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few of the commentators voiced such a recognition. I t might almost be 
suspected that in many places not too much is known about this phenome
non, which would be contrary to the teaching of paragraph 9 urging the
ologians to study all such movements. 

In paragraph 11 the encyclical makes its first mention of "irenicism," 
a spirit of appeasing non-Catholics, as Knox so well translates. The little 
note of Boyer in Unitas briefly indicates irenical tactics discountenanced 
by the encyclical. Dom Gros brought out that any condemnation of a false 
" irenicism'' did not mean that the Pope wished to put a halt to the evan
gelization of the world, but merely wished to prevent excesses.60 Morandini 
would agree with this notion but he made a distinction: the intellectual has 
an inner and outer apostolate, but his first apostolate is the inner one, 
whereby he contemplates the truth and builds up a vision whose only con
cern is loyalty to the truth itself. In performing this task the theologian 
rightly merits the name of apostle.51 

The teaching of paragraphs 10-13 was often repeated by the commentators 
but nothing really new was brought forth. Bea did a neat task of summary: 
he showed that the psychological roots of the activity of some recent theo
logians were three: an itch for the new, an anxiety to be modern, and an 
inclination to minimize objective differences that separate Catholics and 
non-Catholics.52 

French commentaries made much of paragraph 13. They stressed the 
need of caution and prudence on the part of theologians because their 
guarded and properly distinguished propositions are not understood with 
all their distinctions by laymen, and can produce much havoc, as the 
encyclical states. 

50 many commentators hailed paragraphs 14-17 as the true exposition 
of the fatal defects of the "new theology." It was unacceptably relativistic 
in its method. The discontent with the traditional treatment of dogma, the 
insistence that canonized formulas should be shelved in favor of expressions 
more congenial to current views, the refusal to see in concepts an adequate 
expression of revealed truth, all these things put theology in danger of cutting 
off its ties with the continuous Christian tradition. It is strange that the 
"new theology," so eager to further development of doctrine, made the 

60 Gros, p. 65. Dondeyne, who sees the problem of "irenicism" as central to the encyc
lical, agrees with Gros (Dondeyne, pp. 5-6). 

51 Morandini, pp. 169-72. Gervais in his article dealt with a point touched by Moran
dini. Gervais protested against the notion that the prime task of the theologian is re
search. In this protest he insists that the contemplation of truth in prolonged meditation 
rather than the feverish search for new facts is the proper work of theology. 

62 Bea, in Scholastik, pp. 39-41. 
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task impossible. One of its fundamental principles, orthodox enough, was 
that revelation at all times is identical with itself. But there was another 
principle which was killing, namely, that change was only the indifferent 
modification of terminology and philosophic matrix. In consequence the 
synthesis of any moment did not grow out of the continuous past but 
abruptly arose from the contingent exigencies of a new historical context. 
In this theory there can be no growth but only change. The encyclical 
insists that all growth must be organic, that there must be continuity in 
growth. Burke quoted a beautiful passage from Newman inculcating this 
same idea which teaches that no moment in the nearly two thousand years 
of Catholicism is excluded from the present time.63 What is more, the present 
moment not only includes all the past, but the past cannot be understood 
except in the light of the present; it is not that, as some were saying, an 
understanding of the present demanded a return to the past. 

Paragraphs 18-21 of the encyclical teach the total dependence of theology 
on the living magisterium. The theologian, no less than any other member 
of the Church, receives his doctrine from the authoritative teaching organs 
of the Mystical Body, which can quote Christ's words: "He who hears you, 
hears me." This part of the message was taken up by all commentators, 
who did little else but assent to it fervently. There can be no doubt that 
there was unanimous consent on this point, and this consent is illuminating 
for the understanding of Catholic theology. Perhaps the total range of com
mitments is not yet recognized by all. The theologian works with revelation, 
but he receives it exclusively from the magisterium. The theological proofs 
in favor of revealed dogma are not the moving force for their acceptance; 
what makes belief'in the dogma imperative is the sole fact that it is taught 
by the magisterium of Christ's Church. 

The encyclical, as the commentators saw, draws the inevitable conclu
sions from the above principle. Any theologians' deductions from supposed 
implicits in theological sources are invalid if rejected by the actual living 
magisterium. This authority, even in its ordinary activity (which is its 
normal activity, for solemn pronouncements are rare), is the theologian's 
proximate guide and norm. The encyclical indicates the two kinds of authori
tative direction: in one case a question is closed by answering the question 
officially; in the other the debate is closed, even though the question itself 
be left open, either to die of inanition or to be reopened by the magisterium 
itself according to its norms at some possible future date. In either case the 
theologian, by the rationale of his discipline and by his place among the 
discentes of the Church, accepts wholeheartedly and without resistance. 

"Burke, p. 275. 
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Cavallera developed this doctrine to make it luminous for our moment. 
He was evidently thinking of theologians who were in search of fuller truth, 
and perhaps felt that they were achieving something but now saw themselves 
stopped. He insists with full reason that the magisterium has only one func
tion: to teach efficaciously the full revelation of Christ in any age to all 
people. The function of the magisterium is not to develop dogma but to 
preserve it intact without blur. In fulfilling this office it may be necessary 
to interfere with the theologians, who, unlike the magisterium, are primarily 
interested in the development of revealed truth. Such interference is not 
intrusion. Lines of theological research and discussion, well-intentioned and 
innocent enough within the enclosure of the theological brotherhood, may 
be dangerous and misleading when they reach the non-theological public, 
and such discussion does jump over the wall. The magisterium with frighten
ing duties to the total ecclesia discens will have to step in, in order to fulfill 
its urgent and divine mission, and the theologian will have to be silent and 
correct his speech. Development may be delayed, but the first obligation 
of the magisterium must be satisfied. The faithful a t large, theological and 
non-theological, must not be led astray from the God-given truth.64 

Concerning the Roman doctrine of the relations of theology to the magis
terium, this reporter found no more limpid summary than the short but 
incisive paragraphs of Dr. Patrick Hammell of Maynooth: 

Revelation is a message from God to man, and to reach individual men it must 
be formulated in human language. It is the divine fact or truth which is revealed, 
not the proposition which expresses it. The divine truth is immutable, inexhaustible. 
The instrument which we use to state it, human language, is finite, imperfect, 
changing. No formula fashioned by man can exhaust or perfectly convey divine 
truth. Christ appointed the Teaching Authority of the Church to be the guardian 
and interpreter of revealed truth, and this Teaching Authority, in the infallible 
exercise of its commission, interprets and formulates the truths entrusted to it. 
Those revealed truths which the Church proposes to us as such for our belief are 
dogmas. The choice of terms and concepts and the construction of the logical 
proposition to convey the revealed truth are conditioned by a number of factors 
including the language, culture, and philosophical development of the time. 

Theology is a science whose directing and underlying principles are the truths 
revealed by God, but its proper object is the conclusions, theological conclusions, 
deduced by reason from divinely revealed truths. By means of these deductions 
we are able to gain more knowledge of the faith than the simple expression of the 
revealed truth itself gives, and it is the function of theology to penetrate more and 
more deeply into the mysteries of revelation and so endeavor to gain a more 
profound understanding of them.56 

64 Cavallera, pp. 8-10. 66 Hammell, p. 290. 
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As various commentators saw, it was this conception of theology, whereby 
this discipline is bound irrevocably and proximately to the magisterium, 
which made the doctrine of paragraph 21 unescapably logical. Even positive 
theology is theology and not mere natural historical method, and consequently 
even positive theology must take its proximate guidance from the living 
magisterium of the moment. 

Paragraphs 22-23 deal with the misuse of the symbolical sense of the 
Scriptures and the tendency to minimize the literal sense as misleading. 
The commentators confirmed this doctrine and simultaneously brought out 
that Rome was not denying that there is a symbolic sense in Scripture. 
Dom Ralph Russell's words express the consensus: 

It [the encyclical Divino afflante quoted by Humani generis] showed that what is \ 
technically called the 'sensus literalis* (which is not the 'literal sense' of English 
idiom, but the sense intended by the author, be it historic, poetic, metaphorical, 
or that of some ancient literary 'genre'), must be sought first. It is this sense 
which possesses inerrancy, and upon it any other sense must rest. To elucidate it 
must be the primary duty of Biblical scholarship and Biblical initiation. 

But by maintaining the primacy of the literal sense we do not reject a 'spiritual' 
sense. The timely warnings of Humani generis are intended to safeguard genuine 
theological thought, foster it by showing up aberrations, and preserve it from the 
lazyminded or the innovators who seek to avoid the duties imposed by Papal 
pronouncements and to pass over all the solid work of centuries. But there is 
another kind of lazymindedness which tries to justify by official pronouncements 
its own failure to study new problems or investigate sources. We should be careful, 
then, lest we suppose that, because the literal and historic sense is fundamental to 
the Bible, no other sense is contained in it.56 

Lambert and Levie brought out the negative aspect of the encyclical by 
indicating clearly the doctrines proposed by the "new theology" and con
demned by Rome: (1) scriptural inerrancy is limited to moral and religious 
truths; (2) there are two senses in Scripture, the divine and spiritual which 
is hidden, and the human and literal which is apparent; only the first is 
infallible; (3) scriptural interpretation need not be concerned with the 
analogy of faith nor with the tradition of the Church; (4) a spiritual inter
pretation must be substituted for the literal.57 As these commentators 
added, these errors are old and have been condemned before. 

Paragraphs 25-28, passing from the errors of theological method to the 
errors of content, offer us what Rahner calls "a kind of syllabus of errors," 
and Rahner adds: "Candidly I do not know in which school that is still 
Catholic such errors are tolerated."68 

"Russell, pp. 2-3. "Lambert, pp. 225-28; Levie, pp. 790-91. 
58 Rahner, p. 165. 
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One of the theological errors included in this little catalogue was the 
denial of the gratuity of the supernatural. In general the commentaries 
noted the condemnation and referred to previous condemnations of the 
same proposition in earlier Roman pronouncements. The encyclical leaves 
no doubt that theologians must admit the possibility of a non-elevated 
human being. Sagiies in his commentary discusses this possibility according 
to the preoccupations and orientations of the text-books.69 Here more than 
elsewhere the commentators thought of France and with politeness and 
proper courtesy they nodded, some shyly and some not so shyly, in the di
rection of P. Henri de Lubac, because of whose book and the discussions that 
followed it, the whole question was timely. 

Another condemned error was the proposition that the Mystical Body 
has a wider extension than the Catholic Church. On this point Vodopivec 
contributed an excellent article, rich with bibliographical data and lucid 
in explaining the historical setting of the question. 

VI 

From paragraphs 29 to 34 the encyclical speaks of the relations of phi
losophy to theology. This was necessary because the "new theology" was 
disdainful of metaphysical philosophy in general and of Scholasticism in 
particular. According to the new position, theology could use any kind of 
philosophy for the purpose of expressing revelation, always recognizing 
that all were completely inadequate for the task. In consequence there was 
no philosophy that could be called Catholic and the theologian for purposes 
of inevitable communication could use any one most useful for that end. 
For reasons of efficiency and vitality he should use the one in vogue rather 
than some other form that was d&node. 

Rome, to the satisfaction of all the commentators, rejected the new 
position totally. The theologian cannot work without a philosophy and he 
must inevitably construct over the ages a philosophy adequate for revela
tion. This has been done, and to ignore and despise this slowly and carefully 
built instrument is rash and to deny its validity unjust and erroneous. To 
affirm that any philosophy will do for the theologians' purpose is an erroneous 
denial of the validity of philosophy and reason itself, and a mistaken con
ception of the theological enterprise. 

The pontifical defense of the natural powers of reason to achieve objective 
truth was applauded by the vast majority of the commentators. They also 
pointed out that the encyclical did more than this: it also defended the 
possibility of a perennially valid and objective metaphysic. 

59 Sagii6s, pp. 163-65. Cf. also Perego, pp. 450-54. 



COMMENTARIES ON HUM AN I GENERIS 541 

There was entailed in this defense a rejection of the more vociferous 
forms of existentialism which deny the meaningfulness of metaphysical 
achievement. However, some of the commentators insisted that this pontifi
cal condemnation did not fall on all forms of existentialism, but only on the 
atheistic and anti-metaphysical varieties.60 Alfaro understood the condem
nation to include any kind of existentialism, but Martins called him to task 
by name.61 Stakemeier stated that Christian existentialists like Peter Wust 
and Gabriel Marcel, ceteris paribus, were not being censured.62 Rahner 
went the farthest when he claimed, that one of the great merits of the 
encyclical was that it showed us a starting point from which a true exis
tentialist philosophy could be developed.63 

The encyclical did more than condemn atheistic and anti-metaphysical 
existentialism. It also praised and recommended Thomism. Bea remarked 
that the word "Scholasticism" does not appear in the letter.64 This is true, 
but perhaps not to the point. Knox (as well as others) seems to be quite 
justified when he puts the word into his translation as a rendition of philoso-
phia nostris tradita scholis. What is more, an encyclical which praises Thom
ism, eo ipso is talking about Scholasticism, for the former is the most legiti
mate form of the latter. 

It is perhaps not surprising that a number of Jesuit commentators made 
the reflection that the encyclical did not canonize any one form of Thom
ism.65 For them any philosophy using the methods and principles of St. 
Thomas is legitimate, for in paragraph 32 the words of Canon Law are 
cited where the meaning of Thomism is given as "according to the method, 
doctrine, and principles of the Angelic Doctor." Even that outstanding 
Thomist, P. M. Labourdette, stated that the encyclical did not canonize 
any philosophy, not even the doctrine of St. Thomas, in the sense of making 
it the doctrine of the magisterium. However, the Church not only recom
mends Thomism but demands it of those who receive their teaching office 
from her in contradistinction to those who teach without such a commission. 
The reason for this demand lies not in the magisterium's teaching a philos
ophy—for it does not do so—but her experience has taught that Thomism 
is a sure instrument for the understanding and development of revelation.66 

The French Dominican, following the lead of the encyclical, rejects any 
objection that supposes that such a stand precludes progress in philosophy. 

Let no one believe that by this stand the Church rejects progress in philosophical 
80 E.g., Hayen, p. 120; Dondeyne, pp. 12-14. «l Martins, p. 77. 
62 Stakemeier, p. 484. ** Rahner, p. 167. M Bea, in Scholastik, p. 47. 
66 Hayen, pp. 131-33; Cotter, p. 89; Bea, in Scholastik, p. 48. 
M Labourdette, n. 8, pp. 43-44. 
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thinking. She only wishes that this progress be an authentic one. She rejects a 
progress by the substitution of new forms—which are only 'fashions/ as ephemeral 
as the flower of the fields—for what has been given and tested by tradition; but she 
approves and encourages, calls for with all eagerness, a progress of vital growth 
which is organic; she blesses the effort of those who try to present it in a fresh 
form less dependent on Scholastic formulas; and she blesses all that prevents a 
traditional philosophy, which carries the mark of a period of culture quite different 
from ours, from appearing less vital and less actual (unless not merely known but 
also understood and grasped personally) than some philosophy spawned by the 
present and less assured of surv iva l . . . . At the root of the concept of progress 
which the encyclical combats, there rests the fallacious and pernicious opposition 
between life and structure, which supposed opposition spreads its malice into other 
fields, into the theological treatise of ecclesiology in particular.67 

Hayen, agreeing heartily with this doctrine of Labourdette, thinks that 
something more must be said in the light of the encyclical. We are given 
not merely the rejection of a false conception of progress but also the clear 
outline of a true notion of development. Out of the encyclical he gathers 
six points of such an outline: (1) Cling to the truth already achieved. (2) 
Prune away defective expressions and elaborate more accurate forms of 
presentation. (3) Eliminate errors. (4) Reinforce the vigor of what has been 
explained not only by the rigor of deductions and syllogisms but also by 
the rigor of reflection on the data. (5) Evolve the structure of t ruth by 
making its build-up coincide with the structure of the real so as to make the 
real more manifest in thought. (6) Seek help from others, even from those 
in error; not in the sense of filtering out bits of truth floating in a bath of 
falsehood, but rather of finding there truths that we have not yet discerned 
and of deriving the stimulus to aid us to penetrate and understand the 
truth.68 He concludes: " In sum, the encyclical demands an intense effort of 
progress, hedged about by all the guarantees of prudence. I t insists above all 
on the importance of these guarantees, searched after with a serene con
fidence in truth and in the unity of intelligence."*9 

Both Hayen and Labourdette agree that the encyclical teaches that 
Catholic philosophy is controlled by the Church.70 Hayen gives the broad 
outline of such a control so as not to stifle its own spontaneity. He refers 
to MaritahVs theory that a fuller vision of faith acts as a chart for the mar
iner, giving him confidence in his own navigation and supplying him points 
of orientation for his piloting. 

67 Labourdette, n. 8, p. 44. « Hayen, pp. 125-27. 69 Hayen, pp. 127-28. 
70 Labourdette, n. 7, p. 42; Hayen, pp. 129-31; 133-34. 
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VII 

When the commentators reached the paragraphs (35-37) on evolution, 
the majority had surprisingly little to say. With paraphrases they dilated 
on the conditions required in order to use licitly the evolutionary hypothesis 
as a means for the interpretation of the account of man's creation in Genesis. 
Then they passed on to the question of polygenism, where most did nothing 
but summarize the propositions of the encyclical. 

This was strange, for many of our theological schools in recent times 
have hedged on the question if it were licit to entertain the transformist 
theory to explain the divine formation of man, and in the first two decades 
of this century a goodly number of theologians branded the evolutionary 
hypothesis, if not heretical, at least as erroneous and intolerable. Now the 
encyclical for the first time officially gives permission to use the transformist 
hypothesis, indicating the restrictions necessary for such a use. Aubert 
was, as far as this reporter knows, the only one who brought this important 
fact into relief.71 • 

Three articles were written on this whole question that merit reading.72 

In one of them, Vandebroek and Renwart try to clarify some points.73 

They explain what hypothesis means in scientific terminology and agree 
with the pontifical designation of transformism as an hypothesis. However, 
they also state that in the life-sciences this hypothesis is firmly rooted. 
Bea had given the impression that there is today a trend among scientists 
to question or reject the basic evolutionary theory.74 Vandebroek and Ren
wart, on the contrary, say: 

To note the considerable divergences of opinion existing among scientists 
defending evolution, to weigh hypotheses already abandoned and those under 
attack, to bring to light the weak points of explanations actually in vogue, is an 

71 Aubert, cited by d'Ouince, pp. 367-68. 
72 (1) Vandebroek-Renwart: one of the two, Vandebroek, is professor of embryology, 

comparative anatomy, and anthropology at the University of Lou vain; the other, Ren
wart, is professor of dogmatic theology at the Jesuit theologate at Eegenhoven. Following 
the advice of the encyclical (n. 36), representatives of theology and science try to expose 
and conciliate the findings of the two fields. (2) Picard in a long article gives the scientific 
view of polygenism and analyzes it from the position of the encyclical. Cf. also Don-
deyne, pp. 14-16. (3) Alessandri gives a rapid and schematic outline of the classical argu
ments for evolution, arriving at the conclusion that evolution is possible but not proved. 
Cf. also the article of Mariani in which an exegesis of Rom. 5:12-14 is given. 

73 Vandebroek-Renwart, p. 340. 
74 Bea, in Scholastik, pp. 52-53. 



544 THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 

easy thing, but to conclude therefrom that we are passing through a crisis of the 
evolutionary theory would be a clumsy mistake.75 

The question of polygenism raised some difference of opinion among the 
commentators. Not one denied that Rome had categorically and unequivo
cally forbidden the teaching of polygenism. In none of the literature ex
amined was there any attempt to twist the clear prohibition so that it would 
still be permissible to hold polygenism even as a theory. As to the meaning 
of the word "polygenism" in the encyclical there was unanimous agreement: 
the origin of the human race that we know on this our earth, not from a 
single couple but from an indefinite number of original pairs, unrelated 
among themselves and directly produced by evolution. Not a few com
mentators brought out that the papal condemnation of such polygenism 
did not include the theory of pre-Adamites, some race or races of human 
beings already extinct at the moment of Adam's creation, but, as Vande-
broek and Renwart observed, that theory of the 17th century is "antiquated 
and of no great interest."76 

If there was no doubt that polygenism was condemned, there was never
theless some confusion as to how it was condemned. There were those who 
saw the question of polygenism closed forever, so that any and all polygen
ism was definitely excluded from Catholic theology. Others could not find 
this position in the encyclical, though they recognized that the papal 
directive forthrightly and unmistakably forbade the teaching of polygenism 
here and now. For these men, Rome definitely closed the debate, but made 
no definitive reply to the question. The reason for this difference of opinion 
was a complicated verbal formula in the papal prohibition. Knox did an 
excellent translation of the passage (37), leaving the tantalizing phrase 
just as it was in the Latin: 

There are other conjectures, about polygenism (as it is called), which leave the 
faithful no such freedom of choice. Christians cannot lend their support to a theory 
which involves the existence, after Adam's time, of some earthly race of men, 
truly so called, who were not descended ultimately from him, or else supposes 
that Adam was the name given to some group of our primordial ancestors. It does 
not appear how such a view can be reconciled with the doctrine of original sin, as 
this is guaranteed to us by Scripture and tradition, and proposed to us by the 
Church.77 

75 Vandebroek-Renwart, p. 340. 
76 Vandebroek-Renwart, p. 349. In the same sense Levie, p. 789. 
77 Knox, London Tablet, Sept. 2, 1950, p. 190. 
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The difficult phrase is the Latin formula: "cum nequaquam appareat 
quomodo huiusmodi sententia componi queat cum iis quae fontes revelatae 
veritatis et acta Magisterii Ecclesiae proponunt de peccato originali."78 

Cotter's translation is quite different from that of Knox. He renders it 
this way: "For it is unintelligible how such an opinion can be squared with 
what the sources of revealed truth and the documents of the Magisterium 
of the Church teach on original sin."79 In his commentary he explains: 
"Some die-hards might wish to see a loophole in the words 'for it is unin
telligible' (cum nequaquam appareat) as if they left the door open for a dif
ferent decision in the future. This would be an illusion. Polygenism is defi
nitely banned; it should not even be put forward as a hypothesis (20, 36)."80 

Now there are two distinct questions involved: what the encyclical said 
and what the encyclical meant. The translator gives us what the document 
said and the interpreter gives us what it meant. Even if Cotter as interpreter 
be right, as translator he unfortunately leaves himself open to the charge 
of rewriting the phrase rather than translating it. 

Connell does not give us a translation but a paraphrastic popularization, 
and when dealing with the contents of paragraph 37 he speaks in the follow
ing words: "Such an opinion [i.e. the existence of human post-Adamites 
not descendants of Adam], he [the Pope] adds, cannot be reconciled with 
the teachings of revelation and of the Church regarding the transmission 
of original sin. . . ."81 Here there is simply no account made of the full 
phrase, "cum nequaquam appareat quomodo queat," and it is simplified 
to read, "cum nequaquam queat." If this is to be an essay at reproducing 
what the Pope said, it is hardly a happy endeavor. 

Boyer, recognizing a translator's problem in the words of the relevant 
passage, would yet say that Cotter and Connell gave the true meaning of 
the locus. He speaks as follows: 

There is, therefore [by reason of the transmission of original sin as explained 
by the Scriptures and the councils], no way of coming to terms with polygenism. 
A Christian is not free to defend it, even as an hypothesis. It would certainly be 
stretching the thought of the Holy Father to see in the formula, "cum nequaquam 
appareat," a door left open for a different directive in the future. Polygenism, as 
defined in the encyclical, is definitely rejected.82 

There were voices that struck a different note. Some merely objected to 
the Cotter-Connell way of translating, without giving any personal opinion 

i*AAS9 LII (1950), 576. 
81 Connell, p. 326. 

79 Cotter, nn. 38 and 43. 
82 Boyer, "Lemons," p. 533. 

80 Cotter, pp. 96-97. 
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as to the meaning of the passage. Levie remarked: " . . / cum nequaquam 
appareat q u o m o d o . . . componi queat' is not the same as 'cum appareat 
. . . componi nequaquam posset the first formula, quite strong of itself, is 
nevertheless less exclusive and less radical than the second would be."83 

Others admitted without reserve that no one could hold any current theory 
of polygenism nor raise the question, but the closure of the debate, definite 
and clear, did not mean that Rome had closed the question. Vandebroek 
and Renwart spoke quite unequivocally: 

After a complete and mature consideration, the Holy Father, in the exercise of 
his ordinary magisterium, esteems that the attempts to reconcile polygenism with 
revelation show no possibility of falling in line with tradition. That is why he 
prevents investigators from following this path of research. Is there here a question 
of a definitive, irreformable judgement? Certainly not; the very manner of ex
pressing himself shows that the Holy Father does not intend to promulgate here a 
dogmatic definition, but, if it is permitted to paraphrase his expressions, "in truth 
one does not see what could lead the Church to modify this rule of conduct." It 
is for the theologian, then, to scrutinize further the nature of this unique sin and 
the mystery of its transmission to all the descendants of Adam.84 

More interesting, perhaps, is the statement of Augustin Bea, the former 
rector of the Biblical Institute in Rome: 

The encyclical does not enter into the scientific side of the question. It is content 
to reject as irreconcilable with dogma two recent attempts at explaining original 
sin. Whether there can be forms of polygenism which can be brought into resonance 
with constant Church-teaching, is a question that is shelved. The Church has no 
grounds for making any statement on the point; she can rest satisfied with explain
ing solid doctrine, and leave it to the representatives of science to see if perhaps 
new forms of polygenistic theory can be found which do not contradict dogma. 
For the moment the question is not urgent, for the representatives of the natural 
sciences themselves do not consider polygenism as probable.85 

Yet it would be erroneous to think that there is true discord among 
theologians in the understanding of the encyclical's teaching concerning 
polygenism. As Vandebroek and Renwart pointed out, the irreconcilability 
of polygenism with Catholic doctrine is not derived from Genesis taken in 
isolation, but from the impossibility of making it square with the dogma 
of original sin as derived from St. Paul and the Council of Trent.86 Boyer 
gives the key to the basic consent of all the commentators who differed 

83 Levie, p. 789. Stakemeier points out the same thing, p. 484. 
84 Vandebroek-Renwart, pp. 350-51. 85 Bea, in Scholastik, p. 54. 
86 Vandebroek-Renwart, p. 349. 
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among themselves more in emphasis than in fact. As Boyer puts it, the 
polygenism as defined by the encyclical, namely, that which cannot be recon
ciled with Catholic dogma, is out now and forever. That is evident from the 
concepts. Concerning some polygenism not being considered by the Pope, 
it is a banal tautology to say that he is not talking about it. As Bea said, 
the Church has no grounds to say anything about hypothetical possible 
theories not yet discernible. Nor would those who stressed the condemnation 
of polygenism deny that, for they would consider it too obvious. 

This conclusion was brought out explicitly in the study of Sagues.87 He 
himself thinks that it is still possible in the light of the encyclical to brand 
even monogenetic evolution as false and to give to its contradictory the 
note of "theologically certain." Although he admits that the "nequaquam 
appareat quomodo componi queat," grammatically considered in isolation, 
does not condemn polygenism definitively, yet in the light of its total con
text considered according to the psychology of communication, the only 
meaning, as he sees it, is one that makes the contradictory of polygenism, 
if not implicitly de fide, at least "theologically certain." Nevertheless he 
concludes his discussion with the following paragraph: 

One can still ask if this means the rejection of every polygenistic hypothesis. If 
one is possible (and this seems to be excluded) which does not involve any of the 
false suppositions which have just been indicated (namely, that not all men come 
from Adam, or that he is not an individual person) and which can likewise be 
reconciled with the correct doctrine on original sin, we would say that the encyclical 
neither excludes nor approves it.88 

VIII 

The last part of the encyclical (38-9) treats of the manner of dealing with 
the first eleven chapters of Genesis, and wishes to clear up any confusion 
that followed on the letter of the secretary of the Biblical Commission to 
Cardinal Suhard, Archbishop of Paris, in 1948.89 The problem is how to 
categorize the literature under consideration. Once more Rome repeats 
the well-known answer: it is history, not myth, legend, or fable. There is 
added an additional note: this is not history as the ancient Graeco-Roman 
writers would write it, and much less as it would be written today according 
to the canon of scientific historical method. What is more, it is conceded 
that the author of the account in question may well have borrowed from 
earlier or contemporary cosmogonies. However, the borrowing was under 
the light of inspiration and what the human author said is God's word, all 
of it, and it is therefore not to be put into a class with old wives' tales. 

87 SagtiSs, pp. 174-77. M Sagii&, p. 177. 89 AASy XL (1948), 45-48. 
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All this was duly stressed and paraphrased by the commentators. The 
question, however, is: if it is not history as Thucydides or Tacitus wrote it, 
nor as Baronius or the Bollandists would write it, what kind of history is it? 
Lambert recognized and voiced this obvious question.90 His answer was 
that the Roman document offered to Catholic scholars a challenge. It left 
to the exegetes the task of answering the question; the encyclical itself did 
not offer the answer. Lambert takes up the challenge and makes an essay 
at showing how the account is history. He supposes that the author incor
porated two different traditions. This is the well-known double-source 
theory: a Jahvistic tradition and a sacerdotal tradition.91 Catholic scholars 
up to the present have eyed this theory with definite coldness and it will 
be interesting to see their reactions to Lambert's version of it. 

IX 

Little notes of envoi were attached to the encyclical by many commen
tators. It might be profitable to see some of them. Jean le Cour Grandmai-
son, a layman, offered his insight thus: 

One of the great benefits of the encyclical, for us laymen, is the reminder that 
we have no need to take part in the discussions of specialists; that there exists an 
unchangeable truth, defined by the magisterium, and if its expression can vary 
through the centuries, yet the essential formulation of dogma is not something 
that is still to be discovered, nor the principles of philosophy, so that what our 
fathers believed remains valid for us and for our most remote descendants. We 
must seek for the expression of our faith from the magisterium alone.92 

Some theologians struck the note that the encyclical is not meant to be, 
nor should it be used as, a hindrance to progress. Iturrioz, himself highly 
critical of innovations, winds up his study of the papal document with the 
following serene observation: 

The encyclical is not an obstructionist norm, launched to impede progress. 
The truth is not afraid of the truth, and the lover of truth is not afraid of investi
gation and progress. The encyclical itself points out at every moment where it is 
possible to open new paths, improve old ones, reconstruct old structures, and 
accept developments made by others.93 

Marcotte ends in this way: 

One last remark. The questions touched by the encyclical have divided Catholic 
thinkers into two camps, at times violently opposed. The intervention of authority 

90 Lambert, p. 231. 9l Lambert, pp. 231-43. « Grandmaison, col. 1304. 
98 Iturrioz, p. 504. In the same vein Monsegti, pp. 99-103. 
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in this debate did not mean that the Holy See had the intention of crushing one 
side and handing a palm of victory to the other, but rather of indicating to all the 
sure norms within which they could achieve full validity and full fruitfulness for 
the ideas and initiatives dear to them. Let there not be, then, a childish question 
of victors and vanquished.94 

As a true envoi, breathing a spirit of charity, unity, and encouragement 
to all, perhaps nothing would be better than a paragraph taken from the 
article of Cyril Vollert in this review: 

Let future historians of theology, if they must, connect names with the currents 
of ideas and the writings that are taken to task in the encyclical. At the present 
time, in the absence of personal designations, such an attempt cannot be made 
without risk of grave injustice to Catholic theologians and philosophers whose 
loyalty and devotion to the Church are beyond question. Suspicions and insinua
tions are out of place. Not by eyeing each other askance, but by seeking to aid 
and understand one another with forbearance, will theologians be able to work in 
harmony to further the interests of their difficult science.96 

Woodstock College GUSTAVE WEIGEL, SJ . 

94 Marcotte, p. 200*. 96 Vollert, p. 4. 
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