct way, when it comes to its further
development, differently than by distinguishing (in relation with the
fundamental philosophical vision we share) ontological impli-
cations, both in the broader sense and of the reduc-
tive type, for statements of the empirical “scientific” phenome-
nology we are discussing here. The ontic structure of material objects
can be determined that way and so we reach the object situated be-
yond data brought by the empirical “scientific” phenomenology of
nature. Although philosophical cosmology developed in the way de-
scribed above and on the basis of a certain fundamental philosophical
vision will always include the factor of relativity to some extent, this
factor can be toned down, more or less, by efforts to give carefully
selected reasons for the validity of this fundamental philosophical
vision. ...
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PHILOSOPHY OF
THE ORIGIN OF THE UNIVERSE
AND BIOLOGICAL LIFE

Kazimierz Kiésak, “Czy mamy dowéd filozoficzny za poczatkiem cza-
sowym wszech$wiata?” Roczniki Filozoficzne 11, no. 3 (1963), pp. 31-44.

... I joined the discussion on the issue of the rational provability
of the universe’s time beginning. I have broadly presented my point
of view in the first part of my book: W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przy-
czyny (Warszawa 1955),' in which I tried to show that this thesis can-
not be proved either based on the second law of thermodynamics,?
nor by reference to the theory of the expansion of the universe,® or
on the basis of astronomy data, which is additionally referred to by
Fr. Rézycki,* but that a convincing philosophical argument can be
made in terms of what, while still under the influence of Christian
Wolff, I called particular metaphysics.”

Although I didn’t see any contradiction in the content of the thesis
about the eternal existence of the universe, I nevertheless tried to prove
that the universe must have a temporal beginning in the above-men-
tioned sense on the plane of philosophical arguments. As a starting
point for my argumentation, I did not take any requirements that

! What I wrote in this work, pp. 11-106, is a further development and par-
tial correction of my article: Zagadnienie poczqtku trwania czasowego wszech-
$wiata, ktéry oglositem w “Polonia Sacra” 4 (1951), pp. 1-25.

2
3
4
5
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the subject would be time as such, time taken in its specific reality.
I thought that when we consider time as such—time understood as
“a measure of change understood as a certain order, expressed by ad-
verbs: earlier, later”® (numerus motus secundum prius et posterius’)—it is
nothing of the specific properties of time that forces us to have an ab-
solute beginning before any of its specific episodes, just as nothing
makes us accept its final end after one or another series of past mo-
ments.® Hence, I based the philosophical arguments for the beginning
of the time of the universe not on the specific properties of time, but on
the assumption that within the events that make up the past history
of the universe, the currently infinite set could not find realization.’

In my opinion, the effectiveness of this line of argumentation
was limited to that in space, which is expressed in a series of consec-
utive events of finite time span. For I thought that my reasoning did
not prove the impossibility of the eternal existence of entities in
whose existence no substantial and accidental changes can be distin-
guished, no sequence of time-limited events.

My philosophical arguments for the beginning of the time uni-
verse met with opposition, particularly from Fr. Pawel Boharczyk,'°
Zdzistaw Ziemba," Wladystaw Krajewski,'? and lately Fr. Granat.'®
I think my opponents are right, although I cannot agree with all their
critiques. The positive argumentation which I took in the first part of
my book W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny, should logically conclude

6 These are the words of Zygmunt Zawirski from the article Rozwdj pojecia
czasu (“Kwartalnik Filozoficzny” 12 (1935), p. 56, a summary of this author’s
larger work Lévolution de la notion du temps, Cracovie 1936. Zawirski thought
that with these words the content of the Aristotelian definition of time could
be more correctly expressed.

7 S. Thomae Aquinatis, Sum. theol,, I, qu. X, a. 1.
8

9

10 P, Boharczyk, O poczqgtku czasowym wszechswiata, “Tygodnik Powszechny”
(2.10.1955), pp. 4-5.

1 Z.Ziemba, Logica contra ksiqdz Ktésak, “Po Prostu,” no. 15(377) (8.04.1956),
pp. 6-7.

12 'W. Krajewski, O wiecznosci materii i jej ruchu, Warszawa 1956, pp. 23-28.

13 W. Granat, Teodycea..., pp. 220-221; ibidem, Dogmatyka katolicka, vol. 2,
pp. 68-69.
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that it is impossible to prove in a philosophical plane that the uni-
verse has a beginning in its temporal duration. Why?

If before considering the past of the universe in terms of the
length of its time extension we first consider the future of the uni-
verse in the same way, we have to admit that when it comes to the
future history of the universe, this history, taken in its gradual, suc-
cessive realizations in relation to the present time, will always be
measured by some finite period of time duration. It can not be oth-
erwise, since the future history of the universe have some first event
or rather some first events beginning to materialize at present, and
they will always develop on every episode—as we have to conclude
from the non-existence in nature of momentary, timeless changes'*—
successively for a limited number of new events, found, one way or
another, reference to finite periods of time, and—following this kind
of its successive implementation since some first event or some first
events—they will always have ex parte post a makeshift end in the
event or in events that are currently the last events, the end of which
will be separated from the present by a finite string of time.

But although the future history of the universe, considered in its
subsequent realizations in relation to the present time, will always be
measured by a finite period of time, however, this history could de-
velop endlessly, so that they would not cover absolutely any last event
or any absolutely recent events, since each last event would be tem-
porarily followed by further new events. It is an opportunity against
which we cannot raise any objection from the concept of time, because
if we define time as I defined it above, nothing of its specific properties
will make us take its final end after a series of past moments, which
would include any absolutely recent event or any absolutely recent
events. This possibility also cannot be opposed by taking the concept
of successive set as a starting point, because for the nature of this mul-
titude one or another number of its successive components is indiffer-
ent and hence nothing prevents the amount of these elements from
increasing forever. When we eliminate the perspective of the thermal

14 If there were momentary, timeless changes in nature, as not only Saint
Thomas Aquinas, but also Johannes Kepler and René Descartes are convinced
(see my article Dowéd sw. Tomasza z Akwinu na istnienie Boga z przyczynowosci
sprawczej — Analiza i préba krytycznej oceny, “Roczniki Filozoficzne” 8, no. 1 (1960),
pp. 138-139), the history of the universe could even progress gradually over
an infinite number of new events.
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death of the universe from the position of relativistic thermodynam-
ics,'® we must say that only its complete annihilation could put an end
to its history. Well, if it were so that the future history of the universe
could develop endlessly, lengthening by new events, the universe
would have no definite limit in its existence in time ex parte post.

So if time as such, and successive multitudes as such, do not ex-
clude the fact that the past history of the universe could include an
infinite number of events, in that case, we no longer find anything
within nature that would not allow such a quantity. We don’t know
anything about the event or events with such properties that it would
have to be said that before this event or before these events noth-
ing could happen. Even the universe in its present form, for which
E.J. Opik from the astronomical observatory in Northern Ireland
begins no more than 6 billion years ago, could have been preceded
by a series of other structures, and we can’t see why their number
would have to be finite.

So, we conclude, the past history of the universe could include
a parte ante an infinite number of events, and consequently, they
could have no absolutely first event or any absolutely first events, so
that they would develop for centuries with no time beginning. There-
fore, the universe, considered not only from the side of emerging new
events, but also from the side of their living ground, could have no
limit in its temporal existence a parte ante, and could have existed for
centuries, without any time beginning.

15

16 After these arguments, a critical review of my shorter philosophical argu-
ment for the beginning of the time of the universe, which I presented in the first
part of my book W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny (p. 85, footnote 42), no
longer presents any difficulties. Asking “could a series of successive events be
prolonged so parte ante that it would not have any first event,” we must admit
what I wrote loco citato, that “with no event extending a parte ante series of events
could we not stop claiming that what we are about has already happened, since
we have in mind a series of successive events without any border a parte ante.”
However, this conclusion does not follow the conclusion that I have drawn: “In
that case a series of successive events could never have been realized without
the first event.” If we faced the prospect of going backwards forever in a series
of events that make up the completed history of the universe, this fact would
only result in the conclusion that the history of the universe has been developing
for centuries, that the universe has no beginning in its existence in time.
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The arguments that lead us to this conclusion could be simplified
by omitting the first part, which deals with the future of the universe,
because, without the mediation of this part, the prerequisites that
are necessary for the second, decisive part of reasoning can be intro-
duced. These are premises, the first of which refers to the nature of
time, the second to the nature of successive plurality, and the third
to the fact that we do not know within nature of events that, because
of their properties, would have to be the absolute beginning of the
entire history of the universe. If in the new argumentation I preceded
the arguments about the past of the universe with the arguments
about its future, I did so because I wanted to present what course the
reasoning should have taken, which I took in the first part of my book
W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny, that it fully meets the require-
ments of formal correctness.

Kazimierz Klésak, Mysl katolicka wobec teorii samorodztwa (Krakéw:
Wydawnictwo Mariackie, 1948), pp. 10-30.

Empirical data do not demonstrate the impossibility of abiogen-
esis. But is there not any article of faith which might lead a Catholic
to the conclusion that abiogenesis is impossible or, alternatively, that
at least it did not take place on our Earth?

The Vatican Council demands that we accept “mundum resque
omnes, quae in eo continentur, et spirituales et materiales secundum
totam suam substantiam a Deo ex nihilo esse productas.”’” We need
to assume on the basis of this canon that any portion of being in all
categories of creatures has its origin in God’s creative act. It has not
been said what kind of being is concerned when it comes to its rela-
tion to life: is it inanimate as well as animate being, or is it only inan-
imate being. The Vatican Council does not say at all that living
creatures and non-living beings were two different objects of the cre-
ative act. In other words, the Council does not order that we accept
de fide the immediate initiation of life on Earth by God by means of

17 H. Denzinger, J.B. Umberg, S.J., Enchiridion Symbolorum, Friburgi Bris-
goviae MCMXXXII, no. 1805. Cf. ibidem no. 1783, where the Vatican Council
repeats after the Lateran Council IV, that God ,simul ab initio temporis
utramque de nihilo condidit creaturam, spiritualem et corporalem, angelicam
videlicet et mundanam.”
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His creative intervention. All the more, the Council does not order
accepting that God created the world of plants and the world of ani-
mals, with their particular classes, separately.

The Church has not declared solemnly that organic life was di-
rectly initiated by God’s creative act. The Vatican Council cannot be
blamed of an interpretation stating that if we do not accept direct
initiation of the organic life by God, we assume in this case that there
is something in the world which does not come from the divine cre-
ative act. The above cannot be argued for, because it would mean that
we miss the following factor: to attribute the creation of life to God,
it is sufficient to assume that God has endowed inanimate matter
with the power to produce organic life in suitable conditions. While
it is true that from this point of view God would only be the indirect
creator of life, nevertheless no statement of the Vatican Council forces
us to accept direct initiation of organic life by God.

Now, even if we are not obliged to accept fide catholica that God
directly initiated organic life on our Earth, will we not have to accept
this proposition fide divina seu theologica insofar as it is included in
the Divine Revelation? We need to examine the relation of this propo-
sition to the Divine Revelation now.

In the Book of Genesis, we find two descriptions of the initiation
of organic life by God: the first one in the chapter 1, verses 11 to 13 and
20 to 25, and the second one in the chapter 2, verses 4 to 9 and 19 to 20.

Having assumed, after J.M. Lagrange OP, that these two descrip-
tions have been derived from two different sources, let us ask if au-
thors of these descriptions might have claimed that God initiated
organic life on our Earth directly. Because there is no necessary reason
which would force human mind to accept such a relationship of or-
ganic life to God’s creative action, therefore authors of both descrip-
tions could only claim that God initiated organic life directly if they
knew this particular from the Divine Revelation. However, we know
nothing about such Revelation. The opinion of J.H. Kurtz, Schaefer
and Hummelauer SJ, that Hexameron is about the events revealed
by God to Adam in a series of visions, has no foundation. Similarly,
there is no ground for Augustine’s claim that Hexameron consists of
the knowledge of creation which was revealed to angels by God.*®

18 See a critical evaluation of the visionary theory in Augustin Bea’s SJ work
De Pentateucho, Romae 1933, p. 144.
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Therefore, all we can do is assume that the authors of both de-
scriptions somehow relate the origin of the organic world to God, yet
they do not want to say which way of initiation of organic life by God
is implied, the direct initiation or the indirect initiation.' In that way
we reach the conclusion that the idea of the direct initiation of organic
life by God is not included in the Divine Revelation. Considering that,
we are not obliged to accept this idea fide divina seu catholica.

If this is how the “immediatist” thesis is related to fides catholica
and to fides divina, therefore the theory of abiogenesis is not in con-
flict with the Catholic orthodoxy provided that it is presumed that
God has endowed inanimate matter with the power to produce or-
ganic life in suitable conditions. Were the origin of this capability of
inorganic matter expresse negated, the theory of abiogenesis would
become an unorthodox theory: the theory contradicting both the
teaching from the Book of Genesis and the statement of the Vatican
Council mentioned above. Putting the divine source of the life-giving
power, which may, perhaps, be attributed to inorganic matter, aside
cannot be qualified as something unorthodox as such, because put-
ting religious explanation aside does not equal negating this expla-
nation, after all.

It is not out of the question that God could organize the laws of
nature so that some system of material agents, which do not contain
organic life in act in themselves, has the ability to transfer the sub-
stantial form of a living being from the state of potentiality to the
state of actuality. Material agents should be considered not only from
the point of view of their natural efficacy, but also in terms of the effi-
cacy they may have according to God’s intention. What a chisel can
do in a gifted sculptor’s hand goes beyond what it can do otherwise,
and amazingly so. Nothing prevents us from accepting that, although
agents which are formed from inanimate matter do not have the

19 J. Paquier has already expressed the opinion that the Book of Genesis does
not specify if God is the direct or indirect originator of life: ,,Sans doute la Bible
dit: C’est Dieu qui a créé la vie. Mais elle ne précise pas si, pour produire la pre-
miére vie, Dieu est intervenu directement, immédiatement, ou si, au contraire,
longtemps auparavant, il n’avait pas simplement déposé dans la matiére I'én-
ergie suffisante pour la produire. Fréquemment, et tout particuliérement dans
le récit de la Création, la Genése supprime volontiers les intermédiaires, pour
remonter directement a Dieu.” La création et [‘évolution (La Révelation et la science),
Paris 1932, p. 48.
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power to generate life in its actual form, they have been endowed
with that power by God’s special ruling. While it is true that the con-
nection between cause and effect would be contingent in that case,
that is it would not have any characteristics of something necessary,
do we not observe such relations constantly in the world we live in?
David Hume has already pointed to the fact of the existence of such
relations a long time ago.?’ We may say, after this author, that “there
is not, in any single, particular instance of cause and effect, any thing
which can suggest the idea of ... necessary connexion,”” and that
“every effect is a distinct event from its cause. It could not, therefore,
be discovered in the cause, and the first invention or conception of
it, a priori, must be entirely arbitrary. And even after it is suggested,
the conjunction of it with the cause must appear equally arbitrary;
since there are always many other effects, which, to reason, must
seem fully as consistent and natural.”* Given that individual forms
of chemical synthesis within inorganic matter result in compounds
that are something new when it comes to their properties, compared
to elements which are a starting point of the synthesis, is it surpris-
ing that if organic life came into existence autogenously from inor-
ganic matter, life itself would seem something new, compared to the
whole of inorganic matter? Surely, all activity in nature is “invention,
the creation of forms, the continual elaboration of the absolutely
new.”? Having presumed the spontaneous generation of life in inor-
ganic matter by some actions performed within it, I do not deny the
principle of actualising the potential by that what is in act. The only
thing [ want to state is that in nature, a being in act does not need to
be completely identical to a being to be brought from potentiality
to actuality, because God can complete a natural agent from within
Himself, when He plans the right course of natural phenomena. This
completion done by God does not necessarily need to be understood
as God’s new, special, and direct intervention in the already existing
order of the world, since it is enough to presume that God’s will to call
living creatures into existence is exercised by normal laws, imposed

In An enquiry concerning human understanding, especially in Section VII.
Ibidem, Section VII, Part I, paragraph 6.
Ibidem, Section IV, Part I, paragraph 11.

I characterized the action in nature here with words that H. Bergson referred
to “duration.” See Creative Evolution, transl. A. Mitchell, New York 1944, p. 14.
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on nature from its beginnings in creation. If we turn our attention to
the fact that God’s will is the eternal present in its duration, we have
to admit that its actual intervention in the moment when living crea-
tures emerged is not more special than its intervention in the moment
of generating some chemical compound by the synthesis of the given
elements. God’s influence on the emergence of living creatures in this
sense can be called creation in its wider meaning, because its result is
the creation of living creatures ex nihilo sui, but it is an indirect cre-
ation, since God uses instrumental causes to implement His thought.
If we want to remain in agreement with the principle of the sufficient
cause, we are in no way forced to assume, as Erich Wasmann SJ did,
that the emergence of the first living beings, possibly understood as
eductio formarum e potentia materiae was brought about by God who
organised the already existing matter through His special and direct
intervention, beyond the activity of any instrumental causes.* Yet,
whereas the solution I adopted, i.e. the activation of the vital poten-
tialities of matter, might be called indirect creation in its wider mean-
ing from God’s point of view, from the point of view of our world it
may be called abiogenesis (generatio spontanea), since I assume direct,
spontaneous emergence of life from inorganic matter in my theory.
My solution could not be called a theory of abiogenesis only if theories
of abiogenesis were conceptualised as theories which claim that inor-
ganic matter itself, completely independently reaches the ability to
generate living creatures. But theories of abiogenesis such understood
are in conflict with the principle of the sufficient cause, as it has been
demonstrated by E. Wasmann and A. Gemelli.

The idea of the activation of the vital potentialities of matter,
which I adopted, actually originates from saint Thomas Aquinas. The
only thing I did was purge it from accidental connections with Me-
dieval astrology. ... Such a natural-historical approach to the factor
able to awaken the organic life is pretty naive and primitive, still there
is an underlying correct intuition that even inanimate bodies could
be endowed by God with the ability to generate organic life from the
accordingly prepared inorganic matter by their activity. This idea may
be separated from the naive Medieval view on the natural world and
assimilated into the explanation of the intricate problem of the begin-
ning of life.

24
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As a result of our deliberations, we reach the conclusion that or-
ganic life could come into existence autogenously from inorganic mat-
ter. Such a possibility exists because God could endow inanimate
matter with the ability to produce organic life in some conditions and
even bodies which have no life in themselves could be agents that
bring life from potentiality to actuality by God’s will.

Everything that has been said here about the genesis of organic
life, needs to be repeated when it comes to sensitive life, if only this
life is understood according to scholastic psychology. Among neo-
scholastics, Edouard Hugon O.P. spoke in favour of this statement.
In his opinion, the only thing that cannot be brought into existence
by actions of inanimate matter is intellectual life independent of mat-
ter in its existence and activity. “Vegetative and sensitive life, how-
ever, although it transcends what simple matter is able to do, when
left to bare chemical and physical powers ..., it yet belongs to the ma-
terial order and God could infuse matter with some active force which
would contain life mentioned before in potentiality. Then, matter
would not transcend abilities characteristic of its kind (non ageret
ultra genus suum), but life would emerge from the power matter was
primarily endowed with by God.”*

Having taken such a stance, Hugon could say that “from the scholas-
tic point of view, spontaneous generation, although it does not actually
happen, it is not inconsistent as a metaphysical idea, either.”?® Instead
of stating too boldly that abiogenesis so understood does not actu-
ally happen, it would be better to say more carefully that, although this
kind of abiogenesis has not yet been scientifically demonstrated in a re-
liable way, it is not self-contradictory.

I was demonstrating the possibility of abiogenesis with arguments
derived from scholastic metaphysics. I supported them with the theory
of potency and act, in particular. Ones who would find this way of argu-
mentation strange, could reason in the following way. If organic and sen-
sitive life emerged in some period of the history of Earth, in that case,
given that one no longer wants to take Arrhenius’ theory of panspermia
into consideration, there are two options: either the forms of life men-
tioned above emerged from inanimate matter by abiogenesis, or they
were initiated directly by God’s creative act. However, the possibility of

25
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abiogenesis, which we are discussing here next to the possibility of the
direct creation of vegetal and animal organisms, is not an ontological
possibility but the logical one: the possibility which presents itself to us
from the point of view of our cognition. But this logical possibility does
not settle the question of the (im)possibility of abiogenesis as such. This
[logical—editor’s note] possibility could present itself to us together
with the possibility of direct creation of the first organisms by God, even
if abiogenesis as such was impossible. Hence, if we want to prove the
real possibility of abiogenesis in the current situation in scientific re-
search, which have not discovered autogenous emergence of life as a cer-
tain fact, we have to resort to metaphysical reflection; and I cannot think
of any other way to do this outside of the conceptual apparatus of the
peripatetic-scholastic theory of potency and act.

An anti-metaphysical mind could reach the claim about the real
possibility of abiogenesis by means of scientific research only if it ob-
served at least a single instance of the autogenous emergence of life.
On the basis of this case and using a formula which in Prof. Lukasie-
wicz’s ideography form is expressed as “CpMp”,?’ they could say that
abiogenesis is something truly possible. Otherwise, a naturalist who
does not want to go down to the area of metaphysical considerations
will not be able to determine whether or not spontaneous generation
is something realistically possible.

Kazimierz Klésak, Z zagadnien filozoficznego poznania Boga, vol. 1
(Krakéw: Polskie Towarzystwo Teologiczne, 1979), pp. 433-440.

In my book Mysl katolicka wobec teorii samorodztwa (Krakoéw 1948)?8
I pointed out that the absolute opposition to the hypothesis of abiogen-
esis of such Thomists as Wais, Bernard M. Mariani, EX. Maquart and Jo-
livet ..., has its source in the fact that they sought for the natural
hypotheses and the theory of abiogenesis such ontological implications
in the broader sense and the type of reduction, which are not imposed
at all by the acceptance of the philosophy of nature, shaped in one way
or another under the doctrinal influences of Aristotle and Thomas
Aquinas. Namely, they thought that the natural hypotheses and theories
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of abiogenesis assume the spontaneous and direct emergence of organic
life from what is in the inanimate matter actual, so what is structurally
and functionally less perfect, and for this reason, fundamentally differ-
ent from what we find in living organic entities. Meanwhile, nothing
compels us in the plane of natural philosophy to such a truly ridiculous
understanding of science hypotheses and the theory of abiogenesis in
terms of their ontological reduction implications. It can be assumed that
organic life developed under certain conditions spontaneously and di-
rectly from the specific potentialities of inanimate matter.

These potentialities, in the language of scholasticism, would be
about treated as subjective and active potency of inan-
imate matter (subiectiva potential operativa et activa). This possi-
bility would be something that would lead to the appearance in time
of organiclifeinactu, belonging in a reduction and in a cer-
tain proportion to the same kind as it.? Tobe more pre-
cise, it would have to be said that the hypothetical reality that is being
considered here would be an indicated possibility in some respects
only, namely in relation to the forms of organic life which they would
lead to, while, if it were the talent of inanimate matter to release
under certain conditions of this life, it would already belong to the
sphere of the current real being.

This approach to hypothetical vitalities has a very frame-
work character. Itiseasier to say what they cannot be than what
they could be.

And so we notice that their existence cannot erase
the difference between inanimate matter and liv-
ing matter. It has been said about them that in a reduction and
in a certain proportion they belong to the same kind as organic life
in actu, but this statement does not go down the path of the hypoth-
esis of hylozoism. And it doesn't go down even because the potential-
ities mentioned are not meant to be the active forces of the kind
present in the egg or grain. These potentialities would be something
that completely belongs to the equipment of inanimate matter, some-
thing that would only lead on the way of further evolution to the
emergence of forces acting in the egg or grain with time.*

29

30 Cf. Filippo Selvaggi, Il problema filosofico delle origini e delle’evoluzione, in:
Problemi delle origini, a cura di V. Marcozzi e F. Selvaggi, Roma 1966, pp. 312-313.
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There should also be no spiritual factor in the hypo-
thetical vitalities. When we take the concept of materiality in
a concrete colloquial meaning as something that exists or takes place
in space and time, we must say that if a concrete entity is endowed
only with organic life itself, it is material in the given sense in every-
thing that constitutes it. And as a consequence, it must be assumed
that the same material character must also have vital potentialities
if they fall to the existential basis of organic life, to some extent.

The essence of these potentialities should also not be understood
as if they were something like Augustine’s seed
principles devoid of biological character. Sowe can’t
express them the way I used to,* that they could “transform qualita-
tively internally so that they would be able to become independent
from the substantive form of the dead entities by replacing part of
their accidental being with a qualitatively more perfect substantive
form characteristic of living entities.” Vital potentials are not meant
to give biological life any abiotic pre-existence. They would only be
such an active equipping of inanimate matter that in certain condi-
tions of its development it could rise by a qualitative leap in the whole
of its accidental and substantial being to the level of living matter.

The essence of vitality potential can be simply expressed posi-
tively in these words that they include such properties of inanimate
matter, due to which it vitalizes itself at a certain degree of its organ-
ization. In principle, it would be possible to capture these proper-
ties of inanimate matter in nature. However, at the current stage of
development of natural sciences, no researcher can do it, and proba-
bly it will never be possible. Now, we can only get a very basic deter-
mination of the vitality of inanimate matter. Consequently, their
concept must be treated as a concept in the field of philosophy of
nature, because this discipline is limited to a maximum frame
of the material object of all his research.??

With such epistemological affiliation, the concept of vitality must
contain some irrationale in the sense of what has not been fully ex-
plained. After all, the horizons of the philosophy of nature are neces-
sarily limited, because it is only a theory of this specific reality, which

3 In the first part of the book W poszukiwaniu Pierwszej Przyczyny, p. 208.

%2 The material subject of the study was taken here in the understanding of
Thomistic methodology.
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is nature. For example, within the philosophical cosmology, he does
not deal with the existence of God the Creator. By addressing this
issue, definitive explanations would be made to the existential and
essential status of the vital potential of inanimate matter. But we can-
not do this at the current stage of our arguments unless we want to
make a mistake petitionis principii in our search for the first cause of
organic life. In the concept of the vital potentials of inanimate matter,
there must therefore remain for us a large dose of irrational factor,
taken in the given sense, with which factor we descend to a broad ex-
tent on the path of agnosticism which are appropriate for our current
theodicy studies borrowed from philosophical cosmology.

However, despite the lack of this obviousness, as well as the ob-
viousness previously indicated, we must admit that the assumption
of active vital potentialities as the nearest and direct source of organic
life does not put us in any conflict with a very intuitive principle
which declares that what is in potency can be brought
to the “act” only by what is already in the “act” (quod
est in potentia non reducitur in actum, nisi per ens actu).*® There is no
conflict here, or at least there is no obvious conflict, because accord-
ing to the aforementioned principle, the factor bringing the possibil-
ity to the corresponding “act” does not have to be in the same “act”
and in some cases can only show a certain proportion to the “act” de-
rived by itself from a given potency**—we just want to consider the
possibility of one of these cases. Admittedly, we do not know posi-
tively if any active vital potentialities of inanimate matter could re-
spond to the action of an appropriate set of stimuli deprived of organic
life by their internal dynamism in the form of one or other rings of
organic life in actu but we can say at least that this hypothesis is sup-
ported in some way by the principle that everything that is accepted
is accepted in the way of the host.?® Whoever takes this principle into
account will not say that the eventuality we take into account is in-
compatible with such a conclusion derived from the metaphysical
formula of the principle of causality, such as that the effect can-
not excel in perfection its causative cause, because
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although in the hypothesis we count with, the effect, taken in its con-
crete unity, is of an absolutely more perfect nature than its external
causative cause but it does not exceed in perfection its total causative
cause, which next to the external causative cause is also the internal
dynamism of vitality itself, directed at organic life in actu.®®
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THE ISSUE OF THE ORIGIN
OF THE HUMAN SOUL

Kazimierz Kt6sak, “Przyrodnicze’ i filozoficzne sformulowanie zagad-
nienia pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej,” in Z zagadnier: filozofii przyrodoznaw-
stwa i filozofii przyrody, vol. 1, ed. K. Kt6sak (Warszawa: Wydawnictwo
ATK, 1976), pp. 191-236.

When we stand on the ground of a “natural-scientific” definition
of the human soul, which is an expression of the phenomenal point
of view taken by the empiriological analysis of reality'—then, as
a consequence, we have to present the origin of the mentioned soul
to ourselves on the phenomenal plane, as well. Because the “natural-
scientific” formulation of the human soul consists in collective gath-
ering of psychological phenomena characteristic of the human
species as itself—hence, the origin of the human soul cannot be un-
derstood from the “natural-scientific” viewpoint other than as a com-
plicated, arduous, and extremely long collective process within
megaevolution and macroevolution which leaded to hominization
and the last stage of which can be found when individual human be-
ings have long marked their presence in the historical arena. When
conceptualised within such a spectrum, we will understand the origin
of the human soul, from the “natural-scientific” point of view, as
a causal determination of psychological phenomena typical of hu-
mans by other phenomena, be they known or supposed. First of all,

1 The content and value of the “natural-scientific” definition of the human
soul were subjects of my closer study in the article “Przyrodnicza” definicja duszy
ludzkiej, jej uprawnienie i granice uzytecznosci naukowej, “Studia Philosophiae
Christianae” 2, no. 1 (1966), pp. 173-204. I have put the formulation of the
mentioned definition, which determines its epistemological classification, in
inverted commas, because this definition has been proposed by nomothetic psy-
chological sciences that are not purely natural sciences but are natural-human-
istic sciences. ...
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we will look for these phenomena in the progressive development of
the central nervous system, especially cerebral hemispheres, in ani-
mals, including the development which could happen only thanks to
increase in the neurocranium volume that had been made possible
by elevating the head above the neck when the body posture had be-
come vertical. But we will also look for the mentioned phenomena
on the undoubtedly human level of existence, that is in progressive
socialization, and in speech which started to function when the up-
right posture allowed for its articulation and was later being im-
proved by collective work.?

When I am talking about the causal determination of psycholog-
ical phenomena typical for humanity as such, [ mean the causal de-
termination which is taken into account by biological sciences and
psychological sciences with their characteristic interpretation of
cause. ... To highlight the fact that this interpretation of cause in its
pure form has nothing to do with ontological analysis of reality, I am
going to compare it with a philosophical interpretation of cause we
reach on the ground of metaphysics and natural philosophy. I will
first take formulas proposed by Thomas Aquinas as a starting point
for this philosophical interpretation.

If I take up, once again, after so many authors, the work of com-
prehensive analysis and assessment of the metaphysical concept of
cause which was accepted by the aforementioned thinker, I do this
because the Thomist school has not so far issued any study of the con-
cept that would reckon methodological requirements taken into con-
sideration by Jan Lukasiewicz in his dissertation Analiza i konstrukcja
pojecia przyczyny,® as well as because even in recently issued mono-
graphies we can find quite a few incorrect statements on the topic of
Thomas’ idea of cause.* When, in opusculum De principiis naturae,

2 In this “natural-scientific” framework, we will treat progress in domains
of socialization and speech as ultimate stimuli determining the development
of the central nervous system.

% “Przeglad Filozoficzny” 9 (1906), pp. 105-179; Z zagadnien logiki i filozo-
fii - Wybér pism, ed. Jerzy Stupecki, Warszawa 1961, pp. 9-62.

4 See Théodore de Régnon, La métaphysique des causes d'aprés St. Thomas et Al-
bert le Grand, 2 éd., Paris 1906; G. Schuleman, Das Kausalprinzip in der Philosophie
des HI. Thomas von Aquino, in: ,Beitrige zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mit-
telalters,” vol. 13, no. 5, Minster i. W. 1915; Franco Amerio, La formulazione del
principio di causalita e la nozione di causa in S. Tommaso, “Rivista di Filosofia Neo-
Scolastica” 29 (1937), pp. 388-400; idem, Il principio di causalita in San Tommaso,
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Thomas characterised a principle (principium) as generally everything
from which movement begins (omne id a quo incipit motus), he empha-
sised right away that only the kind of principle from which something
that is subsequent emerges (sed causa solum dicitur de illo principio, ex
quo consequitur esse posterioris) is a cause.® And, skipping referring to
the concept of principle, in the same opusculum, he defined cause as
that from the existence of which something secondary follows (id ex
cuius esse consequitur aliud).® In Sum. theol., I, qu. XXXIII, a. 1, ad 1,
Thomas says that the term “cause” seems to carry in its content the
difference of substance and the dependence on something else (hoc
nomen causa videtur importare diversitatem substantiae, et dependen-
tiam alicuius ab altero).

From these descriptions, applied by Thomas to all kinds of causes,
it follows that his metaphysical concept of cause was a complex one,
composed of the concept of substance according to its peripatetic in-
terpretation, as well as—as we will see more clearly further in our
analysis—the concept of difference of an individual kind of this sub-
stance from other individual substances. The text from Summa Theo-
logica quoted above states this particularly clearly. However, since
Thomas has not systematically discussed the logical construction of
the concept of cause in that text, nothing allows us to hold that in
Summa Theologica he deliberately treated the attribute of substantial-
ity as the primary constitutive attribute characteristic of what ex-
presses the concept of cause. Other texts we have quoted leave no
room for doubts as to something entirely different being such a pri-
mary constitutive attribute. Even though, in Summa Theologica, he
mentioned the attribute of substantiality in the first place, he did it,

ibidem, 30 (1938), pp. 44-61; Giuseppe Morabito, Lessere e la causalita in Suarez
ein San Tommaso, ibidem, 31 (1939), pp. 18-46; Alexander Rozwadowski, De prin-
cipio causalitatis secundum doctrinam S. Thomae, “Acta Pontifciae Academiae Sancti
Thomae Aquinatis et Religionis Catholicae” 5 (1939), pp. 136-152; Pierre Garrin,
Le probléme de la causalité et Saint Thomas d’Aquin, Paris 1958, p. 26; Marian Ja-
worski, Arystotelesowska i tomistyczna teoria przyczyny sprawczej na tle pojecia bytu,
Lublin 1958, p. 52; Albert M. Krapiec, Realizm ludzkiego poznania, Poznan 1959,
pp. 202-203; Stanistaw Adamczyk, Metafizyka ogélna czyli ontologia, Lublin 1960,
pp. 159-162. Itis striking how little space in these works has been dedicated pre-
cisely to the analysis of Thomas’ metaphysical concept of cause.

> Opuscula omnia, cura et studio Petri Mandonnet, Paris 1927, vol. 1, p. 12.
6
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undoubtedly, in order to point to emblematic “material” from which
cause is formed in some cases. Lukasiewicz has done the same
when—after having listed, in the work quoted before, the absolute
attribute, i.e. a real, actual object as the third constitutive attribute
of cause—he formulated its definition, which advances the indicated
attribute to the very front, as follows: “Cause is a real object, neces-
sarily bringing another real object about but not brought about by it
in a necessary way.””

When he was talking about action in the context of cause, Thomas
was not considering it just for itself. The concept of action has been
included to his concept of cause only if such action, which amounts
to determining and existence of something secondary, is its object.

Has Thomas succeeded in conceptualising action such under-
stood—insofar as it would occur in case of natural causes which are
inanimate, or animate but devoid of any psychic life—in the way free
from anthropomorphic elements implying physical or psychological
struggle and overcoming resistance of some kind? Indeed, in the con-
text of Thomas’ formal statements, nothing supports an opinion that
the expression influxus quidam ad esse causati should necessarily be
interpreted as such an influence which is connected to attributes spe-
cific for humans or a creature inferior to a human but endowed with
some psychic life. Undoubtedly, Thomas’ idea was that this matter
should be taken into consideration in its various analogical realiza-
tions, including the domain of behaviour of inanimate matter and
animate, but lacking any inner psychology, matter. And yet, it seems
that Thomas failed to prove effectively that the concept of action can
be so widely applied. [...]

If we, in turn, consider the point of view characteristic of natural
sciences and psychological sciences, we will have to express the content
of the concept of cause at each level of precision and on the basis on
the notion of phenomenon, because limitation of the mentioned sci-
ences to the phenomenal aspect of nature demands such a strategy
from us. ... It turns out, however, that at the current stage of our knowl-
edge we are not able to reach, in the framework of natural sciences and
psychological sciences, any final formulation which could be considered
a completely adequate expression of the purely empiriological concept

7«

Przeglad Filozoficzny,” p. 162; Z zagadnien logiki i filozofii, p. 52.
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of cause even if, as we do in the hitherto study, we only look at what
animate and inanimate nature have in common when we discuss the
concept. ... From the perspective of natural sciences and psychological
sciences, a cause should be defined (if we take into consideration these
of its attributes which it seems to possess within the limits of animate
and inanimate nature) as a phenomenon A, or a certain set of phenom-
ena A, such as this phenomenon A, or, relatively, this set of phenomena
A, constantly is/are not only a sufficient but also necessary condition
for the occurrence of one, strictly defined phenomenon B, or a group
of strictly defined phenomena B, the occurrence of the phenome-
non B, or the group of phenomena B, not bringing the occurrence of
the phenomenon A or the set of phenomena A.# The wording of this
definition would not change in any fundamental way did we treat cause
as the original state of some more or less complex phenomenon and
effect as its final state. The purely empiriological framework of the pro-
posed definition allows for such an interpretation.’

The concept applied by Teilhard of the creation of an evolution-
ary type is characterised by a seemingly high level of accuracy when it
comes to expressing the relationship between a creative act in a strict
sense and phenomena. What I mean here is the French Jesuit’s highly
convincing conciliation of God’s creative intervention with the effec-
tuality of secondary causes in themselves, as studied from the natu-
ral-scientific perspective and considered with their physical inter-
connectedness.™ Teilhard’s concept of the creation of an evolutionary

8 Inthe definition I am giving, I am following, in general, a formulation pro-
posed by Bolestaw Gawecki in his study Przyczynowosé i funkcjonalizm w fizyce,
“Kwartalnik Filozoficzny” 1, no. 4 (1923), p. 498. Bieganski has given a very
broad definition of cause which is much less precise than Gawecki’s one and
proposed from the empiriological point of view, in the spirit of determinism:
“By cause in the proper sense of the word we understand all conditions alto-
gether which give rise to an effect; in other words, the whole part of an event
after the realization of which its second part comes into existence, can be called
cause.” (W. Bieganiski, Pojecie przyczynowosci w biologii, Warszawa 1906, p. 56).

® This state of affairs, taken into consideration by Gawecki (op. cit.), is high-
lighted clearly in the recently quoted version of the Bieganski’s formulation.

10" Tt is hard not to deem reservations raised by Hans-Eduard Hengstenberg
(Evolution und Schépfung — Eine Antword auf den Evolutionismus Teilhard de Char-
dins, Miinchen 1963, p. 147) towards a Teilhard’s formulation from How the
Transformist Question Presents Itself Today to be a sign of a misunderstanding:
“... God, as one might say, does not so much «make» things as «<make them make
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type, however—if it is supposed to express the shaping of the human
soul—should be freed from the non-necessary connection to the at-
tempt to metaphysically define a creative act strictly understood
through the “mechanism” of unification.! Consequently, the concept
of “the God of the cosmos,” i.e. the “maker-Creator,” should be given
back its proper place, but without any neglect when it comes to any-
thing within the range of relation between a creative act and phenom-
ena of psychogenesis that could justify the additional use of the
concept of “God of cosmogenesis,” i.e. the “unifying Creator.” ... When
we understand that, in the “phenomenological” perspective, we can
talk about the emergence of human soul from matter, we no longer
have any difficulties with taking a positive attitude, in the same per-
spective, to the related Teilhard’s formulations concerning matter as
a “harmonious source of souls,” as “the matrix of the spirit.” We have
to admit that, in the framework of the empirical scientific phenome-
nology and when the spiritual is identified with the psychological,*
the French Jesuit could speak about matter as something endowed
with “spiritual” power. Indeed, the statement means that from the
empirical point of view matter is endowed with the power to cause
phenomenal emergence of psychological processes which culminate
in phenomena of human type.

It occurs, therefore, that Teilhard’s statements we have analysed,
as statements referring mostly (or only) to empirical, and not onto-
logical order, do not reduce anything from the metaphysical thesis
about bringing the human soul into existence ex nihilo sui et subiecti,
if their objective content is considered. After all, it is known™ that
Teilhard accepts thesis that the human soul did not originate from
matter or from pre-existing life," but rather occurred on the basis of

themselves»” (in: P. Teilhard de Chardin, The Vision of the Past, transl. by
J.M. Cohen, New York-Evanston 1966, p. 25). Cf. a good commentary rele-
vant to this formulation, presented by Smulders in his article Schipfung,
Entwicklung und Vollendung — Zum Anliegen Teilhard de Chardin, “Wissenschaft
und Weisheit” 27 (1964), pp. 17-19.

1 This connection occurred in his essay Un seuil mental sous nos pas: du cosmos
da cosmogenése, in Oeuvres, vol. 7, Paris 1963 p. 271.

12 Hengstenberg has pointed out this identification already (op. cit., p. 93).

13 The discussed author’s letter from May 1920, quoted by Emile Rideau in
La pensée du Peére Teilhard de Chardin, Paris 1965, p. 335.

14 In the original: Elle n'est pas crée avec de la Matiére ou de la Vie préexistante.
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both of those factors and, together with them, forms one organic and
hierarchic whole human being in which the superior and the inferior
elements do not mix but determine one another, so that the supe-
rior element, as the more unified one, supports the inferior element,
and the latter enables the former to release its power of unification.

Nevertheless, we need to accuse Teilhard of introducing to his
description of the initial hominization (that is, hominization which
resulted in the emergence of reflective consciousness,’ for the first
time), some concepts suggesting, in their objective content, an ontic
genesis of the first human’s soul that is unacceptable.

The concept of a thorough recasting of animal psychism and its
self-consolidation—the recast and consolidation which was supposed
to result in the emergence of human reflective consciousness, is such
a concept above all else. It is, as it seems, a concept of an empirical-on-
tological kind, which denotes the process, phenomenologically grasped,
of an ontic transformation of the animal soul, considered from a philo-
sophical point of view, into the specifically human soul. ... Since Teil-
hard was really keeping the theoretical programme mentioned in the
footnote in mind ... he should have described the step from animal
psychology to human psychology from the purely “phenomenologi-
cal” point of view, referring to a different concept than the one he in-
troduced. The concept relating to a series of more and more perfect psy-
chological states succeeding one another could exclusively be such
a concept.

In the subject of metaphysical or philosophical-anthropological
research, when it comes to the issue of the origin of the human soul,
we will not ask about the process taken into consideration so far,
regarding paths that could lead to the occurrence of psychological phe-
nomena, characteristic of the human species as such, in the phenom-
enological sphere. More or less probable suggestions in the subject of
such collective process show clear epistemological discontinuity when
compared to problems connected with genesis which throw them-
selves on us basing on what I once called metaphysical definition of
the human soul considered together with the underpinning definition
derived from natural philosophy.

15 Le phénoméne humain, pp. 185-186, Cf. L’hominisation..., p. 104; La place
de 'homme dans la nature..., p. 91.
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Both definitions, via their general and abstract formulations, refer
to something individual, that is to individual human souls and also,
thanks to completion of content brought by “metaphysical” definition
to the definition given by cosmological philosophy, take into account
not only phenomenal, “superficial” aspects (as the “natural-scientific”
or, more precisely, empiriological definition does) of human soul, but
the entirety of its manifold being. Therefore, a metaphysician or a spe-
cialist in philosophical anthropology will consider something individ-
ual as well when it comes to the human soul, that is the issue of the
origin of the very first human soul, or a number of the first human
souls, looked at in their entire ontic richness. It is a circumstance
which would be sufficient in itself to qualitatively differentiate the
philosophical formulation of the discussed issue from its notion
within the limits of natural sciences and psychological sciences. But
the qualitative difference of the philosophical formulation of our prob-
lem also occurs in a different area.

Metaphysics, as well as philosophy appropriately limited, or philo-
sophical anthropology, confronts us with causes of coming of some-
thing that did not exist into existence and hence with effective causes
unknown to natural sciences and psychological sciences. This is why
the concept of origin has entirely different content for metaphysics,
natural philosophy, or philosophical anthropology than it does for sci-
ences which employ empiriological analysis. An idea of ontic genesis
of everything that makes up the first human soul or souls of a number
of first humans will occur instead of an idea of phenomenal anteces-
sors of the human psyche. Indeed, from a philosophical point of view
our problem comes down to the question of which effective cause or
causes can sufficiently explain the coming of the first, or a number of
first, soul(s) into existence, if they are to be considered in the entirety
of their being. This is the second moment which qualitatively differ-
entiates the philosophical formulation of our issue from its definition
by means of concepts of empiriological kind.

Kazimierz Klésak, “Zagadnienie pochodzenia duszy ludzkiej a teoria
ewolucji,” Roczniki Filozoficzne 8, no. 3 (1960), pp. 53-123 (excerpts).

In arguing for the spirituality of the human soul, we cannot fur-
ther assume that this soul could at some stage of biological evolution
appear through bodily birth as a result of changes that took place in
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the somatic sphere of a specific group of animals. We also cannot con-
sider the hypothesis of the direct origin of the spiritual human soul
from the material animal soul.

For us—because of our assumptions—it is unacceptable to say
that the work of hands released as a result of verticalization of the
body from supporting activities led the monkey through the forma-
tion of speech and the development of the brain and sensory organs
to its transformation into a human. For although we agree that in
monkeys “there is a fundamental premise for interaction with one
object on another and the use of objects as tools” constituting “one
of the simple moments of the work process” and although we assume
that the listed animals have more or less permanent and at the same
time plastic directional attitudes conditioning the emergence of pur-
poseful work and its development, we do not see how the develop-
ment of work in the animal world could have ended in the qualitative
leap of humanization of the monkey, because we think that the indi-
rect recognition of simple relations within a phenomenal concrete is
a border achievement for all animals. From the theory in question,
however, we can take such a detailed claim that our speech arose
“from work and with work.” However, we do not understand how
work at the level achievable for animals could lead to the appearance
of speech using the sentence as its independent functional unit, since
such speech taken even in its beginnings, which were probably one-
word sentences, is connected in one way or another with concepts
and is an external manifestation of judgments and various forms of
reasoning. Schaff writes that for animals to be able not only to com-
municate with each other, i.e. to pass on certain states and psycho-
logical experiences, but to be able to talk to each other, they would
have to get to the right abstract thinking.'® Well, in the context of
the obviousness we take into account, we believe that animals with
a material soul cannot detach themselves from individual objects in
their cognition and, as a result, cannot go beyond their “speech of
shouts or slogans™’ at any stage of development which is accessible
to them and which can be completely explained by an indirect ap-
proach to simple relations within a sensual particular. So we must
honestly and openly say that we are not convinced by the thought
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expressed in this concise sentence: “Work first, and then with it
speech—these are the two most important stimuli under the influ-
ence of which the monkey brain gradually transformed into human.”

The issue of the origin of the soul of the first man does not lose
aspect of mystery for us, as long as we do not think about the inter-
ference of the transcendent factor in the nature, and this factor can
only be identified with God. This interference cannot be described in
any other way than as a calling to the existence the whole being of
the soul of the first man without using any pre-existing material, i.e.
as a creation in the strict sense. We cannot seriously think about sup-
plementing the animal soul with specifically human mental abilities,
because such supplementation could only lead to the creation of some
artificial material-spiritual conglomerate. Perfecting creative supple-
mentation is possible only in the somatic sphere. The body of some
fossil anthropoid could has been transformed into a specifically
human body, if God connected the immortal human soul to this ani-
mal body—the soul created ex nihilo sui et subiecti.

Adopting the creation in the strict sense of the first man, we will
not say that the cognitive manifestations of animals expressed in
their “cognition and orientation” constitute the prehistory of our
mind. For us, the issue of the genesis of the human mind is not a com-
parative psychology issue. But although in animals we do not look
for “psychological premises for the emergence of specifically human
psychic activity,” we can in full accordance with experience that man
in his psyche exhibits many animal features. If it is true what we take
from the hypothesis that the human body is a processed animal body
by God, then the human soul had to indirectly, through inherited
somatic properties, especially through inherited anatomical and phys-
iological properties of nerve tissue, subcortical centers and the cere-
bral cortex, take over all previous achievements of the animal soul in
the form of various drives and aspirations, in which the mnemic at-
titude of instincts is manifested after the loss of its lateral (gnostic
and kinesthetic) parts during the phylogenetic “journey of nervous
activities forward,” and in the form of special talents.*®
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