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Q LI, philosophy begins—or should begin—with the ob-

vious but unfathomably profound statement that there

is something which is what it is. That “ something ” is
the datum of all realistic, that is to say of all true, meta-
physics. Descartes and his ever more bewildered and wavering
followers, from Locke and Berkeley to Hume and Kant and so
on to Dewey and Bertrand Russell, assume too much at the
very beginning when they declare that this “ something” is a
thought or mental event. Soon after a child first opens his as
yet uncorrupted eyes he comes to a realization of that “ some-
thing ” which will some day lead him, if he does not become a
self-indulgent sophist, to the discovery of that other and infinite
“Something ” which is God. This tiny sage will become aware
of the actually infinite “ Something ” by becoming aware of
himself as perceiving potentially infinite, or indefinitely finite,
“ somethings ” which fringe on mystery. Thus, after he has dis-
covered beings in general, he discovers his “1” long before he
knows the word for it, an “I” which he verifies continually
during his waking hours and sooner or later during some of his
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sleeping hours, through his growing memory, that treasure-
house of wonder. Of such an “I” he is absolutely certain,
unless in due time he becomes a skeptic who in practice denies
his own teaching that the “ something ” which he observes can-
not be both itself and something else at the same time and
under the same aspect. Any apparent departure from this ex-
perience will make him start and stare and look for what he
will later call a “ cause ” which he will always find necessary
to explain whatever does not completely explain itself. In due
time he will find out, unless he allows himself to be led astray
by men like Kant and William James, that the only “ some-
thing ” which adequately explains itself and so needs no cause
is the “ Something ” who once said to Moses, “ 1 am who am.”

Until this infant discovers Him “ who is,” however, he suffers
acutely from that restlessness which Saint Augustine describes
so eloquently in the first paragraph of his Confessions. The
babe wants something, and he wants it the more because he is
far from certain just what he wants. In our distracted pagan
era he will flounder from the bassinet to the crematory without
ever knowing what he really wants—unless he accepts revela-
tion. He is restless; he wants something. And just as “ some-
thing” is the datum of all speculative philosophy, that is to
say, of metaphysics (both ontology and epistemology) this
“ act of wanting ” is the datum of all practical philosophy, that
is, of axiology, or general theory of value, which includes both
ethics, the science of the righteous or happy life, and aesthetics,
the science of the meaning of beauty and its transcendental
significance throughout and around the universe.

I

Many modern philosophers have written about this wanting
or valuing as if it were somehow essentially or basically in con-
flict with facts, as if it could not validly hope for a real object
with which to come into vital union or even, with more de-
tachment, to contemplate. George Santayana, for instance,
turns with contempt from the world of reality which seems to
him to be mere matter in meaningless flux'to a pseudo-spiritual
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world of shadowy thoughts or values which are unreal but, to
his urbanely disillusioned mind, charmingly untainted in their
very unreality. But the overwhelming majority of pure-hearted
children of all ages and the few adults who are not merely
learned but wise, have always recognized that acts of valuing
are facts and that they always, at least ultimately, refer to
other facts which are equally real.

Everyday folk and the greatest of the philosophers have
always found themselves impelled to associate somehow value
with both object-beings and desire-beings (appetitions, in-
terests) . The Scholastic philosophers are fond of the words,
“ appetition ” and “ conation” (contrasted with “ cognition )
and these cannot be bettered. Of late, Professor Perry has
given a great deal of currency to the word “ interest ” which he
carefully defines and describes biologically and psychologically,
not in the narrow senses of “ curiosity ” and “ prejudice,” but to
include “instinct, desire, feeling, will and all their family of
states, acts and attitudes,” in short the entire “ motor-affective
life.” I will use “ conation,” “ appetition,” “ desire,” and “in-
terest ” by turn in this same sense; but I will always prefer
“ appetition,” which, as the schoolmen used it, may even in-
clude the gravitational “ attractions” and “repulsions” and
the valences of lifeless planets and molecules, atoms and
electrons.

Everyday folk and philosophers have always been tempted
to associate value with some sort of desire and with a desire
that, ultimately, always is oriented toward a real object. But
some contemporary philosophers, such as G. E. Moore, Pro-
fessor John Laird, and Bertrand Russell (in an earlier mood
diametrically opposed to his present egoistic attitude), in their
zeal to justify what seems to be common-sense realism or in
their solicitude to establish reasonable scales or standards of
value, the better and the worse, the worst and the best, have
sought to locate value entirely in the object valued. Other
philosophers, as well as many artists and sybarites, recognizing
the invariable appearance of desire when things are found or
sought as somehow good materially or spiritually, have been
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seduced into investing such interests (as Bertrand Russell does
today) with a sort of creative power and hence over-emphasize
the physiological or mental state of the values, the subject, the
ego, at the risk of condemning us to a helplessly subjective or
even skeptical attitude toward economics, morals, taste, and
worship.

Professor Perry deals with the first group of thinkers, the
pan-objectivists and kindred extremists, in his analysis of the
first logically possible definition, or rather class of definitions of
value, “ value as irrelevant to interest.” His main concern 1s to
show that definitions of this class too readily accept inde-
finability or make the definition so comprehensive as to be
meaningless or wander in circles. He shows with considerable
success that many of these objectivists more or less unwittingly
readmit the subjective element, the desire, from which they
strive to emancipate us. On the other hand Professor Perry
falls into the danger of ignoring the first of two facts equally
important for the understanding of value: there must be or
appear to be something desirable; this is quite as inescapable as
the fact that there must be a desire for the real or ideal some-
thing. And when Perry comes at last to the fourth, his own
definition, he seems often to forget, like a number of his philo-
sophical contemporaries, that valuing (which he confuses with
value) cannot exist by itself and that interest, desire, appeti-
tion without an object is a mere abstraction. Even if value
should prove to be, as Perry sometimes (not without incon-
sistency) maintains, a “relation,” like betweenness or before-
ness, then we must remember with St. Thomas Aquinas that a
relation is the weakest and most tenuous kind of a being,
indeed a non-being but for its absolute dependence on the
terms which it relates, in this case the object-valued and the
subject-valuer. There must be both something desired and
someone who desires it, otherwise value would not exist; it
would at best be merely potential. Even the most fantastic
desire must have an object either possible or actual. If nothing
existed except God, then God would be both the object and
the subject of value, and indeed, in a supereminent sense, that
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is precisely what He is eternally. “ Before Abraham was made,
I am.”

In addition to the object valued and the valuer there is a
third constituent of what we may call the value situation.
This is the end or purpose which certainly has much to do with
influencing the valuer in his relation to the object which he
values. In his two constructive books, Philosophy of Value,
and Values and Reality, Father Leo Richard Ward, C.S.C,,
has shown that the comparative neglect of this end or purpose
(a term anathema to the mechanistic “psychologist ” though
no longer so to the physicist on whose findings he professes to
base his investigations) is a fertile source of sophistry among
our contemporary post-Cartesian philosophers.

I

Professor Perry begins his masterpiece with all the magnani-
mity of true scholarship, and throughout his work he main-
tains this magnanimity. Snobbish hothoused a-priori methods
have no appeal for him. He 1s democratically empirical; he
observes what everybody wants, what even the most deluded
man or non-rational brute thinks delectable. He seeks a defini-
tion of good (value) which will include all interests, the most
vicious and the most virtuous, the most frivolous and the most
exalted, the most saintly, the most animal, the most humanly
sub-bestial, the most obscene. What could be more workman-
like? Moreover he enumerates, classifies, and criticizes all
definitions of value with the ripe erudition of a fair lifetime of
research. Yet I wonder if here he does not begin too pre-
maturely to diverge a little from his own devotion to empirical
method. Next (perhaps he should have done this before) he
defines and describes interest, wanting, liking, disliking. He
does it on a vast scale, enumerating once more all conceivable
biological and psychological wants and not wholly negligent of
the analogous attractions, repulsions, affinities of lifeless but
certainly active atoms, electrons, protons, neutrons, positrons
and the rest of the entities explored by the physicist and of
what, with cautious, implied comparison and contrast, the
chemist calls valence.
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Would Professor Perry have been more accurately empirical
if he had begun, not with definitions of value, but with defini-
tions of valuing, of interest? Doubtless he would answer, “ No,
for in this case, I would not be fair to these definitions of value
which ignore or seek to ignore interest altogether.” But he
himself shows that no such definition really succeeds when we
come to examine its implications. His first class of definitions
of value as “irrelevant to interest” seems logically possible
a-priori, but not a single specimen of its pan-objectivism en-
dures the test of application to the facts. I suspect that Pro-
fessor Perry’s exposition would have proved more consistently
empirical if he had begun, not with groups of definitions, but
with the brute fact of unceasing and ubiquitous appetition,
which—if we substitute this term as the schoolmen used it for
“interest "—may be applied to everything finite, whether or-
ganic or inorganic and, by a duly proportional analogy, to the
infinite Being, Almighty God, Creator of heaven and earth, the
infinitely active but Unmoved Mover. Although appetition
involves an imperfection (a need) as reason involves a process,
we predicate will (and love, justice, mercy, and all its other
operations) for they involve perfection in their formal concept,
and we predicate intellect (which involves knowledge) as
“ attributes ” of God.

The philosophical science which deals most comprehensively
with all motion or change, of which all finite appetitions are
certainly specimens, is called by Scholastic philosophers cos-
mology, the first branch of natural philosophy which has the
closest interrelations to the particular experimental sciences,
such as physics and chemistry, astronomy and geology, botany
and zoology in all their branches anatomical and physiological,
and all the so-called social sciences in so far as these are really
sciences in the modern restricted sense. The second branch
of natural philosophy is rational psychology which goes much
more deeply, broadly, and consistently into the nature of all
life, vegetal and animal and human, than do those loosely
organized and groping last chapters of physiology which, al-
though admirable in many of their achievements, are unfortu-
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nately miscalled psychology in modern universities. After
natural philosophy comes the tremendous and most precise
science of metaphysics which deals much more exclusively with
eternal verities (although still not arrogantly negligent of the
findings of the particular sciences) than do the twin branches
of natural philosophy. Metaphysics, most of which is prac-
tically unknown in modern universities since Descartes, Hume,
and Kant more or less unintentionally did so much to discredit
it, includes first ontology, the science of all being, then episte-
mology which scrutinizes the relations between the being known
and the being who knows, and finally natural theology or theo-
dicy which proves by the pure reason without recourse to
authority the existence and something of the nature of the un-
created infinite Being, God. Only after all these investigations
does the Aristotelian-Thomist turn to the practical science of
axiology (ethics and aesthetics). From this perspective of the
philosophia perennis which at the outset is certainly fully as
empirical as Perry’s, some of his problems seem wrongly formu-
lated, some of his conclusions unduly narrow. It is unfortunate
that nearly all non-Scholastic philosophers, since the days when
the Leibnitzian Wolff muddled things so badly for his disciple
Kant, have apparently forgotten this, the only impececably
logical classification of the philosophical sciences, a classifica-
tion which of course presupposes logic as a discipline for all the
fields.

Scholastic philosophers are not, as Perry seems to want to be,
empirical first and last; rather they make the most exhaustive
use of all the ways of knowing—empirical, a-priori (rationalis-
tic) , pragmatic, authoritarian (dogmatic) which St. Thomas
called the weakest of all the arguments in philosophy, and
even, in the proper places and in the case of those few who are
much more gifted than most of us, mystical. Scholasticism
may be said to begin (as all enlightened philosophy must),
empirically, that is with the observation of sense impressions.
It then, at the proper moments, makes use of all the other four
ways of knowing. The philosophia perennis, unlike all its
rivals, is not sectarian and therefore is not, at some crucial
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point, blurred and inconsistent; it has its unresolved difficulties,
but it is free of impossible assumptions and undetected fallacies.

IIT

The scholastic philosopher, who begins, empirically enough,
at the level of common sense and the particular sciences, with
cosmology, the speculative science of all bodily changes or
motions, and who goes on to reach his speculative climax in
natural theology where, with St. Thomas Aquinas, he proves
a posteriori from the observation of moving objects, and apodic-
tically from the analysis of motion the existence and nature of
the Unmoved Mover, God, is bound, when he arrives at the
practical sciences of axiology, to take as his point of departure
the actions or kind of motions which he observes in those who
seek, love, and hate. Professor Perry comes very close to this
point of view when he says that the philosophy of value is the
philosophy of life. As Father Ward notes at the outset of the
constructive part of his Philosophy of Value: “ That we act is a
sine qua non of our living, and a sine qua non of our action or
of any acting is that it be for something.” He shows that in
the last analysis, it 1s the task of philosophy of value to show
us why we act at all.

While the particular experimental and statistical sciences
should, as such, be content with seaching out the how of things,
the philosophical sciences are in quest of the why. Until lately
the more restricted scientists, imprisoned in their precisely
delimited but artificially abstracted fields, were wont to sneer at
the why as irrelevant or even unknowable for even those out-
side their own circle. Of late however the more severely dis-
ciplined of them, the mathematical physicists, astrophysicists,
and physical chemists, for instance, have begun to see that their
own work suffers from their neglect of the why. Unfortunately,
instead of going for advice to the natural philosopher and the
metaphysician, they often indulge in amateur philosophizing
with, in the case of men like Einstein, Eddington and Jeans,
some rather bewildering results.
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At all events, the why is not to be contemptuously sniffed at
or snubbed; the what is because of the why in all being except
God. In axiology we must get at the why of all action if we
would understand all values, including beauty. Action, although
it is not to be equated with the much more comprehensive con-
cept of motion, is indeed a kind of motion, and the actions called
“wanting ¥ or “ appetition” are species of motion (change).
Motion is a fact so universal that some philosophers, from
Heraclitus to Bergson and Bertrand Russell, with many others
of our contemporaries who otherwise differ widely, would deny
all meaning and reality to permanence, scoff at all substances
(which, since the days of Descartes and Locke, they have for-
gotten how to define) as fictions, and analyze the totality of
reality into a vast congeries of non-existent mathematico-logical
abstractions which they call “point-instant events.” This is
because they have forgotten what motion (change) really
means. Motion, change, whether of lurching planets or hurtling
beta-particles, photosynthesizing plants or breathing, eating,
growing, child-bearing animals, human reasoning or surging
and waning emotions, the disintegration or reintegration of
molecules, the degeneration of a sinner or regeneration of a
saint—all motion or change—is the transition from potentiality
to actuality. Motion or change without some accompanying
permanence would be intrinsically contradictory, an unknow-
able nothing. But the scholastic philosopher who begins at the
level of common sense and the particular sciences, with cos-
mology, the philosophical science of the changes or motions of
all bodies, reaches in theodicy a sublime climax where he proves
from the glorious spectacle of these galaxies of restless beings
the necessary existence and the absolutely and boundlessly
perfect nature of the infinitely active Unmoved Mover, God.
All this, assuredly, is momentous matter for the practical science
of axiology which begins like the speculative science of cos-
mology with the same datum of motion. Although this sort of
motion, appetitive action, is of but a limited kind, one will not
plumb its depths, one will not find the “why,” until one
establishes the manifold relations of this sort of motion, cona-
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tion, with all the cosmic and supercosmic motions which began
when the Unmoved Mover, where there was nothing, made by
His omnipotent creation and now prepetually conserves in-
numerable and splendid hierarchical ranks of finite beings.

v

In every one of the four families of definitions of value which
Professor Perry has so comprehensively classified for us, there
are some scattered implications that are perfectly valid—as far
as they go. Professor Perry, 1 believe, has erred in committing
himself to one family so exclusively; rather he has erred in
principle but happily not always in his deeds. Here I intend no
more than to make more explicit and flawless what he has, less
consistently but with admirable catholicity, already accom-
plished. I propose quite mercilessly and affectionately to enlist
him, willy-nilly, under the gonfalon of the Angel of the Schools.

Professor Perry’s title for his first family of definitions,
“ Value as irrelevant to interest,” is somewhat prejudiced. If he
had said “ Value as purely objective” he could not have
proceeded so doughtily to demolish it. He admits that common
sense 1s, at least in one of its not always consistent moods, dis-
posed to find value in the object perceived. The object is valu-
able if it has or is value. When we value it we find or expect to
find it to be in some sense good, good to eat, good to love, good
in itself, so superlatively good that we may even call it “ holy.”
Like most non-Scholastic philosophers today Perry does not
deign to tarry with common sense. He does not drive directly
towards its refutation, but he warns homely folk quite correctly
that their sophisticated pan-objectivistic champions defend
their pet conviction with sophistries against which they them-
selves would protest heart and soul. Perry is right. The pan-
objectivists, in their zeal to correct the fatal subjectivistic
tendencies of the idealists who ruled so despotically in their
hothoused philosophical republic a generation ago, have reck-
lessly jettisoned all criteria by which we might distinguish
between facts and illusions. Why should the pure in heart be
made to suffer for the epistemological monstrosities of those
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whom learning not fully assimilated hath made, not truly wise,
but, alas, a little mad?

Professor Perry falls afoul of those who claim value to be a
quality in an object, a *“ quale” which we all can clearly per-
ceive, like red, or round, or square. Well perhaps red is a value.
According to my mother, I found it so in my babyhood. It was,
I am told, necessary only to present me with a red rag and at
once my tantrums dissolved in beatific calm. But Professor
Perry will say that we must have a “ generic” definition of all
values. So we must—if we can—but are we sure that we can
find a generic definition of value which can always be absolutely
abstracted from a catalogue of specific values? Then there is
this matter of perception itself. Professor Perry, like all non-
Scholastics since Descartes, forgets that we perceive not only
with the senses but also with that faculty, or power, which we
call intellect or the mind. “1T see,” says the blind man. His
usage of the word “see” is confirmed in all the languages I
know and even, so I am told, in Japanese. Perhaps the mind
sees the objective quality or character or attribute which is
value-in-general. As the mind ranges abroad, tireless adventurer
that it is, it discovers that value is everywhere and therefore,
in a logical sense, indefinable, not because it is in some beggarly
meaning “a simple notion” as George Moore (whom Perry
holds rightly suspect) affirms in Principia Ethica, not, at least,
a vacantly simple notion like Hegel’s notion of being which he
identified in his reason-destroying dialectic with non-being, but
an indefinable simple notion because it is absclutely compre-
hensive. Value (the good), as Scholastic ontology proves, is a
transcendental property of being, that is to say, a characteristic
which flows from any nature as rationality flows from human
nature, a property which transcends all genera and species (and
therefore all logical definition) because it flows ubiquitously
from everything actual or possible, ideal or real, that in any
sense 7s. The supremely good God locked at all his creations
and at his eternal exemplar “ ideas ™ of future creations on the
first sabbath and saw that all of them were “ very good.”

All this underlies, implicitly, the primordial and perennial
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conviction of common sense that value is somehow primarily in
the object. Common sense has been much maligned because it
has been known to contend that the earth is flat. But genuine
common sense, which is not by any means invariably identifi-
able with convention or superstition, cannot be accused of
clinging to error even after error is demonstrated. Such per-
versity is more likely to be found among the so-called intel-
ligentsia. Common sense is humble. It is not inflexible. You
can fool all of the people ( in a given locality) some of the time;
you cannot fool all of the people (over all the continents and
across all the millennia) all of the time. This is strong testi-
mony to the unlimited moral certainty that value is somehow
in or of the object valued, nay perhaps the very object itself, a
moral certainty that is established as an absolute, a meta-
physical certainty by Aristotelian-Thomistic thought.

For a decade or two in the immediate past, a few philosophers
were tempted to identify values with what they called * ter-
tiary ” qualities. We were already familiar with a distinction
as old as Aristotle and as modern as Galileo and Locke between
“primary ” qualities (or * common ” sensibles) such as shape,
figure, rest, or motion which tradition has always regarded as
inherent in the object, and ““ secondary” qualities (or “ proper ”
sensibles) such as color, sound, odor, and taste, which physicists
and physiologists have held to be mental reactions to dissimilar
causes In the object. Our contemporaries proceeded to advocate
a so-called “ tertiary ” quality or characteristic which was local-
ized as a purely subjective but which, by a process which Ruskin
called the “ pathetic fallacy,” we project, as it were, into the
object. “ Tertiary ” qualities, in other words would be affects
or emotions which we rather fancifully read into objects, as
when we forget our own clumsiness by damning the supposedly
recaleitrant golf-ball. For a striking and, for us, a very pertinent
example we may turn to Santayana who once was very fond of
playing with this concept. “ Beauty,” for instance, he defined as
“ pleasure regarded as a quality in the thing” or, somewhat
more soberly, as “ pleasure objectified.” But when we go on
to examine at length the warm and luminous description of the
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experience of beauty which this most sensitive philosopher gives
us—and assuredly he has described “ the sense of beauty * for
many and perhaps for all, future generations—we find that all
that is intelligible in his brilliantly cryptic definition is that
when we experience beauty we are self-forgetful. In other
words, the process of aesthetic valuing, although intensely and
massively conscious, is a purified un-self-conscious experience.
Generalizing from this we may venture the thought that the
concept of tertiary qualities is a quibble characteristic of non-
Scholastic post-Cartesians, striving ever ineffectually to escape
from utter scepticism or at best solipsism, and that desperately
irrational attempt to evade the issue which has been swagger-
ingly accoladed as “ positivism.” In so far as the concept of
tertiary qualities means anything it is a sort of pleasantly and
irresponsibly poetic definition not of value but of valuing which
may be safely consigned to oblivion since it tells us little about
longing and loving and less about the good. This then is one
member of the family of definitions of value as “irrelevant to
interest ”” which without a twinge of conscience we may, with
Professor Perry, reject. We reject it, but not for his reasons.
He handles it far too tenderly in his desire to wean us away
from the common-sense location of value in the object, in favor
of his inclination to make the valuer the creator of value, a view
which we might take of God, but of God alone.

Because he cannot discern a value such as beauty or moral
goodness in the same way he discerns an objective quality such
as red, which may be seen with the fleshly eye, and because he
forgets that the intellect might directly see (understand) a
value in an object as it certainly does see a cause or a substance,
the post-Cartesian, neo-Humean, positivistic sensist is fain to
conjure up such will-o’-the-wisps as tertiary qualities. He comes
nearer to the truth, in fact he tells the truth as far as he goes,
when he suggests that value is a “logical indefinable.” Like
Professor Perry I derive little comfort from Professor A. P.
Brogan’s brilliant hypothesis that if we regard value (the good)
as “ relatively indefinable ” we can find our bearings if we take
“better ” to be “ the fundamental value universal ” and with
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“worse ” as its “logical converse ” we shall be able to conclude
first that “‘A is worse than B’ means ‘B is better than A’”
and so be permitted to conclude this much of good that “‘A
is good’ means ‘the existence of A is better than the non-
existence of A’ ” Perry concedes that Dr. Brogan has furnished
us with a “ self-consistent hypothesis ” but adds that its applica-
tion to the facts is not clear unless, with Professor John Dewey
who favors it, we interpret it in terms of “ preference” or
“ selection-rejection ” in which case, as Perry notes, it must be
subsumed in some family of definitions which make value “a
function of interest ” and thus give up the effort to locate value
in the object with its aid. I would say that if Dewey and Perry
are correct then Brogan is following post-Cartesian, post-
Kantian footsteps and confounding ““value ” with “ valuing.”
Even so, I should demur, because when I attempt to apply the
Brogan-formula to various specific acts of valuing I do not find
“ preference ” invariably present. As Father Ward has pointed
out we do not begin life by preferring it to non-life. Life we
certainly value, but non-life we do not, at least normally, desire
at all.

Well, then, what of the view that “ the good ” is ““ absolutely
indefinable,” that is to say, logically? Professor Perry’s skillful
arguments against George Moore, Santayana, and other con-
temporaries who flirt with this theory do not come to close
grips with the position of the Thomists of either yesterday or
today. Anything that anybody can think in terms intrinsically
consistent can in some sense, the schoolman holds, both exist
and be valued. Whether it exists or is, as a fact, valued belongs
to another tale of which more anon. But “ being ” and its trans-
cendental property “ value” are limitless, indeterminate con-
cepts and are therefore, indefinable logically because they
cannot be subsumed under any genus or differentiated from any
species, unless we except nothing, which is, however, no thing.
We arrive at our comprehension of “being ” by the highest of
all the acts of abstraction, the third. The first reveals concrete
individuals and qualities, and certain laws of their governance.
This is the way of the particular physical sciences from
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astronomy to zoology. The second way, mathematical, focusses
on bare quantity, which recks not whether a cube is changing
or immutable, pure or composite, of clay or marble, adamant
or gold. The third way and, in spite of modern ill-informed pre-
judices, the most precise as well as sublime, is the way of the
metaphysician who fixes his attention upon what is common to
all things.

“Being” is not, as we observed before, the empty concept
which Hegel thought. Although of all terms it is the narrowest
in comprehension, intention, connotation, it is of all things
widest in extension, denotation; it is applicable, both potentially
and actually, to the infinite. Although, therefore, it cannot be
confined by a strict philosophical definition, it may be described
with spacious universality as whatever is not nothing. It
becomes more and more vivid for us as we catalogue its amazing
varieties—logical, real or ideal, substantial or accidental, finite,
relative, infinite, absolute. It may be contracted to its logical in-
feriors, substantial beings (incorporeal ones, or corporeal bodies.
which may be organic or inorganie, and, if living, non-sentient,
or sentient and therefore animal, irrational, or rational and so
human) and, within or along or adjoining these substances
(beings which exist in themselves), the accidents (quantity,
quality, relation, action, passion or reaction, time, place, place-
in-space, posture and habit) . Its ultimate ground of possibility
is the essence of God Himself, the transcendent Creator of all
beings not Himself. Vast as is “ being ” the term is not applied
to its innumerable kinds equivocally, never with entirely dif-
ferent meanings; yet it may not be applied univocally, in a
strictly uniform manner, to such endless varieties, but it is
applied analogously with due attention, not so much to identi-
ties, as to similarities. It does not complétely embrace or
swallow its kinds as the pantheist blurringly believes.

Convertible with “being,” identified with each being that
exists or ever can exist, the Thomist finds at least three “ trans-
cendental properties ” already mentioned in these pages: “ one-
ness or unity,” “ truth,” and “ goodness.” Should not “ beauty ”
be a fourth? It would be hazardous to venture a final answer
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without a thorough review of the relations of beauty with all
the other three. Meanwhile we must note that every simple
being is obviously one, for it is partless; that every compound
being is one, since its parts are not totally separated; and that
every entitative unit, in contrast with the mathematical
standard for measuring abstract quantity, every transcendental
unit is a being since it cannot be a one made up of nothing.
As for truth, considered ontologically, it refers to being regarded
as intelligible. Since all beings are intelligible to some one—
certainly to God—all beings, as such, are true since God,
supremely intelligible to Himself, is Truth. Being and goodness
are similarly convertible, according to the scholastic philosopher.
Goodness is for him the suitability of anything for the nature
of some being which strives for it; the good is the desirable and
the desirable is the good. Professor Perry does not neglect this
view; he finds ample room for it in his second family of defini-
tions. Let us leave it therefore, a little while until we have
followed our leader in his appraisal of the other kinsmen of the
first stock.

“To be good means to further something,” wrote Professor
George Herbert Palmer in The Nature of Goodness, and Father
Ward tells us that value is perfective; value (the good) helps.
If however, so Perry fears, we ignore the valuer who is being
helped and seek our definition in the fitness of the object we will
identify value with cause and “theory of value would lose it¢
subject-matter.” Well, what is cause? It is that which in any
way gives or transforms being. Why would it be calamitous to
identify value and cause? If value helps the valuer toward the
perfection to which his nature ordains him it is indeed some sort
of cause. “Then,” warns our exacting guide, we must “ define
the type.” In due time we shall. Perry associates this view with
the definition of value as form. If we hold with Aristotelian-
Thomistic hylomorphism that substantial form is that which
actualizes or determines a nature we may be drawing nearer
to the light; both substantial and accidental form are funda-
mental for at least the valuable object which we call beautiful.
Value in general, as some sort of perfective form, could be
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thought of as that which helps the valuer in any way to realize
himself. Here the concept of value draws near to that of end.
St. Thomas, happily free from the cant of the recent socialisms,
does not flinch from saying that the end is precisely the agent
himself. Does this make the Angelic Doctor a rugged rapacious
individualist? Not at all. For St. Thomas Aquinas this identifi-
cation of value with that which helps toward self-realization
means nothing less than the ultimate ascription of self-realiza-
tion to the grace of God which responds at once to the valuer’s
humble impetration. When the valuer is full of that grace he
will not forget that his fellow-men are travelling at his side;
as St. John the beloved disciple pointed out, he who claims to
love God and hates his neighbor is a liar.

Professor Perry at this point edges us toward his own sub-
jectivistic bias by declaring that “ It is not unqualified being
which common sense takes to be good, and whose help or
hindrance it therefore accepts as also good, but it is being
in so far as desired.” On the very next page he puts it better,
I think, but with a significant difference which, with my italics,
T will accept: ““ ‘Good for’ does not ordinarily mean ° conducive
to,” but ‘conducive to something recognized as desirable.””
Now is it not clear that recognition implies that there is some-
thing valuable that may be found in or of the object? It does
not follow at all that, because desire, interest, or appetition is
inevitably thought of with value, therefore, value itself must
reside in the valuer. An object “recognized as desirable ” be-
coines an objective for the subject precisely because he discerns
in 7t some good. Perry has separated cognition from conation
too sharply, forgetting that cognition (understanding) must
occur before conation (desiring, valuing) is possible. Value
then, must somehow be in the object understood as something
valuable.

For the Thomist, any good (value) physical or moral can
be measured in terms of its fulfilment of the demands of any
given valuer. Any deed, for instance, which perfects human
nature is a moral good. Professor Perry is well acquainted with
the expressions of this self-realization theory in Greek philoso-

2
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phy, its associations with Platonic “ideas” and Aristotelian
“forms” (between which he does not discriminate as carefully
as he should) ; but he makes no allusion to the development of
this doctrine in the Summa Theologica, for instance, in the eigh-
teenth to the twenty-first questions of the Prima Secundae.
Consequently he can write, quite mindless of the distinction
between potential and actual being, “ If a is better m than b,
it follows that b is a better » than a. Everything is the most
shining example of something. The worst specimen of a man
may be the most perfect specimen of inebriety or feeble-
mindedness.” For St. Thomas this would not present the
slightest difficulty. Man is a rational animal. The child and the
idiot are, however, only potentially rational. The child wili
grow up and become actually rational. The idiot, unless the
sciences can cure him, will not become actually rational until he
gets to heaven whither he is much more sure of arriving than
many men much more rationally endowed than he. Feeble-
mindedness is not a being; it is a privation of being. Drink is
good but drunkenness is an excess in the use of drink which
leads to a tragic privation of other goods, that is to say to evil.
The inebriate is or has become only potentially human. Since,
unlike the babe and the idiot, he is responsible, if he ever was
normal, he has become more or less inhuman.

A valuer, then, acts for himself. His self-perfection is his end.
Any object which can further this end may become an objec-
tive; it has value, it is good. The rugged individualist knows
this. He errs only because he has an altogether too trivial or
sordid conception of himself. Altruists are more or less un-
conscious egoists and would be much more helpful in healing
their fellowmen if they began by healing themselves. A man’s
perfection, his bodily and spiritual health, his wholeness may be
evaluated by measuring the depth of his peace, and genuinely
peaceful men are never selfish. Check this point in the lives of
the true supermen, the saints.

It will not surprise us that Professor Perry turns next to
definitions of value in terms of ““ organic unity and reciprocity
of parts ” as exemplified by “ the physical organism,” “ the work
of art,” and “systematic thought,” the three outstanding
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examples of what Professor George Herbert Palmer used to call
“intrinsic goodness,” the purest goodness in which, as he said,
“each part is both means and end, . . . each aids and is aided
by all the others.” We have already seen that for the Thomist,
unity, oneness, whether composite or simple, is a transcendental
property of all being. In a discussion like this, then, we may
expect to see the concepts of unity and value recur again and
again In the closest association. The unity-definition of value
led Palmer and others of his generation straight into arms of
the amorphous, pantheistic Hegelian Absolute, although the
gentle Harvard professor was wont, unconvincingly, to deny
that his master intended to submerge the individual in the One.
At any rate, the view has led others back to Spinoza, con-
cerning whose monism there can be no question, despite certain
indications of his rather inarticulate desire to escape it. There
is little doubt that Spinoza could have avoided his annihilating
confusion of all values and evils in a pantheistic monistic blur if
he had been acquainted with the pure source of that Scholastic
philosophy which was so decadent in so many quarters in his
day. The Thomistic concept of creation, which can be proved
philosophically, whether or not the universe ever had a begin-
ning in time, leads us straight to a God who is a transcendental,
not immanent, source of all finite unities and so exonerates the
unity-definition of value from the helpless and hapless monism
toward which, as Professor Perry justly observes, so many of
its modern proponents, from Spinoza to Bosanquet, are
oriented. Once we have grasped the meaning of creation-con-
servation, as Aquinas defended it, it is possible to say that all
finite beings are valuable at least partly because of their unity
(whether this be simple or a composite, organic reciprocity of
parts) and that in God, the Source of all these beings, unity and
value are identical in His infinite Simplicity which they reflect
in a hierarchy of multitudinous perfections of every imaginable
kind.
A%

We have been drawing nearer to those families of definitions
which, according to Professor Perry, recognize interest or appeti-
tion as either a constituent of value or, in the case of the fourth,
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actually constitute value. T will consider first, with a sympathy
not exclusive but much warmer than Perry’s, those which he
garners under the heading, “ Value as the qualified object of
interest.” Professor Perry, at least in the days when he wrote
this chapter, was nobly loyal to that suspicion of the reality of
purpose which prejudiced the adolescent outlook of the brilliant
and fertile but over-confident naturalists of the nineteenth
century and which still warps today the purview of the practi-
tioners of the youngest and the more inaccurate sciences such
as sociology and behavioristic psychology, although it does not
nullify the great importance of a good deal of their work.

Of the definitions so far reviewed I agree with Perry in the
conclusion that they are all wrong in so far as they ignore or
tend to ignore the role of interest, conation, appetition, in the
value situation. On the other hand I should contend that they
are all justified in their insistence that value is in the object and
that most of them have provided us with valid hints of the
nature of that objectivity. If the objectivity of value is ignored,
then axiological solipsism is inevitable and the validity of all
standards must be denied. Finally I maintain that we can refer
all these fragmentary aspects of finite to the Value of values if
we reason, as St. Thomas did, by that analogia proportion-
alitatis which finds all pure perfections supereminently in God
their Creator as His “attributes” which we discover (thus
attaining a golden mean between anthropomorphism and agnos-
ticism) when we realize that they are distinguishable con-
ceptually in our minds and yet are grounded in the reality of
God’s Unity, Simplicity, and Unicity. The angelic Doctor’s
dialectic reaches a point here where his logic, always so studi-
ously cold, seems to span the very threshold of supra-rational
mysticism without allowing the faintest hue to warm that pas-
sionless austerity which he, the greatest of mediaeval lyric
poets, maintained so relentlessly throughout every paragraph
of his philosophic writing.

At this point the Harvard scholar’s discussion takes a turn so
critical that, despite his attempt to clear himself—with which
we will deal later—his whole axiology would founder on the
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Charybdis of idealistic subjectivism, in a relativistic philosophy
of value for which the problem of moral and artistic standards
of conduct and taste would be meaningless, were it not for the
fact that his own position is not rigorously sustained. The
crucial problem for Perry here is: shall we conceive the “ value
of an object ” and its “ relation to interest . . . after the ana-
logy of the marksman and his target, and say that the interest
directs itself toward the object? Or shall we conceive it after
the analogy of the magnet and the iron-filing and say that the
object draws the interest toward itself.”

Both analogies, to the first of which he plights his troth, are
expressive but rather treacherous. It is very questionable, more-
over, whether what he regards as the crucial problem is a prob-
lem at all, for in both analogies there is certainly some truth.
The second and more objective account of the value-relation
Perry attributes to philosophers who in their zeal to make
theory of value a normative science, a study of canons of con-
duct and of taste, unduly subordinate the findings “ of biclogy,
psychology, and sociology, which merely describe what animals,
men, and societies as a matter of fact want.” What he charges
is quite true of the great legion of modern philosophers who
have been more or less influenced, wittingly or unwittingly,
willingly or unwillingly, by Kant. It is not at all true of St.
Thomas Aquinas who devotes some ten volumes (the fourth to
the thirteenth of his Summa Theologica as translated by the
English Dominican fathers) very largely to such a description
of what man wants as would furnish material for a Shakespeare
and all his fellows and followers. Of course the schoolman’s lan-
guage is not scientifically up to date, but for those who will
patiently peruse his work it will have incessantly a startlingly
familiar ring. Even Professor Perry’s own encyclopedic account
in chapters six to nineteen of General Theory of Values, which
includes, as St. Thomas does, an examination of the inter-
relations of appetition and cognition and of the individual and
society, is not as rich and comprehensive as that of the Angelic
Doctor. In Professor Perry’s appraisal of the variations of
definition, in both his second and third families, he devotes
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much space to Kant, his diverging followers, and their search
for norms at the cost of facts. I cannot here outline this, but I
feel bound to record my belief that his criticisms are keen,
kindly, and just.

Nevertheless T repeat that our contemporary’s analogies of
marksman and magnet are not comprehensive and precise
enough. Neither fully describes the real value-situation which
is this: the valuer certainly finds himself somehow drawn
toward the valued thing. How shall we account for this? The
most importunate answer, as our guide shows, is that the object
itself has an interested and therefore an interest-evoking origin,
that it is the product of intelligence, is in a word, purposive.
It is just here that Perry disposes of the subtle but faltering
Kant and also of Plato who, although he struggled far in the
right direction, wavered to the end and just missed the Pisgah
sight to which, his fortunate pupil, Aristotle attained.

If it can be proved that an almighty and good God exists, if
He created all things and made them good, even though He
permits perverse wills to warp them or to thwart them tem-
porarily in their strivings toward the realization of their own
ordained perfections in the tremendous hierarchy of beings,
then we can say that, while all objects are certainly valued
whenever they are wanted in any way whatsoever by any
being, an object is truly, not apparently, valuable when it is
wanted for the purpose for which God eternally intends it.
Opium is goed, but opium is not good for the drug-addict in his
weaker moments, no matter how intensely and sincerely he may
desire it. Yet opium is good for all of us medicinally in proper
doses or in appropriate combination with other ingredients.

The full circle of a complete philosophy is peculiarly embar-
rassing for the spiritual pilgrim because, no matter with which
one of its segments, natural philosophy, metaphysics, or
axiology, he begins, he will often find himself compelled to rest
momentarily on some assumption which is justified only in some
philosophical discipline perhaps for the moment quite remote
from that of his immediate concern. Pilgrims may have begun
their journey at varous points. They can never rest secure until
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they have completed their circumnavigation. I have chosen the
Aristotelian-Thomistic order of divisions which I outlined at
the opening of this discussion and which I will review toward
the end.

While scholastic philosophy in general begins with no assump-
tion whatsoever, with the bare recognition of being which is
what it is, in a treatise on aesthetics with which one must plunge
in medias res I must content myself from time to time with
rather Parthian salutations to other branches of Aristotelian-
Thomism wherever they impinge. I shall, for instance, dwell
briefly from time to time on all of St. Thomas’ “five ways”
of proving the existence of God. Here we must pay our respects
to the fifth, the teleological. It is important to realize that the
Angelic Doctor presented first three strictly metaphysical argu-
ments each one of which begins with the most obvious facts
observable, that he builds up from his analysis of the unmoved
mover and the uncaused efficient cause to a powerful climax
with the third, the argument in terms of the necessary being,
that he enriches the contents of all three with the sumptuous
fourth argument in terms of the various kinds and degrees of
perfection and their common ground, and then only, with these
immense perspectives, turns to the fifth argument from the
“ governance ” of the cosmos which now introduces the relation
of purposes—whether internal or external as regards finite
things, animate or inanimate—to the final cause. In contrast
with this serried procession of arguments the version of the
teleological proof which Kant, not without a wistful qualifi-
cation, undertook to refute and Paley’s creaky comparison of
the watch with God’s design, which Perry rightly, but far from
conclusively criticizes, seem almost frivolous.

According to all Scholastic philosophers “a cause is that
which in any way whatever exerts a positive influence in the
production of a thing.” Some moderns challenge the reality of
any cause. For the moment we assume that they are wrong and
pass on to deal specifically-with final cause, purpose, intention,
end, that cause “ for the sake of which an efficient cause (by
which something is produced) acts.” Professor Perry argues
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with great plausibility that the mere existence of various organ-
isms and gravitational harmonies in the universe is not a con-
clusive proof of the existence of a cosmic or a super-cosmic
purpose. He has admitted the existence of unities, even a per-
vasive uniformity without which as he sees clearly, all the proud
erudition of the naturalist, all hope of scientific advance would
be nonsense. But he believes that these unities are sufficiently
explicable in terms of “ necessary relations.” He is—or was—
a mechanist, although a very discriminating and liberal one.
He would be the last to deny the presence of intelligible purpose
in at least some living beings, but he sees no reason for imputing
purpose, interior or exterior, to electrons and stars. Men, indeed,
do act obviously and consciously with some definite end in
view. Animals evince no evidence of understanding an end
as an end but they reveal persistent desires and strivings that
are more or less purposive. When we come to the actions of
chemical compounds and physical bodies we pause. They
certainly are subject to “ natural laws.” But such a “law ” is
a mere fiction unless it is a manifestation of some inner tendency
of the self-preserving nature of a thing, a sort of selective
orientation. In organisms it 1s spectacular. I was completely
converted from mechanism when, no longer content with read-
ing the ingenious speculations of Jacques Loeb and Perry, I
went into the laboratories of the Johns Hopkins University
and for several years observed for myself the embryological
developments of frogs, birds, pigs and men, the exfoliation,
sometimes under my very eyes, of billions of cells, first special-
izing, then co-operating, often migrating unerringly together
from remote distances, in the construction of tissues and of
organs as marvellous as the ear and the eye; I believed in
finality. And I set out on my long journey from a stubbornly
maintained agnosticism to a gradually clarified belief in God.
Assuredly the end at which a tadpole or a chick is ultimately
to arrive cannot be a cause unless it already exists. It does so
exist—in some mind or Mind. I began to see, moreover, that
the end must be nobler than the blind means of cellular be-
havior which is not enlightened by any conscious search for the
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good. Tt makes a tremendous difference when one ceases to read,
takes off his coat, and gets to work with scalpel and microscope,
with microtome and alcohol, paraffin, turpentine and staining
chemicals. For my part 1 became less and less satisfied with
“blind force” as an explanatory substitute for a “ purpose
which shapes our ends, rough hew them how we may.” I saw
that “chance” is no less an avowal of ignorance after it has
been spelled with a capital “ C.” I saw, in due time, with the
help of Aristotelian-Thomists, that a “chance” which 1s a
collision of two or more clearly discerned chains of cause and
effect leads our thoughts irresistibly at last to a superior intel-
ligence which foresees both the chains of events and their—for
us—unexpected conjunction. I was not surprised in 1936 to
read in The Philosophy of Physics of one of our most distin-
guished contemporaries, Max Planck, of quantum-theory fame:
“'The most perfect harmony and consequently the strictest
causality in any case culminates in the assumption that there
is an ideal spirit having a full knowledge of the action of the
natural forces as well as of the events in the intellectual life of
men; a knowledge extending to every detail and embracing
present, past and future.” T knew just who that “ ideal spirit
is, because for three years I had been a Catholic.

One of the most striking features of the Thomistic version of
the argument from design is that, instead of making any indis-
pensable use of analogy, as Paley does with his watch (although
this argument is by no means worthless), the Angelic Doctor’s
reasoning is based on the whole sweep of the cosmic order con-
templated, as Mozart heard his symphonies with his inner ear
in his most ecstatic moments, not in the temporal flow of their
melodies, but zusammen. Everywhere we find tendencies in-
herent in the nature of things and these tendencies are vastly
harmonious. Lately the British astrophysiast, Reginald Dingle,
has suggested that the Heisenbergian “ principle of indeter-
minacy ” (the discovery of the scientists’s inability to measure
simultaneously the velocity and the mass of an electron), far
from justifying the impulse of certain tychistic philosophers to
enthrone chance, is merely the result of looking at the events
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from the wrong angle. And Sir Arthur Eddington has lifted
his eyes from his star-gazing to observe that if we are to speak
of “ causation ” as a one-way procession of efficient causes and
results we must have another word (he offers “causality )
for a very real and significant two-way relation of events for
which the past-present flow has no bearing; in other words he
seems to be groping toward a recognition of the fact that we
must recognize the result, the end, as one kind of cause. Scien-
tists, as J. K. Heydon points out in The God of Reason, are
beginning in many quarters to realize that a thing is not ex-
plained or even adequately described when it is picked to
pieces. Biologists, with their theory of emergent evolution,
are realizing that a man is not the mere sum of his anatomically
dissectable parts but a unity, parts plus form. And this form
must have a formal, not a merely efficient or material, cause.
As Alfred North Whitehead has written (I add italics) in
Science and the Modern World, “ An electron within a living
body is different from electron outside it, by reason of the plan
of the body.” Then he adds, most significantly for us, “ But
the principle of modification is perfectly general throughout
nature, and represents no property peculiar to living bodies.”
Lo, the scoffer of Aristotle shall be scorned and the scientists
may yet discover the Angel of the Schools.
“ Whereas Heracleitus,” as Mr. Heydon observes,

said that we could not cross a river twice, forasmuch as it did not
remain the same river but always changing, Aristotle observed that
we must look deeper than the changing drops of water, for the
river remained the river for all that. Now the science of the last
century sided with Heracleitus, in effect, for we could not look
deeper than the changing drops of water, or rather the atoms of
which they were composed. . .. But now the ultimate in the direc-
tion of picking to pieces has receded into mystery, and we come
back to the other end of reality, unities having a form or plan;
having, in particular, parts which are unitiés in themselves, such as
eyes, but which may yet serve the greater unity as means whereby
it may attain its natural ends,

Empedocles, partly anticipating the drift of Darwin’s thought
by more than two thousand years, had argued that causes
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are not oriented toward a goal but if they merely happen to
reach an end which has survival value it will outlive less fortu-
nate results. As Heydon reminds us, Aristotle answered by
showing that Empedocles was merely assuming a tendency to
permanence in the case of lucky chances, without accounting
for the source of this tendency. Darwin, although he never
could bring himself to abandon absolutely the teleological view
and still wrote reverently of the likelihood of a divine purpose,
Providence, even after he had felt agnostic pangs, yet with his
lofty conscientiousness so cautiously formulated his theory of
“natural selection ” as to tempt his less discrete followers to
hail his work, with a sort of adolescently satanic glee, as the
doom of theology. Still there remained the necessity for find-
ing the sufficient reason for that very competition which the
great evolutionist found so prevalent (though he did not him-
self ignore the mutual aid) in nature. Darwin himself was
careful to confess that for him the word “ fortuitous” was but
s confession of his own limited understanding of the pheno-
mena. The humble truth-seeker was beyond fear and beyond
reproach. And now since Mendel and his followers have found
out so much more about variations, evolution, as Thomas Hunt
Morgan has noted in his Critique, assumes a much more
“ peaceful aspect.” Today scientists of all kinds are finding
at work among ‘“‘chance” happenings some force so positive
that one desperate philosophical atheist, determined at all cost
to keep God from returning to hamper “ progress,” is compelled
to substitute for Him an hypostatized anti-god called a
“ Vector ” with a capital “V.”

Nevertheless we are compelled to see all around us and
beyond us a colossal hierarchy of beings which are themselves
unities and parts of unities yet more vast. In the midst of
everything we find ourselves to be wonderfully integrated socie-
ties of cells, tissues, and organs, each one of us finally integrated
in a point which we know as the “I.” We are microcosms
which in some way mirror the macrocosm or its Source. For
this entire macrocosm all the king’s scientists and all the king’s
men have failed to find the universal “efficient” cause for
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which the moribund materialists have so long been seeking.
They must therefore regard this stupendous unity as acting at
random. ‘““But,” as Heydon concludes,

it is impossible that all things that are should constitute a har-
monious unity, each attaining its end and each contributing to the
ends of the whole, if that efficient cause acted at random; because
then each being might, with equal probability have been other
than it is, in a strictly infinite number of ways, and it is not merely
highly improbable but absolutely impossible that they should con-
stitute a unity. Such a universe would not be a universe but a
mere multitude of unlike things without law or order. Therefore,
not at random but by design did the First {the Uncaused] Cause
work; therefore He is an intelligent Being and we call Him God.

All this means that everything inanimate or animate in the
universe is appetitive and that this appetition, perhaps in all
living things and certainly in men is a valuing activity which
reflects God who values Himself and also values, with a love
that will brook no ultimate frustration, the minutest and most
evanescent of His creatures as well as His saints. It means that
the end is the first principle of every action. Every being seeks
its perfection, its realization. Man is no exception. His end
is himself. ~Valuing is self-realization. The end desired, as St.
Augustine says, is “not that which is consumed so that it be
not, but that which is perfected so that it fully be.” But sooner
or later, in his search for his own perfection a man will find,
even if too late, that only God can fulfil him. “ Thou hast
made us for Thyself and our hearts are restless until they find
rest in Thee.”

The objects which contribute in any way to this end may be
said to have value or be desirable. It is not necessary to assume
within them some occult “{force,” a gratuitous assumption
which Professor Perry wishes upon all of us who hold this view
and then accuses us of the pathetic fallacy. He is right as far
as he has certain agnostics or pragmatically theistic philoso-
phers in mind. He would be wrong as far as Aquinas is con-
cerned; but to the Angelic Doctor he does not here allude.
Perry is also very suspicious of theories that hold an object to
be valuable in the sense of being capable in any way of being
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desired. Here again, however, he devotes his energies to cer-
tain nineteenth and twentieth century philosophers who are
more or less befogged with post-Kantian idealism no matter
how much they knead it into strange and novel shapes. No-
where does he really refute the perfectly lucid commonsense
conviction that value is in the object, that it possesses some
quality or qualities discernible by sense or intellect or both
and in some manner capable of satisfying desire or at least of
being desired whether or not a finite valuer happens to be
around. It is not necessary to pin our faith on one quality or
quale. Any character or quality or complex of qualities will
do, provided it serves the end—the end too often, as we saw,
forgotten by contemporary axiologists in their analysis of the
value situation. Now the end, as we have here described it, is
the perfection, the fulfillment of the valuer himself. And the
valuer realizes his perfection solely and precisely to the degree
in which he attains to the presence of God. And this involves
the recognition that all his neighbors, including his enemies,
are equally loved by God. “ O my God,” let us reiterate the
act of Charity, “ O my God, I love Thee above all things be-
cause Thou art all-good and worthy of all my love. I love my
neighbor as myself for the love of Thee.” It is only a society
of such valuers who can ever hope to create a community
which, in the words of Christopher Dawson,

is neither an inorganic mass of individuals nor a mechanized or-
ganization of power, but a living spiritual order.

The ideal of such a community was the dream that inspired the
political reformers and revolutionaries of the last two centuries [and
the Communists, Facists, Nazis and “ Liberals ” of today], but since
they rejected [and still reject] the power of the Spirit their ideals
proved [and prove] unreal and Utopian, and they achieved [and
achieve] either freedom without order, or order without freedom.

If then an object is valuable by virtue of an indeterminate
number of qualities which make it desirable in the sense that
it in any way furthers or seems to further the beatification of
the valuer, we may infer that for different qualities there will
correspond in the soul of the valuer different modes of appeti-
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tion, interest, and conation whether these be sybaritic or
rational, perverse or noble. This brings us to Professor Perry’s
third family of definitions: ““Value as object of qualified in-
terest.” An expressive version of this view was made current
by Brentano at the beginning of this century when, in The
Origin of the Knowledge of Right and Wrong, he asserted:
“ We call something good when the love relating to it is right.”
Before this, it was championed in various ways by Kant and
his more voluntaristic satellites as opposed to his more intel-
lectualistic followers. Some of its roots may be traced in some
of the schoolmen, backward to the ancient Stoics, and even in
certain phases of Plato’s protean thought. Any Thomist,
mediaeval or modern, can readily fuse one variant of this view
with certain variations from the other three families, namely
the qualification of human appetition that describes it as a
more or less implicit love of God which certainly characterizes
any rational will which has not become utterly reprobate. But
if we remember our former observation that many modern
axiologists are prone to blur value with valuing, we will realize
that all members of this third class of definitions are more
likely to characterize the latter than the former. We will do
well also to keep constantly in mind Professor Perry’s just
criticism that all definitions of this class tend to limit the con-
cept of value to the higher values although we might temper
his position by adding that the more distinctively human the
process of valuing becomes the more explicit will be its orienta-
tion towards man’s perfection, his self-fulfillment, his end—
fellowship with his Creator.

The oft-quoted passage in the Symposium of Plato (whom
along with Aristotle St. Justin Martyr called “ the pedagogues
of Christ ”) is the most promising point of departure here.

He who has been instructed thus far in the things of love, and who
has learned to see the beautiful in due order and succession, when
he comes toward the end will suddenly perceive a nature of won-
drous beauty (and this, Socrates, will be the final cause of all our
former toils), a nature not fair in one point of view and foul in
another, . . . but beauty absolute, separate, simple and everlasting,
which . . . is imparted to the ever-growing and perishing beauties
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of all other things. He who ascending from these under the influ-
ence of true love, begins to perceive that beauty, is not far from
the end. And the true order of going, or being led by another, to
the things of love, is to begin from the beauties of earth and mount
upwards for the sake of that other beauty, using these as steps
only, and from one going on to two, and from two to all fair forms,
and from fair forms to fair practices, and from fair practices to fair
notions, until from fair notions he arrives at the notion of abso-
lute beauty, and at last knows what the essence of beauty is.

Professor Perry himself points out the development and
broadening of this ‘“hierarchical conception” in Aristotle and
in St. Thomas Aquinas. To the latter, throughout his whole
long work, Professor Perry refers but thrice, each time con-
tenting himself with brief quotations from comments on the
Angelic Doctor in the Mediaeval Philosophy of Professor
Maurice De Wulf, but the quotation in this context is well
worth repeating.

Doubtless the man who desires good as such, perfect good, does
not at once perceive that it is God alone who can fully satisfy the
aspirations of his mind and heart. His reason arrives at this con-
clusion by the gradual elimination of objects other than God. Until
this process of reasoning is performed, man seeks for happiness,
unaware that God is his happiness.

Professor Perry’s sceptical attitude toward such an outlook
because it assumes ““ that the ultimate end of the process should
be conceived as directing all of its stages ” does not take into
account the Aristotelian-Thomistic ordering of the manstons of
philosophy. We must remember once more that the schoolman
does not approach practical philosophy, axiology, until after
he has proved in speculative philosophy (by a long process of
reasoning that takes full account of all the facts available from
ages of human experience and from all the latest findings of the
particular sciences from astronomy to zoology) that all cosmic
changes are the results of causes (cosmology), that all causes
derive from an uncaused eflicient and final cause who is God
(ontology and theodicy), and that the nature of God (as
expounded in the last chapters of metaphysics) makes it per-
fectly clear how all His creatures respond with their hierarchy
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of appetitions growing ever more explicit, if they are not
warped, from the “blindest” electron hurtling out of an ex-
ploding atomic nucleus as a beta-particle to a Saint John of
the Cross in a supra-rational ecstasy crowning years of the
most intense discipline as he meditates on the Blessed Trinity.

It is very significant to note that Professor Perry’s animad-
versions against this doctrine of the “final will or the implicit
love of God ” together with the closely related theories of ““ the
all-harmonious will or desire in accord with nature,” * the abso-
lute will as a necessary presupposition,” and “ the authoritative
or obligatory will,” are levelled mainly at versions which are
distinctly pantheistic cor deistic, at a conception of God either
utterly immanent and so either absorbing or absorbed in the
totality of finite beings or utterly transcendent and so indif-
ferent and alien to His creatures. Nowhere does he clearly
formulate the golden mean of traditional and strictly orthodox
Christian theism with its God both transcendent and immanent
and His hierarchy of creatures ranging from electrons and
stars with their “ blind ” appetition through plants with their
dim immanent actions and animals with their quasi-mechanical
but resourceful instincts up to more or less free beings partly
or wholly spiritual and torn, precisely because free to make that
great surrender which is love, between impulses toward ego-
idolatry and impulses to lose themselves to save themselves,
reborn with grace, as no longer the merely created but now
the adopted children of the only unequivocal Giver, God. In
any completely comprehensive axiology one should also have
much to say about Augustine’s Christian clarification and
enrichment of Plato and the tremendous Christian supplemen-
tation of Aristotle by Aquinas.

The doctrines of the “all-harmonious will,” which was an
attenuated Stoical form of Platonism and Aristotelianism, and
of the “absolute will,” which is a modern idealistic perversion
of Christianity, lead us with Perry to the efforts of philosophers
to unify or to find a common ground for beauty, goodness, and
truth. It makes all the difference in the world whether such
a unity is attempted on an epistemological basis, as by the
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post-Kantians like Green and Bradley, Windelband, Muenster-
berg, and Royce, with whom Perry is almost exclusively con-
cerned, or on an ontological basis, as by the Augustinians and
Thomists whom he ignores.

The two great Christian philosophers undoubtedly derived a
great deal of inspiration and factual material from revealed
religion, though never, at least in the case of Aquinas, to the
point of basing their philosophy on theology. It must be re-
membered too that from the beginnings of Christianity, from
the days of St. Paul himself on to sub-apostolic writers of the
next generations, like St. Justin Martyr and Origen, and so on
to Augustine and from Augustine to Anselm and from Anselm
to Cajetan, the Christian philosophers were always ready with
an apologetics to defend revelation by the reason: the natural
philosophical proofs of the existence of God, the historical,
archaeological, philological and psychological defense of the
Gospels and the divinity of Christ. Sh > the so-called re-
formers such as Luther and Calvin and then . >cendants have
done so much to discourage research into what the Catholic
calls the rational preamble to faith, modern philosophers of the
various non-scholastic, post-Cartesian persuasions have sought,
alike from friendly or hostile points of view, to reduce religion
to mere emotional or at best vaguely voluntaristic expressions.
It is not surprising therefore to find Professor Perry practically
ignoring the traditional Christian view, which is the contem-
porary Catholic view, of human nature as neither all bad, as
Calvin and Luther, like the Buddha, tended to describe it, nor
all good as Rousseauists liked to believe, nor neither good nor
bad (morally neutral) as so-called evolutionary naturalists
hold with frequent self-contradictions. In the Christian view,
human nature can be both good and bad under the funda-
mental inspiration of those practical moral judgments called
conscience and the more superficial and more feeling-toned
impulses toward the primrose path called concupiscence, our
heritage of original sin which does not mean for Catholics, as
it did for the first Protestants, total depravity, but merely a
weakness, a disposition to forget our distinctively human end,

3
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self-realization through attainment to God, for self-attenuation
through the idolatrous confusion of values-as-means with
values-as-ends.

To this point we will return when we are engaged with Pro-
fessor Perry’s fourth family of values. It is more relevant here
to focus on the efforts of some modern post-Cartesians to estab-
lish a fundamental identity of beauty, goodness, and truth.
This, as has been said, has been unfortunately attempted by
modern philosophers on epistemological grounds. More un-
unfortunately still, these epistemological grounds are less in-
tellectualistic than voluntaristic and consequently make of
truth-seeking a mere process of more or less pragmatic valuing
by virtue of which truth may even be subordinated to beauty
and goodness.

We are here already committed to an ontological view of
the interrelations of truth, goodness, and beauty, their funda-
mental convergence in finite beings and their fundamental
tdentity within the infinite being who is the creative source of
all finite beings, producing these, not out of Himself, but, be-
cause He is omnipotent, out of nothing. This view accords
a certain primacy to the intellect over the will. So far as man
1s concerned he must somehow, more or less adequately, under-
stand an object before he can desire or value it. Some being,
which is whatever it is, not necessarily one of his own thoughts,
is his first object. He finds first that this being is more or less
intelligible, that is to say true. As he understands it more or
less adequately he finds it more or less apparently or actually
desirable, good. Sooner or later he will, if he develops nor-
mally, become more or less aware of the fact that the highest
good is identical with the Supreme Being, “ He who is,” God.

What then of beauty in this trinity of spiritual experiences?
St. Thomas Aquinas has called it a kind of good. His followers,
to the very days of our great contemporary, Jacques Maritain
(in his A7t and Scholasticism) , have been unable fully to agree
whether this means that beauty is merely a very general prop-
erty of being or, like good itself, a transcendental attribute with
boundaries as wide or rather as limitless as those of being itself.
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Here I present, briefly, my own view. God, we have seen, is
both transcendent and immanent. He is transcendent because
He is absolutely distinct from his creatures. But He is also
immanent in the sense that He is not content with creating his
creatures in fieri but He does, nay He must, if they are not to
lapse at once into nothingness, perpetually conceive them
wn esse. He is therefore present in them in many different
senses, but for our purposes here we may be content with the
recognition of what in ontology and theodicy is called His
operative presence. Upon this basis I offer the following
hypothesis: an object is beautiful to the extent that it reveals—
or can reveal—to anyone in a properly contemplative mood
the operative presence of Almighty God.

Does this mean that all objects are beautiful? 1 answer
unflinchingly: in so far as they are beings, yes. In so far as
they have arrived at their perfection—and all beings, in con-
trast with non-beings, have gone some distance on the way of
fulfillment—yes. In so far as they do not suffer from a lacking,
in so far as they are not privative—yes. It is obvious that this
beauty, however discernible, is not always discerned even by
painters and poets, sculptors and dancers, architects and
musicians, be they most sensitive and sane. This brings us to
an important set of facts which will also transport us to an
appraisal of Professor Perry’s fourth family of definitions, his
own allegiance, value defined as “any object of any interest.”

This formulation seems at first in irreconcilable conflict with
the other three types of definitions particularly the third, which
has been the most befriended here, the definitions of value in
terms of the desirability of an object and of its capacity to
arouse desire. We may make ample provision for Professor
Perry’s favored definition, for our own, and indeed for all four
types, by the employment of a distinction which, so far as I
know, is in our own day most clearly formulated by Father
Ward in his Philosophy of Value. Let me quote him with my
italics:

Wherever there is action, there certainly is value; indeed, at such
a place, value is demonstrated. But unmistakably there is static
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value in the mere existent [object] from the beginning, because the
existent is a possible aim [end] of action. Yet functional value
needs something in addition to ens or existent and in addition to
this as desirable: to ens as desirable, functional value adds the ele-
ment of being desired. This makes a logical difference [but not so
far as the object valued is concerned a real difference, that is to say
a difference which is independent of the valuer’s mind]. . . . Value
.. . is resident within the existent [object] always and is functionally
there when this is object [objective] or s sought. And “ good,”
says Saint Thomas, “is anything ” is the thing itself—"in so far
as it can be striven for and in so far as it ¢s the end of conative
action.”

With Father Ward’s words in mind we should have no diffi-
culty in accepting wholeheartedly Professor Perry’s chosen
definition exactly as he phrases it in the title of his fifth
chapter: ““Value as [is or is in] any object of any interest.”
To this formulation, however, Perry himself does not hold
steadfastly true. He is forever veering towards that subjec-
tivism which is the curse alike of post-Cartesian sceptical or
solipsistic epistemology and its parallel relativistic axiology
which, consistently held, implies the denial of metaphysics and
which, if held with the consistency of despair, must eventuate
as intellectual nihilism, the denial of the validity of the reason.
The occasions for the Harvard philosopher’s divagations, which
lead him, when he is more conservative, to attenuate value
almost into nothing by identifying it with some mere relation
between object and value: and, when he is less wary, to speak
of the interest of the valuer as “ conferring ” value on the
object valued—these occasions are real temptations; for he is
seeking to account for all desires and all objects, no matter
whether the moralist or the aesthete would call them bad or
good. He seeks, with perfect justice, a generic definition which
will include every value, angelic or diabolical or, perhaps we
should say more precisely, every act of valuing. It is prac-
tically impossible for Perry to pass from his too exclusively
empirical all-inclusiveness to any sure-footed discovery of the
origins and establishment of accurate measurements of the
higher values, of the better and the best. This need not arrest
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us here. We may safeguard ourselves from the empirical
debacle, the same kind of debacle that wrecked the episte-
mology of Hume, with a revision which will be far from neces-
sitating a rejection of all definitions of the fourth type. All
that is essential is to keep consistently in mind Father Ward’s
contrast of value as functional and value as static. We can
illustrate and exemplify the point sufficiently by applying this
contrast to the particular value, beauty. We may, with a
proper use of the third type of definitions, which pays due
emphasis to the different kinds of appetition, apply the same
distinction, to all kinds of value. We will indeed observe, as I
promised, that there is truth in all four types: that value as
static, is quite irrelevant to interest; that the object whether
valued or not, is always valuable, has value, because it does, if
functional, or can in any case, arouse interest, appetition; that
specific values arouse specifically qualified conations; and that
any object, in so far as it has positive as opposed to privative
(a lack of) being, has or is value. To illustrate and to apply
then—an object is beautiful in so far as it reveals or has the
capacity to reveal the operative presence of God; it is recog-
mzed as beautiful when that operative presence is—whether
consciously or unconsciously, dimly or vividly—discerned.
Scholastic philosophy, contrary to much opinion among our
contemporaries who ought to know better, begins without any
assumption whatever, but merely with the inescapable recogni-
tion that there is something which is what it is and cannot be
itself and something else at the same time and in the same
respect. Almost in the same instant, with the recognition of
being, we accept the inevitability of becoming, that mutability
of things that forever stirs the nostalgia of singers old and new.
There is flow everywhere. Yet this very flow would never be
discerned as such were there not also permanence. The spiri-
tual pilgrim becomes more and more widely aware of similari-
ties as well as of differences, nay of identities or somehow,
somewhere at least one Basis of identity. So while poets dream
of forgotten beauty and long to conquer immortality with their
sighing verses, the philosopher, at the relatively uncritical level
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of common sense, becomes a cosmologist and talks of change
and quantity, time and space, matter, form and cause, always,
it is to be hoped, in healthy give-and-take with the specializing
experimental observers of various abstracted aspects of nature,
the astronomers and botanists, chemists and geologists, phy-
sicists and zoologists.

It is not long before the child and the philosopher are spell-
bound before the exciting differences between things that live
and things that do not, and, among living things, the essen-
tial differences between the dainty violet, the gorgeous tiger,
and the dazzling knight-at-arms. This is the field of philo-
sophical or rational psychology which ought to flourish in
fruitful symbiosis with the physicists and physiologists of the
laboratories. From such mutual aid should bourgeon rich wis-
dom concerning desire, wishes, hope, sorrow, joy. It is just
at this point that our investigator would derive immense profit
from the encyclopedic enumeration and classification of “ modes
of interest” surveyed by Professor Perry from biological,
psychological, sociological and philosophical points of view in
the second part of his magnum opus.

It is not, however, until we arrive at the first stage of meta-
physics, ontology, that we become critically precise, equally
suspicious of the naiveté of common sense and the occasional
speculative presumption of the specialist in the particular sci-
ences. Now, in ontology, from the tremendous perspective of
all being in every sense of the word, not only living and non-
living but perfect and privative, real and ideal, possible and
impossible, relative and absolute, finite and infinite, we learn
how to discern in everything positive, approached from the
appropriate angle, beauty, goodness, and ontological truth.

In epistemology, the second stage of metaphysics we re-ex-
amine truth, this time not from the point of view of being in
general but from the point of view of judgments about beings;
truth from this aspect appears more distinguishable but even
now not wholly isolated from the values pleasant, useful,
righteous, and beautiful.

By means of natural philosophy and metaphysics, we come
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from our first recognition of something that is what it is,
through the observation of billions of billions of moving and
changing things minute and immense, to the ultimate source
of that ubiquitous change. From our classification of things
from the point of view of their unity, truth, goodness and
beauty, from the point of view of their substantial existence in
themselves or their accidental existence in adjoining substances,
we are steadily advancing toward theodicy or natural theology,
the crowning stage of metaphysics, wherein we contemplate
with awed eyes the meridian reality of the uncreated being, the
absolutely one, true, good and beautiful God.

From this height we turn back, in the axiological or prac-
tical philosophies of economics and morals and art, to recon-
sider man’s place in the universe from the point of view not
of his understanding but of his appetitions, his yearnings trivial
and fathomless, in the light of the vistas of the speculative
philosophies. From this perspective, we can fully appreciate
why all the greatest philosophers from Plato to Augustine, from
Augustine to Aquinas and from Aquinas to Kant, have united
in defining aesthetic appetition as contemplation, non-posses-
sive, disinterested, sheer delight. If I am correct in calling an
object beautiful to the extent that in it the operative presence
of God is or can be discerned, wittingly or unwittingly, we can
understand how the artist or art-lover or nature-lover thrills,
suspended as it were in an ecstasy of the purest joy, content
with the intense activity of adoration, on tiptoe with a mood
preludial to what the dogmatic theologian, in describing the
Sacrament of the Eucharist, calls “the fervor of charity.”
Valuing, from its homeliest to its highest, is, if wholesomely
carried out, whether we are aware of it or not, nothing less than
an evolving imitation of Christ who showed us how to strive to
be perfect as His heavenly Father is perfect. Human valuing,
at its homeliest and highest, when it is unequivocally human—
in eating, loving and dying—as our deeper conscience prevails
over our shallower conscience, valuing in all its forms, utili-
tarian, moral and aesthetic, is, I repeat it, an imitation of
Christ. Of these values desired, the utilitarian ones merely
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serve as means to discover further values, intrinsic goods, some
of which adumbrate more and more luminously the beatific
vision, none more alluringly than beauty which is, as Keats said
in Endymion, “a joy forever,” because as Keats more clearly
divined in “The Ode to a Grecian Urn ” it is ultimately identi-
fiable with truth in God, for, when we discern the beauty in
an object, we discern in it and under it the perpetually sus-
taining hand of God.

HereerT Errswort CORY
The University of Washington,
Seattle, Wash.



IN SEARCH OF A HAPPY ENDING
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O’er land and sea love follows with fond prayers
Its dear ones in their troubles, grief and cares;
There s no spot
On which it does not drop this tender dew,

Except the grave, and there it bids adieu,
And prayeth not!

—STtoppARD, “ In Memoriam ”

THE foregoing lines seem to sum up rather well the con-

clusion with which the novels which we read in our
maturity supplant the endings of the fairy tales we read
in childhood. Once our stories ended: “ And so they lived
happily ever after.” Now we are older and more enlightened
and the better stories, though marked with passing bliss, prefer
to reach their term in stark despair and utter dashing of hopes.
If the happy couple do not find shipwreck before, the sacrificial
novelist leads all that beauty, all that wealth e’er gave—but
to the grave. And there he “ bids adieu and prayeth not.”
Our Prince elopes with Cinderella—only to divorce her some
time later. They had hoped for too much; the gods do not
smile on such dreams. Cinderella moons away on her alimony
and the Prince drags his bruised and battered heart sadly
through an unfeeling world. Grant them the prospect of happi-
ness without alloy, then just as Cinderella and her Prince are
about to drive off in the pumpkin carriage to some castle of
dreams, a mad goblin will appear on the scene and stab our
Prince to the heart, leaving him to expire in the arms of the
heart-broken Cinderella. This situation occurs in Maurice
Baring’s Friday’s Business,' wherein the hero, having at last
discovered his beloved, is more or less casually murdered in a
Balkan revolution which promptly melts away a few moments

1 Maurice Baring, Friday’s Business (London: 1932).
41
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later. The tragic future of the beloved is left to the reader’s
imagination. As he closes such a book, he can hear the spirit
of the author saying: “Sorry, old man, I’d like to give you a
happy ending, but life is just not like that, and as a truthful
observer of life, I can’ lie to you and delude you.” As far as
life goes, we must admit the author has done a good job of
reporting.

The champions of fairy tales may denounce modern authors
as downright pessimistic and perverse, but most of us feel more
inclined to applaud them for their effort at truthfulness, even
if it must hurt. If they do not settle the problem, at least
they do not evade it but follow their human models to their
logical, even if tragic, conclusion.? The problem is age-old.
Love, that perfect union of hearts which has the tendency to
be complete and eternal, is constantly menaced by the whims
of fate and fortune, and is ultimately sundered by its inexorable
enemy, death. In story-telling it is quite possible to overcome
ill fortune by the stroke of the pen and to evade death simply
by saying ‘they lived happily ever after” in keeping with
Pascal’s maxim: “ Men, unable to remedy death, sorrow and
ignorance, determine, in order to make themselves happy, not
to think on these things.” * 1In life, not so. Hence stories which
aim to be a mirror of life, and not mere products of the imagi-
nation and momentary “ opium for the people ” feel obliged to

? Such cannot be said of @l modern novels. Some, no less successful, shake off
the logical implications leading to a tragic conclusion. Thus, in Marriage Is A
Private Affair by Judith Kelly, whereas logically and psychologically husband and
wife are cutting themselves adrift from one another by an abortion, this tragedy,
by an insidious and post-childhood use of the fairy tale technique, is neatly trans-
formed into the prospect of a glowing future of fast-knit happiness for the guilty
pair.

Novels incorporating such unjustifiable metamorphosis of evil into good and such
gratuitous re-routing of human nature evade the problem encountered by novels
in which the characters strive earnestly and rationally for happiness, yet seem
relentlessly baulked by fate. The former thus prematurely nullify what value they
might have as insight into human destiny while the latter throw up the problem
squarely, if cruelly. The latter occupy our attention here.

2 Les hommes n’ayant pu guérir la mort, la misére, I’ ignorance, se sont avisés,
pour se rendre heureux, de ne point y penser (Les Pensées). Cf. C. Kegan Paul,
The Thoughts of Blaise Pascal (London: 1885), p. 38.
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present their blissful unions as menaced by adversities and
ultimately destructible by death.

Confronted by such inevitable reality, one must, on com-
paring the heart’s desires with the {fruition they attain, pro-
nounce existence as something truly tragic, since love, which is
life at its best and fullest, is irretrievably doomed. However,
the heart does not give up easily, driven as it is by its per-
petual yearning. It enshrines the histories of those who have
fought the battle for love’s victory over fortune and death.
The tales that have lived the longest among men are, at their
core, love stories, whether mythical or historical. Such are the
stories of Pygmalion and Galatea, Abelard and Heloise, Dante
and Beatrice, Romeo and Juliet. The most touching stories
of the Old Testament are of love and friendship, as those of
Abraham and Sara, Isaac and Rebecca, Jacob and Rachel,
David and Jonathan.

Love rules the court, the camp, the grove,
And men below, and saints above.?

Tragic and unsatisfactory as it may be, love can still exact and
obtain the highest sacrifices from man. “ A man shall give
all the substance of his house for love, and count it as noth-
ing.” It is more than a banal commonplace to say “Love
makes the world go round.” Love is the union of man with
what he most desires, a union embracing all that is good to
him. It is this urge which drives him through the years and
to all his enterprises. Somehow, man cannot be convineced that
love cannot survive the hinderances of fate and that one final
obstacle which incorporates them all, death. Even if the transi-
tion from childhood to maturity, from dreams to life, is paral-
leled by the transition in our reading tastes from imaginative
fairy tales to realistic novels, nevertheless one retains at heart
a penchant for the fairy tale motif. Even if those cynical
people, contemporary authors, have ceased to believe in fairy
tales, deep down we have not.

While grown-ups torture their hearts with the most sombre

¢ Alired Lord Tennyson, The Lay of the Last Minstrel, Canto III, Stanza L
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and melancholy tales which drip from the pens of our seli-
sacrificing writers and drown love in wells of despondency, as
in Winesburg, Ohio,” nevertheless they carefully keep this
horrid truth from their children. With sublime optimism they
feed their young on fairy tales wherein all is sunshine, and
true love shortly attains its goal over the carcasses of several
easily skewered dragons. Somehow they do not feel deceitful
about cramming youth with such illusory optimism. Deep
down in their hearts they are still playing Cinderella and the
Prince, still hoping that their dreams will come true, if not
for them, for these little ones.

When, on growing older we discover to our chagrin that after
having put a few scaly, flame-throwing dragons—or their con-
temporary equivalent—out of the way, we are not necessarily
going to live happily ever after, that is not sufficient reason to
dismiss fairy tales as an insult to the intelligence. When we are
politely reminded that good bookkeepers are more in demand
than potential giant killers, it is not quite fair to reproach the
fairy tales with having ill-prepared us for life. The myth of
Santa-Claus gradually evaporates as one becomes more and more
aware of his parental understudy, yet the dismissal of the jolly
old gentleman in the red suit from the realm of reality is not an
excuse to cease all giving and to strike Christmas from the
calendar because Santa Claus is not real. Santa Claus is a
symbol of Christmas adapted to childlike minds. He is not to
be supplanted by a void, but by a truer, deeper, and far more
sublime understanding of Christmas. The basic concept is
sound and unchanging. So with fairy tales.

To despair of life because fairy tales do not come true is
like doing away with Christmas because there is no Santa Claus.
Authors, those seers of the people, have sought to see fairy tales
come true in life, to satisfy us. Tracing the lives of the modern
counterparts of the stout hearted knights in armor and their
fair and loyal damsels, they have seemed to perceive, to their
disappointment and ours, that fairy godmothers are notice-
ably lacking, that wicked stepmothers often carry off the day,

5 Sherwood Anderson, Winesburg, Ohio (New York: 1919). See “ Mother.”



IN SEARCH OF A HAPPY ENDING 45

and that modern economics and bureaucracy are far more
devastating than the most ill-hiumored dragons. Our Prince
may not be a good business man, yet Cinderella must have her
hats. After many ups and downs the whole affair is just as liable
to end in the moat instead of the dream-castle. The ending lines
“. . . and so they lived happily ever after,” are simply out of
the question. Hence they sorrowfully conclude to the bank-
ruptey of the fairy tale and put it aside as a design for living,
to give us in its place the apparently hard, unimaginative facts
of reality, momentarily brightened by a heroism pathetic with
despair and hopelessness.

This indictment of the fairy tale we wish to challenge. Like
Santa Claus, fairy tales are prompted by a concept that is
fundamentally sound and of which they are the imaginative and
sketchy representation. This concept is of the possibility of
human happiness which consists in the union of hearts. If the
concept embodied in the fairy tale fails to attain realization in
life, one possible explanation is, of course, that the concept is
false and illusory. However, if the concept is sound and fails
to attain realization, then the explanation must be that it is
the application of the concept and not the concept itself which
is at fault. Just as Christmas seems to lose its freshness and joy
as one grows older because one has failed to grasp its inner
meaning, so it is our aim to show that it is also a misconception
that leads to the discarding of the visions and hopes of childhood
embodied in fairy tales. Our thesis is to show that, if properly
understood, fairy tales really do come true in life.

As already mentioned, we here consider the novel of maturity
as the natural successor of the fairy tale of childhood. In it
we shall try to perceive whether there is not some misconception
which causes it to attain conclusions so diametrically opposed
to those of its precursor, the fairy tale. We do not seek a defect
of literary form, but rather a defect of philosophy. Having
detected such a defect, we shall try to trace the conclusion
a novel should reach, at least implicitly, if it is really to embrace
life in all its meaning. Here again the intention is not literary,
but philosophical. Just as the fairy tale embodies the philoso-
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phy of childhood, so the novel aims to embody the philosophy
of maturity. We feel the philosophy thus presented is un-
necessarily pessimisitic and obscure, and we would like, in
the interests of truth, to oppose it with a philosophy at once
more real and more optimistic. For the satisfaction of other
disappointed readers and our own, we should like to lay bare
and verify the principles which allow a sanguine interpretation
of destiny and supply its logical conclusion.

The facts of the modern novel of the dead-end finish are not
here in question. It is possible to admit that in their depiction
of trials and hardships they are true and unassailable. It is the
interpretation of these facts which is in question. It is vain for
an author to protest that he has no desire to interpret, that he
merely wishes to hold a mirror to life and leave interpretation
to the reader. One must inevitably have a concept of the end
to which the story will tend before beginning the story. It is
this concept of the end which determines the evolution the
characters follow. It is solely the end which distinguishes the
fairy tale from the pessimistic novel. If our hero and heroine
live happily ever after, after chalking up the last dragon, it is
a fairy tale. If they do not live happily ever after, it is a modern
novel. Whether the hero is encased in shining armor or merely
a ready-made suit, whether the heroine goes to the ball in glass
slippers or something quite conventional, whether the dragon
breathes fire or is merely a pneumonia germ, whether the witch
has a hook nose and rides on a broom by the light of the moon,
or disseminates advice on birth control in an irreproachably
polite way, is purely accidental. Cinderella and our Prince have
quite as much to contend with in the modern novel as they did
in the fairy tale. Above all, they must contend with death,
which in fairy tales is only reserved for the wicked. Will they,
can they, “live happily ever after? ” Can their union not only
survive

. . . the whips and scorns of time,

The oppressors wrong, the proud man’s contumely,
The msolence of office, . . .

but even the departure of one of them to
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The undiscovered country from whose bourn
No traveller returns, . . .?°

If we wish to see the verification of the fairy tale ending,
“. . . and so they lived happily ever after,” that union must
survive.

However, very few self-respecting novelists permit them-
selves such a happy ending, even temporarily, on this side of the
grave, let alone eternally after death. To present a so-called
movie finish except in rare cases would be felt naive and would
be mildly scoffed at. Nevertheless, despite our outward cyni-
cism, the heart refuses to be disillusioned. Are we to believe
that chapters of life’s story replete with heroism quite worthy
of the most inspiring conte de fé must end, blankly and bleakly?
Must all “ that beauty, all that wealth e’er gave . . . lead but
to the grave? ” Two who have lived and loved are torn asunder
by the cruel circumstances of rank, money, hatred, misunder-
standing, distance, loss. Shall they never be united? Shall that
yearning union of two strong hearts which, through the firm
hope of eventual union, can survive and surmount the separa-
tion of distance, of station, of time, of force, of calumny, be
annihilated by death and left forever undone? Take for instance
this brief recital of a tragedy of the present war, written by a
Polish girl who served in one of her country’s hospitals. “ Sister
Mary was engaged before the war to a young lieutenant. They
were to be married in September. War broke out. He left for
the front. She went to work in the hospital. The third day of
the war a cannon ball tore off the head of the lieutenant.
Precise and energetic, Sister Mary went on working in the
hospital every day, as if nothing had happened.” And the writer
ends, “ the war had destroyed the home, the life, the family, the
youth of each of us.” " Is he who proves his love by dying to be
less rewarded than he who lives to enjoy the presence of his
beloved? Souls have sworn eternal love. Have they sworn in
vain? Is this to be but an empty jest, a childish dream that
death sweeps away?

¢ Hamlet, Act 111, Sec. 1.

7 Marta Wankowicz, “I Nursed the Nazis in a Polish Hospital,” America, Nov.
2, 1940.
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Not only does the public from time to time, claim from its
writers a good straightforward happy ending, but in daily life
men go on making supreme sacrifices in the hope of love’s
ultimate triumph, no matter how dark the future may be
painted. This hope and confidence cannot be eradicated by any
amount of somber philosophy or sad experience, because it is
an innate desire of human nature, and as such is indestructible,
no matter how much its fruition, may be thwarted or misled.
“The friendship was never true that can have an end” (St.
Jerome) .

Some few authors, recognizing the heart’s indestructible con-
viction, leave us rays of hope shining through the darkening
twilight as in Hilton’s We Are Not Alone.

“ But never—never—to see you again!”
“ Maybe you will. If there’s a next world, I'll try to find you
in it as I found you in this. There will be other worlds, surely, or

maybe this world over again . . . worlds in which the things we
have won’t be wasted like this.”
* * *

“ Come with me, go with me, I don’t know where, but there are
a few of us, we make a good company already, we carry love in our
hearts, we are not alone. . ..”%

Some seem to envision a greater love lifting human love to
greater, eternal heights, broadening it into a love of all men,
merging it with an infinite, eternal, all-powerful and divine love,
as in Ernest Raymond’s A Family That Was.® But these few
are vague, groping, merely refusing to smother the last sparks
of their hearts’ yearning as the final darkness closes in around
them. That is all that we are left of childhood’s ““. . . and so
they lived happily ever after.”

Where can be found a story which will embody at once the
realism of the novel and the happy ending of the fairy tale?
Where is there a philosophy which dares to face life at its worst
and yet promise clearly defined victory and the satisfaction of
all the heart’s desires? One has not far to search. Both the fairy

® James Hilton, We are Not Alone (New York: 1937), pp. 201, 215.
® Ernest Raymond, 4 Family That Was (London: 1929).
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tale and the novel are half-truths. The fairy tale is only half-
true because by artificial and purely imaginative means it arrives
at a happy ending. The modern novel is only half-true because
by a real portrayal of life it arrives at an ending which is both
somber and fictitious. Taking the half which is true in both the
fairy tale and the novel and uniting them one has real life with a
happy ending. This perfect, substantial whole is found in the
source from which both the fairy tale and the novel have
wandered.

This source is, as a story, the Lives of the saints as written
about them; as a philosophy, the lives of the saints as lived by
them. A perfect union is achieved in the Lives of the saints,
a type of reading which once occupied both the place of fairy
tales in child life, and that of novels in grown estate. The saints
give us the perfect realistic novel with the perfect fairy tale
ending. They do not leave their heroes and admirers with a
technical knowledge of how to dispatch imaginary monsters,
but rather teach the child how to overcome the very real
dragons of life: sadness, poverty, sickness, loneliness, dis-
appointment, and that worst ogre of them all, death. They
write that last chapter which turns the tragic ending of the
novel into a triumph.

At the time of the Reformation, so called, the notion of
human destiny was revised by Calvinism. Henceforth the good
were to be rewarded in this life, and wealth and prosperity
became the mark of virtue. It was very easy to incorporate
this philosophy into tales for children. If they were good and
honest, they should grow up rich and prosperous, marry happily,
and live on the fat of the land. The novels of the eighteenth
century became pleasantly naturalistic. Rousseau’s Emile
would grow up in the woods, where his naturally good nature
would flower into virtue. Later he would marry a wife equally
virtuous by her naturalistic upbringing, and both would live
on happily, with their children, among the fields and flowers,
unhampered by care or trouble. Heaven had been brought
right down on earth. The Heaven above could now be dis-
pensed with and forgotten, which it was.

4
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However, it did not take long for clear thinking and honest
writers to perceive that such was not the case. Despite any
amount of wishful thinking, the good, beginning with Job,
rarely prosper materially in this vale of tears. Now came the
tragedy. The Heaven above had been forgotten, the heaven on
earth had vanished into thin air once it ventured from the pages
of the imaginative novel. There was no Heaven where true love
might find its perfection. There was only the, at best, passing
happiness of a few brief moments of bliss for the few here below,
for the many hardship and disaster, and for all the bitter ending
of death cutting short the heart’s hopes of enduring happiness
with those it loves. Witness Lamartine in Le Lac, a key
strophy of which may be crudely rendered as follows:

Let us love, therefore, let us love!
With haste enjoy the fleeting day!

Man has no port, and time no shore;
It flows on, and we pass away!°

Hence the modern pessimistic novel, shortsighted, hopeless, but
true as far as it goes, which is a very short way. The fairy
tale has survived precisely because it does not pretend to be real.
It was destined to be a vehicle for childhood dreams of hap-
piness. It answers and corresponds to the very real and innate
desire of the human heart for perfect happiness. If the terms in
which that happiness was couched were made unnecessarily
materialistic and earthy, they were left sufficiently vague and
fantastic to be unattackable. These terms are just realistic
enough to cause disillusionment when one grows up and really
puts on€e’s dreams to the test. The result of the test is incor-
porated in our pessimistic novel.

Our modern novelists and our modern philosophers have not
been able to lend an optimistic contour to the shape of things

10 Aimons donc, aimons done! de 'heure- fugitive,
Hitons-nous, jouissons!
L’homme n’a point de port, le temps n’a point de rive;
1l coule, et nous passons!
(From Le Lac, printed in Les Méditations Poétiques of
Alphonse Louis de Lamartine.)
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to come. They are well aware of the desires and aspirations of
the human heart, but when they confront them with what seems
should be their accomplishment in this vale of tears, the result
seems very sad indeed, and as such is committed to their copy
books. They cannot explain why man, so naturally good, can
become the slave of his passions and quite unreasonable,
despite every logical inducement to do that which is good. The
painfully consistent pattern of front-page romances which begin
with all the glamor and eclat of the fairy tale and end in the
uninspiring and ungallant atmosphere of the divorce courts
defies them. Worse still, while it is not beyond comprehension
that certain marriages of convenience wherein youthful beauty
becomes the bride of ancient wealth, or a title is wed to a gold
mine, should go on the rocks, yet how can they explain why a
loyal and loving couple who are good, industrious, and kind to
all, should be visited by a merciless fate with adversities in-
numerable, poverty, and human malice? They are obliged to
throw up the sponge as far as ultimate happiness is concerned,
in favor of a sacrificial stoicism eventually rewarded with a
merciful oblivion, an attitude well expressed in Alfred de Vigny’s
poem, La Mort du Loup, in which the hunter reads in the
eyes of the fierce, dying wolf brought to bay, which has paid
with its life to make good the escape of the she-wolf and its
cubs, this grim exhortation:

Do with energy thy task long and heavy,
In the Fate-chos’n way not of thy seeking,
And then, as I, suffer and die without speaking.'*
1 Fais énergiquement ta longue et lourde tiche
Dans la voie ot le sort a voulu t’appeler,
Puis, apres, comme moi, souffre et meurs sans parler.
(From La Mort du Loup, printed in Podmes Philosophiques by Alfred de Vigny.
The poem is said to have been inspired by a passage in Byron’s Childe Harold:
... Mute
The camel labors with the heaviest load,
And the wolf dies in silence, not bestow’d
In vain should such example be: if they
Things of ignoble or of savage mood,
Endure and shrink not, we of nobler clay
May temper it to bear,—it is but for a day.)
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It is more mildly put in Elizabeth Bowen’s Death of the Heart.
Major Brutt endeavors to console Portia whose heart has been
broken by a callous youth who has grown weary of her affection.

“How can you say ‘first?’” she said. ‘This can’t happen
again.”

“ Oh, one forgets, you know. One can always patch oneself up.”

“No. Is this being grown up? ” 2

The only possible optimism available is by promising one a
collective, impersonal happiness in the ultimate evolution of
humanity to an era of supreme longevity and comfort, which is
not a very comforting explanation to two people who hope to
see one another again and are told that in the future they will
not be themselves at all, or, in fact, anybody. Of course, there
is no proof of all this. It is a way out and not a very cheering
one, which our hopeful visionaries ask us to take on faith. The
modern era began by rejecting faith, and now its only solace
is to contrive a faith of its own, inadequate and contradictory
and groundless. They realize the necessity of a vision, the vision
discarded by the Reformation.

This vision, which is Christian Faith, can alone face the
disasters and hardships of life, and bring about a happy ending.
We do not say promise a happy ending, but bring about a
happy ending. Just as the philosophy of the modern novel, if
lived out, will lead to tragedy, so the Faith, if lived out, will
lead to happiness. Modern philosophies are first concocted, dis-
seminated in literature, and then followed with disastrous
results. The Faith is first lived, and the results of living it are
set down in those perfect “ novels” which are the Lives of the
saints. Reading them we find all the trials and hardships of
novels and of life, but in the end we find a truly happy ending
triumphing over death and pain. They look upon the world
as it really is—and seek elsewhere for the solace of its troubles.
These lives are no mere literary artifice. They were Lived first
and their result set down. Those who live according to the
same principles, will attain the same happy ending.

12 Rlizabeth Bowen, The Death of the Heart (New York: 1939), p. 384.
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Both novels and Lives of the saints teach and influence us
consciously or unconsciously since both treat of life, and every
deliberate act of a human being, either at work or at diversion,
is aimed at discovering and securing a perfect happy life. Just
as novels seek to ferret out a happy life without the faith, so the
Lives of the saints portray the pursuit of a happy life with
the faith. The subject matter, humanity, is the same. It is the
presence or absence of the faith which leads to the diametrically
opposed conclusions. Hence we shall endeavor, by outlining the
design for living embodied in the faith, to show how it, apphed
to life, can both face far more adequately the facts of life por-
trayed in the novel, and infinitely surpass the fairy tale in its
attainment of a happy ending. Once again this is not done by
way of proposing a new literary genre, but by way of providing
an outline of happiness parallel to that which the novel, the
unconscious Bible of so many, endeavors to do but at which,
if it is true to life’s realities, it must admit that it is not a
success. We have said that love 1s at the core of all stories of
striving for happiness, just as the love of God and man is at
the core of all life’s striving for happiness. Hence we shall see
how the faith makes this love come true far better than the
novelist’s imagination.

The faith solves the problem of life’s hardships and dis-
appointments coupled with the simultaneous yearning of the
heart for unlimited, perpetual happiness by setting them in their
true perspective with the doctrines of original sin and eternal
life. The ignorance of these doctrines on which human destiny
is based leads to disaster and chaos. The embracing and living
of them leads to happiness, for they represent the divine
economy by which man is to attain the fruition of the desires
implanted in him by his Creator. These two doctrines comple-
ment each other. The first explains why man does not attain
to natural happiness on this earth despite its apparent pos-
sibility; the second brings within reach the happiness which he
desires but no longer finds here below.

The desires of man’s heart for earthly happiness do not
deceive him. They once found their perfect fruition in the
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garden of Eden, and would have continued to do so for all men
but for the fall of our first parents. The mistake of writers who
seek earthly happiness for their characters does not lie in the
fact that such desires are illusory, but in the fact that the state
in which they found their fruition no longer exists. It is the
ignorance of this fact which brings the dreams of natural hap-
piness to the dead-end they encounter in life and in the novel
which strives to portray the facts of life. However, by way of
strengthening our confidence in the future happiness we are
to enjoy, it is well to note how the God who will give it to us,
knew how to provide an earthly happiness for our first parents
such as the most optimistic of our naturalistic novelists never
dared to envisage in the most generous concepts of his imagi-
nation. With this illustration that no one can make man
happier than God, that no one can devise and provide man with
greater happiness than God, we will be better prepared to
conceive the infinity and satisfaction of the future happiness
He will give to us in Heaven.

The joy which our first parents enjoyed in the garden of
Paradise is more easily grasped by our sensible natures. In order
to bring out the sublimity of the future joy which those who
love one another will enjoy in Heaven, it is fitting to describe
the joys of our first parents, which are at once only a token of
the joys of Heaven, and yet far surpass in human earthly hap-
piness anything that a novelist or a teller of fairy tales would
have desired for his hero and heroine. 1f Divine Providence
could satisfy the desires of man so knowingly and well, certainly
when it promises greater joys, it will fulfil its promise propor-
tionately. All of which is not surprising when one stops to con-
sider that man’s desire for love and happiness are not creations
of his own but appetites placed in him by the God Who made
him. It is God Who made a wife for Adam from his own rib,
and caused him to love her. The joys he hopes for from this
union are not something that he has snatched from a bitter
fate, but a gift which God has given him and of which he owes
even the minutest pleasures to God’s benevolence.

Considering the garden of Paradise as the end of a perfect
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novel, let us consider what the reader would exact for his hero
and heroine and how these things could be achieved, or rather
how they would be achieved. In one word, what is demanded
1s happiness. Happiness consists in the possesion of the good
which one desires. The goods which our heroine and hero would
desire are the following. First come the goods of the heart and
soul: their peaceful love and possession of each other and their
children in a single happiness; next are the goods of the mind:
perfect, clear all-fathoming knowledge that could appreciate all
the beauty of their situation. Then comes perfect control over
the body—no sudden fits of impatience or sadness that the mind
could not control. Lastly there are the goods of the body itself:
beauty, health, immortality. Externally they would require a
world so equipped that it would yield them its fruits without
the curse and burden of uncongenial labor, a climate that would
always shield them. Finally, since no man can be happy while
his fellow men are in distress, an equal happiness must be
claimed for all men, for all the children of Adam and Eve. All
this was perfectly fulfilled in Paradise, all and more.

The first surpassing thing about Paradise is that our first
parents did not have to wade through hardships and overcome
obstacles to become happy; they were created in perfect bliss.
To emphasize even more the close union of these two who loved
one another, Eve was taken from the rib of Adam so that he
might love her more, and cleave to her inseparably since he
knew that she had been taken from himself.** Of the passions
the happy pair had only the pleasing ones, and an imperturable
love of God. Of fear and pain and unrequited desire there was
none, only joy, and love, and hope of a future good to be had
in due time, desire and hope which did not afflict.** Though
some would be stronger, more intelligent, more beautiful, yet
none would suffer any defect of mind or body.*® As long as
Adam and Eve and their descendants obeyed God, they were to
be preserved from death.'®* Divine Providence and his own

13 Cf, Summa Theol. I, q. 92, a. 2.
1 Cf. ibid., q. 95, a. 1.
18 Cf. ibid., q. 96, a. 8. 8 Ct. ibid., q. 97, a. 1.
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reason preserved man from every ill.** They would live together
in such concord that there would be no need for a division of
property.*®* The sensible pleasures which the descendants of
Adam and Eve would have had, would have been even greater
than any experienced now, since their nature was purer and
their physical make-up more sensitive. They were not to live as
angels but as men. Continence then would not have been
laudable as now, because there was no danger of lust to be
avoided.” There would have been as many men as women, each
sex contributing to the perfection of human nature, just as the
diverse degrees of things contribute to the perfection of the
universe.” Yet Adam and Eve had not yet reached the peak of
their happiness; they had not yet seen God. Of the place where
they lived, the garden of Eden (which means, translated from
the Hebrew, pleasure) St. John Damascene wrote that it was a
divine region and worthy of the life led there which was accord-
ing to the image of God. What work Adam would have done
would not have been laborious as now, but joyful because of
experiencing the power of his nature.*® After a period of enjoy-
ing this heavenly Paradise, man was to be brought to Heaven
to share the infinitely more joyful angelic life of the angels and
the divine life of God.

Few, if any novelists in their most extravagant descriptions
of earthly bliss could approach the description of the mutual
happiness of Adam and Eve as described by St. Augustine in the
City of God. “ There is nothing so social by nature, so unsocial
by its corruption, as this race. And human nature has nothing
more appropriate, either for the prevention of discord, or for the
healing of it, where it exists, than the remembrance of that first
parent of us all, whom God was pleased to create alone, that
all men might be derived from one, and that they might thus
be admonished to preserve unity among their whole multitude.
From the fact that the woman was made for him from his side,
it was plainly meant that we would learn how dear the bond

17 Cf. ibid., q. 97, a. 2, ad 4.
18 Cf. ibid., q. 98, a. 1, ad 3. 20 Cf. ibid., q. 99, a. q, ad 3.
1 Cf, ibid., q. 98, a. 2, ad 3. %1 Cf. ibid., q. 102, a. 3.
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between man and wife should be. . . . Their love for God was
unclouded, and their mutual affection was that of faithful and
sincere marriage; and from this love flowed a wonderful delight,
because they always enjoyed what was loved.” ** Here one has
the “happily ever after” for which the heart intuitively
gropes—existing not as a fairy tale but as a reality.

“Adam had food that he might not hunger, drink that he
might not thirst, the tree of life that old age might not waste
him. There was in his body no corruption, nor seed of corrup-
tion, which could produce in him any unpleasant sensation.
He feared no inward disease, no outward accident. Soundest
health blessed his body, absolute tranquillity his soul. As in
Paradise there was no excessive heat or cold, so its inhabitants
were exempt from the vicissitudes of fear and desire. No sadness
of any kind was there, nor any foolish joy; true gladness cease-
lessly flowed from the presence of God. . . . The honest love
of husband and wife made a sure harmony between them.
Body and spirit worked harmoniously together, and the com-
mandment was kept without labor. No languor made their
leisure wearisome; no sleepiness interrupted their desire to
labor.” #* Here we recognize the setting of the perfect fairy tale
come true.

The mistake of the novelists is to conclude from the fact that
one does not live happily ever after here below to the fact that
it is impossible to live happily ever after anywhere. Faith shows
us by the example of our first parents that our intuition of such
happiness is correct—and effaces its inaccomplishment here
below by its ineffably happy fulfilment in Heaven. Vita
mutatur, non tollitur. ““ The body will not only be better than
it was here in its best estate of health, but it will surpass the
bodies of our first parents ere they sinned ” (St. Augustine).
Tt is with this wisdom of faith that Pope Leo XIII writes in
Rerum Novarum: “ The things of earth cannot be understood
or valued aright without taking into consideration the life to

22 Gt, Augustine, The City of God (Translated by Marcus Dods: Edinburgh:
1878), bk. XXVII, 27.
29 Ibid., bk. X1V, 26.
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come, the life that will know no death. Exclude the idea of
futurity, and forthwith the very notion of what is good and
right would perish: nay, the whole scheme of the universe would
become a dark and unfathomable mystery. The great truth
which we learn from Nature herself is also the grand Christian
dogma on which Religion rests as on its foundation—that when
we have given up this present life, then shall we really begin to
live.”?* *“ Even the righteous himself does not live as he wishes,
until he has arrived where he cannot die, be deceived or injured,
and until he is assured that this shall be his eternal condition.
For this nature demands; and nature is not fully and perfectly
blessed till it attains what it seeks.” *°

The garden of Eden was to have been surpassingly the happy
ending which modern novelists would like to place at the end
of their books and the modern reader would like to read. But
even those who have the “ simplicity ” to believe in the existence
in the past of such a heaven of delights on this our uncertain
planet, are inclined to murmur wistfully: “ It might have been.”
That is in keeping with pessimism and despair. But the God
who devised such delights for man as he himself would not dare
to hope for, is not petty in His providence. In His justice, He
deprived mankind of its earthly Paradise, but in His mercy
He restored to mankind the goal and the overflowing, incon-
ceivable bliss of the term of earthly Paradise, namely, the
eternal joy of Heaven, fully and abundantly won for us all by
His own infinitely loving Son. Some people, conceiving Heaven
as a place whose inhabitants sit on clouds and play harps, con-
sider it a monotonous and none too desirable prospect. They
conceive Heaven precisely as the loss of all earthly joys in
return for a vague, colorless and insensible spirituality—as if
God had not given them the very joys they fear to lose in
Heaven. It is impossible to pause and examine the inanities,
fallacies and all manner of inconsistent reasoning embodied in
this concept. Suffice it to outline the particular aspect of
Heaven as it is the goal and completion of all the very real
desires of this earthly, fleshly life. We consider Heaven as the

¢ Pope Leo XIIL, Rerim Novarum. *° St. Augustine, op. cit., bk. XIV, 25.
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unwritten last chapter of life. If life limits itself to the rigid
present, it comes to a dead-end and a very hopeless one at that,
since the garden of Paradise, once man’s, is now no longer to be
had. Heaven remains as the one other possible alternative for
the happy fulfilment of man’s innate longing for love and
happiness.

The future happimess of Heaven is believed by our faith in
our risen Lord. The joys of Heaven are joys promised by Him
to us, and which we are to share as His brothers and sisters.
Although the principal and essential happiness of Heaven con-
sists in the spiritual vision of God, we here consider Heaven as
it also completes and fulfils the desires of terrestrial life. The
happiness of our first parents, around which all their other joys
centered, consisted in the loving friendship and society of Adam
and Eve, of man and woman, forming a single entity which was
the prototype and essence of all human existence. In this union
still consists the natural happiness of man in general. Nature
itself has ordained it, and the experience of all ages has con-
firmed it. The attainment of this happiness is the theme of
the fairy tale, the impelling motive of the modern novel. To the
bewildered novelist who has reached the end of the thread ruth-
lessly cut in twain by the Parcae, we offer Heaven as a happy
ending. This is not said jocosely. We are not presenting Heaven
as a literary device, but since we have considered the novel as
a mirror of the thoughts and aspirations of the times, as a
certain setting forth of the problem of mankind accompanied
by its solution, as a kind of device by which humanity may look
at itself and consider various solutions to its problems in a
theoretical way, using characters and personages to represent
the people of real life, in short, just as the novel is presented
as a transcript of life and its ending not only as literature but
as a real evaluation of the outcome of human existence, so also
we present the ensuing description of Heaven, not as a way of
adding synthetic cheer to novels but rather as a happy solution,
or frankly, the one and only solution, of life’s difficulties.

Life is not one thing and Heaven another, each with its own
beginning and ending. Life is the beginning and Heaven is the
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ending of one complete existence. Heaven is part of life, its
completion. To consider life without Heaven is to look at the
leaf and ignore the tree, to hear the single note and ignore the
symphony, to look at an eye or a tooth as a complete entity
and expect to-see in them the beauty of the human face to which
they are ordained. In a certain country churchyard there are
graven on a moss-covered tombstone the words David spoke of
his dead child: I shall go to him rather, but he shall not return
to me.”?* We cannot call our loved ones back to us, but we
have not lost them. Rather we shall soon go to them, which is
far better. Such is the thought so beautifully expressed in the
Preface of the Mass for the Dead: “ For the life of thy faith{ul,
O Lord, is changed, not destroyed; and when the home of this
earthly life is dissolved, an everlasting dwelling in Heaven shall
be gained.” This life is so real, that we cannot conceive of
anything but darkness and oblivion beyond its pale, whereas
with all its reality, this life is but the transitory shadow of the
even more real, more vivid, more definitely full and living life
to come. But just as sunny days make us gay and rainy days
make us sad according to our manner of letting the emotions
do our reasoning, so we let the absence of sensible persuasion
infer to us that Heaven cannot compare with “the warm
precinets of the cheerful day.” ** Songs and stories, unstrength-
ened by any definite concept of the future, not daring to claim
any such brimming happiness for miserable man, at best lose
themselves in vague, vaporous generalities when they reach
death.

But Heaven is most definitely a place, even more of a place
than this world, which shall be overtaken by a complete change
on the last day. There in the city of God, husband, wife, father,
mother and children, lovers, friends, shall be united. God is
love and the happiness of the blessed is love, a love so all-
absorbing that it has been the tendency of heretics to augment
the union of this love to the annihilation of all personality in
divine substances. This, of course, is false, as the blessed shall
love God, and one another with infinitely satisfying divine love

28 I1 Kings, xii, 23. 3" Thomas Gray, Elegy in a Country Churchyard,
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while remaining themselves, as the members of the Holy Trinity
love and enjoy one another infinitely while constituting Three
Persons. It is noteworthy that the infinite, eternal, divine
happiness, the prototype and cause of all happiness does
not consist in the happiness of one, but in the happiness
of society, that of the Three Persons of the Most Holy
Trinity. Indeed, it is in this happiness and all-encompassing
mutual love that the blessed share. “O how blessed is this
company! The least of them is more beautiful to behold than
the whole world; what will it be to behold them all? But, O
my God, how blessed they are! They ever sing the sweet canticle
of everlasting love; they ever rejoice with a gladness that is
unfailing; they exchange one with another ineffable pleasures,
and live in the consolation of a happy and indissoluble
society.” %8

Here at last is found the happy ending of the story which
broke off so tragically on earth. The young wife who has gone
through life without her husband will find him again, never
more to be separated from him, and will love him with a love
made all the greater by the years of sacrifice endured for her
beloved’s sake. Here the mother will find again her dear
children, taken from her flesh, whose being and happiness are
so dear to her as to be a part of herself. Here the lovers whom
this life parted and kept asunder, will meet in mutual love,
proven and rendered priceless by perpetul fidelity or the
supreme sacrifice of the giving of one’s life. Friends will meet
again united by bonds of affection of equally great love. The
thought of this future reunion is the driving force of great souls.
It is mirrored in this letter of Mother Seton to her son: “ Oh,
my soul’s dearest, deny me not the only meeting where we will
never part. You know well, it depends on yourself. The agony
of my heart, as I carry your beloved name before the Taberna-
cle, and repeat it in torrents of tears, which our God alone
understands, is not for our present separation; it is our long
eternal years which press on it beyond all expression. To lose
you here a few years of so embittered a life is but the common

28 St. Francis de Sales, Introduction to the Devout Life, 1, ch. 16.
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lot, but to love a5 I love you, and lose you forever—oh, unutter-
able anguish.”

Whereas the love of man and wife in this life is limited to
themselves, nevertheless, the human heart, made in the image
of the divine will, is capable of loving not one other soul but an
indefinite number, since its love has the same infinite and there-
fore unlimited character as the divine love. It is plain to all
that while in this life love in its sensible effects is limited by the
claims of duty and material limitations, nevertheless the affec-
tion in its wishing good to others, which is the essence of love,
can be quite boundless. A woman must render to her husband
a love which is measured by her whole existence and which is
entitled to all the devotion in her power not stopping short of
life itself, nevertheless this does not exhaust her capacity for
love. The essence of her love for her husband and for others
does not consist solely in the good which she herself can give
them which is necessarily limited, but since she loves with the
divine love of charity she wishes those she loves the divine good
which is infinite and inexhaustible and can be given to an
infinite number of beings and in an infinite degree to all. In
Heaven where love is the divine love, she will love her husband
even more than before, and will love all the blessed in the same
unlimited way. In Heaven there shall be no more marriage,
but that does not mean that conjugal love shall cease. It means
that it shall be extended and deepened to an even greater love
of all. As in marriage love is extended by union with another,
so in Heaven the love of God is extended to all the blessed,
uniting ther among themselves in a closer bond than any mar-
riage. It is notable that even in this life this bond of charity
among all Christians is even greater than the marriage bond
considered in itself, since the latter is parted by death but the
former is destined to endure perpetually. “The first unites
bodies only, while the second, more pure, more blissful, unites
soul to soul.” * Those who seek the satisfaction of the infinite
longing of their heart from one sole human being are doomed

20 Leonard Feeney, S.J., An American Woman (New York: 1938), pp. 260-261.
30 St. John Chrysostom, Ad Viduam Juniorem, 111, 4.
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to disillusionment since only the love of God and of all men can
properly fill the heart’s capacity.

Some people are attracted by the intellectual or moral quali-
ties of another; others are attracted by physical beauty. Some
are attracted by the riches of another, which makes that one
desirable, others are attracted by the honor with which another
is surrounded and which, it is hoped, will suffuse his associates.
The absence of all or any of these qualities makes a person less
desirable. They may be ignorant or vicious. They may be ugly
and repulsive. They may be poor and consequently show small
promise of entertainment. They may be without wordly honors
and consequently offer little glamor to their associates. The
absence of such attractions makes love or friendship that much
less spontaneous and that much more difficult, since love is
based on a sharing of good, some good, whatever it is.

If one were to review those friends whom one loves very
willingly, one would find no doubt that each possesses one or
the other of the aforementioned goods. It isindisputably easy
to love a person who is intelligent, good, fair, rich and honored.
If one were to pass in review those people whom one cannot feel
any great attraction for, one would see how the addition of one
or the other of the above-mentioned qualities could make each
desirable. Perhaps he or she should have more education, per-
haps more money, perhaps a slightly more comely visage.
Granted the possession of these qualities, this is still not enough
for perfect love, love of friendship, which is based on a common
basis or sharing, that is, the will on the part of both parties by
which each wishes the good of the other as though it were his
own in such a way that both are united in a common love and
happiness. Quite obviously there are many barriers to this in
the present life. Tt is difficult for people on different planes of
society to have any of their worldly interests in common. It is
difficult for people separated by distance to have much sensible
communication. People’s mentality, temperament, and a
thousand other things set up barriers which give each indi-
vidual his own sphere of life into which it is difficult for any
one else to enter fully.



64 PIERRE H. CONWAY

In Heaven these barriers will be eliminated. No one will
want any longer for wisdom, virtue, beauty, riches or honor.
Each in his own peculiar way will be quite supremely attractive
and charming. Those things he lacked here below will be
supplied. And there is no one whom even our own feeble
imagination cannot doctor up by adding the things we like to
him, who could not become a very lovable person while still
remaining himself. Thus in Heaven is fulfilled that which even
the most optimistic stories do not dare to dream of. “ There
shall be no deformity resulting from want of proportion in that
state in which all that is wrong is corrected. . . . The body
shall be of that size which either it had attained or should have
attained in the flower of its youth, and shall enjoy the beauty
that arises from preserving symmetry and proportion in all its
members.” ** No one will be too short, no nose too long. Though
stories may have a handsome hero and a beautiful heroine,
though to the two favored characters they mete out physical
perfection abundantly, they do not dare to hide the ugliness and
sordidnes of the remaining ones, thinking it much if only a few
among men are thus blessed. In Heaven beauty is the lot of all.

What 1s the good which the blessed share in .a common and
that will unite all in a single love? In Heaven when all the
blessed will be raised to a perfection and beauty surpassing any-
thing conceivable by our feeble minds, they will all have a bond,
a love which will draw them closer than any human love, namely
the divine love, the love with which God loves Himself, the love
which is responsible for all the beauty and all the love the world
can possess or can conceive, a love which is founded on the
sharing of infinite goodness and happiness.

A foretaste of this heavenly love is already perceivable in the
lives of the saints. They truly loved everyone on earth, because
of the intensity within them of charity, the love with which
God loves all He has made. They loved the poor and despised,
they kissed the sores of lepers, they embraced the disgruntled
and peevish, they became enthusiastic with the boring. Nor
was this mere pretense on their part; their love was genuine and

81 8t. Augustine, op. cit., bk, XXII, 20.
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heartfelt, the only kind that cheers. It was because their clear
vision could see the beauty of an immortal soul, any immortal
soul.

Above all, that which will perhaps mean most to us here
and now, is that in Heaven we will intimately love those whom
we loved on earth more intensely for various reasons. Here
again we have the testimony both of sober theologians and
exalted mystics. “The causes of honest love shall not cease
from the soul of the blessed,” says St. Thomas ** St. Catherine
transeribes in her Dialogue the words of God the Father: “ And
they (the blessed) rejoice and exult, participating in each
other’s good with the affection of love, besides the universal
good that they enjoy together. And they rejoice and exult
with the angels with whom they are placed . . . being all
bound in the bonds of love. . . . And they have a special
participation with those whom they closely loved with a par-
ticular affection in the world . . . and, in the life everlasting,
they have not lost their love but have it still, participating
closely, with more abundance, the one with the other, their love
being added to the universal good, and I would not that thou
shouldest think that they have this particular good, of which
I have told thee, for themselves alone, for it is not so, but it
is shared by all the proved citizens, My beloved sons, and all
the angels for, when the soul arrives at eternal life, all partici-
pate in the good of that soul, and the soul in their good. . .
They exult in Me in the good of that soul, which good she
has received through my goodness. . . . In those bonds of
love in which they finished their life, they go on and remain
eternally.” %

Nevertheless, the reason for love which derives from the
nearness of the one loved to God will incomparably surpass all
other motives for love. While none of the love had here below
will diminish in intensity, to it will be added that very just love
whereby the blessed will be loved in the measure that they are

32 Summa Theol., II-1I, q. 26, a. 13.
33 Gt. Catherine of Siena, Dialogue (Translated by Algar Thorold: New York:
1907), pp. 110, 111,
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pleasing to God, for the love of the blessed in Heaven is the love
of God and in accord with His in all things.

It is the perspective of this perfect love in Heaven that en-
ables the saints and the true followers of Christ to triumph
over those difficulties which shipwreck purely passing, ephemeral
love. It is their confidence in ultimately attaining their goal
that enables them to push on joyously. Traces of it are every-
where visible in their writings. They have the practical solution
that other musers upon human destiny lack. Just as the courses
of the planets seemed vague ineffectual wanderings as long as
all things were considered to turn around the earth, but became
beautiful, rhythmic orbits when it was understood that their
course was around the sun, so love, if its fulfilment is desired
on earth, seems doomed to hopeless chaos, but when considered
as a participation of the eternal divine love, and the blissful
union of mankind with God, its course becomes something
measured, irresistible, and sure, attaining to ultimate perfection
with God, as the planets turn around the sun in a perpetual,
perfect harmony.

This love does not begin in Heaven, but with the first light
of Faith. Its happiness is already enjoyed, and it is enhanced by
those precious sacrifices of this life, which as they are greater
evoke a greater love and will find all the greater fruition in
Heaven. In all this the exemplar is our divine Saviour. It was
not enough for Him to labor a little before enjoying His love
for us; first He must give all, even His life to prove His love.
And this is in itself a proof that true love will find its fruition
in Heaven. For love consists in the society and union of those
that love, but yet the greatest love is that which brings about
the greatest separation as far as this life goes, namely death.
Tt is the thought of the imperishableness of every human being
that makes separation bearable, for no soul that exists will ever
perish but is destined, if it will, to live in eternal happiness with
God and those it loves, after a sojourn on earth which will one
day appear infinitesmal.

Some modern novels, as already mentioned, do attempt to see
beyond present tragedy the prospect of future happiness, as
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in Maurice Baring’s The Coat withoui Seam * or Erik von
Kuhnelt-Leddihn’s Gates of Hell*> But this perspective seems
somewhat vague and devoid of outline, so abstract by its
generality that it seems more of a deus ex machina than a very
real, three-dimensional conclusion of an earthly drama.
Nevertheless, Heaven is a very real place, just as hell is. If
our hope is to be full of immortality, if Heaven 1s to be the end
for which we are willing to make all sacrifices in this life, if it
is to draw us, to appeal to us, as an answer to our present de-
sires, we must have a definite idea of it. It 1s a philosophical
truism that it is the desire for the end which impels a man
onward; the only way he can spur himself to greater efforts is
by seeing the end as more desirable. His efforts will be propor-
tionate to the measure in which the end appears attainable,
real. If the end is something vague and unsatisfactory, he will
not strive for it very eagerly, or make great sacrifices for it.

We have no doubt about our end; that is not in question.
And we also know speculatively that it is perfect happiness.
But the more we can envisage it as the fulfillment of very
real, specific desires, the more powerful will be its influence
in helping us to overcome momentary sadness by the thought
of the certain joy and reunion to come. Thus St. Paul banned
immoderate sorrow for the dead because of the certainty of
reunion: “ And we will not have you ignorant, brethren, con-
cerning them that are asleep, that you be not sorrowful, even
as others who have no hope” on which St. Thomas tersely
comments: “ These latter think such defects to be perpetual,
but not we.” *® Thus too, we are meant to console ourselves
for passing separation by the thought of Heaven, so much
more real and definite than earth. Thus the saints have done:
St. Ambrose: “ O my brother! what comfort remains to me
but the hope of soon meeting you again.”*" St. Augustine:
“We have not lost those who leave a world from which we

3¢ Maurice Baring, The Coat without Seam (London: 1929).

35 Brik von Kithnelt-Leddihn, The Gates of Hell (New York: 1984).
88 In I Thess., iv, 12.

37 §t. Ambrose, De Excessu Fratris Sui, bk. 11, 135,
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must ourselves depart; but we have sent them before us into
that other life, where the better they are known to us, the
dearer to us they will become.”** St. John Chrysostom con-
soling a young widow: “You will abide with him, not only
during five years, as on earth, not only during twenty, a hun-
dred, a thousand, two thousand, ten thousand, or many more
years, but during ages without end.”*® St. Bernard on his
dead brother: “In fine, since ‘ charity never falleth away,” you
will never forget me.”* St. Francis Xavier writing to St.
Ignatius: “1It is all over, we shall never meet again on earth
otherwise than by letters; but in heaven—oh! we shall meet
face to face. And then with what transport shall we not
embrace one another.”** 'This is the excuse for having tried
to write a final chapter to tragic novels and to complete their
mirror of life.

It is not a plea for every novelist to add a last chapter
wherein the hero and the heroine are happily united forever,
from which they very wisely refrain, since words can poorly,
rather not at all, describe the joys of Heaven. Let them stick
to the facts of life, let them give us the earthly tragic endings.
In that they are rendering a service to mankind as great as
the novel with the artificial “and so they lived happily ever
after ” ending is deluding. If they and we can understand this
ending in the proper perspective, it will be a help and a consola-
tion. We will understand that God sends us such trials and
tribulations which prevent us from being peaceful and content
in our earthly love to make us look to Him where our real
happiness is prepared and which we might lose if we were
content on earth. It is not to crush and extinguish our love,
but to enlarge it from something small, selfish and earthly to a
love of our friends which is infinite and divine, to make us
realize that love is not something that man snatches for a few
brief hours in the midst of a hostile world, but that man was

88 §t. Augustine, Epist. XCIL, 1, 2.

30 Gt John Chrysostom, loc. cit.

4 St Bernard, In Cant., Serm. XXVI, 3.
415t Francis Xavier, Letters.
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created by love and for love eternally. God does not merely
grant us love as a gift, God is love, and for love He created us,
a love of Him and His creatures that is so great that Dante
realized that only God could make us comprehend it, and so
he ended his Divine Comedy:

Here vigor failed the lofty fantasy:
But now was turning my desire and will,
Even as a wheel that equally is moved,
The Love which moves the sun and the other stars.*?

The Church, meanwhile, sings this joyous antiphon on the
feasts of Many Martyrs: “ O how precious is the death of the
saints, who ever stand before God and are not separated from

each other.”
Pierre H. Conway, O.P.

Domanican House of Studies,
Washington, D. C.

** Dante, The Divine Comedy (Translated by Henry Wadsworth Longfellow:
Boston: 1871), Canto XXXIII, 142-145.




















































































































































































































































































































































































