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I. TaE SEnTIMENTAL REVOLT AGAINST HARSHNESS

tions in the United States are concerned with the

attitudes of their communicants toward our enemies
during the war and in post-bellum peace negotiations. In these
church pronouncements there is a manifest gentleness that
approaches spiritual and religious flabbiness. This is a carry-
over from the prewar pacifistic activities, which are now neces-
sarily quiescent but which did much to create among religionists
the hopeful but spiritless quietism that left our nation un-
prepared to defend itself against the Axis powers. This current
idealism about the gentle attitudes which Christians must
take toward their savage enemies during and aiter the war
is only a partial and disparate application of Christian prin-
ciples to practical life. It pushes out of the picture basic and
stern Christian virtues, and it leaves citizens and nations with-
out the help of those vigerous and militant qualities demanded
for an organized society in peace and war. Christianity itself
is done no great service if, in the popular mind, it is identified
exclusively with sentimental idealism to the neglect of the stern
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and rational realities of life. Christianity is done no service
anywhere if persons with normal and God-given instincts of
anger and indignation are made to feel that there is no place
within the fold for them. There is need to open up to all a view
of real and more complete Christianity as presented in the
Catholic Church by the Angelic Doctor, St. Thomas Aquinas.

The definite indictment which can be brought against in-
complete and sentimental Christianity is that, in order to create
horror for criminal hatred and barbaric vengeance in war and
at the peace table, it has exiled from life Christian obligations
like holy anger and vindictive justice. Furthermore such partial
Christianity has so overemphasized the gentle virtues of meek-
ness, forgiveness, and mercy as to have fallen into vicious
extremes of flabbiness against which these very gentle qualities
are supposed to protect individuals and nations. In order to
protect society against relying on brute power, it has attempted
to lead Christians into a grovelling and supine inertia that is
an apostasy from reason. There is no intention of questioning
the fine and humanitarian spirit that lies behind the efforts of
pacifistic and unaggressive Christian leaders. They are rather
the victims of two tendencies characteristic of partial Christi-
anity for four centuries. One tendency is that of whittling down
the content of Christian teaching and discipline to the pro-
portions of human convenience, through a disregard of the
rights of God and the ultimate needs of human nature. This
is an apostasy from divine Intelligence. The other tendency
is that of failing to adhere to first principles despite the tem-
porary discomfort they may occasion and the consistency of
conduct they may demand. This is an apostasy from human
intelligence. Both of these tendencies are evident in the
contemporary life of partial Christianity.

The apostasy from divine Intelligence began with the neglect
of some of the teachings of divine Revelation, and was consum-
mated in the open repudiation of these teachings. The Sacra-
ments offer a striking example. First some of them were
ignored, like Matrimony, Penance, Confirmation, and Extreme
Unction; then they were dropped entirely. Now Baptism is
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the only remnant of sacramental life on which partial Christi-
anity can present any semblance of loyalty and united action.
The divine commandments suffered in a similar manner. Of
the Ten Commandments, some were ignored, under the pressure
of economic change and consequent moral dissolution. The
first three commandments are practically ignored by about
seventy-five millions of partial Christians in the United States
today. From neglect of these commandments our partial
Christians pass on to the open repudiation of them and to the
neglect of the others. A similar process of deterioration has
taken place and is taking place in regard to the virtues of
Christian living. Power politics found it convenient, with the
help of Nietzsche, to scrap all the gentle Christian virtues and
to make political capital of their opposite vices of hatred,
revenge, and savage cruelty. Totalitarian ideology finds it
convenient to repudiate Christianity in its entirety and to
adopt controllable and kaleidoscopic paganism. Sentimentally
partial Christianity finds it convenient for its pacifistic and
selfish purposes to neglect the sterner Christian qualities of
vindictive justice, punishment, courage, military prudence, and
righteous anger. Already these dynamic qualities have been
repudiated by some recognized Christian leaders. There is
danger that they will be lost in the general apostasy from divine
Intelligence.

The apostasy from human reason is seen in the manifold
paradoxes into which truncated and disparate Christianity falls
in adopting a pragmatic and sentimental policy of coasting into
a chronic procrastination. These paradoxes of procrastination
are not far removed from mental, moral, and social anarchy.
Several favorite attitudes and policies of partial Christianity
reveal this. In religious life the affair of baptism and the
matter of selecting a church or creed are evaded by parents,
turned over to children themselves, and postponed until the
youngster is supposed to be capable of deciding. In the field of
education the theory of self-activity is sovereign. Pedagogues
hesitate to teach with authority because of fear of indoctrina-
tion. The reaching of conclusions is postponed until immature
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minds have completed their discussions and forums. Then the
pedagogue must concur rather than demur. In social life at
home, and elsewhere, the religious attitude which has negated
the facts of the last judgment and the punishments of Hell
finds reflection in the theory that authority, parental and
political, must rule all by love rather than by fear of punish-
ment. Inexperienced, amateur individuals usurp parental
authority in the home, religious authority in the church,
pedagogical authority in the school, and political authority in
the state. This makes the individual sovereign everywhere and
launches anarchy. This procrastinates the fulfillment of duty
and passes the responsibility from one refuge to another. This
creates the concatenation of paradoxes that always results from
the abdication of rational principles and the sovereignty of
sentiment. One must avoid punishment and govern only
through love, but society has only punishments to offer as
sanctions for laws. One must avoid indoctrination and yet
teach the accumulated experiences of the past to the young.
One must guard group interests and yet turn sovereignty over
to individuals. One must preserve liberty and yet surrender
the control necessary for the preservation of freedom. One
must cultivate through religion the qualities that make for
sound social living, and yet one must avoid the control that
keeps many virtues from becoming vices. Partial Christianity
with its apostasy from reason and its subsequent procrastina-
tion, anarchy, and paradox could not escape its present
condition. Its historical antecedents have maneuvered it into
its sentimental lack of sympathy for righteous anger, vindictive
justice, and other stern virtues of Christianity, into its prewar
pacifism and into its postwar program of softness. It is
interesting to note the nonintellectual use made of Christ’s
teachings and life in overemphasizing some gentle virtues and in
neglecting sterner qualities.

I1. PArRADOXES OF CHRISTIANITY

Frequent reference, in pacifistic and inferiority Christianity,
is made to the meekness and mercy of Christ and to the
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obligations of Christian men and nations to be gentle and non-
resistant. In fact these well-intentioned persons make gentle-
ness and mercy synonymous with nonresistance. They also
make nonresistance and nonpunishment mandatory for every
one and take away from all persons, public and private, the
duty and the right of demanding justice. There is in this a sad
confusion of the respective force of precept and counsel, a mis-
understanding of the nature and functions of justice, a failure
to see the full picture of Christ’s life and a convenient neglect
of some of His harsher words. About the meaning of meekness
and mercy and about the difference between counsel and pre-
cept we shall ask Aquinas to speak later. Attention is directed
now to the partial understanding of Christ’s life and words
presented by partial Christianity.

No time need be lost in proclaiming the mercy, the humility,
the meekness, the charity, the patience, and all the other gentle
and submissive virtues of the Master. But with equal readiness
one must also proclaim that Christ was always just and also
stern and rigourous when conditions demanded Him to be so.
He violated none in the hierarchy and interlocked scale of
virtues in order to be gentle. Negatively and positively He was
stern. In a negative way Christ was stern in the punishments
He failed to arrest and in the corrections He did not withhold
when charity, justice, and truth demanded severity. Christ
possessed all the virtues.! His most perfect grace perfected
all the powers of His soul and all the acts of these faculties. He
had the fine emotions of the nature He assumed, under perfect
control and perfectly sublimated.? He was subject to sensile
pain ® and also experienced sorrow and grief,* that issued from
His knowledge of the perils that beset Himself and His neigh-
bors.® But as much as Jesus grieved over the distressful
punishments that would befall those whom He loved, His virtue

1 Summa Theol., 111, q. 7, a. 2. For the benefit of those who wish to make an
extended study of these virtues in the works of St. Thomas, copious references
will be given throughout this study.

2Ibid., q.15, a. 4. 4 Ibid., a. 6.

3Ibid., a. 5, ad 3. 5 Loe. cit.
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demanded that justice take its course. He wept over the city of
Jerusalem and lamented its coming destruction, but He did not
prevent this calamity. He grieved over the treachery of Judas,
but His virtues forbade the arresting of the just fate of the
traitor. Jesus sorrowed in the garden over His coming cruci-
fixion and death and over the punishment His murderers would
bring on themselves, but He did not stop the divine tragedy by
permitting the truthfulness of the prophecies to be gainsaid or
the justice of God to be thwarted. Jesus found no pleasure
in the denial by Peter, but He did not prevent Peter’s denial
and subsequent embarrassment. Positively, the conduct of
Christ bristled with incidents which showed, side by side with
His humility and meekness, His agressive interest in charity,
justice, and truth. Parabolic though he may be, Dives is an
impressive indication of the devotion of Christ to drastic and
punitive action. The cursed and blighted fig tree is also an
indication of Christ’s ire in the name of justice. That love
of neighbor may demand aggressive action against enemies
of human welfare is shown in the habitual aggressiveness of
Jesus against the Scribes and Pharisees because they blockaded
the boulevards between men and God. Actions speak more
loudly than words when Christ chases the moneylenders out of
the Temple. Gentleness is in the background while vigorous
action in the name of justice and charity take the center of the
stage. Jesus was capable of and manifested righteous, zealous,
and intelligent anger.®

The sorrow which is caused by the knowledge of an injury
done to oneself or to others is followed naturally and honorably
by a desire to right and avenge the wrong. Anger is therefore
a, combination of sorrow and the desire for vindication. This
combination existed in Christ in a perfect degree and under the
perfect control of reason and justice. St. Thomas calls this
type of anger with its concomitant and laudable desire for just
vindication ira per zelum? (anger inspired by zeal), and calls
attention to the fact that in Christ such anger never impeded

8 Ibid., q.15, a.9; III Sent., d. XV, q.2, quaes. 2.
? Loc. cit.
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understanding.® The divine as well as the human dignity of the
Savior would not be demeaned by His voluntary and reasonable
anger.” The righteous indignation of Christ when He beheld
the profanation of the Temple by cattle dealers and money-
changers showed itself in vigorous action. He drove out the
men with lashes, He drove out the cattle and birds, He poured
out the money and He overturned the tables and stalls. He
was angry because justice and religion had been violated and
for their restoration as well as for the punishment of the culprits
Christ took vigorous action.’ This is a phase of the character
and the conduct of Jesus which partial Christianity is wont to
conceal when it campaigns for quietistic pacifism.

The possibility of remaining a devout Christian even while
seeking aggressive vindication of justice is founded on the words
of Jesus. The Master surrendered and abdicated none of the
gentler virtues when He poured vitriolic denunciation on the
Scribes and Pharisees. It was essential for the triumph of truth,
for the salvation and happiness of the people, for the sake
of obedience to the Man God and for the vindication of justice
that these false leaders be exposed in all their raw viciousness.
And Jesus spoke with a plainness and force that must embarrass
the sentimental and delicate partial Christians of this day who
have a smug disdain for what they characterize as “ name
calling,” even in the interests of justice and.truth. In His
denunciation of them Christ was not as concerned about ex-
cusing, condoning, and glossing over their crimes as some of
His halfway followers in the United States are concerned in
softening their words and their characterizations of the ugly
rottenness of the ideology and the conduct of Axis paganism.
Jesus called them, among other things, “ brood of vipers,” **
“an adulterous generation,” ** “ whited sepulchres,” ** “ hypo-
crites,” * “blind guides.”** The divine Preacher denounced
them while they were present and while they were absent, and

8 Ibid., quaes. 8, sol. 2, ad 8. 1% Ibid., xii, 39.
® Summa Theol., 1, q.8, a.2, ad 2. 13 Ibid., xxiii, 27.
1 In Joann., i, 2. 1t Ibud., xv, 8.

1 Matt., iii, 7. 5 Ibid., xxiii, 24.
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actively spread a contempt for the vices they lived and the
havoc they wrought. His caustic condemnation of these
enemies of human happiness, temporal and eternal, could be
imitated with dignity and with service to truth and justice by
contemporary semi-Christian preachers before whose pulpits
and on whose horizon stands an army of satanic successors
of the diabolical Scribes and Pharisees. Christ’s vigorous
preaching might be censored by some broadeasting companies
and their editorial boards today, but He was the paradigm of
the preacher who St. Thomas says ought to be a “ soldier,” a
titurator,*® and a trumpet who calls all to a spiritual warfare.*”
It is clear that ultra-pacifistic Christian leaders are disturbed
by the belligerent denunciatory and punitive utterances of
Christ. This pacifistic passion is not satisfied with trying to
submerge the irate utterances of Christ; it attempts to inter-
pret the Christian philosophy of meekness and forgiveness more
abasingly than Christ Himself intended. Take as an example
of this tendency the distorted meaning read into the passages:
“You have heard that it hath been said: An eye for an eye,
and a tooth for a tooth. But I say not to resist evil: but if
anyone strike thee on thy right cheek, turn to him also the
other.” ** This has been used often as the charter of universal
nonresistance and supine pacifism, very contrary to the true
Christian meaning disclosed by the Angelic Doctor.** The
meaning of this is that one is not allowed 1o repel injury by
taking revenge (ulciscendo) or with the purpose of cruelty.
But the question is asked by St. Thomas whether nonresistance
to evil is a matter of precept or counsel and the following
answer is given:

Injury can be private and particular, or public; if public, it should
be fought against at the command of the ruler. Augustine remarks
further that the courage which defends one’s homeland, or the
oppressed, against the oppressor, or one’s friends against robbers,
is in full accord with justice. Hence, the precept is for the ruled
as well as for the rulers. If the injury should be private, it may be

18 In I Cor., ix, lect.1. 18 Matt., v, 38, 89.
7 In Is., viit, ** In Matt., v, 9.
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repelled in three ways; it may be impeded . . . or it may be fore-
stalled by discussion. These failing, when necessary, that is, when
there is no way of avoiding conflict, injury may be fought against
either without arms (in which circumstances clerics might par-
ticipate) or by attacking the oppressor, but always with the proper
moderation. To refrain from the use of arms in resisting evil is of
precept for clerics, but of counsel for layfolk. Of course, to fight
with the intention of exacting revenge is forbidden by precept to
all.2°

It would seem from this that under certain circumstances non-
resistance would be criminal and that in all but a comparatively
few cases it is more or less optional. This is a little bit different
from the interpretation usually placed on the words by quiet-
istic Christians. The same distortion of Christ’s words and the
same confusion of precept with counsel are found in the inter-
pretations of similar passages. These facts make necessary the
heeding of certain warnings in building up a nonresistant
Christianity that neither does justice to Christ’s teachings, nor
makes intelligible traditional Catholic teaching, nor fully ex-
plains the duties of Christian citizenship in contemporary
political society and especially in American democracy at war
for peace. These warnings, which will be explained, are: 1)
Counsels must not be confused with precepts; 2) virtues must
not be abused and isolated one from another; 3) the freedom
and rights of individuals must not be confused with the freedom
and rights of the state; 4) utopian idealism must give place to
sound realism in moral and political life.

III. INTELLIGENT WARNINGS

Counsels and precepts differ in the extent of their respective
obligating power. To observe the counsels is more difficult
than to observe the precepts or commandments especially in
regard to external actions,” because counsels are instruments
for attaining the higher or contemplative life.” The counsels
reenforce the commandments and they protect the keeping of

* Loc. cit. 3 Quaes. Quod., IV, a. 24, ad 9. 22 Ibid., ad 5.
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the precepts.”® But the counsels do not obligate as many Chris-
tians as do the precepts which fall upon all.** The keeping of
the commandments is essential for salvation while the obser-
vance of the counsels is essential only for a higher spiritual life.”
In regard to counsels it is commanded that the soul be kept in
readiness for them,”® though under certain unusual conditions
a counsel of Christ may become a precept for some. Thus
resistance with arms to an invading enemy in the home may
be refrained from by the laity; they may practice the counsel
of nonresistance if the safety of no one else is involved. But a
cleric must practice nonuse of arms.*®® A counsel, as opposed
to a precept, is an amicable persuasion.” A counsel never
obligates unless by some circumstance it passes over into the
realm of precept.”® A perpetually celibate life is counselled by
Christ; it is not a matter of obligation unless one in the priest-
hood or with a solemn perpetual vow of chastity should adopt
the counsel and make it preceptive.?® A parallel situation is
found in the case of meekness, mercy, gentleness, and other sub-
missive Christian virtues. There are heroic degrees of these
virtues which must be practiced by some exceptional souls called
to and obligated to achieve high perfection and union with God
by charity. Others, the majority of men, have no such call to
an heroically perfect life and no corresponding obligation to
live the counsels. There are grades of perfection *® and the per-
fection of life consists essentially in precepts and accidentally
in counsels.®® The inequality of the perfection of .charity is
referred to by Aquinas when he says that the perfection of
charity on the part of the one loving is threefold: in act, in

28 Summa Theol., TI-11, q. 189, a.1, ad 5.

24 Ibid., I-I1, q. 108, a. 4, ad 4.

2% Ibid., II-11, .43, a.7, ad 4.

28 De Virt., q. 8, a.2; III Cont. Gent., 130; Summa Theol., I-1I, q. 108, a.3.

262 Tbid., 1111, q. 40, a. 3.

Q. D. de Ver., q.17, a.3, ad 2.

28 Summa Theol.,, II-11, q.124, 2.3, ad1; IV Sent., d.XIX, q.2, a.2, quaes. 1.
*® Summa Theol., I-11, q. 108, a. 4, ad 1.

0 Ibid., II-I1, q. 184, a. 3; q. 186, a. 2.

3 De Regimine Principum, 6.
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seeking, in habit. The first is found in the blessed, the second
in perfect wayfarers, the third—to which all are bound—is
found in those having charity.** An unfair procedure not
sanctioned by complete Christianity is the bigotry and in-
tolerance of men who crusade for counsels by trying to change
them into commandments and to make them obligatory for all.
They try to dragoon into a life of heroic perfection persons
whom neither nature nor grace has fitted for such a life. Heroic
submission, meekness, and gentleness are not binding on all
men. Some have neither the ability nor the right to practice
them; justice and charity often make aggressiveness and vindi-
cation mandatory. Though a preacher should aim at the
betterment of all, he must remember that while all are obliged
to tend to the perfection of charity, not all are obliged to have it
in that heroic degree.®

The abuse of virtues and their dislocation are chargeable to
many who, innocently or otherwise, insist on drafting Christ
into the service of pacifism and in Christian condonation and
encouragement of injustice. It is possible to be too generous
and turn charity into a vice. It is possible to be too meek
and turn abasement into a crime against justice. It is possible
to isolate love of enemies from prudence and thus turn charity
into a criminal mockery of truth. During the tensions created
by war it is imperative that the real nature of virtue be
respected and that the consolidation of virtues be maintained.
This means that the mediety and rationality of real virtue must
be protected against extremes and emotion and that unity must
be preserved against dislocation.

Virtue must stand midway between extremes and it must
be rational. In moral virtues, like the meekness and gentleness
to which special reference is made here, it is essential that a
golden mean be held.** This is particularly true where the
departure from the golden mean is so subtle and gradual that
the virtuous subject is unaware of the transition. Many of our

32 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 24, a. 8; q. 184, a. 2.
38 I1I Sent., d. XXIX, a. 8, quaes. 2.
34 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 66, a.3, ad 8; III Sent., d. XXIX, q.1, a.1.
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hypersympathetic peacemakers would resent the insinuation
that sentiment and emotion have made their virtues fictitious
and false.*® They fail to realize that control is necessary to
keep virtue within moderation and that fear of ruining a virtue
through the development of an erosive vice is necessary.®® A
defective virtue is likely to become, very rapidly, a vice,’” and
constant vigilance must be exercised to keep to the middle
course or the formal element of a moral virtue.*®* Not the least
of the difficulties of virtuous living is that of preserving from
deteriorating, through excess, virtues already acquired.** One
test that can be used to test the genuineness of a virtue is to see
whether it really makes the possessor of the quality good,*
and whether at the same time it is not defeating other virtues,”
but is strengthening genuinely good inclinations of human
nature.*?

The controls which keep virtue from going to extremes are
found in the rational and not in the emotional nature of man.
Emotion is too unsteady a guide to be entrusted with the
direction of virtue and the appetency from which it springs
is too unpredictable.** Whether a virtuous act be so called
because it springs from a virtue or prepares the way for a
virtuous habit,** it is inextricably involved with cold, calculat-
ing intelligence in its genesis and in its endurance. Intellect
and will must be sovereign if virtue is to remain virtuous.
Right choice is paramount,® and right reason is basic in
virtue.** The virtue remains a virtue only so long as it retains
its relation with reason.?” In fact the distinction and classifica-
tion of the virtues rests on the correlation between the faculties

35 Summa Theol., II-11, q. 28, a.1; 2.7, ad 2.

8¢ Ibid., q. 123, a. 4, ad 2.

37 Ibid., q.107, a. 2.

38 IV Sent., d. XV, q.1, a.1, quaes. 1.

3 De Virt., q.1, a.18, ad 1; Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 63, a. 4.
40 Ibid., IT-I1, q. 47, a.4; De Virt, q.1, a.2.

4 Summa Theol., II-11, q.283, a.7. 4 IV Sent., d. X1V, q.1, a.1, quaes. 2.
2 Ibid., q.108, a. 2. 48 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 149, a.2.
43 Ibid., 11, q. 59, a. 1. 4711 Sent., d. XXVII, a.2, ad 1.

44 11 Sent., d.XLIV, q.2, a.16.
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of the soul and reason,*® and reason becomes the taproot of all
the virtues.* Apostasy from reason is incompatible with vir-
tuous living,*® and volition and election radicated in intelligence
are supreme.”* The very definitions of a moral virtue indicate
these facts: “ A moral virtue is only a certain participation of
right reason in the appetite,”** and “ A moral virtue is a
certain disposition or form sealed and impressed on the appetite
by reason.” ** Control by cool reason is particularly necessary
during the stress of war if virtues are to remain such. “ The seal
of reason on the lower powers formally perfects the moral
virtues,” ** and “ The habits of the moral virtues are caused
in the appetitive powers in that they are moved by reason.” *°

While intelligence must exercise power in the control of
virtue,’® special phases of rational life have priority in preserv-
ing the golden mean. “ The end of any moral virtue is the
attainment in its proper material of a mean determined accord-
ing to the right reason of prudence.” * Prudence is the well-
spring of intelligence in which all the moral virtues share.®
Discretion likewise is necessary to prevent sensile emotion
from taking charge of and degrading a virtue. Discretion be-
longs to prudence; it is the cause, guardian, and moderator of
the virtues.*

The degradation of virtues, especially of the gentle virtues,
is affected not only by apostasy from reason but also by dis-
location and amputation. The virtues, moral and intellectual,
are interlocked. The psychological unity of human personality,
with a variety of faculties resident in the one soul indicates
this fact. This consolidation of the virtues is discovered in more
objective analysis. The object of one virtue frequently becomes
the terminal of another,® and frequently one virtue will ema-

8 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 60, a. 5. ¢ Summa Theol., I-11, q. 51, a. 2.

4 De Virt., q.1, a. 4, ad 8. 58 Ibid., II-I1, q. 47, a. 6.

50 Summa Theol., II-11I, q.47, a.1. 57 Ibid., I-I1, q. 66, a.3, ad 3.

52 IT Sent., d. XX1IV, q. 8, 2.2, ad 3. S8 III Sent., d.XXV], q.2, a.2, ad 3.
52 De Virt., q.1, a.12, ad 16. 8 IIT Sent., d. XXIII, q. 2, a. 5.

5% Ibid., a.9. 8 In 1 Tim., lect. 2.

5¢ Q. D. de Ver., q.24, 2.4, ad 8.
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nate from another either as a cause or a predisposition.® This
means, concretely, that real mercy is displaced by the vice of
softness unless justice and prudence are in control. It means too
that patriotism is affected by religion and that love of country
may disintegrate into jingoistic hatred unless charity is opera-
tive. It means also that prudence is likely to be debilitated into
cunning under pressure of lust and greed. The moral virtues
are so connected that they must stand or fall together.®? This
interlocking of the virtues is disclosed further by the fact that
often one virtue will regulate many grades of emotion,* and
that many forms of vice may ensue upon the collapse of one
virtue.** There is an arresting fact, however, from the view-
point of the solidarity and subsidiarism of the virtues. Despite
inequalities of virtues in the same person,” they march to
progressive perfection or dissolution together. All the virtues
in the same person are equal by proportion because they have
equal increase.’* Neither the virtues of war nor the moral
qualities of peace are safe when isolated from supporting virtues
and they are slaves of vicious sentiment when they desert
reason.

Public leaders looking toward the peace chamber must keep
in mind the differences between the rights and duties of an
individual as such and the rights and duties of a nation respon-
sible for the protection of its people and responsible for orderly
relations with other single units in the family of nations. It is
conceivable that while an individual may have the right, and
in some cases the duty, to practice heroically the virtues of the
counsels where he alone is concerned with the consequences, a
nation would have no such right either in regard to its own
people or other nations. Surrender of the right of punishing
criminals and abdieation of the duty of punishing gangster
nations might violate both distributive justice and commuta-
tive justice. Such right the state does not possess, and yet

8 J1 Sent., d. XLIV, q.2, a.1, ad 6.

%2 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 65, a.1; De Virt,, q.5, a.2, 8.

%8 Summa Theol., I-IL, q. 60, a.4. ¢ De Virt., q.’5, a. 8.

84 Ibid., II-11, q.92, a.1. ¢ Summa Theol., I-II, q.66, a.1, ad 1.
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overkind persons will bring American Beauty roses to criminals
in the death cell and are deeply worried that the war will
produce, in our people, harsh feelings toward the Nazis,
Fascists, and Japanese. Such mollifiers are dangerous diplomats
to have at a peace table where fear of punishment may be the
only sanction available for creating submission to international
law. One set of virtues may come to the foreground when a
man is acting as an independent individual, another set must
be stressed when he is meeting the responsibilities of parental
authority, and still another set of virtues assumes importance
when he is acting in the capacity of a citizen.®” In a parallel
way public authority may have to vary the virtues in relation
to the events with which it must deal. Turning the other cheek
after an assault may be optional, as a counsel, to the average
lay person. It would be forbidden to public authority where
such submission would damage the commonweal of its own
people and of society at large.®® In this light one can under-
stand the statement of St. Thomas: “ A prince should rule his
subjects with mercy, his captives with rigid justice.” * Political
authority is obligated to a new set of virtues on the assumption
of office,” and among these is the obligation of coercing to
sound citizenship those who are inclined to crime.™

A fourth danger to complete international thinking against
which warning must be issued is that of overoptimistic idealism.
Kindly and gentle persons are likely to believe that all others
are like themselves. Their virtues are so Pollyannish and
utopian that they become a vicious menace to public weal.
They have urgent need of a realistic point of view which
commands a vision of real facts, means, ends, and circumstances.
Individuals and nations have tendencies to crime as well as to
virtue. Not all individuals and not all nations can be won by
love; many can be controlled by fear of reprisal. Christian
nations must be astute in dealing with governments that are
conducted on standards of pagan trickery and force. It is real-

¢T De Virt., q.1, a.10; Q. D. de Malo., q. 4, a. 1.
%8 In Matt., vi. 7 Summa Theol., II-I1, q.47, a. 11, ad 1.
¢ In Ps., 1i, xxxii. * In Rom., v, lect. 6.
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ism to recognize that Christian virtues are under a handicap
when in competition with qualities adopted by pagans as
virtuous strength and repudiated by the followers of Christ as
vicious weakness. One of the reasons for the tardiness of the
coming supremacy of the United Nations is that their diplomats
have been dealing with low pagan power politics from the level
of Christian idealistic presumptions, and have failed to see
many traps into which they have been lured. These Christian
diplomats have failed to realize, until too late, that trust can be
carried too far, that justified suspicion can be a virtue,”” and
that doubt is not always rash and vicious. Appeasement, mercy,
generosity, meekness are poor weapons for Christian nations to
use when dealing with demoniac power governments that have
only contempt for them. To the foreground, now and at the
peace table, must come a galaxy of sturdy and tough Christian
virtues. An understanding of some of them, in the thought
of Aquinas, is timely, because these forms of honorable and
virtuous hardness are repudiated with disdain by the satin-
hearted borderline cowards of this day. Vindictive justice,
just anger, righteous indignation, and virtuous disdain ought
to be restored to an honorable place in American attitudes.
In order to forestall an obvious objection, it should be noted
here that, not superior sanctity, but rather the integrity of right
reason, 1s required for the just judgment which is essential to
righteous punishment.”

IV. TeE MiuitaNntT VIRTUES

Vindictive justice brackets together a corps of firm and tough-
souled qualities and unites them with charity. Justice, in a
way, spreads itself over all the moral virtues,” but in its stricter
sense it looks to the payment of debts,” and vindication is one
of its subjective parts.” Vindictive justice has respect to an
offense that has been committed, which has upset rational order

2 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 60, a. 3.
78 Ibid., q. 28, a. 5. "5 Ibid., a.11. ‘
™ Ibid., q. 58, a.6. 762 JIT Sent., d. XXXIII, q. 8, a. 4, quaes. 1.
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and for which reason and order demand reparation.” In no
other disorder is apostasy from reason so far-reaching and
vicious as in that caused by violations of justice.”” The cunning
of smart men and the power of the mighty are weapons with
which the structure of orderly justice is wrecked.”™ In its
eternal perspective this sabotaged justice is adjusted by God
in the endless punishments of the next world.”® The truth and
the goodness of the Deity demand the restoration of order
through the vindications of justice.®* Here on earth wise, just,
and beneficent government is disclosed by the concern of
earthly rulers for order established and protected by the
vindication of justice.*

The ordinary implement of vindictive justice is punishment,
either medicinal or obliterating.®?” Punishments should have in
mind both the restoration of the just order disrupted by sin and
the correction of the sinner.®® Medicinal punishment with this
double intention should be distasteful to the culprit: it is of the
nature of punishment to be against the will.** Given this con-
dition, the action of the just punitive agent is good even though
the culprit be indignant.®* This principle might be kept in
mind at the peace table by the delegates of the victorious
United Nations in their negotiations. They will be there, not
to barter, but to pass just and punitive sentence on the guilty
instigators of total war. The vindication of justice and the
future and peaceful health of society demand distasteful medi-
cine ** for the Axis governments and even for the civilian
populations who have made them possible. Satisfaction must
be demanded in the name of charity, justice, and order, which
have been violated and which must be restored.®” Correction
is a function of charity,® and in its coactive phase it is an

" IV Sent., d.XV, q.1, a.1, quaes. 2. 83 IIT Cont. Gent., 144.

7" Summa Theol., II-11, q. 55, a. 8. 8¢ Summa Theol., 1, q. 64, a. 8.

78 In Job, vii, lect. 1. Q. D. de Mdlo, q.1, a.4, ad 9.
"IV Sent., d. XLVI, ql, a.1, quaes.2.  °** Summa Theol., I-II, q.87, a.7.

8 Summa Theol., I, q.21, a.2. 87 IV Sent., d.XV, q.1, a.1, quaes. 1.
81 Ibid., a. 1. 88 IV Sent., d. XIX, q.2, a.1.

52 Do Anima, a.21, ad 20.
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inescapable duty of justice,® all the more difficult when the
culprit is proud and stubborn.’® In such a situation severity,
another virtue, will reenforce the demands of vindictive justice.
Severity will give that firmness which sentimental sympathy
might abdicate but which right reason demands.”

The desire for vindication, in itself, is a natural urge of
human nature. It is more natural to demand reparation for
injuries done us than not to demand such atonement.”? Vindi-
cation, therefore, strengthening a natural impulse, becomes a
special virtue,” and is reenforced by the noble virtues of
courage, just anger, and charity.”* Vindication remains a virtue
as long as it keeps the golden mean between cruelty and
savagery, at the one extreme, and unjust pardon at the other.*®
It remains a necessary virtue when reparation is demanded not
merely for the purpose of inflicting evil on culprits but to
reform them, to restrain their lawless impulses and to guarantee
the peace of others.®® Such vindication to be effective and
rational will deprive culprits, individual and national, of those
values which they prize most highly®” Vindication is a quality
that cannot be scrapped in international relations or in national
autonomy. The tendency to go soft on this phase of justice is
too widespread even though it is explicable. In the religious
field, the neglect or denial of eternal punishment on sentimental
grounds has created a habit of mind that asserts itself in senti-
mental softness everywhere. In the ethical and juridical field,
the eradication of objective norms of right and wrong and the
annihilation of responsibility and culpability have anathema-
tized vindictive justice and punishment. It is to be hoped that
the contagion will be arrested by war and that at the peace
conference vindictive justice will be restored to its honorable
place in the hierarchy of fine moral qualities.

Two virtues that may be coupled and which need emphasis in

8 Summa Theol.,, II-11, q. 33, a.1. °¢ Ibid., I-I1, q. 105, a. 2.

2 JV Sent., d. XIX, q. 2, a. 3, quaes. 3. %8 Ibid., II-11, q. 108, 2.2, ad 3.

** Summa Theol., II-II, q. 57,a.2,ad 1. °¢ Ibid., a.1; Q. D. de Malo, q.12, a.1.
°2 Ibid., q.157, 2.2, ad 2. 7 Summa Theol., II-11I, q. 108, a. 8.

8 Ibid., 9108, a. 2.
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any attempt to strengthen rational living are just anger and
righteous indignation. These sturdy qualities have lost caste
under the deluge of sentimentalism engulfing us today. One
kind of anger must be suppressed; it is vicious anger that has
escaped the control of reason® and which results in repre-
hensible hatred.”® To this kind of anger is opposed the virtue of
meekness.’® There is another kind of anger which is honorable,
anger inspired by zeal (ira per zelum) ,*** and which counteracts
the vice of cowardly and unjust pardon.*®® It is this just anger,
with which righteous indignation is associated, which needs
exaltation and defense today.

Just anger is correlative with vindictive justice *** and an
angry deed has a threefold relation. Directly and essentially it
seeks redress; antecedently it is a manifestation of grief; con-
sequently it involves delight over the punishment merited and
inflicted.*** In all of these relations anger remains just if it
remains under the control of reason.®® Reason is usually
operative at least in making known the injury that should be
avenged, though frequently reason loses control when vindica~
tion is begun.®® One reason for this is that the physical
reverberations of anger often impair the correct use of reason.*”
It is interesting to recall some of the explanations of the inter-
play of anger with other emotions and virtues given by St.
Thomas. These reflections are important in view of the con-
temporary eclipse of just anger today.

Three important elements or causes of just anger are sadness,
daring, and hope.® This is why just anger is not usually
manifested toward persons in dominating position; **® one or
more of those elements is missing. Grief may be present but
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the hope and the courage to render punishment are absent.***
These elements of anger also account for the fact that the
perfidy of false friends arouses very deep anger; *** the Japanese
should be kept informed about this. They might also be made
aware of the fact that anger does not cause but rather follows
the destruction of love.”*® If anger be kept alive by the vivid
memory of the injury done,**® then our enemies should be deeply
detested and our people must be confronted constantly with
the slogan, “ Remember Pearl Harbor.” There are some to
whom anger under any guise or under any control 1s undignified.
For this reason it must be kept in mind that while just anger
desires to inflict evil on another it operates in the name of
vindictive justice.*** Hatred, on the other hand, wishes evil for
the sake of evil, and envy wishes evil for the sake of one’s
own glory.**® Anger is not found in those who have low-grade
intelligence and poor memories, and who are therefore slow to
realize, to anticipate, or to remember injuries.’*®* What has
been said about just anger controlled by reason applies also to
righteous indignation which is one of the phases or filiae of
anger.**’

Another virtue which needs rehabihitation in national and
international relations is virtuous disdain and hatred of crime,
even though one is compelled to cherish a degree of charity
for criminals themselves. The contemporary tendency is to
declare truce with crime or to condone it because of sympathy
for or admiration of the wicked. There is a tendency to gloss
over the intrinsic viciousness of atheistic communism because
of admiration of the successful winter defense of their country
put up by the citizens of Russia. There is a tendency to forget
the perfidious treason of the Japanese in the admiration of their
successful bombings and invasions. There is a tendency among
some to condone the ruthless injustice of the Nazis because of
respect for their military might. There is too little openly

119 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 25, a.8. 114 Summa Theol., I-11, q.48, a. 2, ad 2.
11 Ihid., q. 47, a.4, ad 3. 115 Ibid., q. 46, a. 6.
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expressed contempt of injustice, lies, arrogant pride, and other
vicious sins. No just anger can be aroused for the prosecution
of a successful war unless there burn in the hearts of the United
Nations a love of human rights and a contempt of the crimes
which have violated them. No permanent order can be estab-
lished where the United Nations cherish a secret love for the
vices which have made the Axis powers temporarily successful.
The American people have been noble in basing their patriotism
on the love of their own nation and its freedoms rather than on
the hatred of other governments and their peoples. The Axis
powers are less fortunate in selecting class, race, and national
hatreds as the motives for love of country. But America will
lose none of its nobility, and will conserve its dignity in promot-
ing among our people a hatred of current international vices.
Such hatred of vice is not incompatible with the love of enemies
demanded by Christian living.

Hatred is a repugnance of the will to something that has been
apprehended as unbecoming.'*®* As a person (quoad naturam)
an enemy may not be hated but the defect in him which is sin
must be hated."® Everything like sin interfering with genuine
happiness should be detested, whether it exists in friend or
enemy.”” Even God hates sinners in the sense that He with-
holds eternal happiness from them.' Even saintly people may
wish evil to those whom they love in charity, for their correc-
tion, for the common good, and for the justice of God.'**
Sinners may be loved only because of their humanity and in
spite of their crimes which one must hate*® The evil, the sin,
or the crime in friend or foe may not be loved.***

Incidental perhaps to the logic of this situation but not
irrelevant is the hatred of Americans evidenced especially by
the Japanese. Recent writers, after years of observation, trace
this hatred to long years of jingoistic Japanese effort to trade
on Oriental “ face.” Natural envy of our nobility and success

118 1bid., I-11, q.29, a. 1.
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as a nation has been lashed into a fury. Aquinas thought that
hatred differs from anger in that hatred desires infinite punish-
ment,’*® that it is more universal,**® that it is more insane and
more permanent,*” and that it is less merciful.**® The Japanese,
along with the Nazis, had and still have delusions of grandeur
which respected justice nowhere and based right on might.
We of Western and Christian civilization could not recognize
them in the importance they thought they were fated to enjoy.
They became more angry whether we ignored them or whether
we thwarted them. Forgetfulness and opposition to another’s
will provoke wrath in so far as they are signs of contempt.**
Anger grew into hatred **° which was what the jingoistic party
in Japan desired. Their hatred is not necessarily, as some of
the softer Americans would have us believe, an indication of
basic faults in our own nation. Vicious men usually hate the
saints because of dissimilarity, because of envy, and because
they dislike the rebuke which living virtue always offers to
vicious men."® Even God is hated not because of Himself but
because some of the effects of His government are not accept-
able to some individuals and nations.*® While American
democracy is neither saintly nor divine, it has enough superior
qualities to make the totalitarian Axis powers feel inferior. It
must be emphasized that American purity of intention and
nobility will depend in no small degree on its ability to hate
the vices against the consequences of which in the Axis powers
it is warring.

V. MiLrtaANT AND GENTILITARIAN VICES

Other rugged virtues essential to the sovereignty of justice,
truth, and charity might be introduced and analyzed from the
works of the Angelic Doctor. But further elaboration of these
rugged and rational qualities is not necessary since his attitudes
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toward vindictive justice, just anger, righteous indignation,
and virtuous contempt of crime are typical. It is advisable,
however, to present in rapid survey some observations about a
few detestable vices which soft Christians have begun to look
upon as desirable qualities of civilized persons. These counter-
feit virtues can be bracketed by way of introduction with vices
that are genuinely degrading. Most of these have been referred
to in the course of this presentation.

One must not conclude, because of St. Thomas’ insistence on
justice, that he can be drafted as a protagonist of savagery,
cruelty, or unreasonable anger. He decries as sinful cruelty or
excessive punishment of the guilty, and. says that savagery is
bestial *** But the inflexibility demanded by right reason in the
infliction of punishment is a virtue called severity *** which is a
part of legal justice.*** The gentle virtues of clemency and
meekness do not restrict severity.**® They prevent despicable
cruelty, savagery, and ferocity,”” and eradicate sinful anger.**®
Clemency is gentleness of a superior to an inferior reasonably
moderating the external act of punishment, while meekness
controls the passion of anger from which punitive action
proceeds.’® Ferocity is reprehensible; it is not mollified by gifts;
it does not bend before mercy; it refuses mercy even to suck-
lings, and does not spare the young and defenseless.*** Merci-
lessness withdraws benefits and is not a stranger to cruelty or
excessive punishment.*** Inhumanity is cold hard-heartedness to
the suffering, and stubborn refusal to help. It is a pet vice of the
avaricious.” Complete Christian living demands that these
bestial qualities of ferocity, cruelty, savagery, mercilessness,
and sinful anger be neutralized by the virtues of clemency,
mildness, meekness, and mercy. But complete Christian living
demands also that these gentle virtues be kept from going to
extremes of mildness by truth, justice, vindication, and severity.
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An example of this latter correlation is given by Aquinas when
he says that vindictiveness is a mean between the vices of
cruelity and remissness in punishment, one vice an excess
and the other a defect.** Again in analyzing meekness he
shows that it stands midway between anger which is just
and anger which is unreasonable.** Also, excess in inflicting
punishment is injustice, the savagery of soul that inspires such
excess is cruelty; **° ordinate infliction of punishment is virtuous
vindictiveness, and failure to impose just punishment intro-
duces the vices of injustice, criminal pardon, and others.***

It is evident that viciousness can be incurred both by an
excess of gentleness and by the defect of it. This excessive
gentleness takes many forms and is thrown into opposition to
several virtues. One of the commonest forms of contemporary
overgentleness is mollities, sometimes called softness and effemi-
nacy. With it is closely associated delicacy, a kindred vice**”
Softness and delicacy are vices opposed to perseverance, and
they emerge either from natural disposition or from custom.**®
This flabbiness of spirit recoils from sustained effort because
of the lack of pleasure.’* A “ softy ” refrains from doing even
good and necessary works because of difficulties he cannot
endure.’®® The fear of danger is more impelling than the desire
of pleasure. A ““ softy ” is so accustomed to enjoy pleasures that
it is difficult for him to endure the lack of them. The “ softy ”
avoids vindictive punishment and other unpleasant duties
because they are toilsome and unenjoyable. Softness is not only
opposed to perseverance,’™ but it is also a species of luxury and
is often a consequence of carnal delectation that softens the
spirit and destroys manliness.” It is opposed to perseverance
because this virtue urges one to sustained laborious work.**®
There may be a close connection in the United States between
the increase of softness and the decrease of pioneer regard for
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rigid control in matters of food, drink, and sex, all superinduced
by the widespread collapse of religion.

The overgentleness of so many of our citizens and of their
religious leaders cannot be divorced from a defect of courage.
Courage- is firmness or toughness of spirit, especially in the
face of danger.”** It seeks to remove any obstacle that with-
draws the will from following reason,*®* and stands midway
between fear and daring.*®* While the virtue of courage is
spiritual, it is advanced in war time by several other conditions
like health, strength, an abundance of food, determination of
spirit, and experience in war.’®* Real meekness and humility are
the results of the same courage **®* which in just circumstances
produces endurance of hardships and vigorous action against
difficulties.*** This courage shows itself in a disregard for the
danger of death in war,’® and thus connects with justice.*®*
The courageous man is not rash, because he knows when, where,
and of what he ought to be reasonably fearful.** He knows how
to call moderate and virtuous anger into the service of
courage.’® It ought to be a consolation to our men in the
service that they have St. Thomas Aquinas on their side in their
indignant determination to avenge the atrocities of the Axis
powers despite the dangers entailed. Their tough and rational
courage will probably inspire some of our soft civilians to desert
their fears,®* to shake off their despair of winning this war,**®
and to quit dodging the difficulties of war and the benefits of
peace that will follow.**® The nonresistance, the overgentleness,
the sentimental appeasement, the emotional dread of even
rational disdain are too often the manifestations of a timidity
that is more wicked than the wickedness of war.**’

With the vices of softness, delicacy, and timidity, contempo-
rary “ gentilitarians ” try to glorify into virtues the vices of
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insensibility and unjust pardon. Insensibility is a dullness and
mnanition which, against the dictates of reason, neglects neces-
sary things of life.*®® Unjust pardon (remissio), another
attempted escape from reason and from the arduous and un-
pleasant, is the assassin of vindictive justice.*®* The insensible
person is so blasé and impervious to pleasure that he cannot
be decoyed into the fulfillment of ordinary duty by the allure-
ment of the pleasure which God and nature hold out. Struggle
for justice gives no pleasure. Anticipation of victory gives no
pleasure. Nothing gives pleasure. Nothing is done. Only blind
and dull submission to the “ wave of the future ” is possible.
The unjust pardoner will forgive anything, whether justice,
truth, and charity allow it or not. It is, at least for the present,
the easiest way out of personal inconvenience. These counter-
feit virtues are really vices in disguise, and all the popularity
they enjoy among partial Christians cannot condone the
damage they have done both to Christianity and to social order
in the United States. There can be no real social order where
there is apostasy from right and sound reason. These species
of “ gentilitarianism > enslave reason.

VI. DouBLE STANDARD DIFFICULTIES

Other problems of procedure with our enemies have emerged
out of the war, and will need to be decided before peace negotia-
tions are begun. They might be named the problems of the
double standards. They are represented in the patent conflict
between the ethical standards for international relations articu-
lated by Pope Pius XII—akin to the aims of real democracies—
and the standards preached and practiced by totalitarian
ideologies of the Axis powers. These problems are ultimately
reducible to the fact that real democracy is theistic and
totalitarianism is godless. The liberties of American democracy
have an affinity with the basic teachings of Christianity; the
tenets of totalitarianism are pagan. The peace program of the
Pope is based on love, trust, God-given rights, wide ownership,

208 Ipid., a. 1. 199 Ipid., q.159, a.2, ad 8.
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and sacrifice. The objectives of the totalitarian powers are
wrapped in hatred, suspicion, state worship, state ownership,
and selfishness. Standards of life and conduct are so diametric-
ally opposed that the problems of double standard are
tremendous. There will be little hope, after the victory of the
United Nations, of winning the Axis governments over to democ-
ratic and Christian standards. The United Nations will have to
destroy these governments and deal with the representatives of
the people in whom there is left some regard for the worth of
individual persons and some respect for the rights of God. On
the part of the representatives of the United Nations this will
call for a principled severity that must not be vitiated by
“ gentilitarianism.” Otherwise there can be no sanctions suffi-
ciently respected to guarantee the observance of natural and
international law. Furthermore, Christian gentility will always
be looked upon by pagan diplomats and military men as weak-
ness. They will appreciate and respect only the sterner and
more rugged virtues sanctioned by Christianity. Christian
principles of kindness in competition with power politics have
usually suffered at least temporary defeat, just as sincerely
Christian business men often take a beating when they are in
competition with unprincipled and godless business rivals. At
the peace table, the severity of justice will make reasonable the
memory that our enemies have declared total war, with all their
resources and against all of ours. Civilian population of the
Axis powers seem to have been drafted, more or less willingly, to
such a totalitarian conflict. Civilian populations of Poland,
Holland, Russia, and other conquered countries know that they
have been decimated like front-line combatants. Savage repri-
sals on Axis civilians are forms of cruelty to be eschewed. But
medicinal punishment for them will be necessary to convince
them that there are laws for nations that are sacred and that
totalitarian governments can never again be permitted to exist
by the consent, explicit or implicit, of the people. Christian
charity, justice, truth, and the continued peace of the world
demands severity with peoples as well as with the Nazis, the
Fascists, and the Japanese leaders.



220 IGNATIUS SMITH

VII. ConcLusioN

The sentimental protest of partial Christianity against the
virile virtues is repugnant to the teachings of the Angelic
Doctor. Thomas Aquinas with his cosmic philosophy of reality
and with his complete synthesis of revealed and philosophical
truth 1s most likely to be right. His realism supports his ideal-
ism and his practicality neglects no phase of life. His continued
value to public life rests on his refusal to desert reason and
intelligence. His loyalty to the intelligence of man and the
Omniscience of God will be a bulwark of protection against
totalitarianism, latitudinarianism, and * gentilitarianism.”

TenaTius SvrtH, O. P.

Catholic University of America,
Washington, D.C.



THE CHARACTERS OF THE ARISTOTELIAN
LOGIC
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technique. Both are intimately associated because the

processes of thought organize themselves ultimately on
the strength of their correspondence with the deeper fabric of
reality. To be sure, the mind can well go beyond the presen-
tations of consciousness, and build logical patterns of its own
which may or may not have a counterpart in new experiences.
Yet, the fact remains that, in the last resort, the potential
must be justified in terms of the actual, and this may be con-
sidered as the basic motivation of the Aristotelian logic. On the
other hand, modern logic, as expounded by scientific positivism
especially, endeavors to explain the real in terms of the possible.
From this angle, which stresses exclusively the formal aspect of
science, it is natural that Aristotle’s logic should appear as a
restricted portion of the vast field which is now known as
mathematical logic; and the more so, as it is casually main-
tained that Aristotle built his logic with his biological and
linguistic intuitions at the expense of any mathematical
inspiration.

These considerations, however, have value only as conse-
quences of the nominalistic principles which have been arbi-
trarily monopolizing the evaluation of modern logic. A truer
alternative is offered by a combined interpretation of Aristotle’s
logical technique and ontological doctrine. Hence, the purpose
of this essay is to show the real characters of the Aristotelian
logic, to emphasize the mathematical aspect of its general back-
ground, and to estimate its importance with regard to the recent
developments of the science of thought.

CLASSICAL logic involves a doctrine as well as a
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I. Tee OricIN or LogcIc

The idea of necessity, which Plato tried unsuccessfully to
impose in his own way on the universe of being, was redis-
covered by Aristotle in the concrete world and in the realm of
thought separately. In endeavoring to systematize the con-
ditions of this parallelism between being and thought, which the
Eleatics had already noticed, Aristotle opened the way to the
establishment of logic as a science. In this respect, he well
deserves the compliment he paid himself for having created a
new science, when he said, without disparagement of others,
that the subjects treated in the Topics had mnever before
received any scientific discussion.?

One can hardly say that a ready-made science of logic came
out of Aristotle’s mind, as many elements of his system are
found in earlier writers. But it is also unfair to consider
Aristotle as a mere compiler or systematizer of what had been
worked out before in this field.? In fact, no complete logical
system is to be found in any of his predecessors, although their
discussions about mathematics and language have distinct
logical implications and prove that they were actively interested
in the formal problem of the structure of deductive science.

Plato was aware, of course, of the postulational character
of mathematies, which he could not eall real knowledge so long
as its assumptions were left unexamined.* But, though he con-
sidered the possibility and the necessity of a higher and more
rigorous science, he was able only to describe the aims of
dialectie, without establishing it as an independent science.
Thinking and reasoning correctly are so natural to the mind,
that it seemed scarcely necessary to exteriorize into cold rules
the behavior of what we all enjoy as a natural gift. Hence
Plato went no further than proposing the gradual mathematiza-
tion of knowledge as the ultimate practical rule for the
rationalization of things * and of our knowledge of reality.

* Sophistical Refutations, 183b 34

2 Cf. Enriques, The Historic Development of Logic, p. 4.

# Republic, VII, 533 C.

“*The reduction of pure matheinatics to absolute deduction remained but an
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It is true, however, that Plato gave in his writings important
hints of the later logic, but there is no justification in supplying
a science of pure thought by inferences from his own methods,
or by a combination of his incidental logical references. As
Zeller says, ““ though we cannot but recognize in Plato essential
elements of the Aristotelian logic, it would be a mistake to
force these out of their original connection in order to construct
from them a Platonic logic on a later model.”

Aristotle succeeded where Plato had failed. The supreme
science which the dialectic could not establish took shape in the
Aristotelian analytics. This theory of reasoning was developed
in the work forming the Organon, which dominated Western
thought for more than two thousand years, although its influ-
ence on Aristotle’s successors was less exclusive than is com-
monly believed. In its spirit and presentation, it was an entirely
new science. Indeed, the Stagirite alone was responsible for the
ultimate systematization of the momentous implications of the
critical work of the mathematicians and philosophers about the
nature and structure of mathematics and language. Moreover,
as a result of his own reflections about biology, he integrated
into that formal systematization some of the structural charac-
teristics and fundamental implications of that science. These
multiple elements of the Organon can be shown by developing
the implications of the scientific aspects of Aristotelianism.

It is obvious that of all the sciences known at that time
mathematics alone could show a sufficient degree of abstraction,
accuracy, and systematization, and produce a system of relation-
ships carrying necessity with them. Because of these character-
istics of mathematics, the Pythagoreans and the Platonists had
already used it extensively in the development of their doctrines.
The rational necessity of mathematics became more prominent
after the days of Hippocrates, when treatises began to be
written on its elements, and when certain theories like the

aspiration in Plato’s philosophy. After two thousand years, the same ideal has been
adopted and worked out more technically, though without a final conclusion, by the
founders of mathematical logic.

& Plato and the Older Academy (Eng. trans. 1876), p. 210.
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irrationals were made the object of a profound critical elabora-
tion by various thinkers. As a member of the Academy,
Aristotle must have been impressed from the first by the formal
perfection of mathematics.

There is an interesting passage in the Posterior Analytics
which indicates that mathematics was considered, until then,
as the practical organon of the thinking mind. Discussing the
difference between fact and reasoned fact, Aristotle says: “ It
i1s the business of the empirical observers to know the fact,
of the mathematicians to know the reasoned fact; for the latter
are in possession of the demonstrations giving the causes, and
are often ignorant of the fact, just as we have often a clear
insight into a universal, but through lack of observation are
ignorant of some of its particular instances. These connections
have a perceptible existence though they are manifestations of
form. For the mathematical sciences concern forms; they do
not demonstrate properties of a substratum since, even though
the geometrical subjects are predicable as properties of a per-
ceptible substratum, it is not as thus predicable that the
mathematician demonstrates properties of them.”®

The mathematical inspiration of the Organon is noticeable in
some of its terminology. In the Prior Analytics, Aristotle uses
the words oxiua (scheme, pattern) for the figure of a syl-
logism, Sidornua (distance) for the proposition, and &pos
(boundary) for the term. It is not unlikely that he represented
geometrically each figure of the syllogism, by using lines for
propositions and points for terms. We are reminded further by
Ross, that “ the terminology is borrowed not from geometry in
general, but from the theory of proportion. Not only oyfiua,
Sudoryua, 8pos, but also dxpov and péoov were technical terms
in this theory.”” It may be suggested even that Aristotle
thought of the premises in the different figures somewhat on the
very general analogy of the various proportions.

For Aristotle, however, the compelling force of a mathe-
matical argument had to be sought beyond its structural

® Posterior Analytics, 798 2-10. 7 Ross, Anistotle, p. 33.
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presentation. Relations alone could not justify the necessity
of a conclusion; for they are accidents by themselves and
indifferent as such to a determined result. This necessity had to
be rooted in something more fundamental and substantial than
relations, namely, in their very terms and ultimately in the
objects of the external world which account for them.

Recognition of this basic importance of terms is implied in
the reasons given by Aristotle for the logical excellence of
mathematics over dialectic. A mathematical argument is rarely
weakened by formal fallacies, because its middle term can be
seen, so to speak, with an “ intellectual vision,” while in
dialectic the ambiguity may escape detection; it is more usually
in the middle term of an argument that the ambiguity lies,
since the major is predicated of the whole of the middle, and
the middle of the whole of the minor.® Moreover, mathematics
takes definitions, but never accidents, for its premises; such is
not always the case with dialectic.’

Hence, we have to turn to the Aristotelian theory of the
universal for an explanation of the necessity which characterizes
formal arguments. We have seen that Plato and Aristotle
recognized the scientific value of the concept. But of course,
their metaphysical standpoints are different; whereas Plato
justifies the universals through their participation in the world
of ideas as the only realities, Aristotle places their real founda-
tion in the concrete world. The Aristotelian universal is found
materially in the individual objects of experience, but it exists
formally in the mind. Yet, its essence and properties do not
result from any operation of the mind, but from the very reality
of the particulars in which it is buried. As we have seen, it was
the analysis of concrete things which brought to light the
relative necessity of the characters of the universal, and which
stressed the logical importance of the notions of species and
genus embodying the universal.

Moreover, the necessity which connotes the essence of uni-
versals, conditions the processes of the mind as well as the

8 Posterior Analytics, T7° 27-33. ® Ibid., 782 10.
3
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ultimate laws of thought.'® Thus, judgments are really explica-
tions of the analysis of universals. They are not arbitrary con-
structions of the mind; but they are justified ultimately by
the factual relations of the essential characters of the indivi-
duals embodying the universals under consideration. On the
other hand, the principles of identity, contradiction, and ex-
cluded middle, express the relations which result from the con-
frontation of being with itself. As they emerge immediately
from the contemplation of being as such, they are perceived by
an intellectual intuition which is immediate in its operations
and results.

The necessity which is involved in the universals and in the
laws of thought, is enshrined in the fundamental forms of
language, which is the only means of communicating knowledge.
All the sciences, whether theoretical, practical or productive,
have to be expressed in language. It is natural, therefore, that
the analysis of language should provide a clue to the establish-
ment of a science of pure thought. This expectation is the more
justified when one takes into account the confusion which the
Sophists had introduced into the realm of thought by
their abuse of rhetoric and their deliberate use of fallacious
arguments.

The Greeks in general, with their quick wit and ready
tongues, were fond of playing upon the words they used. It
appears that Heraclitus was aware of the importance of lingu-
istic expression; and that his followers and those of Anaxagoras
had developed into arbitrary etymologies the principle that
everything has its natural name from which its nature can be
known. But it is the controversies of the Sophists which led
to a closer study of the forms of speech and of their relation
to thought. The subtlety of some of their arguments, like the
double dilemma which marked the dispute between Protagoras
and his pupil Euathlus, gives an indication of the depth of their
linguistic analysis, and of the confusion which could result for
thought. In this connection, it is significant to mention the

10 Chevalier, La Notion du Nécessaire chez Aristote.
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anti-mathematical discussion broached by the Sophists Prota-
goras * and Antiphon,** who defended the empirical character
of geometrical concepts. Of the same period are the inquiries
of the Eleatics and their controversy with the Sophists, which
manifested itself outwardly in the field of linguisties, though it
reached deeper into substantial reality. Zeno’s arguments could
not be disentangled by rhetoric; they had to be ignored by the
mathematicians, who developed their methods in spite of the
alleged logical blind alley into which they seemed to lead.®
Yet, there ought to be no essential discrepancy between
language and mathematics, if both are manifestations of reason.
In fact, the analogy between the form of mathematics and the
structure of language pointed to a deeper element of certainty,
namely, the concept, common to both. After the discovery of
this common factor by Socrates, Greek thought was dominated
by the philosophy of concept, and the problem of the relation of
language and thought could look to a more constructive
solution.

The first steps were taken by Plato who acknowledged the
close affinity between speech and thought.** He maintained
that language is not an arbitrary production of man, and that
the purpose of names is to provide us with a picture of the
essence of the things they represent. But he reminds us that
a picture never reproduces completely its subject, and that
the makers of words may have made mistakes affecting the
whole language. This may account for the arbitrary formation
of certain words, and why most of them do not represent the
same view of the world. Hence, we must turn our attention to
the things themselves rather than to names, and we must
acknowledge the superiority of dialectic which decides on the
correctness or incorrectness of the words. It is interesting to
note, however, that although Plato claimed that philosophy

1t Aristotle, Met. I, 2 (20).

12 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics (Diels, B. 18).

12Tt seems that Democritus also investigated the problem of verbal expression
(Laertius, IX, 48), and the Antisthenes the Cynic wrote on names and language.

1 Cf, Cratylus, 385 D—390 E; and 422 C—440 E.
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should go its own way independently of philology, few literary
productions can match the beauty of his Dialogues.

At the time of Aristotle then, the Greek language had already
achieved its literary perfection. Most of the poets and writers
had given their best to the world; for over one hundred years,
Greek was being improved, analyzed, and firmly established in its
grammatical, linguistic, and logical aspects. Thus, the founder
of the Lyceum had all the required elements for writing his
two didactic treatises on Rhetoric and on Poetical Art. There is
little doubt, therefore, that his linguistic interests formed a
major source of inspiration for the elaboration of his logical
doctrines.

The structure of a Greek sentence is always centered gram-
matically and logically around the subject. The orientation
of the various elements of a proposition is always towards the
subject. From its central position, the subject keeps together
the attributes, and conditions the proposition as the expression
of one or more of its various implications. In fact, a proposition
unveils the internal structure of the subject, for the predicate
sheds light on the subject by manifesting itself. In the Aristo-
telian terminology, the words dwédavors (proposition), xard-
daois (affirmation), and dwépaocis (negation), are obviously
related to ¢dos (light), and illustrate the parallelism between
the world of experience and the operations of the mind.** Truth
emerges from this illumination which manifests the ontological
participation of certain attributes to the subject under con-
sideration. This ontological participation becomes a logical
subsumption in the operational development of an argument,
as expressed by a series of transformations from one proposi-
tion Into another. Such a sequence has its parallel in the
hierarchy of predicates, which exemplifies the structural order
of the universe.

The linguistic transformations which characterize the pro-
cesses of thought, are not tautological elaborations of sets of
notions and postulates arbitrarily stated as primitive. They

15 These views are discussed and developed in the remarkable study of D. J.
Garcia, L'Interprétation Historique de la Logique (Paris, 1940) .
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result from the analysis and synthesis of concepts which allow
the mutual predicability of their elements. It is the verb to be
which manifests these operations and the generation of each
subsequent proposition from the preceding or the initial data.
Consequently, the Greeks could scarcely think of a calculus
of unanalyzed propositions as in modern symbolic logic; the
propositional operations visualized by Aristotle had to be
explicit in character, so as to display the paramount importance
of the universal.

The operational explication of the processes of thought was
confirmed, for Aristotle, by every branch of knowledge. The
statements used by the practical and the productive sciences
express transformations of materials, or of given situations, with
the purpose of exhibiting their participation to the good and the
useful. Biological statements are transformations illustrating
the hierarchical connections of the organisms. Physical explan-
ations are transformations tending to show how any object of
experience embodies the elements. Mathematical operations
are transformations exhibiting the various implications of the
terms involved. Metaphysical statements also involve trans-
formations, in so far as they illuminate more and more the
complex denotation of being and its various manifestations
according to their causal development.

In every science, therefore, all thought processes tend to make
plain the mutual relations of concepts and their successive
participation in the various aspects of being, according to their
degree of universality. Hence, all patterns of thinking as such
must be fundamentally identical, when considered indepen-
dently of the subject-matter. From this angle, even demonstra-
tive and persuasive reasoning are alike, though the former
deals with necessary sequences, while the latter involves contin-
gent elements. In fact, reasoning consists of a series of proposi-
tions obeying the prineciple of contradiction individually and
collectively. Each one of them expresses the attribution to a
subject of a compatible property which is either necessary or
contingent. In the same argument, these propositions are linked
together on the strength of the relations between their terms.
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This technique is performed in the dialectical method, which
leaves to thought its alertness and its freedom of movement.
But it becomes fully articulate and conscious in the Aristotelian
theory of the syllogism. This explains why the syllogism was
not used formally by pre-Aristotelian mathematicians; and why
it was universally adopted by mathematical writers after its
discovery.

It is important to remember, however, that the description
and codification of the processes of thought must not blur or
screen their dynamic character. For unless thought displays
its dynamism, it becomes tautological, unprogressive, and liable
to error. Thought must go forward or perish. By considering
it as static in its various stages, the Sophists opened the road to
metaphysical relativism. At the time, no theory could check
their abuse of loose meanings dressed up in strict grammatical
forms. Heracliteanism favored that instability of meanings,
while Eleaticism could do no more than point out the contra-
dictions resulting from it. With the philosophy of the concept,
however, Aristotle was able to preserve the dynamic quality of
thought, and to account at the same time for all mutations,
predications, relations, and propositional connections. More-
over, Aristotle did not consider the science of pure thought as a
study of words, but as a study of the thought signified by words.
It considers thought with reference to its success or failure in
attaining truth, and not with regard to its natural history. It
is concerned with thought as apprehending, and not as consti-
tuting, the nature of things.

These are the differences between logic, on one hand, and
grammar, psychology, and metaphysics, on the other. Yet logic
is not a substantive science; it is a part of a general propae-
deutic to the study of any science, which alone indicates what
kinds of propositions require proof, and what sorts of proofs
should be required for them.® In spite of its formalism, there-
fore, the Aristotelian logic has a dynamic and progressive char-
acter. Hence it would be unfair to suggest that it marked a
return to the static view of reasoning. On the contrary, it

18 Met., 10052 6; Nicomachean Ethics, 1094° 23.
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emphasized and improved the value of the Socratic and Platonic
methods of reasoning, by making explicit their underlying
logical structure.

This discussion indicates that the science of pure thought
has its origin in the explication of the mechanism of mathe-
matical reasoning and of the structure of language, coupled with
the analysis of the necessity which connotes the essential rela-
tions between universals, considered in intension as concepts or
in extension as classes. Aristotle called it analytic *" in so far as
it studies the methods of demonstration by which the conditions
of the structure of science are derived from its possibility. He
does not seem to use generally the term logic, though it occurred
in the lost work wept Aoyikdv 1) kavdy of Democritus.’® It has
been said also ** that Aristotle applied the term logic to those
methods which do not start from principles, and therefore have
no demonstrative value. But it rather appears, from the Topics
and the Sophistic Elenchi, that he reserved the Eleatico-Platonic
name of dialectic for the art of debating about the probable.
It 1s interesting to note in this connection that the word logic
was used in the sense of dialectic in the time of Cicero. The
Stoics called 76 Aoywdév the study of questions of discourse,
rhetoric, grammar, and logic proper, while the Epicureans used
the Democritean word canonic to denote rules of method.
The term logic was first used in the sense of logic proper by
Alexander of Aphrodisias who applied to it the word organon
or instrument. The collection of Aristotle’s logical works has
been referred to as the Organon since the sixth century.

Aristotle gave the name of analytics to the science of pure
thought, because it deals primarily with the analysis of argu-
ments into the figures of the syllogism; *° and it may be added,
because this operation presupposes the analysis of the syllogism
into propositions, and of the proposition into terms. The
elementary theory of the term and of the proposition is estab-

1" Rhetoric, 1859° 10.

8 Diels, Vors. A.33, B.10, p. . .

1® Prantl, Geschichte der Logik (1855), Vol. I, pp. 116, 336.
20 Prior Analytics, 47% 4
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lished in the first two treatises, the Categories and On Inter-
pretation respectively, which may be considered as an
introduction to the Aristotelian Organon. It may be interesting
to mention, in this respect, the significant importance of the
doctrine of the predicables. By stressing the function of the
genus and the species, and by marking a distinction between
the proprium and the accident, it exhibits the biological inter-
ests of Aristotle. Further it emphasizes the necessity of an
ordered universe with its notion of the definition; the maximum
explication of a conception is obtained by identifying it with
the combination of its two essential attributes chosen of neces-
sity from among the hierarchy of possible predicables. Finally,
it provides a basis for the class-relationships required by the
syllogism, and it offers an adequate approach to the modern
calculus of classes.

But whatever be the special conditions of scientific knowl-
edge, the mind must be sure of the validity of each step it
takes, and this coherence is secured when the rules of the
syllogism and demonstration are observed. These basic doc-
trines of the Aristotelian logic are contained in the next two
works, the Prior Analytics and the Posterior Analytics respec-
tively. The last two treatises of the Organon, the Tropics and
the Sophistic Elenchi, analyze the arguments which may be
syllogistically correct, but fail to satisfy one or more of the
conditions of scientific thought; in other words, they refer to
the art of arguing where it is aimed at the probable.

ITI. Tae VALUE OF THE SYLLOGISM

The central doctrine of the syllogism is expounded in the
Prior Analytics. 1t has been said that, in spite of its name, this
treatise was actually written after the Posterior Analytics, but
the grounds for such a contention are far from being conclusive.
Discussing this problem, Ross adduces fresh evidence in favor
of the traditional view that the Prior Analytics is earlier.®

21 % The Discovery of the Syllogism,” Philosophical Review (May 1939), pp.
251-272.
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He shows that there are more references in the Posterior to the
Prior than the other way round; he submits that the doctrines
of the Posterior presuppose those of the Prior but not con-
versely; and he refutes the view that the Posterior Analytics
belongs to an early stage of Aristotle’s development in which he
was predominantly under his master’s influence.

The discovery of the syllogism is entirely due to Aristotle.
It is true that the Platonic method of division foreshadowed
the Aristotelian process of reasoning from the universal to the
particular, but it is precisely the syllogistic link of this
progression that is here missing. Aristotle stated clearly this
difference of the two methods,?® when he called the division a
powerless syllogism (6wor doferijs ovAhoyiouds), because its
conclusion is not necessary. He pointed out that this defect
is due to the fact that each step in the progress of the Platonic
division postulates an option between two opposite terms, so
that the minor term which conditions the conclusion is chosen
and accepted without demonstration. On the other hand,
the syllogism is “ an argument in which, certain things being
admitted, something other than these follows of necessity from
their essence, without requiring any other elements.” * This
seems to be a considerable improvement of the Platonic method,
provided an adequate explanation is given of the subsumption
of the minor term to the middle term.

The best illustration of the function and structure of the
syllogism is offered by the principle of the first figure, the
dictum de ommz et nullo, which is the basic rule of the various
types of syllogisms, as they are always reducible to the first
figure. This principle states that “ when three terms are so
related to one another that the last is included in the middle
as in the whole, and the middle is or is not included in the first
as in a whole, there is necessarily a perfect syllogism connecting
the extremes.” ** This statement involves that the terms of
the syllogism are predominantly considered in extension,

22 Prior Analytics, 1, 81; Posterior Analytics, 11, 5.
2% Prior Analytics, 240 18.
2% Prior Analytics, 25° 32.
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although their intension is fully operative, in keeping with the
Aristotelian theory of the universal and of the proposition.
It makes fully explicit the Socratic conception of the essence
or universal as the fundamental element of demonstration®
The syllogism is justified partly by the formal conditions of its
structure, and necessarily by the quiddity of its terms. It
manifests the ground of the attribution of this predicate to
that subject by means of the middle term which links the two
extremes together. In other words, the syllogism facilitates the
illumination of a given subject by bringing into relief its various
attributes. At the same time, it helps the explication of that
subjecl by making clear its relations with other subjects.

In case the attribution of a predicate to a subject seems to
be remote, an adequate number of middle terms may be
called upon to actualize the chain of causal relations linking
together the two parts of a final conclusion. But even then,
such a complex argument (the sorites), can be reduced to a
sequence of formal syllogism. Hence, as the ultimate pattern
of the discursive explication of a given subject, the syllogism
requires three terms only. Moreover, the order of the syllogistic
progression is irreversible, because the causal relation between
its terms exemplifies the real order of the substantial world.
For these reasons, the Aristotelian logic, unlike the modern
symbolic logic, cannot countenance any rules permitting the
indefinite substitution or mutation of the terms of proposition of
an argument, without the strongest qualifications.

Thus the basic form of discursive thought is the syllogism.
There is little doubt that Aristotle believed in the congruence
of mathematical reasoning with his syllogistic doctrine, for he
reduced to the syllogism all the various kinds of arguments®
For example, he did not treat the hypothetical proposition
and syllogism as separate logical types. He recognized, how-
ever, two kinds of conditional arguments: the reductio ad
impossibile, which assumes that a proposition from whose
opposite a false conclusion follows is itself true; and the hypo-

2 Met., 10780 24, 28 Prior Analytics, 24-27.
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thethical argument involving the idea of contingency. He
mentioned also the process of reduction proper (draywy”),
which is more appropriate to mathematics, though it can be
used in all sciences, including ethics.?” This method consists in
working back from a given problem to a simpler one whose
solution leads to the demonstration of the first, and so on until
a problem is reached which can be solved by the knowledge
already at hand. The last step in this analysis is the first to
be taken in fact. Aristotle realized that the process of reduc-
tion, as opposed to deductive exposition, corresponds to the
analytical method of discovery and to the method of deliberation
in ethics.”

Many criticisms have been levelled against the Aristotelian
theory of deduction throughout the history of thought. The
Stoies, the Epicureans, and the Sceptics, in developing the
principles of the Democritean epistemology, took up positions
incompatible with the Aristotelian ontologism. In stressing
the importance of sensation and the purely formal character of
thought, they introduced relativism in the realm of logic, and
robbed the syllogism of its actual value and purpose. By
exposing the relative elements contained in the criteria of
truth, they directed their attacks against the Socratic rational-
ism, which asserts that we can reach something of the nature
of things in themselves. The Sceptics, in particular, denounced
the Aristotelian conception of demonstration on the ground
that it leads to an infinite regress, and that the uncertainty
of sensation, from which all concepts are derived, is communi-
cated also to the understanding.

These doctrines inspired the various nominalistic schools
throughout the ages down to the modern Pragmatists and
Logical Empiricists. The former maintain that the conclusion
which the syllogism purports to prove must be assumed before
its premises can be truly stated; hence it cannot be used for
imparting new knowledge. The analysis of the pragmatist
arguments, which are an elaboration of the Stoic and the

37 Prior Analytics, 25. 8 Nicomachean Ethics, 1112° 20,
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Sceptic objections to conceptualism, point to a different doc-
trine about the mature and value of the universal, so that
they can be answered in terms of the Aristotelian theory of
the concept.

The Logical Empiricists, pointing to the remarkable develop-
ment of mathematical logic, flatly deny any possible congruence
between the logic of Aristotle and the structure of mathe-
matics; they trace the origin of the rift between the two
disciplines to the exclusive subject-predicate pattern of the
Aristotelian proposition, which does not cover the variety of
relations between the terms of a proposition. It is not proposed
here to discuss these positivistic arguments, although their
ancestral filiation can be traced back also to the logical contro-
versies of the Stoics and the Sceptics. It may be interesting,
however, to show how the Aristotelian logic can, possibly, meet
these basic objections.

It is obvious that if Aristotle gave the basic principles of
his logic, he did not analyze all the intricate details of the
inferential processes and of the various logical problems con-
nected with the science of thought. In particular, he did not
develop a logic of relations which should offer a nearer pattern
to the structure of mathematics proper. He did not do so,
either because the thought did not occur to him, or because
the idea of relation was not for him an independent motion,
but just another kind of a predicate amenable to the funda-
mental subject-predicate form. Hence, it should be possible
to derive a logic of relations, as well as the various other
calculi of modern logie, from the implications of his doctrine.

The solution proposed involves the dissociation of the tech-
nique of modern symbolic logic from its positivistic interpreta-
tion, and the attempts to explain or integrate this technique
within the broad framework of the Aristotelian philosophy
properly extended. The basis of this extension is supplied by
the analysis of the subject-predicate form interpreted as the
ground of the fundamental logical calculi. Indeed, this form
may be considered as a unit symbolized by single letters and
taken as unanalyzed, thus yielding the calculus of propositions.
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It may also be considered generally as the expression of a
simple attribution, thus yielding the calculus of propositional
functions. Again, it may be considered as expressing relations
between classes (and individuals) as in the case of the predic-
ables, thus yielding the calculus of classes. Finally, it may be
considered as.expressing a relation in general, thus yielding the
calculus of relations. Proper adjustments are required to make
good this interpretation of the apophanic form, which appears
thus to be more fundamental than any other type of relation.

The advantages of this interpretation of the basic elements
of modern logic are obvious. The calculi are given a more
realistic ground and justified by means of ontological rather
than merely pragmatic arguments, and modern logic as a whole
is connected smoothly with traditional logic. The unity of
thought and knowledge is thus vindicated against the artifical
divisions propounded by other systems, and the far-reaching
logical and metaphysical intuitions of Aristotle are shown to
have in consequence a permanent and universal value.

III. TaE STRUCTURE OF MATHEMATICS

Aristotle’s views on the structure of mathematics as a science
may be gathered mainly from the Posterior Analytics, which
contains the most important passages relating to mathematics.
Although this treatise deals generally with what he had called
demonstrative science,” most of the illustrations used by Aris-
totle are mathematical, and suggest that he was inspired by
mathematics when laying down the general conditions of
science. This does not imply in any way the assimilation of
mathematics with science; if the “form ” of mathematics ex-
hibits all the characteristics of a science, its “ matter,” which
is ultimately derived by abstraction, and even induction, from
the sensible world, limits its object to the consideration of
numbers and figures, or of magnitude in general.

The importance of demonstration in the analysis of the
structure of mathematics is clearly justified by the fact that

2® Prior Analytics, 24* 11.
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proof gives a universal value to the knowledge it is applied to.
The Pythagoreans raised the study of numbers and figures to
the status of a science by showing the necessary connections
between the propositions dealing with such objects. Plato
improved the technique of mathematics by his method of
analysis and synthesis and also by his use of dialectic reason-
ing. The mathematicians of the Academy and their contempo-
raries showed what wonderful results could be obtained by
these methods. Surely, then, demonstration as such ought to be
a subject of inquiry by itself; this is the aim of the Posterior
Analytics, where Aristotle discusses the features of scientific
reasoning in contradistinction to dialectical reasoning.

The relation of the Prior Analytics, which deals with the
forms common to all reasoning, to the Posterior Analytics is
that of syllogism to demonstration: “ Syllogism should be dis-
cussed before demonstration, because syllogism is the more
general; the demonstration is a sort of syllogism, but not every
syllogism is a demonstration.” * In fact, demonstration is
scientific syllogism, that is, a syllogism which yields true
knowledge and not merely opinion.

Faithful to the general inspiration of his method, Aristotle
does not describe a prior: the characteristics of demonstration;
but he infers them from the nature of science. Hence, the
Posterior Analytics may be divided into five principal parts.**
Aristotle first gives the conditions which must be fulfilled by the
premises of any science (I, 1-6) . He then infers the properties
of demonstration as showing why subjects have -certain
characteristics (I, 7-84). He next goes on to examine demon-
stration as a means to the definition of properties (II, 1-10).
Then he considers in greater detail various subjects already
mentioned in the preceding sections (IT, 11-18). Finally, he
describes the origin of the immediate propositions from which
demonstration begins (II, 19).

As demonstration must yield true knowledge, its premises
must be true, indemonstrable, prior to and causes of the con-

3 Prior Analytics, 25° 28.
3t Cf. J. Zabanella, Opera Logica (Venice, 1578).
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clusion. They must be true {while those of the syllogism need
not be) , otherwise the conclusion would not be necessarily true.
They must be indemonstrable or immediate, otherwise they
could not be first principles, for they ought to be demonstrated:
“The necessity of this is obvious; for since we must know
the prior premises from which demonstration is drawn, and
since the regress must end in immediate truth, those truths
must be indemonstrable.” ** The premises must be more intel-
ligible than the conclusion and known before it, in as much as
when we become aware of them, we perceive their truth more
clearly. Finally, they must be causes of the conclusion, in the
sense that the facts they state must cause the fact expressed
in the conclusion and also that our knowledge of the premises
must be the cause of our knowledge of the conclusion.®

Aristotle draws an important distinction between formal
truth and basic truth. The first is nothing more than self-
consistency; ** while basic truths are those elements in a science
the existence of which cannot be proved but must be assumed,
as for example, unity and magnitude.’® Of the basic truths
used in the demonstrative sciences, some are particular to each
science, and some are common. Analogically, the former are
‘used in relation to the province of the science in question, “ for
a truth of this kind will have the same force even if not used
generally, but applied by the geometer only to magnitudes,
or by the arithmetician only to numbers.” ** As examples of
particular truths, Aristotle gives the definitions of line and
straight.

Common truths are such as “take equals from equals and
equals remain,” an axiom which Aristotle is fond of quoting.
Common truths, common things, common opinions, common
axioms, are the names given by Aristotle to the propositions
which Euclid calls “ common notions ” (kowal &vvoras) . Hence,
Aristotle’s explanation of these terms applies to Euclid’s axioms
also, provided we exclude from them all those with a distinctive

32 Posterior Analytics, 720 20 and 74 5.
3% Ibid., 71 9. *° Posterior Analytics, 762 31.
3t Prior Analytics, 47* 8. 38 Ibid., 42.
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geometrical character, such as the assumption that two straight
lines cannot enclose a space, the parallel-postulate, and the
equality of all right angles. As regards the proposition, “ Things
which coincide when applied to one another are equal,” which
may be used as a working definition of geometrical equality,
it implies the method of superposition for proving equality.
However, considering that superposition involves the possibility
of motion without deformation, this axiom should be alien to
mathematics, which deals with things which do not involve
motion.*” Nevertheless, Euclid could not dispense altogether
with the use of superposition, though he certainly disliked this
method of proof.

The most fundamental axioms are those basic truths which
must be known if one wishes to learn anything at all. They
include such universal propositions as the laws of thought,
through which all sciences have common relationship one with
the other. There are other axioms, however, such that
ignorance of them would not constitute a total bar to progress.*®
Though Aristotle does not give a specific example of such
axioms, it is fairly certain that he refers to the particular axioms
of each science. For example, ignorance of the axioms of
quantity is a bar to mathematical knowledge only. In another
passage, however,® where Aristotle speaks of axioms “ such
as the law of the excluded middle, the law that the subtraction
of equals from equals leaves equal remainders, and other
axioms of the same kind,” he seems to assimilate the laws of
thought with distinctly mathematical axioms. But this casual
remark is of little consequence if we take into account the
main teaching of Aristotle about the function of axioms in
demonstration.

For him, the laws of thought are part of that pre-existent
knowledge which is required before the study of any special
science. These regulative canons or “ common axioms ” cannot
therefore serve as premises for the proof of all conclusions; by
themselves alone they lead to nothing, because they refer only

37 Physics, 1983 15. 38 Posterior Analytics, 728 15. *® Ibid., 772 80.
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to being as being, while being manifests itself differently in the
various sciences. If demonstration is to be possible, it requires
the common axioms as well as premises containing the genus
and properties of the science to which they refer.** The only
cases in which the laws of thought are expressly posited as such
in demonstration are those in which the conclusion also has to
be expressed in that form; ** and then the proof lays down as its
major premise that the major term is truly affirmed but falsely
denied of the middle.

The basic truths appropriate to a particular science must
refer to the same genus as that of the science, otherwise the
conclusion could not be related to them as effect to cause.
Consequently it is not permissible to pass from one genus
to another even if the axioms which are premises of demonstra-
tion be identical in two or more sciences, as in the case of sub-
alternate sciences. Hence the basic truths of mathematics must
be axioms referring to being supplemented by a distinctive
attribute, that of quantity.

Aristotle goes even further when he draws a distinction
between geometrical and arithmetical truths; considering that
the genera of these two sciences are different from one another,
he disclaims any validity in the proof of geometrical truths
by arithmetic.

In the case of two different genera such as arithmetic and geometry,
you cannot apply arithmetical demonstration to the properties
of magnitudes unless the magnitudes in question are numbers.
Arithmetical demonstration and the other sciences likewise possess,
each of them, their own genera. So that, if the demonstration is to
pass from one sphere to another, the genus must be the same,
either absolutely or to some extent. If this is not so, transference is
clearly impossible, because the extreme and the middle terms must
be drawn from the same genus. Otherwise as predicated, they will
not be essential and they will thus be accidents.*

For this reason, it cannot be proved by geometry that opposites
fall under one science, or that “ the product of two cubes is a
cube.” This expression does not refer to the duplication of
0 Ibid., 88° 1. 4 Ibid., 7172 10. 42 Ibid., 750 4-12.
4



242 THOMAS GREENWOOD

the cube; it means that the product of two cube numbers is also
a cube number.

Because no science is concerned to prove anything outside
its own subject-matter, geometry cannot prove of lines any
properties which they do not possess as lines, that is, in virtue
of the fundamental truths of their particular genus. It cannot
show, for example, that the straight line is the most beautiful
of lines or the contrary of the circle; these qualities do not
belong to lines in virtue of their particular genus, but on
account of some property they share with other genera. There-
fore, no theorem of any one science in general can be demon-
strated by means of another science, unless these theorems are
related as subordinate to superior, as for example optical
theorems are related to geometry, or harmonic theorems to
arithmetic.

This point is emphasized also in a passage where Aristotle
says that falsehoods are not all derived from a single identical
set of principles; and that these principles are not all inferred
from the same basic truths:

Many of them in fact have basic truths which differ generically and
are not transferable; for example, units which are without position,
cannot take the place of points which have position. The trans-
ferred terms could only fit in as middle terms or as major or minor
terms; or else have some of the other terms between them, others
outside them.*?

Hence, there cannot be actually any general mathematical
axioms, but only basic truths of arithmetic and basic truths of
geometry. Though the expression of particular basic truths
of these two sciences might suggest the possibility of more
general axioms, these could have no practical value, as their
meaning would be ambiguous in view of their reference to
different kinds of beings. This may explain, as we shall see,
Aristotle’s rejection of Antiphon’s and of Bryson’s methods
of squaring the circle, which are based on principles not special
to geometry but applicable equally to other subjects. It will be

% Ibid., 88 31.
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observed also that Aristotle’s distinction between the special
axioms of the particular sciences, runs parallel with his view
about the classification of the science according to their specific
objects.

The other elements of demonstrations besides the axioms or
immediately evident propositions, are the definitions and the
hypotheses. Definitions are explications of the meaning of
terms. They involve assumptions about the existence of genera
and their species connoted by the terms. The logical theory of
definition is treated in the Posterior Analytics, especially in
chapters nine, twelve, and thirteen. The definition of a term is
obtained by a gradual restriction of the extension of the genus
assumed, by means of successive differentiae, until the extension
of the term itself is completely circumscribed.

Hypotheses, or postulates, as Euclid called them later, are
propositions laid down without proof, though they can be
proved, and used without demonstration.** These propositions
refer explicitly to the terms belonging to each particular
science, and state various relationship between such terms.
When Aristotle assumes that hypotheses can be proved, he
probably means it with reference to knowledge as a whole.
Obviously, they cannot be demonstrated within the particular
science to which they belong, for otherwise they could be
entirely eliminated as elements of demonstration. In other
words, hypotheses are only relative and mediate knowledge;
in this sense, they differ from the axioms, which are immediately
evident.

There are important distinctions between a definition and a
hypothesis. When a proposition “ asserts either the existence
or the non-existence of a subject, it is a hypothesis; when it
does not so assert it is a definition.” ** The definition lays some-
thing down, as when the arithmetician says that a unit is
quantitatively indivisible. To define what is a unit is not the
same as to affirm its existence. Definitions require only to be
understood, while hypotheses postulate facts on which depend

* Ibid., 76> 35. 5 Ibid., 76° 35.
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the propositions inferred.*® In the case of arithmetic, the
existence of the ideas of unit and magnitude has to be assumed,
while the existence of everything else has to be proved. The
only things which must be assumed in geometry are points and
lines, and all the figures constructed from them, as well as their
properties, have to be proved to exist. This procedure was
adopted by Euclid, who admits as a proof of existence an actual
construction based on accepted principles.

The conventional character of the particular assumptions
used in geometrical constructions is clearly indicated by Aris-
totle. He remarks that such hypotheses should not be considered
false, because it is stated that the line which is drawn is a foot
longer or straight, when it is actually neither. “ The truth is
that the geometer does not draw any conclusion from the being
of the particular line of which he speaks, but from what his
diagrams symbolize.” ** In other words, the geometer never
uses his diagrams in order to reason from them; he argues about
what they represent, the figures themselves being mere illustra-
tions. Hence, the meaning of “ existence ” with reference to
mathematical objects is independent of their actual symbolieal
representation. Our knowledge of them is based on existential
suppositions having a necessary character, since they are true
by themselves. It follows that “ demonstration does not refer
to external speech, but to the speech of the soul.” **

These views are closely related to the standard teaching of
the Academy; and they illustrate Plato’s influence on Aristotle’s
thought. In fact they are similar to the methodological doc-
trines expressed in the Republic and the Theactetus. Aristotle’s
appeal to our awareness of the self-evident nature of thought
is identical with Plato’s belief in the inner sincerity of reason.
“ Thought is conversation which the soul holds with itself about
the things which it examines. . . . Not even in sleep did you
ever venture to say to yourself that odd is even, or anything
of the kind.” *

48 Ibid., 722 18.
47 Ibid., 77 1. Cf. also Prior Analytics, 49P 35, and Met., 10892 20.
*8 Posterior Analytics, T6P 25. 4 Theaetetus, 189 C—190.
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For Plato, however, self-evident principles are innate in the
mind which becomes aware of them through reminiscence, while
Aristotle, in rejecting these Platonic views, maintains that the
knowledge of these principles is acquired through sensation
primarily. It is the unity of experience existing in the soul
which makes possible for the mind the apprehension of simi-
larities found. in particulars, and their perception as universal
elements of thought.”® With this intellectual vision, the under-
standing (Sudvora) bestows upon its fundamental principles
the character of absolute truth. These principles, in turn, are
used as elements of demonstration, and help to give to the
conclusion of an argument or of a proof the necessity and
certainty which characterizes the deductive sciences, or at least
that reasonable coherence which makes possible our knowledge
in general.

Aristotle would agree with Plato that mathematics and
science are a body of deductions from clearly perceived first
principles. But he would insist that experience and induction
provide many of their elements. Again, he would agree that the
method of analytical regression had to be followed by a syn-
thetic progression; but instead of centering this process towards
the world of ideas, he would direct it towards concrete reality,
and thus stress the parallelism between existence and thought.
Finally, he would argue that the ultimate notions obtained by
this double discursive method, need not be mathematical in
character, as quantity is only an aspect of being.

Consequently, Aristotle had to reject the Platonic view that
there is no necessary distinction between mathematics and
science, because he had shown that the study of numbers and
figures does not unfold the essence of mind and nature, and does
not force its results on both. Just like any other branch of
knowledge requiring universals, mathematics involves notions
which are idealized properties of sensible objects. These notions
have not a separate existence, like the Platonic ideas, but they
can be isolated by abstraction, so as to provide the matter of

50 Posterior Analytics, II, 15 (5-7).
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mathematical demonstration. For Aristotle, then, mathematics
is the development of just one aspect of being, namely the
category of quantity; and it has been remarkably developed as
such by the great scientists of the Alexandrine period, who used
extensively the Organon in their work. This is so true, that
the so-called static character of Greek mathematics is attri-
buted to the influence of the Aristotelian views on quantity and
on demonstrative science.

" But even the prevalent static character of Greek mathematics
encouraged by the Aristotelian doctrines, should not be con-
sidered as an outdated conception. Of course, it presents a
sharp contrast to the rise of calculus and modern analysis,
which display a dynamic character with their legitimate attempt
to rationalize change by describing it arithmetically. Yet, more
recent tendencies in mathematical theory seem to revive, in a
certain way, the Aristotelian dualism between number and the
continuum, and the subordination of arithmetic and geometry
to the qualitative requirements of the logical doctrine. This is
particularly the case with the axiomatic development of pro-
jective geometry, of the theory of groups, of the topological
systems, and the elaboration of abstract algebras. Indeed, it
may be safely said that the characters of the Aristotelian logic,
and the inspiration of the peripatetic doctrine, may be used
as powerful instruments for the interpretation and justification
of many achievements of modern science.

TrOMAS GREENWOOD
University of London
London, England



CHARITY AND THE SOCIAL ORDER
[Third Installment]

(o

IV. CHARITY COMPARED WITH MODERN THEORIES

Before proceeding to a final comparison of the Christian
ethic of love of neighbor with modern social “isms,” a recapi-
tulation of our progress so far will not be disadvantageous.

In the introductory section we saw that the everlasting
quest of man for unity and order is most poignantly and practi-
cally expressed in his herculean attempts at the reconstruction
of the disordered society in which he lives. Since order requires
a certain unity and unity results from a principle, these at-
tempts may be categorized according to the principles which
animate them, principles such as those of individualism, class-
ism, statism, racism, natural justice, and lastly, supernatural
charity or love of neighbor. This latter, charity, proposed
especially in the recent Papal encyclicals on social problems as
“ the soul of the social order,” was explained—its necessity in
view of modern chaos in society and the inadequacy of natural
justice, its nature as a theological virtue, and its obligation as
expressed in the divine precept, “Love thy neighbor.” Since
an understanding of the order of charity is essential to an
appreciation of charity as a principle of social reconstruction
(for in its ability to induce order into society lies its social signi-
ficance) our thesis was formulated in terms of this aspect of
charity, and the material divided as follows: first, the order
of charity in itself; and secondly, since contrast serves to ac-
centuate understanding, this order in comparison with other
contemporary principles of social reconstruction.

The first major consideration was, therefore, the treatment
of the order of charity as expounded by the prince of Catholic
theologians, St. Thomas Aquinas. The order may be con-
sidered in a threefold manner: between God and ourselves,
between ourselves and our neighbor, and the order among our

247
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various neighbors. God comes first in the order of charity; He
is its source and final end. The self, joined in friendship with
God, friendship based on the sharing of eternal happiness,
comes next, and then our neighbors, as friends of God and
cosharers in eternal felicity. Our neighbors, however, are not
all loved equally. For while it is true that all are loved as
fellow-pilgrims in the journey to the common eternal home,
still there is an hierarchy of preferences to be observed among
them. This hierarchy is based on their relation to the principle
of charity, the terms of which—the object and the agent—are
God and the self. Since God lives, through charity, in the self,
and inasmuch as the self refers to God the natural ties of blood
and affection that unite him to his various neighbors over and
above the supernatural bond of the co-heritage of beatitude,
it may be said that the norm for judging of the order of the
self’s love for others is this: those who are more closely united
to the self—to self not merely as self but to self as united to
God—are to be loved more out of charity. With this as a
principle, an order of preferences among neighbors can be estab-
lished quite in accord with charity, based on the permanence
and the intimacy of the unions which bind the neighbors to
the self. Some of these relationships were then mentioned in
the concluding pages of the second part, and we shall continue
our consideration of them after this résumé is completed.
Following the sketch of the order of charity came the review
of the historical evolution of modern theories of social recon-
struction inasmuch as they are antithetical to that of the
Christian ethic, and which, therefore, bring the true doctrine
into sharper focus. Peculiarly enough, and yet quite in accord
with the dictum of St. Augustine that the world is divided
between those who love God even to contempt of self and those
who love self even to contempt of God, the unifying char-
acteristic of all the “isms” treated is that of self-interest with
various shades and accents. This unholy egoism, which has
been christened the “ capitalistic spirit,” in the sense that it ex-
cludes supernatural, extra-economic criteria as effective norms
of social conduct, is quite clearly detected in the centuries im-
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mediately following upon the high Middle Ages, when the
supernatural ethic of love had attained its most perfect societal
realization. The factors leading to the breakdown of the Chris-
tian unity of civilization and the rejection of the “ compre-
hensive Christian sociological fundamental idea > of love found
concrete expression in the Protestant revolt. Through this
religious revolution, a great portion of civilized society aposta-
tized from the true faith in God, and with the loss of that
faith went the true conception of charity, and with that the
whole hierarchic structure of society based on the order of
charity. The general course of social history from that time to
this is the story of man’s efforts to reconstruct society on a new
basis.

The primary social heresy was, as has been said, the doctrine
of self-interest, often styled “ individualistic ” or * capitalistic.”
This is very understandable. If we recall that in the order
of charity the fundamental sociological idea, which regulates
man’s relations with his fellowmen, is the principle that those
neighbors are to be loved more who are more closely united to
the self as conjoined to God through charity [thou-charity (God
plus self),] then it quite logically follows that when, through
heresy, faith in God is lost and charity sacrificed, God dis-
appears from the relationship existing between neighbor and
self, and then the simple relationship (thou-self) or (thou-self,
minus God) is most easily resolved in the interest of crass
selfishness.

The historical realization of this transition was effected in
the period which may be referred to as “ the adolescence of the
capitalistic spirit.” Under the tutelage of the two great heresi-
archs, Calvin and Luther, and their respective theological pro-
geny, and nourished by the commercial revolution and Puri-
tanism, this new individualism grew and waxed strong, until
in the time of Adam Smith and the classical school, it boister-
ously became of age. As it prospered in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries in the utilitarianism of John Stuart Mill
and reached its comprehensive expression in Spencer, another
current of thought, stemming from the same source, but more
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inclined to the organic concept of society, became noticeable.
The familialism of Comte, the classism of Marx, the statism of
Mussolini and the racism of Hitler are historical progressions
in the development of this trend—all trying to resolve the
social antimony consequent upon the denial of God and super-
natural love of neighbor, and all, though opposing individual-
ism, able only to project human self-love on increasingly larger
scales. Instead of the love of neighbor as referable to God [self-
charity (thou plus God) ], man sought in altruism to love his
neighbor in himself (self—thou, minus God). As a result of
this, the service of neighbor was made theoretically the ultimate
end, to take the place of God, as in extreme collectivism. Yet
even this so-called “ altruism ” was a species of self-love; for it
was still man loving man.

After this summary outline of modern theories of social
reconstruction, it is necessary to complete the comparison
between these and social charity. In the progress of the pre-
ceding section, comparisons between the two were made here
and there. A more striking contrast can be furnished by, first,
delineating the social implications of charity consequent upon
.its order, thus providing a frame of ‘reference for a second, and
more particular comparison in which some pertinent concepts of
the separate “isms” will be evaluated. Following this a few
observations on the role of social charity in a world largely
dominated by these alien ideologists will serve as a concluding
section.

An understanding of the application of charity’s principle of
order among neighbors is more than ample refutation of the
“isms ” based on class, national, or race interests. Charity does
not deny the mutual interests of the working class, the national
feeling possessed by fellow-citizens, or the race-consciousness
of those of a common blood. Rather it insists that people within
these groups love one another more, help one another more,—
all in the spirit of a divine, universal love which catches up and
supernaturalizes these mutual interests and not, as the ideolo-
gists of class and state and race proclaim, independently of
and often in opposition to the Christian ethic of love. Their
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very exclusion of God as the ultimate principle robs their
system of order, and this sacrifice of order brings their mutual
interests to chaos instead of fruition.

The doctrine on the order in love of neighbor is a striking
challenge to man’s free will and his concept of values. Perhaps
that is why, in an age of determinism and materialism, an age
dating from the “ servile will” of Luther and the predestinari-
anism of Calvin, it is so unpopular. It requires of man that he
not simplify into a dogma of self-interest, the struggle between
the egoistic and altruistic impulses of individual class, nation,
or race. It requires him to weigh spiritual and material values,
eternal and temporal, personal and social. It requires of him
that he love and aid more those who are more closely united
to him, that he distinguish the various types of unions—the
natural (carnalis), arising from the bond of blood, founded in
the possessions of life and family, and including parents and
children, husband and wife, blood relatives and “in-laws”;
the spiritual, arising from the bond of religion, founded in
spiritual and eternal goods, and embracing members of the
Church, of a religious community, the pastor and his people;
the civil, arising from a political bond, founded in social goods,
and existing among citizens, neighbors, fellow-soldiers, bene-
factor and beneficiaries, etc.; 222 that he regulate his preferences
in accordance with the intimacy of these unions in the goods
proper to each union, preferring the one closer to the self
according to that union and, in goods common to all the unions,
preferring those who are, absolutely speaking, more closely
united, i. e., the spiritual before civil, the physical before the
spiritual.?* Charity requires of man that in his benefactions he
disburse his surplus not only in accordance with the propin-
quity of the needy, but also in accordance of the degree of their
necessity, be it extreme, grave, or common.***

Charity is, paradoxically, intensely simple and intensely com-
plex. It is simple as the summit of a giant Gothic cathedral is

222 Of, Merkelbach, Summa Theologiae Moralis, 1, 696.

223 Ibid., pp. 697-698.
224 Ibid., 692-693.
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simple-—aiming all its bulk of masonry with direct oneness to
the heavens and God. Like the huge edifice, too, it is extremely
complex, of multitudinous parts, great and small, the towering
columns and the grinning gargoyles, but all united in worship
of the Creator, just as charity directs the acts of all the virtues
to God. Too often charity, when proposed as a remedy for
the social order, is considered an ineffective, disorganized
panacea. It is nothing of the sort. On the contrary, it is the
modern “isms” which are, in the long run, ineffective, simply
because their principle—individual, class, state, or race in-
terest—is not big or broad enough to accomplish the task at
hand. No one who contemplates the delicate hierarchy of
social values consequent upon the order of charity can doubt
that in its application lies the sociological as well as the eternal
salvation of mankind.

Turning now to a more particular comparison of the Chris-
tian ethic of love of neighbor with the modern “isms,” we shall
briefly interpret their essential concepts in the light of charity.

INDIVIDUALISM

The individualistic, or capitalistic, spirit, insofar as it implies
a practical denial of supernatural criteria in human life, char-
acterizes, in one way or another, all the modern social “isms,”
even though communism, statism, and racism sometimes de-
nounce and even deny their parentage. They are children of
theological and philosophical individualism, if not of social,
political, and economic individualism. The former may be said
to have given the general tone to all subsequent social theory;
the latter terms are applied more properly to the first particular
embodiment of individualist social theory, early liberal indi-
vidualism. Let us briefly examine each type of individualism in
turn.

Theological individualism derives from Protestanism, parti-
cularly from Luther and Calvin. Luther’s doctrine of private
interpretation, justification by faith alone, and the denial of the
efficacy of good works, hits directly, of course, at the medieval
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ethic of charity, abolishing its theory and its institutions. The
dogma, “Be a sinner and sin boldly, but believe more boldly
still,” is not only theologically false; it is socially anarchic.
Calvin’s predestinarianism likewise took away from men the
true notion of charity, the friendship of God and man, with all
the give-and-take of genuine friendship. Salvation was as a
business contract, signed and sealed.

This theological determinism soon underwent rationalization
through philosophical individualism with its denial of free will.
Without free will, as Lacordaire *** was effectively to point out
against the spiritual stepsons of the reformers—the rationa-
lists—true love is impossible. Love is based on free will. Its
three acts—preference, sacrifice, and union with responsibility—
are impossible without free will. With the denial of free will,
and consequently, of true love, man had, first of all, no proper
basis for choice, an error which leads to an ethereal humani-
tarianism or a collectivistic love. Sacrifice and devotedness like-
wise fell by the wayside; self-interest became the dogma of
action. Similarly, union of wills and responsibility became out-
moded. It was a question of rights and not duties, just as the
hate opposed to charity is all getting and no giving. And if
the implications of this social dichotomy were not too patent at
first, at least the separation between private and social respon-
sibility, individual and public ethics, was a start, a distinction
that might well have arisen from the erroneous theory that
while all people are loved equally by the interior affection, yet
the external manifestations of love vary according to proximity
to self.?*®

Social individualism translated this determinism into terms
of society. The elemental norm was the Puritan “law of
nature,” developed by Adam Smith and John Stuart Mill,
before which man could only let natural forces have free play—
laissez-faire. Self-love became umnsocial without God, and the
poor, the beneficiaries of charity, became social outcasts. “A

225 . D. Lacordaire, O.P., Jesus Christ, God, and Man (London: 1902), pp.
248-252.
228 Cf. Summa Theol., II-II, q. 26, a. 6.
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society which reverences the attainment of riches as the
supreme felicity will naturally be disposed to regard the poor
as damned in the next world, if only to justify itself for making
their life a hell in this.” ***

The jurisprudential aspects of the new theory found expres-
sion in parliamentary democracy, the instrument of political
individualism. It holds that as all men are alike by race
and nature, so in like manner all are equal in control of their
life; that each one is so far his own master as to be in no sense
under the rule of any other individual; that each is free to
think on every subject just as he may choose, and to do what-
ever he may like to do; that no man has any right to rule over
other men.?”® This fictitious equality was decidedly alien to the
medieval ethic, in which the order of charity posited a hier-
archic constitution of society. Love recognizes inequality and
reconciles it in the exchange of affection and goods. The
equality of political individualism made for social misery and
an extreme legalism, of which the Poor Laws **® were a pertinent
and horrible example.

Economic imdividualism is likewise alien to the true love of
neighbor. Tts laws of free competition and of supply and
demand are but translations of determinism into the mer-
cantilist vocabulary. In the name of laissez-faire no labor
organization was permitted,”® no restriction on the accumula-
tion of goods, no social use of wealth through the almsdeeds of
charity. These led to the amassing of private property and the
attendant evils utterly foreign to the Christian ethic.”** Bishop
von Kettler refers to this “ as a mountain of injustice,” which
rests on property as abused and diverted from its natural and

227 R, H. Tawney, Religion and the Rise of Capitalism, p. 267.

228 Cf. Leo XIII, Encyclical Letter Immortale Dei, Nov. 1, 1885, in Social Well-
springs (Milwaukee: 1940), p. 6. This volume contains fourteen Leonine encyclicals
in English translation.

228 Cf. Tawney, op. cit., pp. 263-264.

280 Cf, Pius XI, Encydlical Letter Divine Redemptoris, March 19, 1937.

231 Cf. the writings of Wm. von Ketteler, Bishop of Mainz, quoted and explained
by G. Metlake, Christian Social Manifesto (Philadelphia: 1912), pp. 82-48, 152-1586,
195-201.
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supernatural purpose.’®* The accumulation of extensive private
property carried with it a control over money and credit; and
it was not long before the theological heresy of faith without
works found echo in the economic heresy of credit without
wealth. The latest manifestation of economic individualism is
the monopoly. Strangely enough, the same bowing to inevita-
bility which lent assurance to the capitalist theory that the
busy pursuit of one’s private interest would conduce to the
public weal is now invoked in a different form to explain away
the very institutions capitalist egoism and a perverted “law of
nature ” called into being. It is now said that monopolies are
inevitable. They are not, any more than laissez-faire was
necessary. Social charity can mitigate monopoly just as it
tempered monopolistic tendencies in medieval times.

Bishop von Ketteler, in his paper discussed at the historie
Conference of Fulda in September, 1869, made this observation
on what he called ““ economic liberalism,” and it may well serve
as a concluding paragraph to our treatment of individualism
and the ethic of love.

The social question touches the deposit of faith. Even if it was
not evident that the principle underlying the doctrines of economic
Liberalism, which has been aptly styled ‘a war against all,’ is in
flagrant contradiction with: the natural law and the doctrine of uni-
versal charity, there is no doubt that, arrived at a certain stage of
development, this system, which in a number of countries, has pro-
duced a working class sick in body, mind, and heart, and altogether
inaccessible to the graces of Christianity, is diametrically opposed
to the dignity of a human being and ¢ fortior: of a Christian in the
mind of God, who meant the goods of earth to be for the support
of the human race and established the family for the purpose of
perpetuating man and educating him physically and morally, and
above all to the commandments of Christian charity which ought
to regulate the actions not of individuals only, but of every social
organization; therefore this system deserves to be rejected for
dogmatic reasons.?**

233 Ibid., p. 85.
238 Ibid., pp. 177-178.
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CLASSISM

Pope Leo XIII, in his encyclical letter Quod Apostolici
Muneris, Dec. 28, 1878, enumerates the fourfold menace of
socialism: (1) to religion; (2) to the State; (3) to the home;
(4) to property.** In our earlier treatment of Marxian social-
ism we singled out its classism as providing the most pertinent
contrast to the doctrine of the order of love of neighbor,
inasmuch as it was economic self-interest projected on a wider
scale. For our evaluation of classism now, we shall consider it
as embodied in the four aspects mentioned by the “Pope of
the workingman.” First of all, to interpret all society in terms
of an economic class fulfilling the determinism of a materialistic
concept of history of its very nature implies a rejection of extra-
economic criteria and therefore of religion, God, and the super-
natural charity which joins man to Him in friendship. Secondly,
the claim that “ directly contraposed ” classes, the proletariat
and the bourgeoisie, are the basic units of society necessarily
infringes upon the autonomy of the family, since family
relationships often give the lie to the validity of the exclusively
class distinction. And as far as the order of charity is concerned,
familial ties exact a priority of affection which is extremely
prejudicial to the Marxian class-consciousness. Thirdly, the
State is conceived by Marxism as a mere instrument for the
exploitation of the oppressed class, whereas in the Christian
economy it is the primary duty of the State to abolish conflict
between classes with divergent interests, and thus foster and
promote harmony between the various ranks of society.”
Tts relation to charity is succinctly expressed by Leo XIII
in his remarks on Christian Democracy as opposed to Socialist

Democracy:
(Christian Democracy) must avoid the other cause of giving

offense which cousists in paying so much regard to the interests of
the lower classes as seemingly to neglect the upper classes, who

2384 Of Social Wellsprings, p. 15 £.
225 Cf, Pius XI, Encyclical Letter Quadragesimo Anno, May 15, 1931.
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nevertheless are of equal importance to the preservation and de-

velopment of the State. The Christian law of charity . . . forbids
this.23¢

Lastly, private property is looked on by Marxism as the source
of all class evils. As Bishop von Ketteler, who as a contem-
porary of Marx witnessed the same abuses of private property,
admitted, the notorious dictum ° property is robbery ” is some-
thing more than a mere lie; besides a great lie, it contains a
terrible truth. “ We must destroy the truth that is in it, in
order that it may become all lie again.”*** However, the
remedy is not the reduction of men to a landed equality by
communal ownership. The Church recognizes the inequality
among men born with different powers of body and mind,
and with this the inequality in actual possession of property,*®
and through the operation of charity uses this very inequality
as a means of social unity. The great Bishop of Mainz shows
how harmoniously the Christian concept of property, private
ownership, and common use, fits into a higher plan of God’s
Providence:

God created the earth with all it brings forth in order that man
might derive sustenance from it. God could have attained this end
by ordaining a compulsory distribution of goods; but that was not
His intention. He wished to give full-play to man’s self-determi-
nation and free-will; He wished to hand His work over to man, to
make a human work of it, that man by doing the work of God
might become God-like. He permitted inequality in the acquisition
and administration of goods, that man might become the dispenser
of His gifts to his fellow-man. Thus was man to be drawn into the
life of that love with which God provides for us, and by distributing
his goods with the same love with which God intended them for all
men, man was to share in the nature of God, which is love.?®

The just distribution of property will be achieved not by the
Marxist forceful expropriation of the expropriators, “but by

238 T oo XIII, Encyclical Letter Graves de Communi, Jan. 18, 1901, op. cit., pp.
232-233.

237 Cf. Metlake, op. cit., p. 38.

238 Cf. Leo XIII, Encyclical Letter Quod Apostolici Muneris, op. cit.. p. 21.

239 Cf, Metlake, op. cit., p. 40.
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the interior regeneration of the heart.”** Charity does not
deny class interests, nor is it without its practical programme
for the realization of these* “It is,” says Leo XIII, “a
laudable charity not merely to give temporary aid to the
working class, but also to establish permanent means of
help.” *** But true love does deny the exclusiveness of class-
interests, an exclusiveness which is the more base and less
practical for being founded on a selfishly economic final end
to be attained through revolution.

STATISM

The statism of the Fascist, inasmuch as it conceives of the
State as an absolute in comparison with which all individuals or
groups are relative, is by this token inimical to the charity
whose ultimate end is God. The State is, according to St.
Thomas, a perfect society; *** but it is not the ultimate end of
man; God alone is that.*** It is the function of the State to
help man so to live virtuously here that he may live happily
hereafter.®® Accordingly, man’s love for the State should not
militate against his love of God, or God’s Church. In his
encyclical on the chief duties of Christian citizens, Leo XIIT
lays down these principles:

We have, therefore, to love our country which has given us this
mortal life, but it follows of necessity that we should have a greater
love for the Church, to which we owe the life that will endure
forever. . . . If we wish to come to a right judgment, the super-
natural love of the Church and the natural love of our country are
principles having the same eternal source, God Himself being the
Author and Cause of both. Hence it follows that the one duty can
never be opposed to the other. . . . To love therefore these two
countries, both our natural and our heavenly country, and to prefer
the latter to the former lest the law of man should be deemed

240 Ibid., p. 48.
21t ibid., pp. 228-230.

242 Qraves de Communi, op. cit., p. 237.
343 Cf. Summa Theol., I-11, q. 90, a. 2.
244 Op. cit., I, q. 2, a. 8.

245 Cf. De Regimine Principum, 1, 15,
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superior to the law of God, is the chief duty of every Christian and
the source of all other duties.**®

Another occupant of the See of Peter, Pius XI, writing after
the rise of the Fascist party to power, speaks of it as ““ a regime
based on an ideology which clearly resolves itself into a true
and pagan worship of the State.” 2*7

The statist ideology, in disrupting the order of love by
placing the State before God or the Church, likewise disrupts
the order of the love of neighbors. For while, as Mussolini
observes,** the Fascist in actual fact loves his neighbor, with a
love which puts no obstacle to “ differentiation of status and to
physical distance,” he also says that “ Fascism repudiates any
universal embrace.” *** But with Christian charity, while recog-
nizing that in matters concerning relations between citizens we
should prefer our fellow-citizens,* still we must love all our
fellow men with the same common love of charity insofar as
they are referred to the one good common to them all which is
God.** Though natural and national preferences have their
place in love of neighbor, true charity cannot refuse any
universal embrace:

Nor is there any fear lest the consciousness of universal brother-
hood aroused by the teaching of Christianity, and the spirit which
it inspires, be in contrast with love of traditions or the glories of
one’s fatherland, or impede the progress of prosperity or legitimate
interests. For that same Christianity teaches that in the exercise
of charity we must follow a God-given order, yielding the place of
honor in our affections and good works to those who are bound to
us by special ties.?2

24® Teo XIII, Encyclical Letter Sapientize Christianae, Jan. 10, 1890, op. cit.,
pPp. 145, 147.

247 Pius X1, Encyclical Letter' Non Abbiamo Bisogno, June 29, 1931.

248 B Mussolini, The Political and Social Doctrine of Fascism, p. 8.

24° Thid. '

250 Cf . Summa Theol., TI-I1, q. 26, a. 7, 8.

51 Ibid., q. 25, a. 1.

262 Pius XII, Encyclical Letter Summi Pentificatus, Oct. 20, 1939.
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Racism

Accepting literally the words of Hitler, “ All that is not
race is trash,” let us examine the four basic concepts of
Nazism—race, folkish philosophy of life, state and society,
the principle of individuality and leadership—as they relate
to the Christian ethic of love. First, the primary concept of
race as the social determinant is materialistic, and as such is
opposed to the conception of charity which is spiritual. In this
connection, the citation by Pope Leo XIII in his letter on the
abolition of slavery of the words of St. John Chrysostom, is
pertinent: “Our advantages flow from that new birth and
adoption into the household of God, not from the eminence of
our race.” *®

Out of this materialistic concept of race and blood, as we
have explained in the preceding chapter, flows the folkish
conception of life whose end is “ the preservation of the racial
existence of man.” ?** This positing of the racial evistence as
the ultimate end of man is obviously contrary to the Christian
ethic of the order of love based on God as ultimate end,?*
an error which St. Thomas shows to be contrary to the first
commandment of the Decalogue.?*® Pope Pius X1, in his letter
to the German people, teaches that

he who takes the race, or the people, or the State, or the form of
government, the bearers of the power of the State, or other funda-
mental elements of human society . . . out of the system of their
earthly valuation, and makes them the ultimate norm of all, even
of religious values, and deifies them with an idolatrous worship,

253 Leo XIII, Encyclical Letter In Plurimis, May 5, 1888, op. cit., p. 103.

254 Cf. A. Hitler, Mein Kampf, p. 579.

256 While Hitler does speak of God and Fate as directing the course of society,
the words are to be understood in terms of the “eternal ‘race-soul.’” Cf. Studien
zum Muythus des XX Jahrhunderts, quoted by Micklem, National Sociglism and
the Roman Catholic Church, p. 21. As Pope Pius observes: “ He who, in pantheistic
vagueness, equates God with the universe, and identifies God with the world and
the world with God does not belong to believers in God.” Encyclical Letter Mt
brennender Sorge, March 14, 1937.

258 Cf. The Commandments of God, pp. 28-29.
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perverts and falsifies the order of things created and commanded
by God.?*

The “ immortality ” of the folkish philosophy of life is quite
different from immortality in the Christian sense, which is
the continuance of the life of man after death as a personal
individual to be rewarded or punished eternally. To designate
with the word “immortality ” the collective continual enjoy-
ment of life in association with the continued existence of one’s
people on earth for an undetermined length of time in the
future is a perversion of faith, charity, and the moral ordering
of the world.?® The racist State and society, which embody the
folkish conception of life, share the same falsity, even though
the State is not conceived as an end in itself. It is admittedly
a means, but a means to a false ultimate end—the race.

The principle of individuality and leadership, which is the
fourth basic concept of Nazism, militates against the order
of love of neighbor in two ways. First, regarding individuality,
the provision for the purest members of the race to breed apart
from the rest, the corollary of which is the prevention of
reproduction by the “unfit,” bases the order of preferences
among neighbors on purely physiological grounds, whereas the
order of the Christian love of neighbor, though requiring
prudence in use of the reproductive process and giving due
recognition to the ties of blood,*® accepts this relationship
only insofar as it is able to be referred to the end of charity.
Moreover, true charity does not exclude those not bound to
the self by ties of blood, nor does it wage a war of extermination
or oppression against those lacking this union of blood, even
though these be enemies?** Secondly, though we may accept
the recognition of personality and its gifts in the leadership
principle, still to concede that the militarism of the Party or the
Army is the primary school for the understanding and adjust-
ment of the individual of a race is to overlook the moral

257 Pius X1, Mit brennender Sorge.

258 Ibid.

250 Ct. Summa Theol., II-II, q. 26, a. 8.

260 Cf, ibid., q. 26, a. 6, 7, 8; q. 25, aa. 6, 8, 9.
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influence of the social and civic virtues, and especially charity,
on the growth of personality.?®* Christian love of neighbor,
through its acts of love, joy, peace, beneficence and self-sacrifice
towards all mankind, brings out the best that is in man.

Conclusion

By way of corollary to all that has been said on the social
order of love of neighbor in itself and in comparison with the
various modern “isms” similarly aiming at the reconstruction
of the social order—a comparison which shows quite plainly
the superiority and the uniqueness of charity as the principle
for the true functioning of society—we might append a few
observations on the practical significance of the whole idea.
Obviously, the stage of contemporary society is largely
dominated by social theories alien to that of Christian charity—
the “ social-religions ” as contrasted with the “ God-religion ”—
and one might wonder if ever true charity will come again into
its own as the “soul of the social order.” Doubtful as the
prospects may seem, there are, nevertheless, factors inherent
in charity itself as well as in the trends of the time which lend
strength to the conviction that a new Christian order may
rise out of the present crisis of civilization.

The first factor in the nature of charity itself is the truth
that the law of charity does not remove the law of nature, but
perfects it by remedying its defects.** The social import of
this idea has been demonstrated in our discussion of the order
of the Christian love of neighbor in which the principle was
enuntiated that those who are more closely united to the self
are to be loved more out of charity. Grace perfects nature;
it does not destroy it or do it violence. It gathers up, super-
naturalizes all that is best in human living—its ties and affec-

261 Cf. Pius XI, op. cit. The conscientious observance of the ten commandments
of God and the commandments of the Church . . . is for every individual an in-
comparable schooling of systematic self-discipline, moral training and character
formation—a schooling that demands much, but not too much.

282 Cf. St. Thomas, In Col., 3, lect. 4.



CHARITY AND THE SOCIAL ORDER 263

tions for self, family, friends, economic and social class, nation,
race, and the broad expanse of humanity—and finds place for
all in the grand, pyramidal hierarchy of love whose source and
ultimate goal is God.***®

Correlative to this universality of charity is the futile quest
of modern man for a higher social order, a quest which has pro-
gressively led him through the errors of individualism, classism,
statism, racism, and even the new “ theocracy of humanism ”
in search of a transcendent sociological synthesis. This syn-
thesis can be achieved only through charity whose object, God,
transcends a world whose progress and perfection can only be
realized in relation to Him. Charity can take all the good that
undoubtedly lies in these various “1isms” ; it can rescue them
from the evils that, with equal surety, now result from their
lack of proper orientation.

If we consider, moreover, that no other virtue has so great
an inclination to act or acts so delightfully as charity,”* that
whoever has charity has all the other virtues,”® that charity
is the bond of perfection,?*® there is the more reason to expect
men to appreciate it if only they come to know it. It is a sad
experience, in reading the history of social thought, to see how
ignorant of charity were the parents of the modern “isms ”—
Adam Smith, Marx, Spencer, and the rest. Charity has not
failed in modern times as a social principle. It has not failed
because it has not been tried.

True, charity is a supernatural virtue which comes from God
alone, and cannot be acquired by mere human effort; even the
dispositions for the reception of charity must come from God.**”
But there are two kinds of knowledge of charity, experimental
and speculative; and one without charity can have the second,
though not the first.*®® It is not necessary for the new Chris-

288 Cf. Pius XI, Divini Redemptoris.

284 Cf. Summa Theol., II-II, q. 23, a. 2.

295 Ibid., I-I1, q. 65, aa. 3, 5.

268 Coloss. i, 14.

207 Summa Theol., II-11, q. 24, a. 3, ad lum.
208 JT1 Sent., XX1II, q. 1, 2 ad lum.
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tendom **° that all possess charity, but only a number sufficient
to affect the tone of the society; the others may speculatively,
if not experimentally, appreciate it; and since grace does not
destroy nature, they should feel no repugnance to cooperating
in the life of a society with charity as its principle of order.

For philosophers and theologians with a sociological bent
(and we simply must have more such), the subject of charity
and the reconstruction of the social order offers a challenge
that is well-worthy of acceptance. Pope Pius XI in his
encyclical letter on atheistic Communism urges the necessity
of promoting a wider study of social problems in the light of
the doctrine of the Church. “1It is,” he says, “ of the utmost
importance to foster in all classes of society an intensive pro-
gram of social education adapted to the varying degrees of
intellectual culture.” Eisewhere in the same encyclical, after
specifying charity as more directly calculated to cure social
evils, the Pontiff sorrowfully remarks not only that justice is
poorly observed, but that the precept of charity is not suffi-
ciently appreciated, is not a vital thing in daily life. “ We
desire, therefore, Venerable Brethren, that this divine precept,
this precious mark of identification left by Christ to His true
disciples, be ever more fully explained by pen and word of
mouth. . . %

To be sure, the problem is as large and difficult as the
challenge is forceful. Still true scholarship, and especially
Christian scholarship, delights in essaying herculean tasks.
There is a universality about this problem that will satisfy
the most comprehensive and penetrating of intellects; and, at
the same time, the observation of social phenomena, the col-
lating and cataloguing of the tremendous body of sociological
data acquired in recent years will be a perennial labor of love

2% For a treatment of the spiritual and temporal problems of a new Christendom,
of. J. Maritain, T'rue Humanism (New York: 1938): “For this new epoch in the
history of Christian culture the creature will neither be belittled nor annihilated
before God; his rehabilitation will not be in contradistinction to God or without
God, but in God . . . integral humanism, the humanism of the Incarnation ” (p. 65).

270 Pius XI, Encyclical Letter Divini Redemptoris, passim.
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for those given more to method and research. A comprehensive
exposition of the social order, perhaps a Summa Sociologica
embodying a new science of society based not merely on institu-
tions, geography, customs, or political ideologies, but on the
social animal himself, man—not only man with his natural
faculties and gifts, but man destined for the supernatural, an
absorbing personality pulsating with divine grace, powerfully
influencing his social milieu through the operation of natural
and infused virtues crowned by a universal charity——all this is
something to hope for. Towards the realization of that hope,
the sociological labors of a group of Christian scholars might
profitably be directed.
Lours A. Ryan, O.P.

St. Mary of the Springs College,
Columbus, Ohio.
























































































































































































































































































































