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I
T HIS PAPER will deal with an historical fact, which has

been, to my mind, of major importance in the develop-

ment of modern western thought: I mean the conflict
of methods that, at the end of the Middle Ages and above all
at the time of the new philosophy of Bacon and Descartes,
caused modern Physics, the modern explanation of nature’s
phenomena, to seem radically and absolutely incompatible with
Aristotelian metaphysics and scholastic philosophy. I should
like briefly to examine the philosophical implications of this
fact. Perhaps the conclusion thus attained may shed some light
on the discussions of our age.

The conflict of which I speak had begun in the Middle
Ages—already in the 18th century. At that time it appeared
as a conflict between the schools of Oxford and the schools
of Paris. The University of Paris was dominated by the

* Paper read at the Ninth Conference on Methods in Philosophy and the Sciences,
held at'the New School for Social Research, New York, April 27, 1941.
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Aristotelian reform whose masters were Albert the Great and
Thomas Aquinas; its main task was to build up a synthesis of
traditional Christian thought by the light of a metaphysics
and a theology renewed, as to their conceptual systematization,
by the principles of Aristotle—of an Aristotle recast and bap-
tized by Thomas Aquinas; its chief concern was, therefore,
metaphysical and theological. The University of Oxford was
inspired, on the contrary, by the old Augustinian tradition, that
is, in brief, by Platonism (by a Platonism in which many
Aristotelian notions had a place) ; and, at the same time, the
Oxonians were dominated by the desire of applying the
Platonist-mathematical conception of the world to the explana-
tion of physical phenomena. Both mathematics and experience
were their guiding rules. Even in philosophy and theology, the
influence of this logico-mathematical and empiricist trend of
mind played a major part. Already Roger Bacon asserted: “Tt
is impossible to know things of this world, unless mathematics
is known.” And it is from his pen that the term “ experimental
science ” appears for the first time in the history of human
thought. Later on, in the 14th Century, many Doctors of the
University of Paris, John Buridan, Albertus of Saxony, Peter
of Ailly, Nicole Oresme, were to accept in philosophy the
Nominalist inspiration, and at the same time to prepare in
mechanics and physics the discoveries and the new concepts
which characterize modern science. They were the precursors
of Leonardo da Vinci and Galileo.

I

If we seek to bring to light the philosophical roots of the
question, we must first note that Aristotelian metaphysics and
the Aristotelian philosophy of nature—at least taken in their
genuine significance, in their true structure—did not intend to
explain phenomena, but to discover the ontological structure
of things and the hierarchy of essences in terms of intelligible
being. Starting from sense experience, they did not remain on
the plane of experience, but tried to perceive the intelligible trans-
sensible features of the nature of things thanks to an analysis
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grounded on the first intuitions of the intellect, above all on
the metaphysical intuition of being; thus they conceived reality
in terms of substance and accident, of qualities, of causes—that
is, of the four genera of causes, the principal of which was final
causality.

Nevertheless, and that was the great misfortune of Aristotel-
ianism, Aristotle himself and his mediaeval followers were not
content with this ontological or properly philosophical analysis.
Putting too great and too bold a confidence in the philosophical
intellect and the philosophical tools, they naturally extended
their ontological explanation of the supra-empirical structure
of things into an explanation of the empirical phenomena. In
point of fact their philosophy of nature, as is well known, was
both a philosophy of nature and a science, a scientific inter-
pretation of the detail of phenomena. And this second part,
the scientific part, was condemned to failure. Still, in the
17th Century, the treatises of philosophy contained explana-
tions (or pseudo-explanations) of ice-crystals, of the rainbow,
discussions on the vacuum, and so forth.

Now I arrive at the point which matters most to the present
issue. What is really new in the achievements of the science
which became predominant in the 16th and 17th centuries, of
“modern science,” is properly speaking a physics of the physico-
mathematical type. (In other secientific domains which are not
thus absorbed by mathematics, modern science doubtless owes
its material or technical perfection, and an autonomous con-
ceptual lexicon which permits infinite progress in the analysis
of phenomena as such, to the attraction exerted by physico-
mathematics on the other kinds of knowledge, which hence-
forth see in the former the exemplar of knowledge.)

In truth, the epistemological principles of the Ancients con-
sidered in their very mnature could easily have adapted
themselves to the new physies; the logical type to which that
science corresponds, and of which astronomy was the best
example during antiquity, theoretically had its place set down
in the Scholastic synthesis of sciences. This logical type is
that of a science in a sense intermediary between Mathematics
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and Physics, but actually mathematical as regards its typical
mode of explanation, since what is formal and consequently
specifying in it (its formal object and its medium of demonstra-
tion) is mathematical. The explanatory deduction is mathe-
matical. Physical reality, although of prime importance to it
as subject-matter, is basically, for it, a material reservoir of
facts and verifications. And thus, while natural philosophy may
be characterized as a physical knowledge properly philosophical
and ontological, or metaphysical by participation, the new
physics, on the contrary, according to the methodological prin-
ciples of the Schoolmen, must be called a physical knowledge
properly mathematical, or a science formally mathematical and
materially physical: a formula which, to my mind, condenses
all its properties. Doubtless the conception of physico-mathe-
matics that the French physicist Pierre Duhem (and Hirn
before him) defended was too mathematical and not sufficiently
physical, nevertheless Duhem was right in thinking that
phenomena can be analysed quantitatively without the exis-
tence of qualities being denied, and that the scientific method
derived from Galileo and Descartes can be used without its
involving in any way philosophical incompatibility with
Aristotle’s metaphysies.

But in point of fact knowledge of a physico-mathematical
sort was limited amongst the Ancients and the Schoolmen to
certain very particular disciplines, such as astronomy or acous-
tics; their physies, as I previously noted, consisted in a natural
philosophy (philosophical knowledge of physical data) which
involved a physics of pure observation philosophically inter-
preted, and if certain medieval thinkers and scientists have
been the precursors of physico-mathematics, the idea of estab-
lishing a universal mathematical interpretation of physical
reality by submitting the fluent detail of phenomena to the
science of number nevertheless remained foreign to the majority
of them.

Therefore, on the day when quantitative physies, having its
own specific character and possessed of its own exigencies,
moved to take its place within the order of sciences and to
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proclaim its rights, it was to enter inevitably into conflict with
the philosophy of old——mnot only because of the errors which
vitiated the latter in the experimental field, but also, and this
is more remarkable, because of the radical difference which
separates—with respect to what is genuine and legitimate in
each one of those two manners—the old manner of approaching
physical realities from the new manner of approaching them.

I

The errors I have just mentioned and which vitiated the
physics of old, singularly jeopardized, moreover, the position
of the defenders of Aristotle. Indeed, as much as Aristotle’s
physics deserved, in the eyes of a Thomist, to be upheld in its
first principles (the theory of matter and form, of the con-
tinuous, of time, of life, etc.)—in all that part which actually
constitutes natural philosophy—just so much was Aristotelian
physics weak and insufficient in the part which tried to consti-
tute an inductive science, and which applied to the experimental
analysis of the detail of phenomena. Let us briefly mention
here the errors in Aristotle’s mechanics: the disregarding of
mass in dynamics and the insufficient mathematical analysis
of motion and of speed, the explanation of the motion of pro-
jectiles by the propagation in the air of a moving wave or by
so-called antiperistasis—a concept owed not to Aristotle but
to Simplicius—the belief in a difference of nature between
celestial motion, considered as circular, and terrestial motion,
considered as rectilinear, as well as between celestial bodies,
considered incorruptible and terrestial bodies considered
corruptible, the theory of heavy and light bodies; let us also
mention the errors of the medieval physics in the designation of
the simple constituents of bodies (the theory of the four
elements), the errors about hight (considered instantaneous),
about the earth (for example, the denial of antipodes), and,
above all else, the errors of the Ptolemaic system in astronomy.

All these errors, however great they may have been from
the point of view of positive science, in reality provided only
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ineffectual weapons against Aristotelian metaphysics and
natural philosophy, for they were not necessary consequences
drawn from the principles of Aristotle and were merely the
result of oversimple inductions which interpreted natural
phenomena in such a way as to conform to common appear-
ances. But, at a superficial glance, it was all too easy to impute
to the philosophy of the Ancients the wrongs of their science.

And further, if on the one hand the hypotheses which treat of
the configuration of the physical world have only a secondary
and incidental importance for the pure intelligence, whose
metaphysical certainties do not depend in the least on the map
of the heavens, on the other hand these same hypotheses—
without speaking of their properly scientific value—are of
capital importance to the imagination. In this respect the
revolution caused in astronomy by the Copernican theory was
to play in the history of ideas a part which cannot be too highly
stressed. Widely exploited by the protagonists of mechanicist
philosophy, dramatized by Galileo’s condemnation, it has taken
on amongst those thinkers who think as most men live, that is,
within the senses, the value of a revolution in the metaphysical
conception of the intelligible universe, while in truth it was but
a revolution in the scientific representation of the visible uni-
verse. Because it shattered century-old habits of imagination,
it seemed to tear down all the science of the past; because it
showed that sensible appearances had misled common opinion
with regard to astronomy, it provided empirically-minded
philosophers with a pretext for despising the natural intuition
of first principles. Because it set back much further than did
the Ancients the limits of the corporeal world, making the
imagination dazzled by immensity, there was a rush to assert
the infinity of the world, as though the ocean were not just as
finita as a drop of water. Because it made of the earth a tiny
globe in the universe, and no longer the material center of the
spheres, that doctrine of finality was declared outdated which
held the human being as the ideal center of the creative inten-
tions; as though the metaphysical hierarchy of essences were
linked to the volume of the earth or to its position, and as
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though the divine Intelligence should have taken less care
of a little ball in motion than of a great ball at rest.

Finally, while “ humiliating ” man in the corporal order by
assigning him a habitat geometrically less honorable, it gave
him the opportunity of exalting himself infinitely in the spiritual
order, by considering himself as a sovereign thought which
hovers over the abyss of a nature in which everything is blind
necessity, and which measures it by its own knowledge. Thus
the very thinkers who introduced into modern philosophy the
principle of egocentricism and whose descendants were to make
truth revolve around the human mind, were to profess a
righteous indignation over the vanity of geocentricism, and
wrapped themselves in their humility to banish from science
the anthropomorphic consideration of final causes. If one
imagines that the universe is finite and that all corporeal
things are made for man, it 1s, wrote Descartes, “ that instead
of knowing the perfections which belong really to us, one
attributes to other creatures imperfections they do not have,
so as to raise oneself above them,”? and that, “ entering into
an impertinent presumption, one wants to become part of the
counsel of God and with him to take charge of managing the
world, all of which causes an infinitude of vain worries and
annoyances.” The belief in final causes, Spinoza will say,
derives only from the egoistic ambition of men “ to use Nature
for their own blind cupidity and insatiable avarice ”: whence
a covey of illusions which could never have been dispelled
“ unless mathematics, which does not deal with final causes but
only with essences and properties of geometric figures, had
shown men another rule of truth.” And Laplace will write:

Seduced by the illusions of the senses and of selfishness, man long
considered himself the center of stellar motion, and his vain pride
was punished by the fear with which the stars inspired him. At
last, several centuries of work have pulled down the veil which
hid from his eyes the order of the world [it is a true revelation] . . .
then he saw himself on a planet almost imperceptible in the solar
system, the vast extent of which is itself only a point in the

? Letter to Elizabeth, September 15, 1645.
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immensity of space. The sublime results to which this discovery
has led him are well equipped to console him for the rank it assigns
to the earth, by showing him his own greatness in the extreme
smallness of the basis which has helped him to measure the
heavens. . . .

v

To settle the conflict which set up the new physics against
Aristotle’s philosophy, would have required minds of excep-
tional vigor, capable of discerning behind the cloud of confusion
of which we have just spoken, the essential lines and funda-
mental compatabilities of the two disciplines, at the very
moment when both were least conscious of their limits—the
old being in the midst of decadence and the new still in the
process of formation. Unfortunately most of the Scholastics of
the 15th and 16th centuries had fallen as far from the meta-
physical wisdom of Thomas Aquinas as from the scientific
initiatives of the 14th century, and, according to Melchior
Canc’s expression, knew only how to wield long sticks. As for
the naturalists, captivated by their initial successes and de-
prived of metaphysical standards, it was not from them that one
could hope for an equitable appreciation of the elements of the
struggle. Both the former and the latter refused to distinguish
in fact between natural philosophy and experimental science.
The former, the Schoolmen, in spite of the warnings of St.
Thomas, related the fate of Aristotle’s metaphysics to that of
the inductive hypotheses of antiquity, and the latter, the
naturalists, confused the newly born mathematical physics with
the most arbitrary metaphysics, with materialistic, hylozoistic,
cabalistic, or pantheistic, and, especially, with mechanistic
metaphysics.

It is well to insist on this last confusion whose influence
made itself felt on the entire development of modern science,
and which, at the outset, completely hid from the initiators
of the new physics the true nature of that science. Indeed they
thought that they were determining the ontological causes of
things, discovering the essence of bodies and the supreme reasons
of the physical order, in short, setting up a natural philosophy;
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since they were working, and this because of the very nature of
their science, with only quantitative standards, they were con-
demned from the first to admit only extension and motion as the
principles of the corporeal world. Thus it is not enough to note
that the physico-mathematical method was finally evolved by
anti-scholastic thinkers, whom the very excess of their con-
fidence in the application of mathematics to sense-perceived
nature led instinctively to mechanism. We also must emphasize
that the natural and irrepressible drive of the intelligence
towards being and causes, when it met the physico-mathe-
matical method must almost necessarily cause this discipline
to be mistaken for a natural philosophy. It is because of this
almost inevitable illusion that the new scientific method found
itself from the very beginning, by virtue of the historical
conditions of its genesis, quite ready to undergo the contami-
nation of extraneous philosophies, and to become dependant
upon a metaphysics like the Cartesian mathematism—an
accident inversely resembling that which had linked Aristotle’s
metaphysics to the erroneous theories of the physies of old.

But if physico-mathematics were a natural philosophy, if it
made manifest the essences and causes at work in the corporeal
world, then it would be a knowledge having the ontological
essence of physical reality as its proper and specifying object;
and from then on we would see subverted and destroyed the
genuine structure of this science. It would no longer be a
science formally mathematical and materially physical, it
would become a kind of monstrosity, a science which would be
at the same time formally physical and ontological as to its
specifying objects and formally mathematical as to its medium
of demonstration and explanation. The natural and necessary
proportion between the end and the means, between the specify-
ing object and the explanatory tools in knowledge would be
broken.

That implies that physico-mathematics would cease being a
science properly speaking, and would rather become a kind of
practical discipline, a kind of art applying to pure sensorial
information gathered about the physical world, as to some
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raw material, a method which elaborates them mathematically
and draws from them regulating formulae for human practice
and human industry. We may wonder whether modern civiliza-
tion, in its bourgeois age, has not understood physics in this
way. The Marxist epistemology with its integral practicism,
does naught but push to extremes such a misconception of
science. There is in the human mind no specific energy of
knowledge (what the ancients called habitus), no intellectual
virtue, in other words, no internal quality of science which cor-
responds to ““ science,” thus conceived and put to work. Such
a science, if it existed, would require of the physicist only a
certain mathematical training (which could be nothing more
than the habit or custom.of handling formulae) in combining
experiments and in working over their results to submit them
to the mathematical treatment. Yet as a matter of fact, it
is, for some strata of our contemporary culture, science thus
misconceived which is asked to supplant philosophical and
metaphysical wisdom, and to supply the supreme food of the
human mind. Thus truth is used for error, a delusive social
myth is built up with the help of the sciences of phenomena,
fallen from their true type, replacing philosophy in people’s
minds and, at the same time, conceived as essentially prac-
tical. Scientists themselves are clearly conscious of the object
and limits of science, but in the common opinion of people,
the false idea of science to which I allude does not imply
any awareness of this very object and these very limits. It
is not surprising that the pedagogical use of such a “science”
so little cultivates reason in the masses which receive from it
their educating influences.

A

But let us leave this parenthesis, and come back to the con-
sideration of physico-mathematics in its genuine logical nature,
and to the conflict that arose between this discipline and the
traditional philosophical disciplines, at the time of the Renais-
sance and at the time of Descartes. If the reflexions and dis-
tinctions I outlined in this paper are well grounded, we see how
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the long-existing dissension which, in view of the infirmity of
human nature ordinarily separates metaphysicians from scien-
tists, was then to become an irremediable opposition—existing
as it did between metaphysicians attached to the knowledge
heritage of old, but in fact unfaithful to wisdom, unaware of
the methodological limitations of philosophical or ontological
explanation, and who wanted to set up a science of phenomena
by means of their pseudo-philosophical formulae, and scientists
dazzled by their new science, who wanted to set up a prime
philosophy by means of their figures. The struggle having been
brought onto the actual field of the study of phenomena, it
was easy to foretell which would be the vanquished. To sum
up, it is easily understood that for three principle reasons the
intellectual world must almost necessarily at the outset of the
modern era, have been the victim of a misunderstanding:

1) because of the introduction of quantitative physics, a
new science legitimate in itself and in no way essentially
incompatible with the old system of knowledge, but in actual
fact in conflict with that system;

2) because of the confusion of the natural philosophy and the
metaphysics of Aristotle, with the false hypotheses of the
science of the ancients;

3) Dbecause of a fundamental error on the nature of physico-
mathematics, itself taken for a philosophical or ontological
explanation of the world and made a fellow traveller of mechan-
istic metaphysies.

In truth, there is no conflict between physico-mathematics
and metaphysics or philosophy, because they do not only cor-
respond to two fundamentally different methods of approaching
reality, but also aim at two different fields of knowledge, two
different formal and specifying objects within reality; each one
has its proper object, its proper aim, its proper field, and there-
fore its proper means of analyzing the subject matter belonging
in this field. Philosophy looks after essences and analyzes
things in terms of being. Physico-mathematics looks after a
mathematical reading or deciphering of phenomena. The two
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disciplines do not hunt on the same soil. Each one can develop
ad infinitum on its own plane without encountering the other.
Physico-mathematical analysis of sound can progress ad infi-
nitum, on the plane of acoustics, without interfering with or
entering into conflict with the artistic or poetic laws developing
on their own plane of musical creation. Physico-mathematical
analysis of the particles composing the atom can progress ad
infinitum, on the plane of micro-physics, without interfering
with or entering into conflict with the ontological analysis of
corporeal reality and of intelligible properties of being, which
analysis progresses for its part on the plane of philosophy of
nature and metaphysics. Perhaps these considerations might
help settle the discussions on teleology which play an important
part in contemporary thought, above all in the biological
domain, and to show how the concept of finality has to be
removed, as an extraneous one, from experimental, particularly
from physico-mathematical science, and at the same time to
be maintained, as a legitimate and indispensable one, in philo-
sophical and metaphysical knowledge. What seems to me to
be essential in this matter, is to emphasize this fact, that there
is a natural and inescapable proportion between means and
ends, methods and objects, and that, every time we deal with
genuine kinds of knowledge, the difference between methods
presupposes as its very reason, as its very root, a more funda-
mental and more enlightening difference between objects.

JACQUES MARITAIN
Columbia University,
New York, N. Y.
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I. INTRODUCTION

HE QUEST of man for unity and order is the main-
g spring of all that is history. For tranquillity of order
his wars have been waged; for order of mind his art
and culture ebb and flow; for unity with the Deity, there are
his religions, his churches, his homes, his schools. This search
for unity springs from his very nature. As an individual.
substance man is one, and the whole world about him must
contribute to that oneness, else it is meaningless. As a rational
creature endowed with an intellect whose work is the percep-
tion of relationships, man seeks unity in order, the stuff of
which relationships are made. As a being endowed with free
will, always acting for an ultimate end of his own choice, an
end which gives unity and purposiveness to his acts, man puts
order into his world of activity.

This continual quest of order on the part of man is admirably
Hllustrated, perhaps through sheer contrast, in that vastly
complex and somewhat disordered thing called society, the
broad realm of man’s activities with his fellow creatures. More
particularly we refer to such activities of men as are the objects
of the social sciences—the relations of man to the material
necessities upon which depends his livelihood, and his relations
to the various groups to which, of choice or necessity, he and
his fellow men belong.

Order requires a certain unity, and unity derives from a
principle—a common source, a radical oneness. Socio-economic
relations being so manifestly complex, having neither the con-
creteness of the visible creation nor the absoluteness of the
spiritual world, have always challenged the ingenuity of man to
discover or invent principles of social order. Nor has man
shirked the task. There is, for instance, the individualist prin-

539
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ciple of Herbert Spencer: “ Every man has freedom to do all
that he wills, provided he infringes not the equal freedom of
any other man.”* The class principle finds this expression in
Karl Marx: “The economic structure of society is the real
foundation on which rise legal and political superstructures
and to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness.” ?
Totalitarianism, as explained by Benito Mussolini, accepts the
state as principle: “ Fascism conceives of the State as an
Absolute, in comparison with which all individuals or groups
are relative, only to be conceived in their relation to the State.”
The racism of Hitler claims blood as the principle of social
structure: “ All that is not race in this world is trash. All world
historical events, however, are only the expression of the race’s
instinct of self-preservation in its good or in its evil meaning.” *
A very recent and even more universalist social philosophy
enuntiates its principle in the name of democracy which “ is the
plentitude of heart-service to a highest religion embodying the
essence of all higher religions. Democracy is nothing more and
nothing less than humanism in theocracy and rational theo-
cracy in universal humanism.”®

More in the realm of reason is justice as the natural principle
of society. It is stated thus by Aristotle: “ Since in every art
and science the end aimed at is always good, so particularly in
this, which is the most excellent of all, the founding of civil
society, the good therein aimed at is justice; for it is this which
is for the benefit of all.”®

Nor does the Catholic Church, with her theology and super-
natural philosophy of living, fail to propose a fundamental
principle for the social order. It is charity, love of neighbor.

1 H. Spencer, The Principles of Ethics (New York: 1897), II, 46.

2 K. Marx, The Critique of Political Economy (New York: 1904), p. 11.

3 B. Mussolini, “ The Political and Social Docirine of Fascism,” trans. from
Enciclopedia Italiana. International Conciliation, No. 806 (New York: 1935), p. 18.

4 A. Hitler, Mein Kampf (New York: Reynal & Hitchcock, 1939), p. 406.

5 The City of Man (New York: 1940), p. 38.

® Aristotle, Politics (New York: Everyman’s Library, 1921), Bk. III, c. 12, p. 88.
Ct. Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 79, a. 1.
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“These things I command you, that you love one another ”: *
this Christian principle of living—love, the fulfilling of the
law—has been given modern application in the recent Papal
encyclicals on social problems. Pope Leo wrote: “For the
happy results we all long for must chiefly be brought about by

the plenteous outpouring of charity. . . .”® Pope Pius XI
noted that, “in effecting this reform, charity  which is the bond
of perfection,” must play a leading part. . . .”® The present

Pontiff has spoken of the same need: “The first of these
pernicious errors, widespread today, is the forgetfulness of that
law of human solidarity and charity which is dictated and
imposed by our common origin and by the equality of rational
nature in all men . . . and by the redeeming Sacrifice offered
by Jesus Christ. . . ”*°

Charity as an ordering principle in society would seem to be
necessary both from the view of the modern disorder before
our eyes, as well as from the fact that the most talked of
remedy, justice, is unable to cope with the situation. The
modern disorder is both practical and speculative. The wars
waging throughout the world, the political, social, and economic
revolutions to which every nation is in some way subjected,
are more than sufficient proof of the practical disorder. The
lack of order in the speculative world is illustrated by the
ideologies in conflict, philosophies of force and self-interest that
waver between the impossible extremes of unity without order,
which is collectivism, and order without unity, which is
individualism.

The inability of justice alone to achieve social peace is
pointed out by Pope Pius XI: “ For justice alone, even though
most faithfully observed, can indeed remove the causes of
social strife, but can never bring about unity of hearts and
minds. Yet this union, binding men together, is the main
principle of stability in all institutions, no matter how perfect

7 John, xv, 17.

8 Encyclical Letter Rerum Novarum (New York: Paulist Press, 1931), p. 35.

® Encyclical Letter Quadragesimo Anno (New York: Paulist Press, 1981), p. 44.
19 Encyclical Letter Summi Pontificatus (New York: Paulist Press, 1939), p. 11.
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they may seem, which aim at establishing social peace and
promoting mutual aid. In its absence, as repeated experience
proves, the wisest regulations come to nothing.” ** Several
reasons may be adduced in proof of this.

Justice, from its very nature, has as its task to equalize
a debt. But the mere equalization of a debt owed to another
i1s not sufficient to restore social order in the present state
of things. Therefore justice alone is inadequate to perfect the
reform needed in society. Simple justice requires that men do
no injury to one another, that they pay their debts. But it is
not enough for secial order that men do not injure one another;
they must help one another. Over and above paying a debt,
they must as social animals bestow the gift of mutual aid.**
“For justice is about works done in respect of another person
under the aspect of the legal due, whereas friendship considers
the aspect of a friendly and moral duty, or rather that of a
gratuitous favor. . . .”** Society is so complex that the per-
sonal responsibility for injustices is often obscured, especially
in the highly developed system of private enterprise; and
secondly, even where the demands of justice are quite clear,
it is often moraily impossible for individuals to right the wrongs
already existing. For example, that a just wage must be a
living wage is an admission that not a few employers would be
willing to make; and yet in a highly competitive industry, one
in which their interests are inextricably woven, employers might
find it impossible to pay a living wage and still survive.

Besides this practical argument, there is another reason
for the inadequacy of justice to fill the bill of reforming the
social order. The common good requires communion, a union
of minds and hearts, and not merely an external communication
which provides for an orderly relation of objective reality to
the individual. Justice, concerned with the objective thing,
the jus, that which is owed to another, fosters communication
between individuals. But communication supposes a state of

1 Quadragesimo Anno, op. cit., p. 44.
22 Cf. St. Thomas, IIT Cont. Gent., 117-18, 128-29.
13 Summa Theol., IL-E, q. 23, a. 3, ad 1um.
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separation between consciousnesses—he whe owes something
to another has that which is not his own, while he to whom the
thing is owed 1is lacking something which belongs to him. The
equality is restored by the transferal of the object, the thing,
from one to the other. This transferal completes the function
of justice, regardless of the willingness of the debtor to part
with the thing or the appreciation of the one to whom it is
returned. On the other hand, communion involves participa-
tion, a union of consciousnesses. This participation, this com-
munion, can take place only between person and person, and
not between person and thing as happens in justice. An end
common to person and person, the one loving and the one loved,
affords the basis for this union of consciousnesses, and since
all men share in the ultimate end of eternal beatitude to which
they are ordered by God, this end provides the supreme basis
for communion among men. Consequently, charity, which
effects the union of men with their ultimate end, through which
the interpenetration of the one loving and the one loved in God
is accomplished, is required for that communion of minds and
hearts of which social peace is born.**

The following statement of Pope Pius XI might be urged
in objection: “All the institutions of public and social life
must be imbued with the spirit of justice, and this justice must
above all be truly operative. It must build up a juridicel and
social order able to pervade all economic activity.” ** Certainly
such a “ juridical and social order ” achieved through justice,

as the Pontiff envisions, would provide peace. Throuzh justice
alone, no; through justice informed by charity, yes, for the

urges: “ Social charity should be, 2s it were,
Jap 2 16

same Holy th
the soul of dru

good, and the v amtermm@e oﬁ the COININOn good I
order, it would ssem that justice alone is sufficient. i

18 CE III Coni. Geni., 117. Cf. alsa N. Berdyaev, Solitudz ond Socieiy (New
York: 1938), pp. 184-03.
1 Op. cit., p. 29. 18 Ibid.
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shows, however, that even the virtue which is ordered to the
common good is imperfect unless actuated by charity.

If we take virtue as being ordered to some particular end, then
we may speak of virtue being where there is no charity insofar as
it is directed to some particular good. If this particular good is not
a true, but an apparent good, it is not a true virtue that is ordained
to such a good, but a counterfeit virtue. ... If, on the other hand,
this particular good be a true good, for instance the welfare of the
state, or the like, it will indeed be a true virtue, imperfect, however,
unless it be referred to the final and perfect good. Accordingly, no
strictly true virtue is possible without charity.'?

Having shown the necessity of charity for the reconstruction
of the social order, a brief treatment of its nature must be
introduced. Charity, is defined by St. Thomas as “ a friendship
of man for God, founded upon the fellowship of everlasting
happiness.” *®* It is, first of all, “ friendship of man for God,”
with the two main elements of all friendship, similarity and
intercommunication or communion. Through his intellectual
nature on the natural plane, through sanctifying grace, the
theological virtues of faith, hope, and charity, the infused moral
virtues, and the gifts of the Holy Ghost on the supernatural
level, man is like to God. The communion or intercommunica-
tion between friends is realized between God and man by the
life of grace inasmuch as by faith man comes to an adequate
though only imperfect knowledge of God as He has revealed
Himself to man, and inasmuch as, by prayer, man communi-
cates with God and God with man through the operation of the
gifts of the Holy Ghost.”* St. Thomas summarizes the founda-
tion of charity in these words: “The friendship of charity is
based on the fellowship of happiness, which consists essentially
in God, as the First Principle, whence it flows to all who are
capable of happiness.” *

17 Summa Theol., 1I-I1, q. 23, a. 7.

8 Ibid., 9. 24, a. 2.

¥ Cf. L. M. Bond, O.P., “A Comparison Between Human and Divine Friend-
ship,” Tre Tromist, TII (1941), 93.

20 Summa Theol., 1I-I1, q. 26, a. 2.
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Charity embraces a threefold object—God, self, and neigh-
bor. “ God is loved as the principle of good, on which the love
of charity is founded, while man, out of charity, loves himself
by reason of his being a partaker of the aforesaid good, and
loves his neighbor by reason of his fellowship in that good.” *

In this operation, charity is singularly active, it is the driving
power, the form of all the other virtues. Since in morals the
form of an act is taken chiefly from its end, and since charity
directs the acts of all the other virtues to the ultimate end,
God, it is said to be the form of the other virtues, “not as
being their exemplar or their essential form, but rather by
way of efficient cause, insofar as it sets the form on all.”?*
Incidently this concept of charity as the form of all the driving
powers of living throws a new light on the word “ reform ”
as used 1n the recent statement of the Archbishops and Bishops
of the Administrative Board of the National Catholic Welfare
Conference, entitled The Church and Social Order: “ When
we speak of the establishment of a right social order, we under-
stand thereby a reform in the concept and organization of the
state respecting its responsibility for public welfare; secondly,
a reform in the other fundamental social institutions; and
thirdly, and quite emphatically, a reform or correction of
morals.” (Author’s italics.) *

Whatever God requires of man is included in a precept.?
He requires man to seek good in all his actions, especially
the good which is the goal of life, obtained through charity.
And as St. Thomas explains: “ Since good 1is the object of
dilection and love, and since good is either an end or a means,
it is fitting that there should be two precepts of charity,
one whereby we are induced to love God as our end,
and another whereby we are led to love our neighbor for God’s
sake, as for the sake of our end.” *® These two precepts are:

21 Ibid., a. 4; cf. q. 27, a. 8; q. 25, a. 1.

22 Ibid., q. 23, a. 8, ad lum.

28 The Church and Social Order (Washington: N.C. W.C,, 1940), p. 28.
2¢ Cf. Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 44, a. 1.

28 Ibid., q. 44, a. 3.
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“Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with thy whole heart,
and with thy whole soul, and with thy whole mind”; and
“Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.”* On these two
commandments depend the whole Law and the prophets.”
St. Thomas, in his opusculum De Duobus Proaceptis Caritatis,
beautifully shows how the Ten Commsandments, the eternal
Magna Charta of human living, particularize the obligations of
charity, three precepts relating to the love of God, and seven
referring to the love of neighbor.?®

For a proper understanding and, especially, for the prudent
and fruitful application of the virtue and precept of charity,
the doctrine on the order in charity is of vital importance.
Who comes first in our affections—God or neighbor, God or
self, self or neighbor, parents or children, friends or enemies,
ete., etc.? The answer to all these extremely practical problems
which vex social thinkers today is to be found in the Twenty-
Sixth Question of St. Thomas’ tract on charity in the Secunda
Secundae of the Summa Theologica. En the first article of that
question, the Angelic Doctor esta
order in charity. He reasons that wierever
there is order, since “ before” and “ af
order, are used in relation to some p ,
which are loved out of charity thers s a miﬁ
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The necessity, nature, and obligation of charity having been
set forth, a statement of the problem of this paper is now
opportune. Because there is a great need of a reconstruction
of the social order, and because amidst a maze of conflicting
remedies the Church, in her traditional theology and in the
encyclicals of her modern Pontiffs on the social question,
teaches that charity is the “bond of perfection” that will
reunite society, and because an understanding of the order in
charity is essential for a proper appreciation of the profoundly
social acts and effects of the virtue and the vast problems con-
nected with them, it is proposed: first of all, to set forth the doc-
trine on the order in charity with special reference to love of
neighbor as outlined by St. Thomas Aquinas; secondly, to
sketch the historical evolution of some modern theories of social
reconstruction which claim love in some shape or form as a prin-
ciple of social order, viz., individualism, classism, statism, racism;
and lastly, to compare the Catholic doctrine with that of these
several modern “isms.” It is an attempt to interpret social
thinking, Catholic and non-Catholic alike, in the light of that
tremendously important, often misunderstood, infallibly pro-
claimed thing, called love.

II. ORDER IN LOVE OF NEIGHBOR

In this section, the doctrine of St. Thomas on the order in
love of neighbor will be briefly presented, in elucidation of that
great social bond which should be the soul of the new social
order, and in preparation for an examination of the sociologistic
concepts of love and seli-interest which will be undertaken in
succeeding sections. The absolutely first consideration of the
order of charity has to do with the object, since the object
determines the order in human affairs. Following the treatment
of the object will come an explanation of the manner of the
love of neighbor—a search into the significance of those highly
important words, “as thyself.” Lastly, the problem of the
degrees of love of neighbor will be studied with a view to the
establishment of a precise—as precise as principles will per-
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mit—determination of the order to be observed in the love of
all men, be they kinsfolk, friends, or enemies. Having under-
stood the “ why,” “ how,” and ““ to what degree ” of the virtue
of charity, we shall better appreciate the implications of con-
trary doctrines as they are presented later on, even before a
definite criticism of them is made.

* * *

Treating of the precept of charity, “ Thou shalt love thy
neighbor as thyself,” in answer to the question whether the
precept is fittingly expressed, St. Thomas replies aflirmatively,
since the precept indicates both the reason for loving and the
mode or manner of love. The reason, he writes, ““ is indicated
in the word neighbor, because the reason why we ought to love
others out of charity is because they are nigh to us, both as to
the natural image of God, and as to the capacity for glory.” ®
Were all men of a keener intellect there would be no need of
giving this particular commandment on the love of neighbor.
The law of the love of God would have been sufficient. The
precepts are to the law what propositions are to the speculative
sciences in which the first principles virtually contain the con-
clusions. In moral affairs the end has the character of a prin-
ciple, and the love of God is the end to which love of God is
ordained. But since some who know the principles are unable
to consider all that is virtually contained in them, it is neces-
sary that for them scientific conclusions be traced to their ulti-
mate principles. Thus, in the matter of charity, as St. Thomas
observes, “ it behooved us to receive precepts not only of the
love of God but also of the love of our neighbor, on account of
those who are less intelligent, who do not understand that one
of these precepts is included in the other.” *

When St. Thomas says that the reason for loving according
to the second precept of the New Law is indicated in the word
neighbor, it is not to be understood that the motion of love falls
first upon the neighbor and through him to God. Charity

31 Summa Theol., II-1L, q. 44, a. 7. 32 Ibid., a. 2.
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essentially is a friendship between two people, the soul of the
individual man and God. Man loves things other than God
only so far as they pertain in some way to God—an extension
of the love of man for God in Himself. It is in this way
that all men, even one’s enemies, fall within the great orbit of
charity.

Friendship extends to a person in two ways: first in respect of
himself and in this way friendship never extends but to one’s friend:
secondly, it extends to someone in respect to another, as, when a
man has a friendship for a certain person, for his sake he loves all
belonging to him, be they children, servants, or connected with him
in any way. Indeed, so much do we love our friends, that for their
sake we love all who belong to them, even if they hurt or hate us;
so that, in this way, the friendship of charity extends even to our
enemies, whom we love out of charity in relation to God, to whom
the friendship of charity is chiefly directed.®

It is upon this concept that the whole order of charity is
based. The fundamental reason for loving our neighbor is not
a common nature, common nation, common economic or soclal
goals—grounds adduced by the new humanitarianism, racism,
fascism, communism—but the common ground of divine life
which God grants to all who are His** It is not the humani-
tarian notion of service through neighbor to God; rather it is
service to neighbor through God. “We do not reach God

33 Ibid., q. 28, a. 1, ad 2um.
34 In the opusculum, De Duobus Praeceptis Caritatis, St. Thomas lists four things
which lead us to the love of our neighbor:

(1) The first is the love of God; because if “any man say: ‘I love God,’ and
hateth his brother, he is a liar” (I Jn., 4: 20).

(2) The second is God’s commandment. For Christ on the point of His departure
impressed on His disciples this precept above all others: “ This is my command-
ment, that ye love one another, even as I have loved you” (Jn., 15: 12).

(8) The third is our common nature: for as it is said (Eecclus., 18: 19), “ every
animal loves its like.” Wherefore seeing that all men are like in nature they
should love one another: and consequently to hate one’s neighbor is not only
contrary to the divine law, but also to the law of nature.

(4) The fourth is the profit to be gained thereby: in as much as charity puts
whatever we have at another’s service: for it is charity that unites the Church
and makes all things common (The Commandments of God [London, 19371, pp.
18-19).

<
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through our neighbor, rather we reach our neighbor through
God. . . . There are no short cuts to altruism; we must go
the long, triangular way around, through God to neighbor.” *°

After determining the object of love of neighbor, the manner
or mode of this love has to be treated. The very precept given
by Christ specifies how man should love his fellow-men—as
thyself. St. Thomas has succinctly explained the meaning of
this phrase:

The mode of Iove is indicated in the words as thyself. This does
not mean that a man must love his neighbor equally as himself, but
in like manner as himself, and this in three ways. First, as regards
the end, namely, that he should love his neighbour for Ged’s sake,
even as he loves himself for God’s sake, so that his love for his
neighbour is a holy love. Secondly, as regards the rule of love,
namely, that a man should not give way to his neighbour in evil,
but only in good things, even as he ought to gratify his will in good
things alone, so that his love for his neighbour may be a righteous
iove. Thirdly, as regards the reason for loving, namely, that a man
should love his neighbour not for his own profit, or pleasure, but in
the sense of wishing his neighbour well, even as he wishes himself
well, so that his love for his neighbour may be a true love: since
when a man loves his neighbour for his own profit or pleasure, he
does not love his neighbour truly, but loves himself.*®

The norm of the love of neighbor is the love of self—of self

35 W, Farrell, O.P., 4 Companion to the Summa (New York: 1940), III, 68.

3¢ Summa Theol., II-II, q. 44, a. 7; In the opusculum, De Duobus Preceptis
Caritatis, St. Thomas lists five points which should be observed in the love of
neighbor:

(1) The first is that we must love our neighbor as truly as we love ourselves;
and this we do if we love him for his own sake and not for ours. . . .

(2) The second is that we must love him ordinately; that is to say, we must
not love him more than God, or as much as God, but in God even as thou must
love thyself. . . .

(8) The third is that we must love our neighbor efficaciously: since thou not
only lovest thyself, but thou dost endeavour to get good things for thyself, and
to avoid what is bad for thyself. . . .

(4) The fourth is that we must love our neighbor perseveringly, even as we
persevere in loving ourselves. . . .

(5) The fifth is that we should love our neighbor justly and holily, that is, not
with a sinful purpese, since neither should we love ourselves thus, seeing that by
doing so we lose God (Cf. The Commandments of God, pp. 20-22).
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in order to God. “The love by which we love ourselves is the
form, the basis, of the friendship which we have for others.” **
It may immediately be objected that man cannot love himself
out of charity, since charity is a type of friendship, and friend-
ship is between two persons; whereas in love of self but one
person is considered. I we consider charity under the general
notion of friendship, it is quite true to say that man is not a
friend to himself. He is preciously more than a friend. Friend-
ship implies union; but a man, in self-love, more than being
united to another, 1s cne with himself, and unity is greater
than union. On the other hand, if we speak of charity in its
specific nature, as denoting man’s friendship with God in the
first place, and secondly, with the things of God, among which
is the man himself who has charity, then man can be said to
love himself.*®* Approaching charity in this light, it becomes
clear not only that the individual should love himself, but
also that he should love himself next to God and more than his
neighbor.

God is loved as the principle of good, on which the love of charity
is founded; while man, out of charity, loves himself by reason of
his being a partaker of the aforesaid good, and loves his neighbor
by reason of his fellowship in that good. Now fellowship is a reason
for love according to a certain union in relation to God. Wherefore
just as unity surpasses union, the fact that man himself has a
share of the divine good, is a more potent reason for loving than that
another should be a partaker with him in that share. Thevefore,
man, out of charity, ought to love himself more than his neighbour,
in sign whereof, a man ought not to give way to any evil of sin,
which counteracts his share of happiness, not even that he may free
his neighbour from sin.®®

The efficacy of the basic golden rule depends on this truth: we
do unto others as we do unto ourselves. St. Thomas quotes
Aristotle’s comment in the Ethics: *° “ The origin of friendly
relations with others lies in our relations with curselves.” With-
out succumbing to Spencerian individualism, we can say that

3% Farrell, op. cit., p. 79. % Ibid., q. 26, a. 4.
58 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 25, a. 4. ¢ Ethics, Bk. IX, 4, 8.
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true altruism has as its basis a sound egoism, an egoism based
on the love of God.

Lest this establishing of self-love as a norm of man’s social
relations be confused with erroneous notions prevalent in mod-
ern social theory, it is well to recall St. Thomas’ distinction of
the three types of self-love® He teaches that self-love may
stand in a threefold relation to charity. First of all, when a
man places his end in the love of his own personal good, as is
the case with individualist philosophies, self-love is contrary to
charity. When a man loves himself for the sake of God and in
God, it is included 1in charity. Thirdly, self-love is distinct from
charity, but not contrary to it, when a man loves himself from
the viewpoint of his own good, but not establishing his own
good as an ultimate end; though distinct from it, this self-love
is referable to charity.

A further explanation of the meaning of love of self is to be
found in the tract on charity in the Summa Theologica:

Love of self is common to all, in one way; in another way it is
proper to the good; in a third way, it is proper to the wicked. For
it is common to all for each one to love what he thinks himself to
be. Now a man is said to be a thing in two ways: first, in respect
of his substance and nature, and this way all think themselves to
be what they are, that is, composed of soul and body. In this way,
too, all men, both good and wicked, love themselves, in so far as
they love their own preservation. Secondly, a man is said to be
something in respect of some predominance. . .. In this way, all
do not think themselves to be what they are. . . . Now the good
look upon their rational nature or the inward man as being the
chief thing in them, wherefore in this way they think themselves
to be what they are. On the other hand, the wicked reckon their
sensitive and corporeal nature, or the outward man, to hold the
first place. Wherefore, since they know not themselves aright, they
do not love themselves aright, but love what they think themselves
to be.*?

The characteristics of true self-love are five, corresponding
to the five things which Aristotle proved proper to friendship.

** Summa Theol., II-II, q. 19, a. 6. 2 Ibid., q. 25, a. 7.
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Just as every one wishes his friend to be and to live, desires good
things for him, does good things to him, takes pleasure in his com-
pany, and is at peace, of one mind, with him, sharing his joys and
sorrows, so also the good love themselves as to the inward man
because they wish his preservation in its integrity. They desire
spiritual goods for him; they do their best to obtain them; they
take pleasure in entering into their own hearts with the good
thoughts of the present, memory of past accomplishments, and
hope of future success, all fecund sources of spiritual pleasure;
finally, they are at peace, they experience no clashing of wills,
since their whole soul tends to one thing, God.**

Having established that God is to be loved first of all out of
charity, secondly self, and then our neighbor, it now remains to
determine the order, if such there be, in the love of neighbor.
It was taught in the time of St. Thomas, and it is being taught
today, that one ought to love all neighbors equally as far as the
interior affection is concerned, but not as regards the outward
effect, in which a gradation of love is quite evident, and neces-
sarily so. St. Thomas rejected this opinion as “ unreasonable,”
and maintained that even as regards the interior affection we
ought to love one neighbor more than another. The affection
of charity, which is an inclination of grace, is not less orderly
than the natural appetite which is the inclination of nature.
Grace perfects, it does not destroy nature. In the physical order
the natural inclination of a thing is proportioned to the act or
movement which is becoming to the inward nature of that thing.
So in the supernatural order, the inclination of grace which is
the effect of charity is proportionate to those actions which are
performed outwardly. The exterior act is in proportion to the
interior love.** Had Herbert Spencer appreciated this principle,
he would not have blamed the anomaly of a theoretical “ ethics
of amity ” and a practical “ ethics of enmity ” upon the true
Christian love of neighbor.*

43 Ct. ibid.
4 Cf. ibid., q. 26, a. 6.
¢ Cf. H. Spencer, Principles of Ethics (New York: 1897), I, 313-18; 322-24.
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Once the correspondence between the outward action and the
interior affection is evident, then a definite order in the love of
neighbor can be shown to exist, based upon the nature of the
virtue of charity itself. Order depends upon a principle, and
since in charity the principle of love is God and the person who
loves, the affection of love increases in proportion to the near-
ness of the neighbor to one or the other of these terms.*

The love of neighbor may, like every act, be considered in
velation to its object or to its agent. The relation to the object
is the basis for specific differences ** in the love of neighbor,
while the relation to the subject or agent founds the differences
in the intensity of the love. Regarding the specific differences in
the love of neighbor, St. Thomas has this to say:

Now the object of charity’s love is God, and man is the lover.
Therefore the specific diversity of the love which is in accordance
with charity, as regards the love of our neighbour, depends on his
relation to God, so that, out of charity we should wish a greater
good to one who is nearer to God; for though the good which charity
wishes to all, viz., everlasting happiness, is one in itself, yet it has
various degrees according to various shares of happiness, and it be-
longs to charity to wish God’s justice to be maintained, in accord-
ance with which better men have a fuller share of happiness.+®

The intensity of the love of neighbor, however, is measured
with regard to the man who loves. Since union is the secret
of love, “ man loves those who are more closely united to him,
with more intense affection as to the good he wishes for them,
than he loves those who are better as to the greater good he
wishes for them.”*

18 Syumme Theol., TT-I1, q. 26, a. 6.

7 The words “ specific differences ” are not to be understood as implying different
species of charity. Charity is one because its end, namely the goodness of God, is
one; and the fellowship of everlasting happiness on which this friendship of God
is based, is also one. * Charity is simply one virtue, and not divided into several
species.” (Cf. Summa Theol., II-II, q. 23, a. 5.) Cajetan explains St. Thomas’ use
of the words as implying not specific differences as such, but differences which are
reductively or by a similitude specific (specifica reductive sew similitudinarie).
(Op. cit., II-IL, q. 26, a. 7.)

¢ Summa Theol., II-1I, q. 26, a. 7. *° Ibid.
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A difficulty immediately presents itself if the above doctrine
stand alone. If the specific differences, or what we might term
the objective evaluations of love, be based on the relation of
our neighbor to God, and if the intensities of love spring from
our subjective affection for those united to us, how explain
the fact that we actually love and prefer some who are closely
connected to us more than others who, to all appearances, are
more virtuous and therefore closer to God? Is it simply a
matter of the intensity of the love, or is it an objective evalua-
tion by which, for example, a man loves his mother more than
he loves the heroic saint? In the same article in which he lays
down the principles for the objectivity and intensity of love,
the Angelic Doctor gives two additional reasons for what seems
to be an objective diversity of the love of neighbor which is
in accordance with charity.

First, though the objective goodness of a neighbor is to be
estimated by his closeness to God, our love for some blood
relative, whose claim to virtue is not equal to that of a holier
person, may *° nevertheless be greater than our love for the
latter. For there are some neighbors, i. e., blood relatives,
fellow countrymen, who are connected with us by their natural
origin; this connection cannot be severed since that origin
makes them to be what they are. “But,” as St. Thomas
observes, ““the goodness of virtue, wherein some are close to
God, can come and go, increase and decrease. . . . Hence it
is possible for one, out of charity, to wish this man who is more
closely united to one, to be better than another, and so reach
a higher degree of happiness.” **

There is yet another reason why, out of charity, we love
more those who are more nearly connected with us, since we
love them in more ways. We should love all men out of our com-
mon charity, but with some we have certain other friendships
over and above the common bond of charity. Even as the art
which is concerned with the end commands the art concerned

8 Cf. Cajetan. Commentarium in Summam Theol., II-II, q. 26, a. 7.
51 Summa Theol., 1I-11, q. 26, a. 7.
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with the means, so charity commands each act of another
friendship, be it based on race, nationality, or mutual interest,
for these friendships should be, and in virtuous people are,
directed to the ultimate in friendship, which is the love of God.
“ Consequently this very act of loving someone because he is
akin or connected with us, or because he is a fellow-countryman
or for any like reason that is referable to the end of charity,
can be commanded by charity, so that, out of charity both
eliciting and commanding, we love in more ways those who are
more closely connected with us.” **

In judging, therefore, of the order to be observed in the love
of neighbor, three elements cooperate in forming our estima-
tion—the closeness of the neighbor to God, the number of
reasons for loving him, and the closeness of his union with self.
The last two reasons really converge into one, for the number
of reasons for loving our neighbor are considered only insofar
as they bring him closer to the one loving. Mere multiplication
of common ties, as, for example, membership of neighbors in
the Kiwanis and Rotary Clubs, in the same political party,
or automobile and golf associations, does not of itself constitute
a justification of greater love for one bound to self by these ties.
The relationships which give title to greater love are those
that bring the neighbor closer to the self than others not bound
to the self by these ties.

In applying these norms, it is to be noted, first of all, that
a judgment on the closeness of our neighbors to God is in
itself very difficult. Unless by reason of state or office or fixity
of life (as is the case with those in the religious and episcopal
state, those ordained to the priesthood, and the souls of the
faithful departed) certain people are marked as being close
to God, there is no very sure manner of determining which of
our neighbors are closer to God. And since virtue is not only
difficult of perception, but also transitory in the sense that it
may be forfeited by sin, the judgment is rendered the more
precarious. In treating of the virtue of humility,” St. Thomas

52 [bid. 58 Ibid., q. 161, a. 3.



CHARITY AND THE SOCIAL ORDER 557

is very careful to speak of virtue which appears to be in others,
and because one cannot well judge of the virtue of others,
St. Thomas teaches that humility does not require that that
which is of God in one’s self be subject to that which appears
to be of God in another (et quod apparet esse Dei in altero) .

Accordingly, the most practical norm for judging of the
self’s love for others is this: those who are more closely united
to the self are to be loved more out of charity. At first sight
this criterion seems highly egotistical and, moreover, contrary
to the norm originally laid down by the Angelic Doctor, namely,
that those who are closer to God are to be loved more out of
charity. However, if we conceive of the principle of the order
in charity for any particular person, not as God simply or the
self simply, but as the relationship between God and the self—
the {riendship itself and not merely the persons between whom
the friendship exists—then we can see how this criterion is
valid. On the part of the neighbor loved, it is not a question
of a mere relationship between himself and the one loving
(thou—ego) ; rather there is a proportional relationship
between himself and the principle, which is the friendship
existing between God and man, i. e., the one loving [thou—
charity (ego-God)]. Similarly, in charity, the one loving, the
self, loves the neighbor more who is more closely connected
with him by ties of family, blood, country, or by some other
legitimate bond, not inasmuch as this or that tie binds the
neighbor closer to the self as self alone (self-thou), but because
this or that tie, capable of being elevated and supernaturalized
in the love of God, actually, if imperated by charity, binds the
neighbor closer to the self as loving God [self-charity (thou-
God) ].>

8¢ Cf. Cajetan, op. cit.,, II-11, q. 44, a. 8: In eodem articulo dubium est de ratione
reddita in littera, scil, “cum ordo caritatis accipiatur secundum proportionem
dilectionis ad diligibile.” Quoniam superius, dictum est quod ordo caritatis attenditur
penes duo, scil. diligentem et diligibile. Quomodo ergo nunec soli diligibili attribuitur?

Ad hoc dicitur quod verba litterae sunt intelligenda de diligibili simpliciter, vel
huic. Ita quod. ordo caritatis meae accipitur secundum proportionem dilectionis
vel ad diligibile simpliciter, vel ad diligibile mihi. Ut sic quicumque ducatur ad
proportionem diligentis ad diligibile, ut hic dicitur. Nec discrepat a supra-dictis;
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This conception of charity is tremedously important, and
essential to an understanding of the role of love of neighbor
in the social order. It makes manifest how charity may gather
up and sanctify all the legitimate human ties and affections
binding men together in the exercise of social life. At the same
time, this truth discloses the root of the social “ isms ” contrary
to that of charity—individualism and collectivism. Once take
God out of the relationship between self and neighbor, and the
way is paved for two socially false principles—either the self
assumes the prerogatives of the divinity which it has displaced
in the relationship, to the destruction of ordered (because the
principle has been destroyed) love of neighbor, as happens in
individualism; or the neighbors, at least taken together, are made
the ultimate end (because their relationship to God is gone),
to the destruction of the personality of the self, as happens in
collectivism.

The doctrine of the Angelic Doctor plus the elucidations and
distinctions of the more penetrating commentators on this
subject may be briefly recapitulated as follows:

First, we may love one person more than another in three
ways: (1) objectively, in that we love more him to whom we
wish the greater good; (2) appreciatively, in that we love
more him whom we prefer (simpliciter) and esteem more than
another, so that we fear more to lose his friendship than that
of another; (8) intensively, in that we love one more than
another with a warmer affection, with a greater intensity of act
and vehemence of will.*

With the help of these distinctions, the question as to
whether we should love more those who are better, i. e., closer

ad quae se remitténs hic auctor voluit haec intelligi juxta supra determinata, quae
ad hanc brevem glossam reducuntur. Ordo enim caritatis ex parte diligibilis habet
ut propinquius Deo magis diligatur: ex parte autem diligentis habet ut propin-
quius mihi magis diligatur a me. Sed hic ordo reducitur ad proportionem dilectionis
ad diligibile: quia propinquius mihi est magis diligibile a me. Et propterea sicut
actus dilectionis respectu magis propinqui Deo est improportionatus objecto nisi
magis ametur quam minus propinquium; ita actus meae dilectionis respectu
domestici mei est improportionatus objecto nisi magis ametur a me quam extraneus.
55 Cf. Toletus, Commentarium in S am S. Thomae, II-II, q. 26, a. 2.




CHARITY AND THE SOCIAL ORDER 559

to God, or those who are more closely united to us, may be
resolved in the following conclusions:

(1) Those who are better, the more virtuous, are to be
loved more in one way, that is, objectively and directly, by a
love based on the spiritual goodness they already possess. We
ought to rejoice in the goodness possessed by them, to wish
them the greater beatitude that is due to them by reason of this
goodness. They are closer to God, more worthy, and therefore
we owe them more reverence, veneration and honor.

(2) Those who are more closely united to us are, all things
being equal,” to be loved more in all the other ways, viz.,

a) First of all, intensively. Love is a motion of the one
loving towards the one loved, and since the impetus of motion
falls more forcibly upon that which is closer than that which is
farther removed, so the motion of love for those closer to us is
more intense than that for others.

by Secondly, appreciatively. Those should be loved more
who are loved by more titles, more modes of love or friendships
which are imperated by charity. And since those who are more
closely related to us are united to us by titles or friendships
over and above the common friendship of charity, they are to
be preferred before and esteemed more than others not so
closely related, insofar as these other relationships are
imperated by charity.*’

¢) Lastly, those who are more closely united to us may be
loved more objectively but indirectly: objectively in the sense
that we may wish them a greater goodness than others who,
though more virtuous, may yet lose the goodness which they

58 Cf. ¥. Sylvius, Commentarium in Totam Secundam Secundae S. Thomae
Aquinatis (Venice: 1726), III, 130. Quando non omnia cetera sunt paria, potest
esse, quod magis debemus diligere et adjuvare meliores. . . .

57 Cf. Cajetan, op. cit., Conjunctiores secundum pluribus titulis magis diliguntur
quam alii: diliguntur enim taimquam aeternae vitae capaces, tanquam ‘consanguinei,
tanquam concives et familiares, etc. Et hoc’ non solum dilectione naturali, sed
etiam charitativa: nam charitas imperare potést actus aliarum amicitiarum, et eos
ad finem suum supernaturalem ordinare; ergo qui sic sunt conjunctiores, debent
magis diligi.

3
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have; and indirectly, in that the good we wish those more
closely united to us is not yet possessed, in contrast, e. g., to the
objectively direct love of the saints in heaven who already
possess their beatitude®®

For the translation of these principles into social practice,
yet more qualifications have to be made (the threefold division
of unions into carnal, spiritual, and civil, the special principles
regulating the love of others according to these types, as well
as the variations in the obligation and order of charity accord-
ing to the different kinds of necessity in which our neighbors
find themselves) all of which are vital to a comprehension of
the influence of charity in the social order. The consideration
of these, however, we shall leave to the final discussion where
we shall show their relation to the multiple “isms > that have
attempted to supplant the love of neighbor as the crowning,
all-pervasive principle of social structure.

For the present, we shall continue our review of the doctrine
on the order in charity treated by St. Thomas in the Summa
Theologica” After answering the question as to whether we
ought to love more those who are better or those who are more
closely united to us, the Angelic Doctor proceeds to more
particular considerations based on the various kinds of union.
Man ought to love more those who are closely united to him.
Union is the norm of comparison; where it is a question of more
reasons for loving our neighbor, there are several unions to be
considered; where it is a question of only one relationship
compared to another, one union will be more intense or remiss.

In affirmative answer to the question “ Whether we ought to
love more those who are connected with us by ties of blood,”
St. Thomas considers the nature of the union of blood relatives
in itself, and states that it is prior to and more stable than all
others, “ because it is something affecting the very substance,
whereas other unions supervene and may cease altogether.” *°

58 Cf. B. H. Merkelbach, Summa Theologiae Moralis (Paris: 1935), I, 696-97.
5% Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 26.
¢ Ibid., a. 8.
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While the Angelic Doctor admits that other friendships may be
stronger because of something that is proper to each of them,
the friendship of kindred, because of this union of blood, is
more stable; and stability, the continuance of the perfection
which is aet, is to be preferred to that which is transitory. Love
of kinsfolk would, then, all things being equal, come first in the
order of love of neighbor. Again it is grace building upon
nature.

But even within the family circle there are varying grada-
tions of charity to be observed. Should a man, out of charity,
love his children more than his father? Should a man love
his mother more than his father? Should a man love his wife
more than his father and mother? The answers to these queries
are given by St. Thomas in his treatment of the order of
charity. Because a man’s father is a principle of his being,
and so more like to God the first principle of all being, a man
ought to love his. father more than his children as far as the
reasons for loving are concerned. But considering the question
from the viewpoint of the union, a man ought to love his
children more than his father. Children are part of their
parents, and so the love of a father for his children is more
like a man’s love for himself. The effective implications of
the effective love of father and children make the doctrine
clearer in a practical way. Since the debt due to a principle
is submission of respect and honor, and debt due to the effect
is one of influence and care, a man is chiefly obliged to show
honor to his father, the principle, and care to his children, the
effects of his being.®* Regarding a man’s love of father and
mother, if the father be considered precisely as father and the
mother precisely as mother, St. Thomas teaches that the father
ought to be loved more than the mother, since the father is an
active principle of generation and the mother a passive and
material principle.®* That which is active is more perfect than
that which is passive. As for a man’s love for his parents and

o1 Cf. ibid., a. 9 c., ad lum; Comm. in V Ephes., lect. 10.
%3 Ibid., a. 10.
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his wife, he should love his parents more as principles, but on
the part of the union, he should love his wife more.®

Passing from the family circle to that of a man’s friends,
those who have been benefactors to him or those whom he has
benefited, since benefactors are principles of a man’s good
in that they contribute to his spiritual or bodily welfare,
they are to be loved more as far as the reason for loving is
concerned than those whom a man benefits. On the part of the
connection between the benefactor and the beneficiary, how-
ever, those whom one benefits are to be loved more than one’s
benefactor, because the act of giving is more perfect than the
receiving of gifts. “It is the lover’s part to act, since he wills
and works the good of the beloved, while the beloved takes a
passive part in receiving good, so that to love surpasses being
loved, for which reason the greater love is on the part of the
benefactor.” ¢

The precept of charity obliges to the love of all neighbors,
enemies as well as kindred and friends. The love of one’s
enemies may be understood in three ways:® first, the love of
enemies as such; secondly, the love of enemies as to their nature
but in general; and, thirdly, a special movement of love towards
enemies in particular. Obviously, charity does not oblige in the
first sense; love of that which is evil in another is incompatible
with the love of the greatest good, God. Man is bound to love
his enemies as to their nature and in general, since they are
not contrary to him as men and they are capable of happiness.
As for the special movement of love towards enemies, it is not
absolutely required, but pertains to the perfection of charity.
Charity does require that man be prepared in mind to love his
enemies individually, if the necessity were to occur. Signs and
favors of love such as are shown to neighbors in general must
be shown to enemies as well as to friends, but the favors or
signs of love which man shows to particular friends are not due

s Ibid., a. 11.
8¢ Ibid., a. 12.
& Cf. ibid., q. 25, a. 8.
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to enemies, save in case of urgency.®® “ If thy enemy be hungry,
give him to eat; if he thirst, give him drink.”®"

In summary, we have seen that the object of love of neighbor
is God. All neighbors fall within the ken of charity because
they are capable of possessing the eternal happiness of the
greatest good, and in our love we wish them a share in that
goal which is God. The manner or mode of love of neighbor
is expressed in the words, as thyself, which indicate that the
form which specifies man’s love of self in God is that which
regulates his love of those about him. A profoundly significant
corollary of this is the truth that increase in charity is not so
much a question of ever-greater absorption in the service of
others, but rather a deepening of the love of God in oneself.
That more beneficial work for others often follows on this
intensity of self-love is quite true, but it is an effect, not a
cause of greater love. The diverse approximations of man’s
neighbors to this norm of self-love provides the basis for an
order in the love of kindred, friends and even enemies. It is
always a question of going back to the principle, the love
whose end is God and whose subject is self.

The social implications of this doctrine are great, and were
it more fully understood and practiced a new harmony would
soon pervade the structure of society. One in its object,
universal in its extension, hierarchical in its application, charity
is indeed the “soul” of a social order possessing unity in
diversity and diversity in unity.

Louis A. Ryan, O.P.

Dominican House of Studies,
Washington, D. C.

(Part IT will appear in the next issue.)

% Ibid., a. 9.
*7 Proverbs, xxv, 21.



TWO STUDIES IN METAPHYSICS

(o )

I

MATHEMATICAL AND METAPHYSICAL ANALOGY
IN ST. THOMAS

T is a significant fact that St. Thomas, following Aristotle,
I uses the words ““ analogy ” and “ proportion ” interchange-
ably; that is, he takes them to be synonymous. For in-
stance, in his Commentary on the Metaphysics we find the
expression “ proportion or analogy ” (proportione vel analo-
gia);* in his Commentary on the Ethics, the expression “ ac-
cording to analogy, that is, the same proportion ” (secundum
analogiam, idest proportionem eamdem);® and lest there be
any doubt about the matter at all, in the Quaestiones Dispu-
tatae De Veritate we have the categorical statement that “ ac-
cording to analogy ” means nothing else than “ according to
proportion.”* Ordinarily, however, we think of “ proportion ”
as being primarily and above all a mathematical term, and the
theory of proportion as belonging primarily and in the strict
sense to the science of mathematics, and in particular to geome-
try. Hence if by “ analogy ” St. Thomas only means “ pro-
portion,” then it would seem that if the theory of analogy has
any really scientific application in philosophy, this application
must consist in some sort of extension of the mathematical
notion of analogy into the domain of philosophical science. One
may well ask, however, how any such extension could possibly
be valid, for is it not true that in philosophy we are outside the

1In V Metaph., lect. 8, Cathala ed., n. 879.

?1In IV Ethic., lect. 7, n. 96. In his Commentaries on the Physics and the De
Coelo et Mundo of Aristotle, see also: I Phys., lect. 18, n. 7 (Leonine ed.); 1. 18,
n.9;I De C. et M., 1 14, ns. 3-4; II, 1. 11, n. 4; and in his Comp. Theol. see ch. 27.
Cf. also Opusc. De Prin. Nat., in fine.

3Q.2, 11, corpus.

564
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order of quantity in the ordinary mathematical sense? Is this
not especially true in metaphysics? Certainly, in philosophy we
have attained to a level of abstraction outside or above the
corporeal order, but where there are no bodies, how can there
be any quantity? Where there is no quantity, how can there be
any proportions or “ analogies ” in a truly scientific sense—in
any sense other than a merely literary or metaphorical one? If
“analogy ” does have a truly philosophical role, that role must
be something more than, and other than, that of a mere figure
of speech, no matter how suggestive it may be. Nevertheless, it
is true that St. Thomas defines analogy in terms of proportion.

In fact, he says that “ properly speaking, proportion is
nothing else than the relation of quantity to quantity, as for
instance, in the case of one (quantity) being the equal of
another, or the triple of it.”* It is, as he says in the Summa
Theologica, ““ a certain relation of one quantity to another, ac-
cording as the double, triple, and equal, are species of propor-
tion.” ®* Obviously, it is here a question of predicamental or
dimensive quantity, i.e., of that quantity which depends on
extension and is applicable only to bodies; so * proportion ”
here signifies a definite, precise, determinate relation of one
dimensive quantity, continuous or discrete, to another, e. g.,
the relation of a surface to a surface or of a number to a
number.*

Now this is proportion taken according to the first imposition
of the name.” In this sense proportion is univocal; it applies
only to the class of dimensive quantities, with respect to which
it always has the same meaning, namely, definite or fixed rela-
tion of one quantity to another (certa habitudo unius quanti-
tatis ad alteram), and this holds whether the quantity in

¢*De Ver, q. 8, a. 1, ad 6um.

51, q. 12, a. 1, ad 4um.

® Number in the properly mathematical sense is an abstraction from real,
discrete, dimensive quantity, and therefore applies properly only to the latter.
(See below note 11.)

"See J. M. Ramirezz “ De Analogia . . .,” in La Ciencia Tomista, vol. xxiv,
p. 28.
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question be “ commensurable ” or “incommensurable.”® Al-
ways it is a question of ratio in the strict Euclidean sense,’
namely of a determinate relation between dimensive quantities
or “ magnitudes,” whether commensurable or incommensurable.
The ratio need not be expressible in strict numerical units;
it may not be determinable by exact numerical calculation,
as in the case of the relation between the diagonal and the
side of a square. Nevertheless, mathematical ratio is always
formally univocal because it has a formally identical signification
wherever it is found.

Proportion or analogy in the mathematical sense is univocal.
The basic reason for this is that such analogy is restricted to the
genus or class of dimensive quantities, for a genus is predicated
of its inferiors according to a formality which is absolutely the
same in them all (secundum rationem omnino eamdem) . Thus
“animal ” is predicated univocally of horse and of cow; it
designates a certain character formally identical in them both,
by reason of which they can be placed in the same class.”® For
instance, let us consider a typical mathematical proportion, or
what in Thomistic language is called a “ proportionality,” i.e.,
a proportion of proportions: thus 6/2=21/7. Tt is evident that
the common notion (triplicity) which is realized in both these
proportions is univocal; “ triple” said of 6 in respect of 2 is
identical in signification wiht “ triple ” said of 21 in respect of 7.
The same must be said of all strictly mathematical concepts;
they are all formally univocal because they apply only within
the order of dimensive quantity, whether continuous or discrete,
for in this sense of the term, quantity is generic, and every
genus is predicated univocally of the things that come under it.

Mathematical * proportions” (ratios) and “ proportionali-
ties” (proportions strictly so called) are analogies only as
regards the manner in which they are expressed. Formally and
intrinsically and properly they are not analogies, because they

8 See Euclid’s Elements (Heath trans., 2nd ed., 1926), vol. I, p. 117.
® Ibid., Book V, definitions iv, vi, and above all v.
1° St. Thomas Aquinas: IV Meta., lect. 1, n. 535 sq.; cf. X, lect. 8, n. 1966.
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do not conecrn concepts which are formally and intrinsically
and properly analogical. True, they exhibit an analogical
“form,” and bear upon the relation between entities rather
than upon the entities themselves. It is true also that no notion
which is intrinsically analogical, that is to say, apt of its very
nature to be realized in the order of existence according to
essentially diverse modes, is found in them. Mathematical
ratios and proportions are not true analogies; they are “ univo-
cities ” in the guise of true analogies. It is because they look so
much like analogies that they are so often mistaken for them—
an error which, pressed far enough, may undermine the whole
structure of a philosophy.

We have seen that St. Thomas defines analogy in terms of
“ proportion,” and that according to the first imposition of the
name proportion is nothing but a definite, fixed relation of one
dimensive quantity, continuous or discrete, to another, quan-
tity of this sort being the proper subject of mathematics.*
Mathematical quantity is not the only sort of quantity.
Analogy, in the proper and philosophical sense, is not defined
in terms of mathematical quantity. If this were so, analogy
would be reduced to univocity. Analogy is not so defined
because quantity is twofold, being not only dimensive but
also “virtual ”; and virtual quantity is quantity of power or
perfection.®

Whereas dimensive quantity exists only in corporeal things,
virtual quantity exists in all things. Thus the name proportion,

* Besides mathematical number (which, being an abstraction from real discrete
dimensive quantity, is limited to that order), there is transcendental number, but
such number is not mathematical but metaphysical, or, if you like, trans-mathe-
matical. Those who argue that number (by which they mean mathematical
number) is really transcendental, for the simple rezscn that all things whatsoever
can be numbered (is not God Himself One and ze?) forget that only in the
transmathematical sense is number analogical. rber ¥ cannot be predicated
univocally of diverse orders of being, Thus n is not “one” in the same
sense that a material individual is; and maihe I mumber applies properly only
to the latter type of being: it implies the division of matter, snd it is univocal.

2% Summa Theol., I, q. 82, a. 1, ad lum; Q. IJ. de Ver., 4. 29, a. 3 (“ad cujus
evidentiam . . .”).

2]
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which was first imposed to signify the relation of one dimensive
quantity, continuous or discrete, to another, was extended to
signify any relation whatever of virtual quantity to virtual
quantity. This sort of quantity is transcendental; it “ wanders
through » all the categories, for virtual quantity follows upon
being; from the fact that a thing is, it has virtual quantity as
regards its perfection in the order of being.**

Virtual quantity resides first of all in the perfection of the
form or nature of a thing. Thus heat is called ““ great ” because
of its intensity or perfection. Secondly, we find virtual quantity
in the effects of form, the first of which is being, for every thing
has being according to its form. The second effect of form,
however, 1s operation, for every agent acts through its form.
Hence there is virtual quantity both in the order of being
and in the order of operation; in the order of being inasmuch as
things of a more perfect nature have greater duration; in the
order of operation, inasmuch as such things have greater power
of acting.** So, finally, by extension, “ proportion ”” came to
mean any relation whatsoever of one thing to another (quae-
libet habitudo unius ad alteram).* Thus matter is said to be
“ proportionate > to form; *®* the knowable object to the know-
ing faculty;” the effect to its cause; potency to act, and
conversely.*®

Composite (as distinguished from simple) proportion entails
at least four terms, and is called “ proportionality.” In mathe-
matics, “ proportionality ” designates the strict equality of two
relations, taking “ equality ” according to the first imposition
of the term in respect of mathematical quantities. When St.
Thomas defines proportionality as the equality of two propor-

3 Q. D. de Ver., ibid. “. .. ex hoc quod dicitur (i.e. quaelibet res) ens, con-
sideratur in eo quantitas virtualis quantum ad perfectionem essendi.”

1 Summa Theol., loc. cit.; cf. I-11, q. 52, a. 1; V Metaph., lect. 18, n. 1036-1038,
and I Sent., d. xix, q. 3, a. 1.

3% Summa Theol. 1, q. 12, a. 1, ad 4um; Q. D. de Ver., q. 8, a. 1, ad 6um.

18 Q.D. de Ver., ibid.

3" Summa Theol. I1I, Suppl. q. 92, a. 1, ad 6um.

3 Ibid. 1, q. 12, a. 1, ad 4um.



TWO STUDIES IN METAPHYSICS 569

tions,' therefore, he is giving primarily its mathematical defini-
tion; but when he speaks of proportionality as the likeness of
two proportions,* he is giving its properly metaphysical defini-
tion.”* Just as there is a simple proportion between 4 and 2,
and 20 and 10, in the order of dimensive quantity, so, in the
order of virtual quantity there is a simple proportion between
matter and form (in the physical order), and between essence
and existence (in the metaphysical order). And just as there
is equality in the proportions between 4 and 2, and 20 and.10,
so there is likeness in the proportions between matter and form,
and essence and existence (esse): matter : form, in the phy-
sical order, : : essence : existence, in the metaphysical order.
Indeed, proportion is itself proportional. Thus proportion
of virtual quantity : proportion of dimensive quantity : : pro-
portionality of virtual quantity : proportionality of dimensive
quantity.*

Now it is true that St. Thomas sometimes gives mathematical
examples to explain metaphysical and theological analogy.*® In
fact we find it very convenient to express such analogies in the
form of geometrical proportions; e. g.,

matter  potency the created the Uncreated
form ~  act ' participated being  unparticipated Being

Such formulas must not be interpreted in the quantitative
mathematical sense. As Penido says,** philosophical analogy
differs toto coelo from mathematical analogy. Le Rohellec like-
wise warns us not to be deceived by examples taken from arith-
metic and geometry, lest the metaphysical problem of analogy

12y Ethic., lect. 5, n. 939-940.

20 Q.D. de Ver., q. 23, a. 7, ad 9um; IV Sent., d. xlix, q. 2, a. 1, ad 6um.

22 See M. T.-L. Penido: Le Réle de Fanalogie en théologie dogmatique (Paris,
Vrin, 1931), p. 23.

*2See Summa Theol., loc. cit; Q.D. de Ver., q. 8, a. 1, ad 6um; III Contra
Gentiles, ch. 54, in fine; In Boet. De Trin., q. 1, a. 2, ad Sum; III Sent., d. 1, q. 1,
a. 1, ad Sum. Cf. Cajetan, De Nominum Analogia (ed. Zammit, Rome, 1934),
Pp. 24-25.

2 E. g, In I Sent., d. XXXIV, q. 8, a. 1, ad 2um.

* Op. cit.,, pp. 22-28.
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be brought down to the mathematical level.* Mathematical
examples are here nothing but examples; their value is purely
illustrative.

Now “ proportion ” can be taken strictly or broadly. Strictly,
“ proportion ” designates the relation of two quantities, dimen-
sive or virtual, according to a determinate excess or adequation.
If you have more than two terms, therefore, or even if you have
only two terms, the relation between which is not determinate
or finite, then in either case you will not have proportion in
the strict sense. Hence when St. Thomas denies that there is
any proportion between the finite and the infinite, between God
and creature, it is because they are not proportional to one
another in this strict, determinate, and finite way.”® Broadly
considered, however, there is a proportion between two terms
which are even infinitely distant, and in this sense St. Thomas
admits a proportion between the creature and God. That is to
say, where “ proportion ” designates any relation whatsoever
of one thing to another, it can be truly said that there is a
proportion between the creature and God.*”

The crucial point is that proportion must and can not be
understood univocally. This means that proportion, in the
philosophical sense, cannot be understood mathematically, for
if you take proportion mathematically, you are taking it ac-
cording to the first imposition of the name——you are taking it
univocally. To take proportion univocally is to mathematicize
the doctrine of analogy. It is perfectly evidence that “ pro-
portion ” is not univocal. In all things there are proportions—
analogies—because there are relations and comparisons, but
there are as many modes of proportion as there are modes of

»

2% See his article, “De Fundamento . ..,” in Divus Thomas (Placentiae),
vol. 29, (1926), 79.

* E.g., this is evident n @.D. de Ver., q. 2, a. 3, ad 4um; a. 11 (" unde
dicendum est . . ’). Cf. @. D. de Ver.,, q. 3, a. 1, ad 7Tum.

** Summa Theol. I, q. 18, a. 1, ad 4um. See also @.D. de Ver., q. 8, a. 1,
ad Guimn; q. 28, a. 7, ad Sum; . D. De potentia, q. 7, a. 10, ad 9um; Coentre Gentiles,
c. 54, in fine; IV Sent., d. XLIX, g. 2, a. 1, ad 6um; Summa Theol. I1I, Suppl.,
q. 92, a. 1, ad Gum (“vel dicendum ™ . . .).
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being. Proportion is itself proportional; analogy is itself ana-
logical. It follows that there is something proportionately
common in all proportions. Thus by abstracting from all
particular proportions and types of proportion, we are left with
a notion in the highest degree universal, the notion of propor-
tional likeness. This notion expresses the essence of analogy as
such.?® Tt is the only kind of likeness we have in the only true
metaphysical analogy—analogy of proper proportionality.

Analogy of proper proportionality does not require that the
terms of the similar relations be really distinct. When we say
that God “ 1s to ” His Being as the creature “ is to ” its being, it
is evidence that the first relation is an identity. Nevertheless,
analogy of proper proportionality remains in effect, because it
concerns the likeness of relations—in this case, the perfect cor-
respondence between essence and esse, both in respect of God
and of the creature. Indeed, the analogy as such abstracts from
the fact that this instance of proportional likeness requires in
the case of the first proportion, identity, of the second, distinc-
tion. It likewise abstracts from the “ distance,” not merely
between the terms of the relations, but also between the rela-
tions themselves. St. Thomas states that that likeness which
consists in agreement of proportions obtains in the case of
things which are very “ distant ” from one another, as well as
between things which are not. Thus the likeness of proportion-
ality between 2 and 1, and 6 and 3 is no greater than that
between 2 and 1, and 100 and 50.* The same applies to the
case noted above.

Whereas in a case of mathematical proportionality the
common notion is univocal in the two proportions, in a case of
metaphysical proportionality the common notion is analogical
in the strict sense in the two proportions. For instance:
matter essence

form  existence
act, which is realized diversely in both proportions, because it
is here a question of two different orders of reality, the physical

the common notion being that of potency-

38 See Ramirez, art. cit., p. 30. 2 Q.D. de Ver, q. 2, a. 11, ad 4um.
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and the metaphysical, hence of two essentially diverse modes
of being.** The analogous, says St. Thomas, is divided accord-
ing to diverse modes (analogum dividitur secundum diversos
modos) :** The community here is only relative or proportional.
The same applies to truth as attributed to the Divine Intelli-
gence, the human intelligence, and to things: “ the divine in-
tellect is a measure that is not measured; natural things are
measures which are at the same time measured; but our intellect
is not a measure but only a thing that is measured.” *? So when
we use the expression “ proportional likeness ” to designate the
very essence of analogy, we are saying that the character of
analogy as such is not that of something common to the terms
in any given analogy, but to the relations between them.
Analogy is likeness of proportions, proportional likeness**. St.
Thomas, indeed, characterizes analogy as mutual likeness of
proportions (sinulitudo ad invicem proportionum) ** The
essence of metaphysical analogy lies in proportionality.

All beings are proportionately one in being, yet every being
in respect of its esse is diverse simply from every other being.
Thus analogy is not a weak univocity. Nor is it merely the
least common denominator between univocal and equivocal
predication, for in the last analysis, analogy is based on the
diversity of the act of being of all beings, of their esse, and the
similarity between the esse and suppositum (subject receiving
esse) of all beings. The relation between the act of being of one
essence and the act of being of another essence will always be
analogical by analogy of proper proportionality. This holds
even for beings of the same genus or species. The unity of all
beings in being is only proportional, consisting as it does only
in the analogical community of relations which all beings main-
tain with one another through their esse.’* Now only a true

3 Form is metaphysical, whereas form-matter is physical. Cf. De Ente et

Essentia, cap. IV, V.
311 Sent., d. XXII, q. 1, a. 3, ad Zum.
20.D. de Ver, q. 1, a. 2. 32 Cf. Penido, op. cit., pp. 24-25.
3t Q. D. de Ver., q. 2, a. 11; q. 28, a. 7, ad 9um, et alibi.
35 Qee St. Thomas, Opusc. De Natura Generis, cap. 1; I Sent, d. XXXV,

q. 1, a. 4.
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analogy has scientifically certain or demonstrative value, and
we have a true analogy only where the members of the analogy
—the analogates—are somehow (i.e., proportionately) identi-
cal in a common term which is formally, entitatively, neces-
sarily present in them. Without this inner, necessary connection
of being, the argument-by-analogy lacks a true middle terms.*
The analogous form as common term in which all the analogates
share must be present in them formally, by intrinsic necessity.

Such is being, which is in the highest degree formal in all
things,*” in all degrees, kinds, differences, and properties of
things, so that without it they would be nothing at all. If being
were univocal there would be only one essence, hence only one
being, hence no multiplicity, hence absolute monism. If being
were univocal, it would be a genus, but being is essentially in-
cluded in everything of which it is predicated; hence it cannot
be limited by any difference (differentia); hence it cannot be a
genus.®®* The analogates of being, i. e., all things, are mutually
diverse and have unity only by reason of the fact that being is
present in them as their act. Thus metaphysical analogy is
rooted In the transcendental-ontological relation in which all
beings stand to being as such, for being as being signifies only
being, pure act, no defect, no non-being, no potentiality. This
is why the ultimate basis of every analogy is the division of
being by potency and act. We have only to bear in mind the
fact that all analogy presupposes multiplicity of being, inas-
much as in analogy a common name is predicated of several
inferiors. Remove plurality and you remove analogy, indeed,
even univocity, for the univocal predication of a common
character requires the existence of at least two things mutually
diverse. Without the real division of being by potency and act,
the multiplication of beings is impossible, and Parmenides’
dilemma remains.

3¢ Cf. Manser, “ Die analoge FErkenntnis Gottes,” in Divus Thomas (Frib.),
vol. 6 (1928), 398.

37 Summa Theol. I-11, q. 94, a. 2; Q. D. de Pot., q. 3, a. 16, ad 4um, et alibi.

38 Summa Theol. 1, q. 3, a. 5; I Cont. Gent., c. 25.
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If a perfection is multiplied, it is divided, and if it is divided,
it is limited. Clearly, there can be a multiplication of acts, of
perfections or of forms only in the measure that the subjects
which receive them are multiplied. Our humanity, for instance,
would remain unique if there were no subjects or human indi-
viduals to multiply it. So, wherever there is the finite and the
multiple there is an act that is received, a capacity or subjective
potency which restricts that act in receiving it, and divides it in
communicating it to a plurality of diverse subjects. In a word,
wherever there is the finite and the multiple, there is real com-
position of potency and act. Where act is pure and unreceived
there is nothing but the limitless and the unique.®®

The distinction between essence and existence (esse) follows
upon that between potency and act: potency : act :: essence :
existence. Qutside God there is a real distinction between the
first two; hence between the second two, taking essence as real
subjective potency (receptive capacity) and existence as ulti-
mate act. If there is no real distinction between essence and
esse in things other than God, i. e., in all creatures, then there is
no analogy of being. If being were not multiple, then being
would not be spoken of as multiple. Being would then be pre-
dicated of all things, of God and of creatures, in the same way

(secundum rationem simpliciter eamdem). “ Being” would
then signify the same order to being, viz., by identity, but where
there is no diverse order to being, predication remains entirely
univocal, and if being is univocal, then all other perfections are
likewise univocal. Again, if being is univocal, it is a genus or
class, and if it is a class, then it is as such an ens rationis—a
purely logical entity. If however being is a purely logical entity,
then there is no analogy. As we have seen, diversity in modes of
existing is required for analogy-—and that, coupled with a cer-
tain unity, is all that is required. Remove the analogy of
being, however, and you remove all diversity in modes of exist-
ing, and hence all analogy. It is therefore clear that analogy is
based on the real division of being by potency and act.

** See St. Thomas, Comp. Theol., c. 18; also I Cont. Gent., c. 43, and compare
c. 28 along with II, c. 52.
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Only in metaphysical analogy, that is, in analogy of proper
proportionality, is the common analogous ratio, to wit, being,
formally and by intrinsic necessity present in all its analogates
as an “inhering form,” so that Cajetan considers it the only
true analogy.®® Metaphysical analogy bears on the likeness of
proportions or relations between diverse modes of being of
proportionately the same reality. Thus, essence : existence ::
potency : act (being). The proportional likeness which is the
basis of metaphysical analogy is a similarity of dissimilars
(stmilitudo dissimilium) ** founded not, as in the case of uni-
vocal likeness, on unity of species or genus, however distant,
but on diverse and unequal participation in an essential perfec-
tion proportionately common.** Analogical likeness is opposed
to all degrees of univocal likeness. Now the analogical perfec-
tion of analogical perfections is being. Being, like all trans-
cendental concepts, is analogical by analogy of proper propor-
tionality, for being is analogous by its very-essence and is
therefore apt to be realized in subjects which differ absolutely
and totally by their essence, as God and creatures do.** (It is of
course not analogous in the manner of a concept formally
univocal which can be applied “ analogically ” to diverse sub-
jects, as in the case both of analogy of attribution and analogy
of metaphor.** Being is found intrinsically in God and creature,
substance and accident, in all modes and types of being, no
matter how diverse.

When Aristotle defined metaphysics as the science of ““ being
as being and the attributes which belong to this in virtue of its
own nature,”** that is, the science of being and the trans-
cendentals, the properties of all being as being, he set the theme
for all subsequent metaphysical speculation of a truly scientific
character. Aristotle well knew that all multiplicity and diversity

4° De Nominum Analogia, cap. 3.

1 See St. Thomas, Commentary on Psalm xxxiv, v.7.

2Q.D. de Ver., q. 2, a. 11, ad 2um; cf. Q. D. de Pot, q. 8, a. 4, ad 9um;
I Sent., d. XLVII], q. 1, a. 1.

3 Cf. Maritain, Les Degrés du Savoir, Paris (1932), p. 428.

** Ibid., pp. 821-826 (Annexe II).

5 Aristotle, Meta. IV, 1 (Ross trans.).

4
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is proportionately or analogically one in being (in ens in com-
munt). Both Aristotle and St. Thomas were clearly aware of
the fact that the unity of metaphysics, and hence its very
existence as a science, is made possible only through the reduc-
tion of its multiform objects (substance, accident, becoming,
the opposites, even non-being) to the analogical unity of being.*®
This reduction can be effected, for though being is diversely
participated in all things, it exists in them all as one common
thing (unum quid commune) . The unity of analogy is a unity
of relation, of ordination to being (habitudo ad esse). Being
exists in all that is; is, as such, one, true, good, something.
All entities, no matter how different, have an entitative ordina-
tion to being, to the one, the good, and the true. Thus we are
able to attain an analogy in which essentially diverse things are
proportionately one, because all such things agree in the same
transcendental relation—ordination to being—for they all have
being; are one, true, good, proportionately to their being. All
beings, then, have a relation, a proportion, to being, and herein
they are all one. Even opposites (non-being herein included),
have a certain relation to being. As St. Thomas puts it, “it
must be said that something, according to analogy, is common
to being and non-being, for non-being itself is called being
analogically.” ** In analogous things not diverse realities are
considered, but diverse modes of being of the same reality.*®
Now that “ same reality ” is a reality that is proportionately one
in all its inferiors. Such is being; such is every metaphysical
object.

Penido is not reveling in hyperbole when he says that in the
doctrine of analogy lies “ the salvation of metaphysics.” ** That
is true in a very proper and precise sense, for metaphysics is
the science of being, and being is analogical of its very nature.

48 Ibid., X1, 8, with St. Thomas’ Commentary, lect. 8, and In IV Meta., lect. 1,
n. 534.

7Q.D. de Ver, q. 2, a. 11, ad 5um: “Dicendum quod enti et non enti aliquid
secundum analogiam convenit quia ipsum non-ens ens dicitur analogice.”

0. D. de Pot., q. 9, a. 2, ad 6um: “In analogicis considerantur non diversae
realitates, sed diversi modi essendi eiusdem realitatis.”

** Penido, op. cit., pp. 96-97.
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It is clear that all properly metaphysical concepts are analogi-
cal, because they all stem from and are reducible to the concept
of being. All science is of being, of one sort or another, under
one aspect or another.”® Tt is no less clear, therefore, that with-
out the analogy of being there can be no scientific knowledge
of any sort, for although some scientific knowledge is possible
without any knowledge of the analogy of being, no scientific
knowledge is possible without the actual analogy of being.
Penido is speaking of the necessity of analogy for science in
general when he points out that the problem of the Divine
Names is only the theological aspect of a general question—
the possibility of science. “ Science,” he says, “ must reduce the
multitude of things to unity, alone intelligible. [The multiple
as multiple is not intelligible.] But how can the same notion
apply to several realities? FEither everything is equivocal,
heterogeneous, in which case science is impossible; or every-
thing is univocal and homogeneous, . . . and science is a taut-
ology. There you have the antinomy. And just as the onto-
logical conflict was resolved by the concept of potentiality
intercalated between being and nothing, so likewise here, it
finds its solution in analogy, which is midway between the
univocal and the equivocal.” ** The “ analogy of being ” rests
on the fact that beings are really many and diverse, and yet at
the same time really (though only proportionately) one. Were
there no real unity in multiplicity or identity in diversity, there
would be no analogy of being, but if being were not intrinsically
analogical, there would not even be two beings really diverse.
To know that things are many, and yet at the same time some-
how one, is to know, at least implicitly, that being is analogical.
If we knew the many were not somehow really one, we would
know science to be impossible, for scientific knowledge is com-
mon or universal knowledge, even when that knowledge bears
on particular sensible things. There is no science of the singular

50 St. Thomas, IV Metaph., lect. 1, n. 530: . .. Scientiae aliae, quae sunt de
entibus particularibus, considerant quidem de ente, cum omnia subjecta scientiarum
sint entia . . .”; cf. Aristotle, Metaph. IV, 1.

52 Op. cit., p. 77.
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as singular, nor of the many as many. As the scholastics put it,
sense is of singulars, intellect of universals,®> and science is the
work of intellect, whose very nature it is to seek oneness and
universality in the many and the particular.

It is the principle of analogy alone which “ saves” meta-
physies, and indeed really makes possible any and all science
properly so called. It is the principle of analogy alone which
solves the antinomy of the one and the many in all its varied
manifestations. Thus it is this principle, and this principle
alone, which enables us to avoid the pitfalls of monism and
anthropomorphism, on the one side, of pluralism and agnosti-
cism on the other; it is by virtue of this principle alone that we
are not compelled to make the fatal choice between the oppos-
ing errors for which these names stand. It is because being is
really analogical and our knowledge of being analogical that
we do mot have to choose between metaphysical and episte-
mological univocity, on the one hand, and metaphysical and
epistemological equivocity on the other. However, we would
fall into perhaps a greater error than either of these if we
allowed the discovery of this principle to be an occasion for
intellectual presumption or pride. This cannot happen so long
as we keep clearly in mind what this principle implies for our
knowledge, for the fact is that our analogical knowledge (the
only sort of knowledge we can have in metaphysics as well as
in theology) , though certain and formal and proper so far as it
goes, does not “go” very far. To know this and the reason for
it, is already to be humbled.

Though it concerns the highest and most perfect objects,
analogical knowledge is very imperfect as knowledge. Analogi-
cal concepts do not abstract perfectly from their inferiors, as
univocal concepts do; hence they have not, like the latter, a
simple unity in respect of them, but only a proportional unity,
for the unity of those inferiors consists only in the community
of relations or proportions which they have with one another

52K g.: “Differt sensus ab intellectu et ratione quia intellectus vel ratio est
universalium, quae sunt ubique et semper; sensus autem est singularium.” (St.
Thomas, De Sensu et Sensato, 1. 1.)
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through the possession of a common analogical perfection. It
is evident that all analogical knowledge is incomprehensive,
inexhaustive, non-definitive. (Only generic or specific objects
can be defined.) Analogical knowledge is in the highest degree
universal, and therefore in a precise sense indistinct. Meta-
physical ideas are analogical ideas, and analogical ideas are not
at all “ clear and distinct ideas ” in the Cartesian sense. Only
univocal ideas are “clear and distinct.” (That is why the
Cartesian mode of thought is incompatible with the metaphysi-
cal mode of thought properly so called.) When we measure the
actual content of our analogical knowledge against the abso-
lutely inexhaustible intelligibility of its objects, we see at once
that that knowledge is slight even to the point of tenuity.
However, it is the most perfect sort of knowledge that we can
naturally have of such objects. It is not to be despised, there-
fore, or in any way undervalued, but cherished and sought for
to the extent of our powers. What St. Thomas says about our
knowledge of “divine things” is true also of our knowledge
of metaphysical things: “The human intellect desires and
loves more, and takes greater delight in, the knowledge of
divine things, although it can ascertain but little about them,
than in the perfect cognition which it has of the lowest
things.” %

II

ON BEING: ITS MEANING AND ITS ROLE IN
PHILOSOPHY

There is no doubt that the big word in Thomist philosophy
is the word being. If being is a mere word, however, and if
every science is about being, under one aspect or another, then
we shall be in the uncomfortable position of having to admit
that every science is merely about words. Thus all “ sciences”
will be reduced to grammar, and a pseudo-grammar at that,
since words themselves have no meaning apart from the ideas

53 [TT Cont. Gent., cap. 25: Intellectus humanus magis desiderat et amat et
delectatur in cognitione divinorum, quamvis modicum de illis perspicere possit, quam
in perfecta cognitione quam habet de rebus infimis.
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they signify, nor ideas apart from the beings they represent.
What I wish to do here is to defend the doctrine that since
every science is concerned with being, under one aspect or
another, the term being is not a mere sound devoid of meaning,
but a name of the utmost significance.,

We scholastics—especially we Thomists—are always talking
about “ being.” It is not at all remarkable that we sometimes
leave the impression that we really do not know what we are
talking about, that we have, in fact, so far hypnotized ourselves
with “ being ” that we actually use it as a sort of magic formula
to banish real doubts and circumvent real problems. I shall
try to show that this impression is not well-founded, that, what-
ever basis it may have in the teachings of ill-informed Thomists,
it has no basis in the teaching of Thomism itself.

One of the simplest and best ways to approach the problem
of being (extremely complex though it is, since the whole of
philosophy is bound up with it) is, I think, through grammar—
philosophical or speculative grammar. Thus, grammatically,
“being ” is the participle of the verb “ to be.”

A participle is a concrete term which implies two things: a
form and a subject of that form, a thing having that form.
Except in the case of subsistent forms, form is nothing in itself.
Form is nothing apart from the thing actualized or ““informed ”*;
it is merely the act whereby something exists as a determinate
thing. In technical language, that is, form is a quo—a “by
which ”—and not a quod, not a subject or thing. Thus, although
we always speak of forms as if they were themselves things,
it is important to remember that in the natural order, at least,
forms are nothing at all apart from the realities which they
inform.

A participle, I said, is a concrete term which implies two
things, or rather two elements: a form and a subject receiving
it. For example, writing implies both the act of writing and
the subject who performs that act. There is no such thing as a
pure act of writing apart from someone that writes. In the same
way, being, considered as a participle, signifies something which
is composed of the form or act of being and of that which
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exercises that act. The act of being is what we mean by the
term existence (or better, existing), and the subject exercising
that act is what we mean by the term essence. Thus being
always presents two aspects: the aspect of existence (act of
being) , and the aspect of essence (subject exercising that act);
so essence and existence are nothing at all in themselves.
Existence, as act of being, is nothing at all apart from the
subject having being, just as writing as an act is nothing at all
apart from a writer. Similarly, essence, as subject of being, is
nothing at all apart from the act of being which that subject
exercises; no subject, as subject, exists; a subject exists only
in virtue of exercising the act of existence. Essence, then, like
existence, is a pure “ by which ”—a quo and not a quod. How-
ever, we speak of essence as if it were a thing, a reality on its
own account, whereas in fact essence is merely an element of
things—that by which things are what they are, as existence is
that by which things exist. Hence the error of those who, like
Santayana, make of essence a thing, a reality on its own ac-
count.* Let us not be victimized by language; let us look to the
reality behind the word, inadequate and inexact as that word so
often is. To sum up: as a participle, being signifies something
which is composed of existence (in the sense stated above),
and of that which has existence. In other words, being always
presents an act-aspect and a subject-aspect. This already fore-
shadows what we have to say about being considered nominally
or as a noun.

From the metaphysical angle, perhaps the most important
point about nouns is that they signify things in their essence-
aspect. (Participles, which are verb-forms, signify things in
their existential aspect.?) Thus, simply to know the essence or

1] submit that Platonists, or Platonic-minded thinkers, regularly fall into this
error, that they overlook the duality in the very notion of being. Dropping out
the act-aspect, they are left with the subject-aspect. They therefore translate
“being” as “essence.”” This is indeed inevitable, for Platonism itself is a phi-
losophy, not precisely of being but of essence—mnot of being qua being, but of
being qua intelligible, and this makes a world of difference.

2 For definitions of the noun and the verb, see Aristotle: Periherm., L. ch. 2, 16a
19; ch. 3, 16b 6, with St. Thomas’ Commentary, lect. 4 and 5. Cf. Maritain, An
Introduction to Logic (N.Y., 1937), pp. 54-56.
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whatness of a thing designated by a noun is not to know
whether or not that thing exists. Indeed, no knowledge of the
existence of a thing is included in the knowledge of its essence.
I can know what man is without thereby knowing whether any
man exists or not. Names signify things through concepts, but
the knowledge of a thing grasped in the concept is, so far, only
a knowledge of its essence or some aspect thereof. As was said,
however, essence is nothing in itself; it is a mere “ by which,”
not something that exists. For this very reason essence always
connotes existence, whether actual or possible. Thus, to con-
sider being nominally is to consider it primarily from the stand-
point of essence, yet with the implication of existence, whether
actual or only possible.

In which of these senses, then—as essence, or as existence—
is being the proper object of metaphysics or first philosophy?
The answer is: in both senses. The being which is the object
of metaphysics is not being simply and solely in the participial
sense, or being as the act of being itself. This is evident if we
consider that being in this sense is an essential predicate in
respect of God alone, an accidental predicate in respect of all
other things, i.e., of all creatures, for in the case of God alone
is existence necessarily connected with essence. In respect of
no creature does essence necessarily imply existence. God alone
1s the cause of His own existence; rather, God alone 7s His own
existence.

Now, being taken as a noun abstracts from the act of being
or existence itself, and signifies essence by connoting existence.
Being in this sense, therefore, is an essential predicate in respect
of all beings; it is predicable of absolutely all beings, not only
of all actual beings, but also, since it abstracts from the act of
existence, of all possible beings, and even of logical beings,
which have existence only in the mind. Thus, whereas being
in the participial sense, as signifying the very act of existence
itself, belongs to all beings other than God only contingently,
temporally, and mutably, in the nominal sense, as signifying
essence taken in abstraction from existence, being is necessary,
eternal, and immutable. Every being is necessarily, eternally,
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and immutably constituted by its essential notes, just as man,
for instance, 1s necessarily, immutably, and from eternity, a
rational animal.

We should now be in a position to understand what is meant
by saying that the formal object of metaphysics is being as
being. Of course, if both “beings ” in this formula have the
same meaning, then we have asserted a bare tautology. This,
however, is not the case, for, as we have seen, being always
presents a double aspect; it has two “faces.” Thus the first
“being ” in our formula is being taken as a noun; it is being as
signifying primarily essence, that is to say, being in the sense
of something common to all beings, hence predicable of all
beings—something in virtue of which each and every being is
what it is. The first “ being ” in the formula, then, is being
under the aspect of essence. The second “ being ” is being under
the aspect of existence, actual or possible. The expression
“ being as being,” therefore, means this: being, under the aspect
of essence, as existing or as capable of existing. Being is simply
that which ¢s or can be. The “ that which ” gives us the essence-
aspect, the “is or can be,” the existence-aspect, actual or
possible.

The school of Aristotle and St. Thomas has always held that
there is a science which treats of being as being, its properties
and causes, that there is only one such science, namely meta-
physies or first philosophy, that all the other sciences treat of
being not as being, but as of such and such a sort. Thus the
object of natural philosophy—what the ancients called physica—
is being as sensible and mobile. This object is attained by
formal abstraction of the first degree, namely by abstraction
from “ singular matter ” alone, i. e., from the individuating con-
ditions of natural bodies. Hence natural philosophy treats of
the actions and passions of bodies, the laws of generation and
corruption, of movement. It considers mobile being precisely as
mobile. To use Maritain’s expressions,® the ““ objective light ”
under which it attains its object is a type of abstraction in the

*J, Maritain, A Preface to Metaphysics (N.Y., 1939), pp. 81-82.
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sense of intellectual “ visualisation ” whereby the strictly singu-
lar and contingent characteristics of bodies are disregarded in
order to consider their common sensible and mobile and em-
pirically ascertainable properties and qualities. Thus natural
philosophy abstracts from “ singular matter,” but not from
“ sensible matter.” Secondly, the object of metaphysics is
clearly not being under the aspect of quantity, whether con-
tinuous or discrete. This is the object of mathematics,® an
object attained by abstraction of the second degree, namely by
abstraction from all sensible matter, but not from “ intelligible
matter,” i.e., not from ideal quantity.® The objective light
under which mathematics attains its object, namely the mode of
abstracting and defining with intelligible matter alone, is a type
of intellectual visualisation whereby every reference to the
external senses and hence to sensible matter is removed. To
attain the veritable object of metaphysics, however, we must
advance beyond these two lower degrees of abstraction to the
third and highest degree, namely abstraction from all matter.
The intelligible light proper to this science is a type of intellec-
tual visualisation whereby the object is grasped by the intelli-
gence solely with reference to its own intrinsic intelligibility,
so that to have grasped what philosophers call “ being as being ”
is to have “in-spected” being itself in its own intrinsic
intelligibility .*

There is perhaps little danger of confusing the ““being” of
the natural philosopher or that of the mathematician with the
“being ” which is the object of metaphysics, but there are
certain other “ beings ” which are far more confusable. Thus the
vague being-in-general of common-sense perception is not at all
the being as being of the metaphysician, but it is, so to speak,
close enough to the being of the metaphysician to be easily

¢ Ibid., pp. 82-83.
% Here it is a question not of quantity as a real accident of corporeal substance,

but of quantity (number or extension) considered in itself, ideally or abstractly.
Such quantity is an object of thought which cannot exist apart from sensible
matter, but which can be conceived apart from it. Sensible matter does not enter
into the definition of mathematical objects as such.

® Maritain, op. cit., p. 84.
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confused with it. The being of the metaphysician lies hidden in
the being of common knowledge and everyday experience. As
Maritain points out,” one must look for being where it is hidden,
namely in the most common being, which is found translated
and expressed by the most commonplace, the tritest of all
words—by the word “is.” Again, being as known, or more
precisely, the known as known, is not the object of metaphysics,
but of logic. The proper object of logic is the ens rationis,
the object known, precisely as known, so that the formal aspect
under which logic considers things is that being which they have
in the mind itself—their intentional being.®

This is a crucial point, for throughout the whole history of
thought there has been a tendency to identify real being, i.e.,
the actual being of things independently of thought, with inten-
tional being, the being given to things in the mind by the mind
itself. Herein, I think, Lies the root and source of idealism in
philosophy, the fundamental argument of which may be stated
as follows: being or the real is known only in idea; therefore the
real is idea. Of course we do not find this argument stated
explicitly in this form in books of idealist philosophy, but we
do often find something very much like it implied. A striking
modern example of this basic argument occurs in the “ Appear-
ance and Reality ” of Mr. F. H. Bradley, the only real difference
being that instead of ““ idea,” the predicate is here “ experience.”
“ Anything in no way felt or perceived,” he says, “ becomes for
me quite unmeaning ”; whence he concludes that “for me ex-
perience is the same as reality.”® The argument, then, is this:
the real comes to me only in experience; therefore the real is
experience. Numerous other examples might be adduced. For
instance, we find fundamentally the same argument in Bosan-
quet,*® where we are presented with a sort of pan-logism (of
Hegelian inspiration, of course), arising from the identification
of real with intentional being. A far more interesting case is
that of Hegel himself. He sees no distinction between logic and

7 Ibid., p. 89.

® Ibid., pp. 83-36. ® Op. cit., pp. 144-145.
1 E. g., see The Principle of Individuality and Value, Lect. IL.
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metaphysics; indeed, his logic s metaphysics, not ¢ metaphysic.
Here again we have the same false identification. What results
from it is a theory, not of being, but of pseudo-being.**

Hegel proposed to exhibit in the most strictly scientific way
the so-called dialectical process of reality by taking his point
of departure from the idea of “Pure Being.” Moreover, he
claimed that his whole “ Science of Logic ” was rationally com-
pelling because rigorously deductive from beginning to end.
Now Being—Pure Being—he says, “ is pure indeterminateness
and vacuity . . . in fact, Being, indeterminate immediacy, is
Nothing—neither more nor less.” ** But Being and Nothing
(which are both equally nothing) unite, and the result is
Becoming! Now the Pure Being or Pure Nothing which Hegel
took to be the starting point of logic or metaphysics is not, in
fact, the starting point of either science. Hegel’s Pure Being
is rather “ being ” grasped by that type of abstraction whereby
the mind abstracts universal wholes from their singular embodi-
ments, passing thus to universals more and more extensive and
less and less comprehensive, more and more “ wide ” and less
and less “ deep.” It is, indeed, the ultimate term of this ab-
stractive process—a mere ens rationis. As Hegel clearly saw,
being-in-general in the highest degree abstracted from every
determination whatsoever is equivalent to our thought of
“ nothingness.” Nothing at all can actually be deduced from
such a concept; it is as empty of content as any concept possibly
can be. If, therefore, we take being as the most universal, the
most empty and bare of our logical structures, we are making a
most serious mistake, for we shall then have approached the
confines of nothingness. Our philosophy will have been robbed
of philosophical content. Hegel’s “Logic ” is a logic which has
lost contact with reality, and his philosophy, being 1dealist, is
not truly speaking in the order of metaphysical science.

An idealist philosophy may be immensely interesting and
instructive in itself, but it will not be metaphysics precisely
because, so long as it remains true to its own character, it will

11 Cf. Maritain, op. cit., pp. 36-87.
12 Seience of Logic, translated by Johnson and Struthers, vol. I, pp. 81-92,
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never penetrate to the order of being as being; it will be a
philosophy not of that which s as such, but of that which is or
can be thought. It will be not a philosophy of being as being,
but of being as intelligible essence. This is true of the most
respectable of all idealisms—the “ objective idealism * of Plato,
but whoever follows the idealist way must take the inevitable
idealist consequences. For him who does so, ideas will not be
concepts whereby he touches directly the illimitable riches of
existence, but the very termini of his knowledge—whether, with
Plato, he proceeds to hypostasize them or not. The point is
this: a true realist philosophy is not content to stop with the
essence or with being as intelligible content; it must go on to
grasp the existence in its very dynamic actuality. Indeed, it
starts with dynamic actualities and stops only when it has found
their measure and their source in that supreme dynamic actu-
ality which is God, and has known Him as perfectly as human
reason can.

James F. ANDERSON
St. Anselm’s College,
Manchester, New Hampshire



THE THEORY OF DEMOCRACY
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Part 1T
TaE Enp oF Poriticarl Activity: THE CoMmMoON Goop

HIS is the second in a series of articles devoted to

I understanding, as well as demonstrating, the truth that

Democracy is, on moral grounds, the best form of
government. In a prefatory note to the whole series, we pointed
out that “the word ¢ democracy,” through its use in propaganda
of all sorts, has come to stand for almost anything that one
can be politically for or against.” We mention this again in
order to remind the reader of our plea: that he “ avoid a too
hasty or a too simple application of our thesis to current events,

. by not identifying Democracy with the existing governments
of England or the United States.” .

In this article, we shall try to answer that objection to our
theory, which argues from the unity of the common good as
the end of political activity to the impossibility of a moral
hierarchy of forms of government. We find it necessary, there-
fore, to begin by clarifying the terms in which the objection
must be stated.

1. In the practical order, the last end is the first principle.
As the first truth is that without which no others can be known,
so the ultimate good is that upon which depends the goodness
of everything else we seek. But the last end is not the only
principle in the practical order. Just as, in speculative matters,
there are secondary truths—secondary in the sense that their
knowability depends on knowledge of the first truth—so, in
practical matters, there are subordinate ends, goods which are
sought for their own sake as well as for the ultimate good they
also serve as means. We customarily speak of such goods as
intermediate ends, thereby indicating their dual character: as

588



THE THEORY OF DEMOCRACY 589

ends, though not ultimate; as means, though not merely so.
Such goods always function as secondary principles: as indis-
pensable means, in the order of execution, to the achievement
of the ultimate good or last end. But they may also sometimes
function as first principles: as the ultimate good to be achieved
in a certain, restricted sphere of activity. Here is another point
of comparison between the practical and the speculative. The
principle of contradiction is the first principle, without quali-
fication or restriction, whereas an axiom of geometry is a first
principle, though first only in a restricted subject-matter.
Similarly, the ultimate good is the last end simpliciter, but
other goods may be last ends secundum quid.

There is no difficulty about viewing the same good both as
an end secundum quid and as a means to the end simpliciter.
But not all intermediate ends are first principles, though all are
secondary principles. Thus, the moral virtues are intermediate
ends: they are indispensable means to happiness; they are also
perfections worth having for their own sake, and, as such, they
are bonum honestum, not bonum utile; but they are not also
first principles secundum quid because moral activity, without
qualification, is defined by happiness as the first principle
simpliciter. In contrast, the common good is not only an in-
dispensable means to happiness, but also the end of political
activity as such.®® It is, therefore, the first principle in a certain
sphere of moral activity, qualified as political, though happiness
remains the first principle of moral activity considered without

°® It may be objected that the virtues, moral and intellectual, can also be regarded
as first principles secundum quid. They are the proximate ends of education as a
special sphere of activity. But it should be noted that education is a special
sphere of activity, it is not moral activity taken without qualification. The sphere
of moral activity without qualification is the individual pursuit of happiness, and
here the virtues are always secondary principles: intermediate ends and indis-
pensable means. Here, then, is the case in which an intermediate end cannot be
regarded as if it were just an end and not a means. Although the common good
is a means in the moral order, taken without qualification, it must also be regarded
as the end, and not a means, in the political order. Cf. Maritain, True Humanism
(New York: 1938), pp. 127 ff,, 142 £, 169 ff; also Freedom in the Modern World
(New York: 1936), pp. 42 ff., 47 ff.
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qualification. The distinction between politics and ethics as
practical sciences, as well as the subordination of politics to
ethics (analogous to the subordination of natural philosophy
to metaphysics), turns upon the double-edged fact that the
common good is a first principle secundum quid; for in having
its own first principle politics has a certain autonomy, yet it
is subordinate to ethics in that this first principle must also be
regarded as an indispensable means, as secondary in relation
to the first principle of ethics, which is happiness. The ordi-
nation of the common good to happiness does not prevent us
from seeing the analogous roles they play as first principles or
last ends, secundum quid and simpliciter. And this analogy can
be extended to include secondary principles: as moral virtue
is the indispensable means directly productive of happiness, so
good government is the indispensable means directly productive
of the common good. Viewing the political sphere in its limited
autonomy (whether as a department of practical science or as
a domain of moral activity), we see that common good and
good government are the basic terms, just as happiness and
virtue are the basic terms in ethics.*

These terms are now sufficiently clear for us to state two
problems which concern political theory generally, and the
theory of Democracy in particular. The first problem is whether
the common good is the last end in the temporal order, as well
as the last end in the political sphere; or, in other words, whether
in the temporal order there is something more ultimate than
the common good, 1. e., temporal and natural happiness, in con-
trast to eternal and supernatural beatitude. The second prob-
lem is whether there is only one end of political activity, or

3¢ Whether as principles of political iscience, or as principles of political activity,
the common good and good government are related as primary and secondary: as
the end and its means. Analogous to virtue as good habit, good government is
not a mere means, but an intermediate end; it is a bonum honestum, not a bonum
ufile, in ‘the political order. When we speak of good government as an inter-
mediate end in the political order, we are recognizing its status as a means to the
common good as the final end of that order. This relationship is unaffected by the
fact that the common good and good government are both intermediate ends, and
hence means, in relation to happiness as the final end simpliciter.
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several alternative ends unequal in goodness; in other words,
whether “ common good ” has one signification, which is uni-
vocal, or several which are analogical. Once these questions are
asked, it is immediately apparent that the basic terms—happi-
ness and common good—are far from clear, certainly not clear
enough to indicate self-evident answers. It should be apparent
also that the two problems are related. Though we shall deal
with the second of these problems in this Part, and reserve the
first for Part III, it will be impossible not to anticipate here
matters which will be more fully discussed later.

The answer to the first problem is that there is a happiness
which is the end simpliciter in the temporal order, and that, in
the temporal order, the common good is the end only of political
activity, not of moral activity taken without qualification. The
answer to the second problem is that “ common good * has both
univocal and analogical significance, signifying both a single
end of all political activity and also a set of alternative, unequal
ends. Upon the defensibility of these answers, the theory of
Democracy rests its case against objections which have: been
raised. Before we proceed, in this Part, to explain the answer
to the second problem, let us briefly review the objection which
posed the problem.

The notion of a hierarchy of forms of government, graded in
moral excellence, was considered objectionable. To say, as we
do, that Democracy is, on moral grounds, the best form of
government, presupposes such a hierarchy of good political
forms.*” The objection was not to the opinion that democracy
is, under certain circumstances, better than monarchy or oli-
garchy, because it is a more efficient means for achieving the
common good; but to the conclusion, which we hold to be
demonstrable, that Democracy is, absolutely speaking, better
than any other form of government, because it accomplishes
a greater common good than they can effect.®®

37 Vd. Part 1, supra, in TaHe TroMist, 11, 8, pp. 415-422.
*8 For the distinction between Democracy (in relation to Royal and Republican
forms of government) and democracy (in relation to monarchical, oligarchical,

5
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The reason for the objection can be simply stated. The good-
ness of government is as a means to the common good. The
common good is the last end in the order of political activity,
and just as there cannot be more than one last end simpliciter,
so in any restricted sphere of activity there cannot be more
than one last end secundum quid. Now the end is the principle
of moral specification, dividing the means as good and bad
according as they serve or disserve it. Hence, there can be only
one moral distinction between governments as good and bad,
and any further inequality among good forms of government
must be with respect to their efficiency as means to the same end.

The objection is not wholly false, for it insists upon part of
the truth: that there is a generic distinction between all good
and all bad forms of government, and that this can be made
only by reference to a single end, served or disserved.* The
objection is false only in what it neglects or denies, namely,
other significations of ““ common good,” which represent a plu-
rality of ends in the political order, capable of specifying the
diverse forms of government as morally unequal. Moreover,
good government is not a mere means. The place it occupies
in the order of political goods is analogous to that of virtue in
relation to happiness. Good government is an intermediate end
in the political order and has an intrinsic goodness, the goodness
of a bonum honestum. Hence a moral inequality may be dis-
covered among forms of government, viewing them as ends
rather than as means. Since they are both ends and means,
there must be, of course, a perfect correlation between these
two ways of viewing them.*

and other modes of government), vd. Part I, supra, lec. cit., pp. 422-425; for the
distinction between forms and modes of government, vd. fn. 12 supra; for the
discussion of the best relatively and the best absolutely, vd. pp. 432-436.

2 Vd. Part 1 supre, loc. cit., p. 414.

4 The several sources of inequality among the virtues may be illuminating here
by way of comparison. The supernatural are superior to the natural virtues by
reason of the end they serve. The cognate end of the natural virtues is natural,
temporal happiness; the natural virtues may serve the higher end of eternal
beatitude, but they are not adequate means thereto. Here we find an inequality
in means which derives from an inequality of ends, related within the analogy of
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But the objector may still argue that a plurality of common
goods (as ends in the political order) is impossible, and hence
that only a generic moral distinction between governments (as
good or bad) can be made; for, even though good forms of
government may have a certain intrinsic goodness because they
are ends as well as means, their status as intermediate ends
requires us to see their intrinsic inequality as ends in relation
to their inequality as means serving ultimate ends unequal in
grade of goodness. If, then, there is only one ultimate end in
the political order, there can be no moral inequality among
good forms of government. To support his contention here, the
objector argues that the end must be proportionate to the
nature of the agent. The unity of human nature entails the
unity of its end. The diversity of eternal beatitude and natural
happiness as ends does not violate this principle because this
diversity of ends is relative to human nature in radically dif-
ferent conditions: as supernaturally elevated by grace, and as
natural (whether in the hypothetical state of pure nature or
in the historic condition of fallen nature). But the common
good is entirely a temporal and natural end; as such, it can be
“known only from the nature whose end it is.” ** Here, then,
strict unity of nature makes a plurality of ends impossible.

In principle, the objection is sound, but the application of
this principle to the order of political activity requires certain
qualifications, not needed in the sphere of ethics. With respect
to the common good as end, the adequate agent is not a single

happiness as perfect and imperfect. In the purely natural domain, there is a
further inequality between the intellectual and the moral virtues due again to the
good being served: the intellectual virtues are less good because they serve to
make a man good only in a certain respect, not simply as a man; or, in other
words, they confer an aptitude for good activity of a special sort, whereas the
moral virtues dispose a man to live his whole life well. The analogy is instructive
because it shows us a generic distinction (between virtue and vice) in terms of
service and disservice of an ultimate end, which is quite compatible with further
specific distinctions among virtues as morally unequal, both because of gradations
of goodness in diverse ends being served and also because of intrinsic inequality in
the goodness of the specifie virtues as intermediate ends. Vd. Summa Theologica,
111, 66.
2 Dr, Charles O'Neil, in The New Scholasticism, XV, 1, p. 79.
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man but a multitude of men as politically organized. Further-
more, whereas happiness is the well-being of a man, the welfare
of a single human life, the common good is the well-being of a
political community, the welfare of a multitude’s social life.
The being which is the agent in the case of the common good,
the being in whose perfection the common good exists, is not
a human being without qualification. Hence, as we shall see, a
plurality of common goods is not impossible by reason of in-
compatibility with the unity of human nature.

The points which we have made so far do not answer the
objection. Rather they indicate what is involved in answer-
ing the objection, whose falsity arises from the inadequacy of
its analysis of specifically political goods, relying on a too simple,
and unqualified, transposition of principles from the ethical to
the political domain.*** To present the more adequate analysis,
upon which our complete answer depends, we shall proceed, first,
to make precise the distinction of any common good from goods
which are not common; second, to define the mode of being of
the political common good in relation to human nature and the
nature of the state; third, to give an adequate account of means
and ends in the political order; then, to determine the one
(univocal) and the many (analogical) significations of “ com-
mon good ”’; finally, in terms of all this, we shall be able to solve

“* To his original objection (vd. loc. cit. fn. 41 supra), Dr. O’Neil has now
added a note on “ The Unity of the Moral Order ” (The New Scholasticism, XV,
3, pp. 280-3). This note, and the question it raises, adds nothing to the main
point of Dr. O'Neil’s earlier remarks, except, perhaps, a more tentative state of
mind about the whole problem. It does, however, confirm our judgment that Dr.
O’Neil’s difficulties arise from an inadequate and erroncous understanding of means
and ends—difficulties, by the way, which should lead Dr. O’Neil to question St.
Thomas’s account of the virtues, as well as the demonstrability of Democracy.
That we saw the point of Dr. O’Neil’s original objection is indicated by the fact
that the question he now asks is sufficiently answered in this Part, though this
Part was written before the question was asked. The further consequences of
our answer will be developed in Part III, in which, considering temporal happiness
and eternal bealitude, we shall deal with the plurality of last ends—a plurality
which does not in any way destroy the unity of the moral order, because that
unity is, and must be, proportionate to the unity of man who both is a perishable
substance and has an immortal soul.































































































































































































































































