THE THOMIST

A SPECULATIVE QUARTERLY REVIEW
OF THEOLOGY AND PHILOSOPHY

[ 5]
Eprrors: Tue DoMinicaN FATHERS oF THE ProvINCE OF St. Josgpa
Publishers: Sheed & Ward, Inc., New York City

Vor. IV JULY, 1942 No. 3

LIVING THOMISM

[ X)
I. Tae Common PHILOSOPHY

NO one, it may be imagined, would be more surprised

‘than St. Thomas himself, at the use of the name
Thomism to designate the common philosophy (phi-
losophia communis) worked out collectively through the cen-
turies. This perennial philosophy, however, which had a long
history before St. Thomas summed it up and gave new expres-
sion to it in his own unique way, may be less inappropriately
called after Thomas for a number of reasons. St. Thomas was a
great innovator, courageous enough to go against the pseudo-
Augustinian and pseudo-Aristotelian currents of his time. This
he did not by breaking with tradition but by transforming it.
So selfless was his presentation of the truth of things that no
personal idiosyncracies eolor or distort their expression.

True to St. Thomas’ insight that “ the study of philosophy
is that we may know not what men have taught but what the
truth of things is,” Thomism does not go back te Thomas but
advances deeper into things. Not ancient or neo, but current
and living, it is ready to answer the most crucial philosophical
questions of today. Thomism makes its appeal not in the name
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of St. Thomas or any of his great successors, but by reason of its
adequation to the real with which it is in fertile contact includ-
ing every kind of reality, material and cultural, human and
divine. It is philosophically alive to all things, in their many-
ness and oneness, diversity and sameness, becoming and being,
change and permanence, existence and essence, unity, truth,
goodness, beauty.

II. Not A SYsTEM

Always open to further explorations of reality, Thomism has
within itself the challenge to deepen and perfect itself. This
openness to all of reality also guards it against the sin of intel-
lectual pride of even pretending to be a finished system of phi-
losophy. The very notion of a closed system is indeed a negation
of the true nature of philosophy. Might not philosophy today
have been much less discredited, had its overrationalistic sys-
tem builders from Descartes through Spinoza, Hegel, and others
been modest enough not to have attempted to set up rival
systems of the universe? This is not to deny the constructive
genius that went into the making of some of these philosophical
systems long since wrecked by reality. Nor is it to fail to
appreciate some of the scattered truths still clinging to these
magnificent ruins, truths which Thomism can keep alive within
its own organism. Like St. Thomas, who confessed the anguish
he experienced for his erring adversaries, the Thomist has com-
passion for the philosophers who had the genius to err greatly.
For error, too, plays a role in the drama of philosophy which
affords its special kind of catharsis. Those engaged in the
perilous adventure of sounding the ontological depths of being
are warned not to take the roads which lead to blind alleys or
into pitfalls. By meeting the challenge, truth can be possessed
more consciously and critically.

The defeat of the system builders who violated the nature of
philosophy by breaking down its limits, confirms the truth that
although a perfect work of reason, philosophy is only one way of
knowing reality, and that even when brought to its highest
achievement it will not displace the other fundamental modes of
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knowing—the way of common sense, the empirical sciences, the
wisdoms of theology and mysticism. Philosophy does not dis-
place, nor swallow up monopolistically, the other ways of know-
ing so carefully distinguished in order to be integrated properly.
Sufficiently critical and aware of itself, philosophical reason does
not shut itself off arbitrarily from what is either above or below
it, the suprarational or infrarational, the deliverances of object-
ive sense data charged with meaning, the vital powers, inclina-
tions, tendencies, and even the infrasensible depths of the un-
conscious. Not fixated narcissitically upon itself, a healthy reason
is socialized enough to live its own life fully in conjunction with
others, from the lowliest motions of matter to the super-
actuality of that which language can only express negatively,
yet which is so rich in positive meaning, as the unmoved,
immaterial, infinite, and the like.

III. ReLATION TO THE EMPIRICAL SCIENCES

Is it any wonder, then, that the physical sciences revolted so
violently against the preposterous claims of the philosophical
systems from which they too had been excluded? This reaction
was carried by the Positivists to the nihilistic extreme of deny-
ing philosophy altogether, following as it were the defiance
pattern proverbially expressed as cutting off one’s nose to spite
one’s face. Such contradictory attempts were foredoomed to
failure. In denying philosophy by claiming the sciences as the
only valid knowledge of reality, were not the Positivists passing
beyond the limits of the empirical sciences and poaching upon
philosophical grounds? This extraempirical denial of philosophy
at the same time affirms it, though giving witness to an erro-
neous philosophy. This is like the character in Dostoyevsky’s
novel The Possessed, who to deny God took his own life to
prove that he was an omnipotent being. There was an im-
manent logic in the aberration that led to the Positivist cate-
chism, and'it is not surprising that its author, Auguste Comte,
who set up the religion of humanity in the temples of which
he was also to be worshipped, attempted to drown himself in
his garden pool.
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Strangely enough, the verbal denial of philosophy usually
substitutes the worse tyranny of a false theology. Neither
philosophy nor theology can be repressed without serious con-
sequences. Cut off from their critically conscious life in the
mind, they continue to express themselves in a disguised form in
the sciences where they do not properly belong. There are, alas,
too many instances of scientists who speak, not only philoso-
phical nonsense, but theological gibberish as well. It is hardly
adequate to dismiss, with embarrassment, their absurd obiter
dicta as unbecoming to a scientist, since these may have de-
structive effects on science itself, which has to be defended, not
only against its overenthusiastic worshippers, but also against
those who deny it for the wrong reasons because their false
expectations have been disappointed.

It is the task of philosophy to justify noetically the kind of
knowledge validly acquired through the empirical sciences.
In no way does philosophy condescendingly regard the empirical
investigation of phenomena, but, on the contrary, it demon-
strates how indispensable this investigation is in the case of the
properties of material things, whose essences are so deeply em-
bedded in matter that they cannot be sufficiently disengaged to
be explored philosophically in their essential structures but
demand the kind of explanation which only the physical sci-
ences can yield. Were the physical sciences to achieve knowl-
edge of everything that can be known about the parts which they
investigate so patiently, there would still be the need to know
how these parts are essentially related to the whole and how the
essences of whole things are interrelated in the universe and in
even greater wholes. To cite only one example, the careful
investigations of the organism by the biologists, physiologists,
neurologists, reflexologists, psychologists of various schools,
anthropologists, clinicians, psycho-somatic researchers, etec.,
have brought to the fore the urgent necessity for a genuinely
philosophical integration, as may be witnessed by the many
conflicting interpretations of the monistic energists, parallelists,
interactionists, organicists, etc. The scientific explanation, say
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of the physico-chemical and other conditions of the living organ-
ism, or of matter, in no way dispenses with, but calls for, the
deeper philosophical exploration of the essence of life or matter.
The sciences and philosophy of nature ask different questions of
the same material being and get different answers which do not
nullify but complement and supplement each other. Were the
empirical investigation of phenomena continued indefinitely, it
would never become philosophical by some mysterious leap,
nor can it ever displace the need for the kind of explanation
which only the philosophy of nature can provide. The debate
between philosophy and the sciences, complicated still further
by the mathematization which has invaded so many of the
sciences, and even philososphy, could be led in the direction
of a satisfactory solution by the Thomist philosophy of nature.
This philosophy of nature has the principles whereby it could
integrate the new materials brought forward by the remarkable
progress of the physical sciences, but it still lags far behind in
the detailed elaboration and application of these principles.

This lack of a more fully developed philosophy of inanimate
and animate nature, however, is amply compensated for by the
depth of Thomistic metaphysics, which penetrates deeper than
the physical and mathematical levels of being and does not
depend upon them. But before descending into these depths,
something should be said about the relationship between
philosophy and common sense.

IV. Reration 10 COoMMON SENSE

Thomist philosophy does not look down upon, but justifies,
what is valid in the pre-scientific knowledge of common sense.
This is carefully distinguished from the prejudices, irrational
beliefs, and unfounded opinions usually masquerading under its
name. Common sense refers specifically to the cluster of pri-
mordial certainties which come into play with the spontaneous
operation of sense and reason in their native vigor. There is,
first of all, the primitive certainty given through the senses of
the actual existence of material things. Though errors are
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frequently made in the order of sense knowledge concerning
the sensible properties of material things, there is the spon-
taneous certainty about their actual existence seized directly
and immediately through intuition. Unlike philosophy, com-
mon sense cannot justify this certainty, but rightly opposes
its denial.

To demand proof of the actual existence of something outside
one’s self, or of one’s own existence, is to betray the direct
evidence of this sensible intuition; it is to ask for proof of that
which does not require proof and cannot be proved because it is
immediately evident and directly given. To demand a demon-
stration of everything, or even of that which is self-evident, is
not a sign of wisdom. If the more subtle sophistry should be pro-
posed, “ But what if I am only dreaming that I am experiencing
actual things!” even common sense might point out that the very
question presupposes knowledge of the difference between
dreaming and being awake. Long before Descartes, St. Augus-
tine refuted the sophistical arguments of the sceptics of his day
with his “ S: fallor sum ™ (If I err, I must exist) .

Common sense also upholds the self-evident principles of the
intellect, which are expressed logically as the principles of
identity and of noncontradiction. Any attempt to prove them
would be contradictory. These principles are used by common
sense mnonscientifically, without being critically conscious of
them, and without being able to defend them. Nor can common
sense demonstrate its affirmations based on the related principle
of causality—concerning free will, the existence of God, and the
like—Dbecause it holds its knowledge nondemonstratively, with-
out being able to establish the right causes, reasons, and
connections. This is the task of philosophy which is able to use
these principles critically and consciously. A philosophy which
fails to recognize that all its perfectly worked out proofs or
demonstrations rest on certain basic intuitions will finally
destroy its very foundations. Philosophy will wither at its very
roots if it alienates itself from the vital certainties of common
sense.
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V. Its EXISTENTIALISM

In the apparently simple enunciation, *“being is being,” or,
“ whatever is, is,” the same thing is not repeated but new mean-
ings are unfolded; being in the first instance refers to existence,
and in the second to essence. This is to say that whatever exists
has its own essence, or that being is an actually or possibly
existing essence, a dynamic act of existence whereby a static
essence (a necessary, unchanging, intelligible structure) carries
out its act of existence with an inviolable metaphysical energy,
and stands outside of its causes infinitely removed from nothing-
ness. Being is grasped by the intellect not only in its essence
but also in its existence pole, the essence-existence polarity
found in the ontological structure of any entity.

Far from being tautological, the principle of identity has an
inexhaustible metaphysical fecundity. The intellect is not con-
demned to the sterility of rotating platonically about static
essences, luminous as these intelligible structures are, but
reaches out to encompass their dynamic acts of existence
(actual and possible), the fathomless wells of existence ir-
radiated by them. In its act traditionally called “ simple
apprehension,” the intellect does abstract essences which are
present to it as meanings in the order of signification abstrac-
ted from the order of existence, exercised actually or possibly.
Innumerable essential aspects or intelligible determinations,
substantial or accidental, are abstracted from, or considered
apart from, their concrete subjects of existence. Thus for
example, from the actually existing table are abstracted the
innumerable objects of thought: tableness, rectangularity,
brownness, smoothness, hardness, etc. They are torn apart, so
to speak, from a single unitary being. In the dynamic act of the
judgment, the intellect moves from the plane of signified es-
sences to the plane of exercised existence; a subject exercising
possible existence, to which the predicate is united, is pushed
forward in the intellect; what has been torn apart by the
intellect, however, is joined together again. The judgment is
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true if what is put together or separated in possible existence is
found together or separated in actual existence. The truth of
the judgment always refers to existence and is ultimately
resolved in the sensible.

This emphasis on existence has important consequences for
philosophy, even affecting the conception of its nature. The
philosophical enterprise would be vitiated in its deepest ten-
dencies towards knowing existence, were the philosopher not
wide awake to existence through his intellect vitally conjoined
to his sensibility. (A sleeping or dreaming philosopher would be
a contradiction in terms!) Far from succumbing to the tempta-
tion of remaining aloof in a barren contemplation of essences, the
philosopher should be drawn by existence to descend from these
heights and explore their existential depths. He not only explores
the essence of any being but goes on to show how it is realized
analogically in existence, that is, proportionately to the essence,
nature, or subject in which it is found. This approach is
radically different from the one exemplified recently by a pro-
fessor of philosophy who, when asked about his analysis of what
constitutes a just war, replied, “ I am not interested as a phi-
losopher in a particular war but only in the general principles
of any just war.” Such a * de-existentialized ” handling of es-
sences 1s a hollow mockery of genuine philosophy, and violates
both the essences which it clasps to death and the existences
from which they have been eviscerated. Thus, for example, in
considering man, the philosopher will be profoundly aware of
how the essence of man is kept from realizing itself by those
concrete conditions of existence, economie, political, social,
cultural, religious, which prevent him from exercising his
rationality, freedom, dignity as a person, etc. So, too, human
personality could not be properly realized without an existential
understanding. Nor, for that matter, could the unity of man,
whose essence is composed of rationality and animality, be satis-
factorily explained without showing how the act of existence
holds together actually in undividedness, or unity, what is
potentially divisible.
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The Thomistic emphasis on existence is not to be confused
with some of the so-called existential philosophies which present
mutilated segments arrived at viscerally, emotionally, and in
the most devious, anti-intellectual ways. They get at existence
through vital impulsions, will-acts, moral loyalties, anguish in
mediating on death (another’s, of course). The thought of
death is supposed to elicit a vivid awareness of existence, of
how contingent beings hover over an abyss of nothingness.
While Thomism does not deny that some of these vicarious
experiences may help in shaking certain individuals out of their
metaphysical lethargy, it shows how inadequate they are unless
the intellect is also awakened to a proper metaphysical intuition
of being. This is not to be confused with the sensible intuition
of the being concretized in sensible things. Nor is it arrived at
through the kind of abstraction employed by the logician, a
total abstraction of being grasped in a blanketlike and content-
less way as the widest logical class, greatest in extension and
least in comprehension. Such an empty concept of mental or
unreal being hardly differs from the concept of nonbeing, and it
is not surprising to find the two identified, as in Hegel and
others who confuse the radically distinct logical and ontological
orders.

The philosopher grasps real being through a formal abstrac-
tion which seizes the essential determinations constituting being
as such. There are different levels or depths of formal abstrac-
tion or penetration into reality. On the physical level, the intel-
lect abstracts from individual matter and focuses its attention
upon the sensible, mobile, changing qualities of being, investi-
gated by philosophy of nature and the sciences from different
points of view. On the mathematical level, the intellect abstracts
from both the individual and sensible matter and penetrates
to the intelligible matter bound up with quantity, extension,
number, etc. On the metaphysical level, the intellect abstracts
from all matter, individual, sensible, 1ntelligible, and penetrates
much deeper to seize being not as mobile, quantified, living, but
as being. In other words, metaphysics does not concern itself
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with what a being must be in order to be material, living, and
the like, but with what a being must be in order to be at all, with
being in so far as it is being, with being as such. It renders ex-
plicit, and by way of demonstration, what the intellect grasps at
first implicitly and confusedly through its abstractive intuition
of being. Metaphysics explicates that to be is to be an existing
essence (either actual or possible), one or undivided, true or
adequate to an intellect, good or desirable in itself and to others,
beautiful or that which is delightfully apprehensible. It not
only explores these coextensive features of reality, called the
transcendentals because they are not confined to any one cate-
gory or class but are found wherever there is being, but also
investigates the fundamental modes of being, the categories of
substance and accidents. Though fortunately being cannot be
defined, the metaphysician can say what it is and bring to light
progressively what he wrests from its mysterious depths.

Through the metaphysical recognition of the analogy of pro-
portionality, so carefully differentiated from the analogy of
attribution, metaphorical, mathematical, pre-scientific and
other kinds of analogy, the sameness and difference, the diver-
sity and proportional unity of all being can be grasped simul-
taneously. In this way only can the errors be avoided which
hold that being is either univocal or equivocal, the various
forms of pantheistic, idealistic, or materialistic monism, which
reduce all being into one monolithic block, whether divine,
mental, or material, and the various forms of radical pluralism
which break being down and pulverize it into disconnected
chunks without anything in common. In this way the one and
the many are reconciled not only between different kinds of
being but also within beings composed of essence and existence,
potentiality and actuality, or of substantial form and prime
matter if they are material.

The affirmation of being includes the reality of becoming,
whereby a changing being strives to actualize its potentialities.
The insatiable craving, so to speak, of ever restless matter in
potency to all forms can be quieted only by actuality-giving



LIVING THOMISM 879

form. Form not only communicates actuality to the matter
which it organizes from within by making it to be the kind it is,
but also energizes it toward achieving itself more fully in
existence. The realization of form is often obstructed by the
opacity and resistance of matter, yet such beings are real to the
degree that their forms have realized themselves in their matter,
or in so far as they have actualized their potentialities, or to the
degree that the essences of material beings have realized them-
selves in existence. They also have a relative nonbeing to the
degree that they have not achieved the form or actuality their
natures require.

Authentic existentialism enables one to appreciate the meta-
physical drama of how composite beings seek to overcome in
themselves the gap between their essence and existence, poten-
tiality and actuality, and, if they are material beings, between
their matter and form. They struggle to realize themselves more
fully in existence, to achieve more unity, truth, goodness,
beauty, more substantiality and accidental being, while at the
same time resisting the pull towards nonbeing, multiplicity,
falsity, evil, and ugliness. But even at the successful conclusion
of this drama, the gap will not be completely overcome and
the composite beings will still carry, as do the singly-composed
immaterial beings, the metaphysical brand of all contingent
beings, which points to the Being whose essence is existence,
self-subsisting actuality, indivisible unity, absolute truth, good-
ness, beauty, and all else that He is infinitely.

VI. Tae TaemE or Beaury

Here we will unfold only a few of the themes of the threefold
requirements of the beautiful: integrity or perfection, right
proportion or harmony, and radiance.

Integrity or perfection is to be understood not in a moral
sense, but in its primary ontological meaning. Indeed, for any
philosopher gifted with a metaphysical intuttion of being, actual
existence is the highest integrity and perfection. If by integrity
is meant wholeness of completeness, or if its meaning is extended
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to include unity, then these too as well as all the co-transcen-
dentals united in beauty should be rendered ontologically
in their various analogical realizations. A particular torso
of Venus, for example, though a fragment, may have the unity,
wholeness, completeness, perfection, or integrity proper to the
nature of a torso, and hence be beautiful to the degree that it
possesses these as well as other co-ingredients of beauty.

Proportion or harmony is far removed from the superficial
meanings of symmetry, assonance, and the like usually associ-
ated with it. Each being hasits due proportion or harmony in so
far as its confluent parts are determined by its form. This may
require assymmetry or dissonance as well as the more accepted
kinds of proportion and harmony. The work of art has its own
end, determined by the art form to which the artist gives its
intelligible or sensible matter, and it is important to consider
first how the work of art conforms to its own end rather than to
that of the beholder. The confluent arrangement of parts in
accordance with an end is in a deeper sense the ontological order
or good of a thing, for each being realizes its good in so far as
it conforms to its intrinsic end or purpose, as well as to the ends
or purposes of others. In thus seeking to achieve its end, each
being seeks its good. To the degree that each being is good,
that is, desirable, suitable or agreeable to its own nature or
essence, conforming to the purpose or end determined by its
form, it has its due proportion or harmony.

Radiance is the shining out of all the transcendentals united
in the beautiful. More specifically, it is the intelligible radiance
permeating the whole of a being, the splendor of form irradiat-
ing it from within, the light of ontological truth, the knowable,
adequating it to an intellect. So dazzling in itself as to be
blinding to human eyes, radiance illuminates the darkness of
matter so that material beings may enlighten man’s intellect
through his senses. The beauty of the splendor of form lighting
up the integrity, perfection, proportion, harmony, and their
equivalents, of a material being can be enjoyed without abstrac-
tion and without the elaboration of concepts, though the latter
may be germinally present.
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Though the question of what constitutes the aesthetic emo-
tion has been given too much attention at the expense of more
important aspects, some of its distinguishing characteristics
should be pointed out. It is highly regrettable that the pro-
found hints given by St. Thomas—Ilong before Freud and others
dared to descend into these infrarational realms and explore
by the light of reason such explosive material as the emotions—
have not been more fully developed psychologically, and that no
one as yet has attempted to transpose some of these insights
into the field of aesthetics. Such studies would certainly bring
out, among other things, how man’s reason can penetrate and
humanize the emotions following rather than preceding its
activity in relationship to the aesthetic object.

Broadly speaking, those things are called beautiful the vision
or apprehension of which placate. This strikes the two inter-
blending notes helping to explain how man’s cognitive and
appetitive movements are brought into repose by the beautiful.
Vision not only signifies the act of the sense of sight, but, by
reason of its worth and certainty, it is applied to the cognition
of all the other senses as well as to intellectual cognition. Any
cognition in the practical or speculative order may bring some
kind of satisfaction, but the cognition of the beautiful brings
a special kind of satisfaction. To comprehend this, it is im-
portant to ascertain how aesthetic apprehension differs noeti-
cally from other fundamental ways of knowing, the scientific,
philosophical, theological, and mystical. Here only a few general
and quite superficial characteristics will be mentioned regarding
these different modes of cognition and their respective ways of
abstracting and expressing their truths.

A truth of the empirical sciences, good as far as it goes, is
always of partial aspects of correlated phenomena abstracted or
disengaged from a whole thing. This only partially satisfies
the intellect seeking to penetrate still further to the essences
of whole things. Philosophical truth gives greater satisfaction to
the intellect, but the appetitive powers may be left unappeased.
While more perfect than philosophy in its content but not in its
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mode of knowing, the theological knowledge of supernatural
truths accepted on faith leaves the intellect still desiring to see
God. The mystical experience properly understood as the
experiential awareness of God as He is in Himself, which
can be had only through the infused gift of wisdom and through
the connaturality of love, fulfills the whole man most completely.

Miystical contemplation offers, analogically of course, with all
due proportions regarded, and in a radically different way,
certain resemblances to the aesthetic experience. An aesthetic
truth is not abstracted or disengaged or considered apart from
the thing in which it is realized, but is seen or apprehended in
the whole thing in which it presents itself, and satisfies man in
his cognitive and appetitive powers and their accompanying
emotions. This does not imply that the artist does not abstract,
in the manner proper to the arts, from larger wholes in nature
those aspects expressed by him through the appropriate kind of
aesthetic symbols, but this should be discussed in connection
with the meaning of art. It is important to explore more specifi-
cally how the self is integrated by the different kinds of whole ob-
jects presented in different degrees and known accordingly. Con-
cerning this, only one observation will be given here. What is
known aesthetically has its own kind of universality differing
from that of philosophy and the sciences, and does not primarily
lead outward to further knowledge of the connections between
the truths of things. Aesthetic knowing is concretized in the
subject, through the object, and leads inwards to a further
knowledge of certain truths of the self and other selves and the
relations between selves and things. More generally, any truth
is the conformity of intellect and things, but an aesthetic truth
is a desirable conformity which visibly delights, in which man’s
cognitive and appetitive powers and their accompanying emo-
tions are integrated. The true is any adequation of intellect and
thing, but the truth of a beautiful thing is an agreeable, satis-
fying, gratifying, joyful, lovable, reposeful, peaceful, tranquil
adequation. Truth, or that in things which can be known, is
seen. Beauty, or that in things which makes us enjoy knowing
them, is seen and loved.
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Like the true, the beautiful is a visible good of cognition, but
it differs not only from the true but also from the good. In that
the beautiful placates upon being seen or apprehended it is a
good, for anything is a good, simply speaking, that quiets
appetition, which is a kind of movement towards a thing. But
although the beautiful is akin to the good in quieting appetition,
and also because it shares the same metaphysical foundation in
that both flow from the form of a thing, the beautiful is not to
be confused with the good from which it differs. The good
placates the appetite, stirred by it as a final cause, when it is
partaken of through direct acquisition and possession. The
beautiful, operating as a formal cause, placates by being seen,
apprehended, cognized, or contemplated. The good as such is
anything that is desirable, lovable, delectable in itself and to
others. The beautiful is only the desirableness, lovableness, and
delectability of apprehensible being, which is beheld and con-
templated for its own sake. In relationship to the good, one is a
direct participator, a consumer, even of those goods which are
inconsumable. In relationship to the beautiful, one is a knower,
a contemplator. In satisfying appetition the good gladdens.
The beautiful gladdens by illuminating cognition.

The psychological characterization of the beautiful coincides
with the ontological description of its threefold requirements.
Yet these two converging descriptions, which say so much about
what the beautiful is, strictly speaking do not define it, by
delimiting it within the barriers of a genus and the addition
of a specific difference. This cannot be done, for the addition
of any specific difference would itself have to be beautiful, and
the transcendental dimensions of the beautiful cannot be nar-
rowed into a genus. Beauty cannot be restricted to a special
category, because it is as wide and deep as being itself and all
its coextensive transcendentals. Like them, beauty is indefin-
able, but presents its own evidence so superabundantly that it
spills over all its conceptualizations in analogical profusion.
That beauty lights up the other transcendentals in no way
diminishes or subordinates its own distinctive light but en-
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hances its intrinsic importance known and loved for its own
sake in its fugitive or lasting expressions wherever it shines out
analogically, whether in the lowest degree of being or the
highest.

VII. Reration To OTHER WISDOMS

Although it was St. Thomas who first clearly distinguished
faith and reason, each of which sought to swallow up the other
before his genius tamed them, and taught them to live together
in harmony so that by mutually benefiting one another they
could develop fully in their respective spheres of theology and
philosophy, there are still some who out of ignorance, which by
now is culpable, dismiss a thousand years of rich philosophical
development because they wrongly accuse it of being the hand-
maid of theology. Philosophy in its own sphere is never a
handmaid but is its own mistress; it is the perfect work of
reason, more perfect than theology, not in its content, but in its
mode of knowing because it can demonstrate its knowledge.
Philosophy is a handmaid only in theology, where it is employed
in making explicit all that is contained implicitly in the revealed
data accepted on faith. This has a twofold content: certain
truths which could never be attained by unaided reason, such
as what God is essentially, and which are infinitely above reason;
truths which reason could attain by its own light but in fact
never did without an admixture of error before they were re-
vealed, such as the existence of God and some of His attributes
which can be reached philosophically. Nor 1s philosophy less
its own mistress in its own domain because it recognizes that its
truths, arrived at independently, cannot contradict the truths
of faith. If anything, philosophy has benefited in more ways
than one in recognizing the guiding star illuminating the
darkness of man’s knowledge in such matters. Higher than the
theological knowledge of God as revealed, seen darkly as in a
glass, is mystical wisdom. This is an experiential awareness of
God as He is in Himself and cannot be had without the infused
gift of wisdom and the connaturality of love.
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The existential approach explains how Christian philosophy is
possible. Philosophy is not regarded in its essence aspect only
but also as it is exercised existentially in a concrete subject of
operation, man. Strictly specified by its object, the irreducible
nature of philosophy has its own autonomy. Yet it benefits
by being exercised in a subject enjoying the radically changed
conditions of existence effected gratuitously by the life of grace
and the infused intellectual and moral virtues and gifts, in
whom they mutually strengthen each other and are integrated
into a vital synergy. Far from suffering any diminution from
such an interchange, the intrinsic purity and autonomy of
philosophy come into their own more richly.

It is true that many of the philosophical truths abounding
in St. Thomas’ writings are delivered much too rapidly, as is to
be expected from the theological setting in which they make
their appearance. The Thomist philosopher is challenged to
develop further these fecund insights and to give them a more
fully elaborated expression in a philosophical body of its own,
with its own rhythm of growth and way of putting questions,
and really distinet from the theological matrix in which they
were unfolded. Unlike the theologian who glances swiftly at
the things to which he descends from the heights of God, the
philosopher pays a different kind of attention to things, which
are his starting point. He lingers much longer with them, puts
other questions to them, listens attentively to all their crea-
turely articulations, and patiently explores them in their own
light and in the light of his senses and reason by which he
slowly ascends to the divine heights. The truth of things
demands a much slower expression and a different order of
presentation in a distinctly philosophical work properly con-
scious of itself and its method. In thus seeking to be carried no
longer in the arms of theology but to walk on its own philo-
sophical legs, Thomist philosophy is repaying in small part its
debt to St. Thomas. In being able to renew its own conditions
of existence, this philosophy is indeed perennial.

2
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VIII. SociETAL IMPLICATIONS

Thomist existentialism provides an adequate philosophy of
man and soclety, a social and individual ethics, fully constituted
in its principles, as well as a philosophy of politics and law which
can come into their fullness and depth. Because of the limits
of this essay only a few of the themes in social philosophy will
be briefly indicated.

Implicit in the affirmation that man by nature is a social
and political animal is the recognition that the social is much
wider than the political. Man can be depoliticalized and still
remain man, but no human being can be desocialized and still
remain human. Social relations extend much further than the
political and reach out beyond the boundaries of the state,
which is only one of the organized forms of human association,
to embrace the international society of other nations and above
that, to a supranational society transcending the whole temporal
order.

The state which derives its political authority from the whole
people is limited by natural law and by the laws which are made
by the whole people and their representatives. Law, to which
both rulers and ruled are subject, governs. Under certain con-
ditions the people have the right to revolt against an unjust,
tyrannical regime. Men are not bound necessarily to one
political order but may freely construct other ones. Politics,
as the work of experience and art, effects a unity of order; as
the work of prudence, it is intrinsically related to ethics.

The end of civil society is the common good embracing the
material and moral, that is the human, well-being of all its
members, their happiness, which cannot be achieved without
justice and the other moral virtues. The common good takes
precedence over the individual good when the respective goods
belong to the same order. When the good of the individual is
of a higher order, as in the case of his freedom and spiritual
perfection as a person, then the common good of the political
order must be subordinated to the individual good of the
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spiritual order. Man as an individual is part of the political
whole, but as a person he rises above it. Subordination does
not mean suppression but vivification in which the political can
come more fully into its own. The political order is not only
an instrumental means in relation to the spiritual, it is an end
in its own order, an intermediate end in relation to the higher.
It has its own relative autonomy with its own specific structure
and laws.

Not to see the principles of political philosophy in relation to
existence results in the failure to take into account the changed
existential conditions to which they must be proportioned.
This failure may explain the nostalgic yearning on the part of
some to return to mediaeval forms, or even further back to
pagan ones. The shock they might experience were they thrown
back to the times when some of these forms were imperfectly
realized under the conditions which existed then, might be a
lesson for those who wish to undo the rich existential develop-
ments of the centuries in which so much good has emerged
along with the bad. Equally dangerous is the opposite reaction
on the part of those who are so lost in the violent movements of
existence that they fail to reach its underlying principles, and
claim that not only have conditions changed radically but so
too have the principles. This denial of unchanging principles
leads to the glorification of blind empirical groping and the
opportunism of the moment. Derived originally from the prac-
tical order of reality, these ethico-political principles should be
returned to existence to build a better political and social order.
An existential philosophy need not be helpless before the
problems of its own times.

EvMMANUEL CHAPMAN
Fordham University,

New York, N. Y.



THE MORALITY OF IMPERFECTIONS

[ U1

I. Tur QUEesTION

Q SURVEY of our modern manuals of moral theology

reveals a curious fact about their teaching on moral

imperfections. The fact is that their explanations are
generally inconsistent. Briefly, they amount to this: A positive
moral imperfection is not a sin but it displeases God.! The
solitary exception to this manner of solving the problem is to
be found in the later editions of Vermeersch.? This open de-
parture from the beaten path of moralists on the part of Ver-
meersch warrants an investigation.

The whole question concerning moral imperfections resolves
itself to this: Must there be granted, between full-fledged sin
and morally perfect action, the existence of another, third type
of moral act differing from both of the above-mentioned types
and meriting in all theological rigor the title, “ positive moral
imperfection,” which the authors generally reserve for it?

The authors conceive of a moral imperfection, not as a
positive privation of perfection due to morals which would
certainly involve sin, and not as a pure negation of perfection
in no way due to morals which would imply material defects
lying beyond the sphere of formal morality, but rather as a
third sort of imperfection lacking a certain plenitude or super-
abundance of perfection which it might have realized and which
we normally expect to find realized in virtuous men. This
imperfection is sometimes identified with the deliberate choice

1 Noldin, S. J., Theol. Mor., I, n. 289 (22a Edit., 1934, Oeniponte): “. . . per
se non sunt peccata attamen displicent Deo . . .”

Cf. also, Genicot, S. J., Theol. Mor. (Genicot-Salsmans), I, n. 149, n. 816; Slater,
S. J., Theol. Mor., I, p. 82 (6th Edit., New York, 1928); Lehmkuhl, S. J., Theol.
Mor., 1, n. 109; II, n. 360 (11a Edit., Friburgi Brisgoviae, 1910); Aertnys-Damen,
Theol. Mor., I, n. 233 bis (Edit., 1932).

# Vermeersch, S. J., Theol. Mor.,, I, n. 440 (Edit., 1934): “. .. putamus
deliberatam omissionem boni melioris ab aliqua culpa vacare non potest.”

388
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of a morally inferior good and sometimes with a mere omission,
the omission of a better good, of a divine inspiration or counsel
of perfection. But our moralists hasten to distinguish between
the abstract and concrete state of moral goods. The better
good, accepted in the abstract, is not always the individual’s
better good considered here and now as surrounded by concrete
circumstances. The authors, therefore, wish to confine their
moral imperfection to the concrete order of things, consequently
to a choice of the lesser good or to an omission of the greater
good considered in the concrete.

Not every choice of the lesser good or omission of the
coungels, even when envisaged in the concrete, measures up to
the demands of our problem, for the authors insist upon the
full title, “ positive moral imperfection.” To fully realize this
final condition of “ positive” moral imperfection a concrete
choice or omission must have fallen upon matter against which
we are positively urged or invited. It must be a concrete
choice of the lesser good in the face of a positive impulse or
inclination towards the better good also accepted concretely.
It must be brought to the attention of a certain individual, not
merely that this particular alternative seems undoubtedly to be
the better good for him here and now in these surroundings, but
what is more, that he has a special attraction for this alternative
in the sense that his own reason seems to counsel this choice
in preference to the other alternative. He must be aware that
this might be some movement of grace prompting him or an
inspiration of the Holy Ghost persuading him to accept this
better good. Hence the positive moral imperfection may be
described as an omission of the better good or a work of counsel
in the face of one’s own reason urging the opposite, in the
face of a divine inspiration inviting the contrary.

Does such an action, formally and concretely accepted, fall
under the category of sin or under that of deeds meritorious
and good, though less good than one might reasonably expect?
There is the problem as it stands in the manuals of moral
theology. It will be our purpose in the following pages to
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investigate this problem in the light of Thomistic doctrine as
expounded by St. Thomas and his great Commentators. To
determine the morality of any action, as far as St. Thomas is
concerned, is equivalent to defining its relationship to the
eternal law of God, since morality for him is nothing more
or less than the conformity or difformity of a moral act or
object in reference to the eternal law. Our question, therefore,
suggests two avenues of investigation: (1) the positive moral
imperfection in relation to the law of right reason; (2) the
positive moral imperfection in relation to the law of Christian
perfection.

II. Tae Law or Ricar REASON

With such an aim as we have proposed it seems necessary
to examine the aforesaid positive moral imperfection in its
relationship to the law of finality. This principle must be
recognized in Thomistic thought as the ultimate testing ground
of all morality. If the positive moral imperfection fails to
measure up to all of the exigencies of the principle of finality,
then it must take its place under the heading of moral evil.
This supreme principle or law of all morality, however, can
never be grasped in its full significance unless it be examined in
the light of the ultimate principles of the speculative order with
which it sets up metaphysical continuity.

The first principles to which all of our knowledge is resolved,
upon which our conclusions and deductions of the speculative
order are based, may be listed in the following order: the
principles of identity, of contradiction, and of causality. These
principles are first, because they are immediately obvious; they
are grasped without any elaboration or process of reasoning.
And reasoning, since it is a process of learning new truth from
truths already known, needs just such an anchor or starting
point as these first principles furnish. Once the terms of which
these principles are compounded have been received through
sense channels and lifted up to the reach of the spiritual, simple
apprehension, the mind of man without any further delay sees
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their compatibility. For the mind has an innate aptitude for
joining together in the form of a judgment the elements of such
principles as these, as soon as those elements have been ab-
stracted from sensible reality. In other words, the mind
immediately affirms or denies the identity of subject and pre-
dicate in such propositions or judgments. This native ability
of the mind St. Thomas calls intellect or the habit of first prin-
ciples.® Tt is certain, but faint, participation of the light of
divine intelligence enabling us to grasp and integrate the
primary elements of knowledge into a judgment. These judg-
ments or principles themselves are the unshakeable ultimates
of knowledge. If they be taken according to their total uni-
versality in the line of unparticipated being, they are identical
with the divine essence itself considered as the object of the
divine intellect and as exemplar of all being other than God.
If they be considered in the line of participated being and in
the order of abstraction, then they are the first objects of
judgment and also the ultimate measures of truth attained by
it. Hence they may well be styled the very pillars on which
the edifice of science or learning is constructed. For all truths
learned by the natural light of reason, all conclusions worthy
to be called scientific, must spring from, must be resolvable to,
and must find verification in these principles of identity, contra-
diction, and causality. That is why they are called first
principles.

St. Thomas is fond of the analogy which he so frequently
draws between the speculative and the moral or practical order.?”

13

22 Summa Theologica, 1, q. 79, a. 8: . ratiocinatio humana, secundum viam
inquisitionis vel inventionis, procedit a quibusdam simpliciter intellectis, quae sunt
prima principia; et rursus, in via iudicli, resolvendo redit ad prima principia ad quae
inventa examinat.” Also, I-II, q. 57, a. 2: “ Verum autem est dupliciter con-
siderabile: uno modo, sicut per se notum: alio modo, sicut per aliud notum. Quod
autem est per se notum, se habet ut principium; et percipitur statim ab intellectu.
Et ideo habitus perficiens intellectum ad hujusmodi veri considerationem, vocatur
intellectus, qui est habitus principiorum.”

2 Ibid., 1, q. 82, a. 2; I-11, q. 1, aa. 5, 6; q. 94, a. 2: “. . . praecepta legis naturae
hoc modo se habent ad rationem practicam, sicut principia prima demonstrationum
se habent ad rationem speculativam: utraque enim sunt quaedam principia per se

nota.”
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According to this analogy three primary principles of the moral
order must be listed in the following sequence: (1) The prin-
ciple of finality, which corresponds to that of causality in the
speculative order and may be stated in these terms: Act
prudently or reasonably for the end; (2) the principle of good,
corresponding to the principle of identity mentioned above and
expressed in this way: Do good; (8) the principle of evil, paral-
leling that of contradiction in the speculative order and for-
mulated in this wise: Avoid evil. These principles are first in the
moral order, because they spring immediately from, and are
founded upon, the notion of good, just as the speculative
principles mentioned above stand related to the notion of
being* In other words, they are first principles because, if
considered in their unparticipated universality of practical
truth and goodness, they are found to be identical with the
eternal law in the divine mind or synonymous with the divine
essence as plan of all created activity and motion in the uni-
verse.* If accepted in their participated sense, then they are the
principles of the natural moral law inseribed upon the rational
nature of man and immediately evident to him at the first dawn
of reason.” In this latter sense the first principles of the moral
order make immediate appeal to an innate aptitude of practical
reason which St. Thomas calls synderesis, whose special function
it is to grasp first moral principles.®

The speculative and moral orders, therefore, reduced to these
six elemental statements, plainly manifest an indissoluble con-
tinuity. The ultimate reason for this lies in the more funda-
mental fact that the operation of a being follows the conditions

S Ibid., I-1I, q. 94, a. 2: “Nam illud quod primo cadit in apprehensione, est
ens, cujus intellectus includitur in omnibus quaecumque quis apprehendit. Et ideo
primum principium indemonstrabile est quod non est simul affirmare et negare,
quod fundatur supra rationem entis et non entis: et super hoc principio omnia alia
fundantur, . . . Sicut autem ens est primum quod cadit in apprehensione simpliciter,
ita bonum est primum qued cadit in apprehensione practicae rationis, quae ordinatur
ad opus: omne enim agens agit propter finem, qui habet rationem boni. Et ideo
primum principium in ratione practica est quod fundatur supra ratione boni, quae
est, Bonum est quod omnia appetunt.”

#Ibid., q. 19, a. 4; q. 93. sIbid., q. 93, a. 3. °Ibid., 1, q. 79, a. 12.
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and nature of that being, since nature or substance, at least
from the standpoint of creatures, holds a more noble position
in the realm of being than does operation, which is rather the
prolongation of being accidentally and extrinsically attaching
to substance. The principles of identity and contradiction,
therefore, which are concerned primarily with substantial,
intrinsic being, hold a primacy of honor in the order of specula-
tion over the principle of causality, which judges more directly
and immediately the relations of one being to another. In the
practical order, however, the principle of finality, for reasons
to be suggested presently, must be given first place over the
other two practical principles. We see the precise point of
contact, therefore, between the speculative and moral orders
especially in the correspondence of finality, which is first in the
practical order, with the principle of causality, which is last in
the speculative order. Thus we find a striking realization of the
cherished axiom that the highest element of a lower order
meets the lowest element of a higher order on common grounds.
Moreover, this unbroken continuity of principles furnishes the
basis of that circular motion of the soul’s activity which St.
Thomas is so fond of repeating after Aristotle. The fact of such
a continuity -has more significance for our purpose in this, that
it gives the moral or practical order a stability which renders
it immune to the fanciful assaults of subjectivism and moral
skepticism. Such an order of things firmly anchors the dis-
positions of practical reason in unfailing truth, because it
recognizes our functions of reason and understanding to be
essentially passive and also takes strict account of their relation-
ship of dependence on reality and, especially, upon the supreme
reality.

The primary principles of the moral order, therefore, must
be accepted as the measuring rod, or testing grounds, for the
ordinations and commands of the practical reason. It is true
that practical reason, or intellect and will conjointly bent upon
any course of action, is the proximate principle of human
activity. The reason institutes and fashions our various courses
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of action by ordering and disposing the use of things which fall
under the dominion of man,” and by the concurrent, moving
mfluence of the will it brings these ordinations to actual exe-
cution and ripened fruition. But the practical reason is not the
primordial font of morality; neither is it the ultimate criterion
of good and evil in the sphere of morals. It is not the reason of
man, whether practical or speculative, that measures and causes
reality and truth in things. On the contrary, reality actuates
and perfects our reason, which is essentially passive or receptive
of truth. Neither does the human will constitute the good
merely by desiring it, but the will responds because the good is
essentially desirable on its own merits. Hence the dispositions
which practical reason makes, the order which it induces in-
to the material of human activity, which 1t Imposes upon
the other faculties of man, upon itself indirectly, and upon the
use of things in general, must be measured by still higher
dispositions and must be grounded upon other more ultimate
norms. These we have described already as the first principles
of the moral order, which are participations of the eternal law
and, consequently, are similitudes of the divine ordinations
and disposttions.

The order or rank of priority just conceded to first principles
considered among themselves seems to rest on foundations of an
impregnable solidity. St. Thomas arrives at this point of view
through the following considerations. Moral principles in the
order of doing or of action are participations of the eternal law
as exemplar of all activity, just as the speculative principles in
the order of being and knowledge are participations of the
divine essence as exemplar of all being. And neither in the
divine essence nor in the eternal law can any really distinguish-
able order of priority be admitted. Yet in the order of knowl-
edge we may conceive of God as knowing all possible or

7 Ibid., 111, q. 18, a. 5: “In actibus autem humanis bonum et malum dicitur
per comparationem ad rationem: quia ut Dionysius dicit, iv cap. De Div. Nom.,
bonum hominis est secundum rationem esse, malum autem quod est practer
rationem . . .” See also, q. 60, a. 1; II-II, q. 66, a. 2.
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producible essences through His own essence viewed, first, as
externally imitable or as the ultimate criterion of compatibility
and incompatibility, that is, of identity and contradiction, and
secondly, as exemplar of the possible order perceivable among
these possible essences. This statement is founded upon the
Thomistic thesis that possible essences depend remotely upon
the divine essence and proximately upon the divine intellect.
But in the order of doing and of physical reality, we conceive
of the divine good as the keystone of the divine architect’s
design and as the lodestone of His divine ordinations, because
actual, existential being depends ultimately upon the divine
will. And there is a confirmation of this point of view in the
fact that all things over which the principles of identity and
contradiction of the practical order hold sway are good or bad
for us, ultimately, because they have been commanded or for-
bidden by the eternal law in view of the divine good, the basis
of finality. The above order of principles, therefore, is rooted
in our mode of understanding God.

Man in knowing and doing is a feeble image of God, especially
in the production of human activity. Hence, just as the
speculative intellect first of all conceives of the notion of being,
so the practical intellect first attains to the notion of good.
Upon this foundation stone of the practical order is immediately
built the principle of finality, namely, that the good is that
which all things desire. The good, however, is desirable of itself
but it could never exert its causality of attraction upon another,
that is, upon an appetite, except under the aspect of an end
to be attained, since no agent can act unless it acts for an end.?
The good, therefore, must be assigned as the immediate and
inseparable basis of the notion of end to be sought after and,
consequently, as the immediate basis of the principle of finality
as applicable to the affairs of men. Next in order of sequence
arises the question of means, with which the practical principles
of identity and contradiction are directly concerned. First,
there is the positive affirmation on the part of practical reason

8 Ibid., I-11, q. 94, a. 2.
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that goods must be done in order to attain the good, namely,
the end. Secondly, its corresponding negative comes forward,
urging the avoidance of evil as inimical to the end. Hence, just
as all means must be appraised in terms of the end, so also the
principles of identity and contradiction of the practical order
must find their ultimate significance in reference to the principle
of finality. The pertinent implications contained in this order of
moral principles will become more manifest as we approach the
discussion of relative morality in human activity. For the
moment it is sufficient to note that those who insist upon the
primacy of the principles, “ Do good ” and “Avoid evil,” over
the principle of finality will be forced to answer, when asked
why one should do good and avoid evil, that things must be thus
regarded and acted upon on account of the end to be attained.
Therefore, the order which gives the supremacy to the principle
of finality seems to be the only true one.

This point, once established, makes easier the task of showing
how the regency of these principles exerts itself upon human
activity in a truly human or moral way. The difficulty arises
from the fact that these principles, maintaining continuity as
they do with the metaphysical principles of being mentioned
above, would seem to be, no longer laws of morals, but laws
of nature against which no preference is granted, so that every
man would be driven by blind instinct to their ocbservance as an
animal and hence they tell us how man will behave de facto in
every case and not what he should do but may refuse or fail
to do. Even St. Thomas seems to give this objection a ring of
plausibility by stating the principle of finality in the indicative
rather than in the imperative mood. He said the good is that
which all things (de facto) desire; he did not say it is that
which they should desire. And, immediately afterwards, in
speaking of the principles of good and evil, he employs the
imperative “ Do good, avoid evil,” or, good should be done
and evil should be avoided.” St. Thomas really forestalled such
an objection in his doctrine on the ultimate end, by bringing

® Ibid.
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forward, as we must see, the primacy of the principle of finality
as an objective, universal norm of true morality.

Two entirely objective aspects must be distinguished in the
ultimate end preordained for man’s happiness, namely, the
formal and the material.** The formal aspect answers the
question as to why any object is desired as ultimate end; the
material aspect 1dentifies the precise object of adherence. Hence
the formal aspect or the ultimate end formally considered is
the reason (ratio finis) for the tendency and the final termina-
tion of volition to any concrete object. It is not a mere abstrac-
tion, as Cajetan notes,”* but is contracted to the concrete
perfections of its material counterpart and summarizes in itself
all that is perfective of man’s needs and desires. The particular
object, itself accepted as the embodiment or realization of the
formal reason of volition, constitutes the material ultimate end.

It is clear that the formal ultimate end is the same for all
men, since all wish their own perfection and have essentially the
same capacity for it. Under this formal aspect, then, the
principle of finality is a law of necessity which all, de facto,
must observe. Individual men, since they understand and
reason differently in different circumstances of environment,
education, and passion, can and do accept different material
objects as the embodiment of their formal ultimate end. This is
possible because man’s ultimate material end was not naturally
predetermined in the concrete to the extent that all further
effort and discrimination on the part of free agents in the attain-
ment of their destiny becomes unnecessary. It remains a goal
to be sought after and striven for. St. Thomas from an analysis
of human faculties and their natural subordination one to
another is able to decide that, even materially considered, only
one true ultimate end exists for intellectual natures, namely,
the Uncreated, Infinite, First Cause attained in a way pro-

1 Ibid., q. 1, a. 7: “. . . de ultimo fine possumus loqui dupliciter: uno modo,
secundum rationem ultimi finis; alio modo, secundum id in quo finis ultimi ratio
invenitur . . .” Also, Cajetan in I-II, q. 1, a. 6.

1t Cajetan, in I-11, q. 1, a. 1; q. 6, a. 2; q. 4, a. 4.
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portionate to and dependent upon the state to which man de
facto belongs.** By the light of faith St. Thomas knows that
man 1s of the elevated state and that God, as He is possessed
through the light of glory and divine charity, constitutes man’s
final goal.® This material ultimate end, thus de facto con-
stituted, can be and often is repudiated in deference to other
materially diverse ultimate ends such as wealth, honor, fame,
or power, in which men may erroneously and culpably fix their
formal ultimate end. Such a transfer of values is effected only
at the price of disillusionment and utter confusion. Hence our
de facto ultimate end alone should and must under stress of
obligation be sought after. It alone is capable of perfecting the
elevated nature of man to its fullest capacity. Consequently, it
should inform that loftiest of all human operations, namely,
that by which man is immediately conjoined to his ultimate
end. By the same token, it should also animate and inform the
other operations of the entire journey leading to such a happy
culmination. The principle of finality, therefore, viewed in this
light stands out as the ultimate norm of morality, diffusing its
regency over all moral principles and human activity.

St. Thomas stresses the moral complexion of this principle
in his treatise on sin. The first problem to be faced by any
youth arriving at the age of discretion, he tells us, is that of
ordaining his whole life to the due and right ultimate end.*
St. Thomas returns to this same point of doctrine in his various
works no less than eight different times.** Hence it is not likely
that he considered it to be trivial or of merely academic impor-
tance. The end, he says, comes first in the order of intention
and it is at the very inception of rational life that the divine

-12 Qumma Theol., I-1IT, q. 2. 1 Ibid., q. 3, aa. 4, 8.

14 Ibid., q. 89, a. 6: “Cum verc usum rationis habere inceperit non omnino
excusatur a culpa venialis et mortalis peccati. Sed primum quod tunc homini
cogitandum occurit, est deliberare de seipso. Et si quidem seipsum ordinaverit ad
debitum finem, per gratiam consequetur remissionem originalis peccati.”

18 Ibid., q. 89, a. 6; Q. D. de Veritate, q. 24, a. 12, ad 2; q. 28, a. 8, ad 4
Q. D. de Mdlo, q. 5, a. 2, ad 8; q. 8, a. 10, ad 8; II Sent., d. 28, q. 1, a. 3, ad 5;
d.42,q.1, a. 5, ad 7; IV Sent., d. 45, q. 1, a. 8, ad 6.



THE MORALITY OF IMPERFECTIONS 399

precept about the end, that is, the precept enjoining a con-
version to God as ultimate end, begins to bind under pain of
mortal sin.*® In this reference St. Thomas is speaking of man’s
true, material, ultimate end, namely, God as the perfect em-
bodiment of man’s formal ultimate end objectively considered.
It is clear that he wishes to give the principle of finality a
primacy, a truly moral character, and a binding force which
should be felt throughout the length and breadth of man’s whole
moral life.

On the strength of what has been established up to this
point, morality in its formal sense should be defined as an
intrinsic modification, order, or relationship induced into human
activity by the practical reason judging and disposing in confor-
mity or difformity with the ultimate and immutable principles of
the eternal law. But other problems also have been raised in the
course of argumentation. First, the interaction or mutual rela-
tion of the three primary principles of morality needs further
clarification. Secondly, the precise manner in which their regency
is exercised proximately upon human action in the concrete
remains as yet vague and illusory. These problems seem to
demand attention before any satisfactory examination of moral
imperfections in the light of first moral principles can be
attempted. Since, however, the solution to the second difficulty
contains a sufficient answer to the first, our task is somewhat
simplified. But even so it can be compassed only by first
determining the subject of morality as just defined.

By elimination, the proximate subject of man’s morals nar-
rows down to human liberty, namely, that function of intellect
and will operating conjointly known as free choice or free judg-
ment, since liberty does not claim to be a faculty distinct from
intellect and will.*” Morality then is subjected immediately in

1% Summa Theol., I-II, q. 89, a. 6, ad 3: “Primum enim quod occurit homini
discretionem habenti est quod de seipso cogitet, ad quem alia ordinet sicut ad finem;
finis enim est prior in intentione. Et ideo est tempus pro quo cbligatur ex Dei
praecepto affirmativo, quo Dominus dicit: Convertimini ad me, et ego convertar
ad vos. . . .”

T Ibid., q. 1, a. 1: “Est autem homo dominus suorum actuum per rationem et
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those actions proper to man, namely, free actions. It needs
such a support or subject of inherence, because as we have seen
it is essentially an order or relationship ingrafted upon human
behavior. In which of the two faculties that concur in the
function of liberty is morality found formally? St. Thomas has
answered that its most formal aspect must be accredited to the
reason, to which it properly belongs to design the order and
supply the guidance or direction so manifest in human affairs.
Materially or substantially, however, it is found in the will,
which contributes efficient impetus and motional execution to
the plan devised by reason.® By derivation or participation,
morality is found also in any other efficient principles or facul-
ties of man, or even in external things used by him upon which
reason and will have impressed the vestiges of their order and
motion by exercising their dominion. Morality is found also,
and especially, in the moral objects which specify and morally
determine human action, because reason and will cannot feed
upon themselves since they are radically passive. Nevertheless,
we must Insist that morality according to its formal aspect as a
distinctive reality resides essentially in reason and will or
operational liberty.

This diversity of subjects must be accounted for in virtue of
diverse modes of inherence or existence on the part of morality.
St. Thomas brings the doctrine of analogy to bear on the
problem. Morality exists in these different subjects analogi-
cally.’ TIts application may be illustrated by an example.
Health exists formally in animals or living things and nowhere

voluntatem: unde et liberum arbitrium esse dicitur facultas voluntatis et rationis.”
Also, q. 18, a. 6.

18 Ibid.; q. 18, a. 1; q. 14, a. 1, ad 1; q. 20, a. 1.

1 Ibid., q. 20, a. 3, ad 3: “. . . quando aliquid ex uno derivatur in alterum sicut
ex causa agente univoca, tunc aliud est quod est in utroque: sicut cum calidum
calefacit, alius numero est calor calefacientis et calor calefacti, licet idem specie.
Sed quando aliquid derivatur ab uno in alterum secundum analogiam vel pro-
portionem, tunc est tantum unum numero: sicut a sano quod est in corpore animalis,
derivatur sanum ad medicinam et urinam: nec alia sanitas est medicinae et urinae,
quam sanitas animalis, quam medicina facit et urina significat. Et hoc modo a
bonitate voluntatis derivatur bonitas actus exterioris, et e converso. . . .”
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else; it exists significatively in the bark of trees and in the fur or
coat of animals, inasmuch as these externals serve as a depend-
able criterion of the health intrinsically inherent to the inner
being. Health is also found causally in medicine or food, inas-
much as these possess certain ingredients which are conducive
to the regaining of lost health or conservative of health now
enjoyed by living creatures. This sort of analogy is known as
analogy of attribution; the notable feature about it is that the
analogue, form, or reality involved in analogy of this type does
not become multiple by reason of its existence in many subjects.
One and the same form or quality, let us say, health, exists in
medicine, in the animal healed by it, and in the sheen of his
fur caused by health. So it is with the various subjects of
morality; it exists formally in liberty or the conjoint operation
of intellect and will, significatively and by derivation in the
external operations imperated and determined by liberty, and
causally in moral objects. A human action, then, numerically
one and the same as to its moral character, can exist in these
different subjects of inherence without multiplication of its form
or moral entity. It can exist in these multiple subjects without
multiplication of itself on account of the aforesaid diversity
in modes of existence.

The parallel, however, between health and morality with
respect to their different subjects begins to limp if pushed beyond
a certain point. This is especially noticeable in the case of moral
object when compared to its corresponding analogate, namely,
medicine. Medicine, for example, effects health in the animal
according to the line of efficient causality, whereas the type of
causality exerted proximately by moral object upon liberty
(reason and will) is principally that of extrinsic formal
causality. Perhaps the emphasis should be equally placed upon
efficient and formal causality where it is a question of the trans-
mission of morality from liberty (reason and will) to other
faculties and external operations. For external operations, con-
sidered from this angle, are effects as well as terms of operative
liberty. Liberty, since it is essentially undetermined as a mere

3
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potency not yet in act, must become moral or the essential
subject of formal morality in the first instance by its contact
with external reality where the elements of formal morality
must be sought. Hence this contact or communication set up
between moral object on the one hand and individual liberty
(reason and will) on the other is effected through the channel
of extrinsic formal causality. Such an exception to perfect
correspondence, however, far from destroying, rather heightens
the essential utility of the analogy as drawn by St. Thomas,
since it is at the juncture between moral object as extrinsic
formal cause and individual reason that we shall observe the
regency of first moral principles converging and being trans-
mitted to concrete human activity.

Certain proximate goals or objects of human activity are
said to be moral, that is, good or bad in themselves objectively
and independently of this or that private individual’s judgment.
To pay one’s debts according to legitimate contract, to defend
one’s life or country, to respect or obey parents, to give alms,
are good deeds; blasphemy, murder, theft, fornication, are evil
for everybody, everywhere, at all times. Such actions or moral
objects, to a certain extent still abstract, cannot be the subject
of morality in its most formal sense, but they furnish the
Immediate material for concrete morality i its formal sense.
They stand out as proximate goals of choice, because it is
impossible to determine or contract them further as to their
moral species but only as to numerical multiplication in the
individual. They contain morality of themselves, materially,
on account of their essential conformity or difformity with the
eternal law. From the viewpoint of the divine legislator, they
are objectively good or bad only as practical ordinations deriv-
ing from, that is, prescribed or forbidden by, the eternal law
which is the divine essence as directive and ordinative of all
created motion to the ultimate end.”*® Man himself is so con-

20 Ibid., q. 71, a. 6, ad 4: “. . . cum dicitur quod non omne peccatum ideo est
malum quia est prohibitum, intelligitur de prohibitione facta per ius positivum. Si
autem referatur ad ius naturale, quod continetur primo quidem in lege aeterna,
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stituted by the Creator that his ultimate perfection or utter
confusion depends upon the practical attitude he takes towards
these ordinations deriving from the eternal law. From man’s
viewpoint, however, these same ordinations in themselves are
good or bad simply because he perceives them to involve an
essential conformity or repugnance to his nature, his perfection,
his true ultimate end, and consequently to be capable of deter-
mining according to extrinsic formal causality his concrete
activity in the right or wrong direction.

Thus practical reason objectively right, namely, that of the
prudent and wise man, perceives but does not constitute the
essential connections between these specifically irreducible or-
dinations and their higher principles. It can—even must to be
thoroughly reasoned and content—reconstruct the edifice from
turret to foundation by reducing the proximate goals or ends
of moral activity through intermediary principles back to
ultimates.”> Right reason easily resolves veracity and theft,
for example, to the recognized fact of our dependence upon
society which is morally expressed in the golden rule, “ Do unto
others as you would have others do unto you.” From this level
to the higher principles of identity and contradiction, “ Do
good,” “Avoid evil,” is no great distance. A similar connection
obtains between first principles and all other material which
rightfully claims to be morally good or evil in itself. Fornication
or deeds of bravery, for example, can be grounded upon the
principle, ““ Passions must be regulated,” which of course ex-
presses morally the fact of reason’s right over all other prin-
cipalities in man’s nature. And this principle again is only one
step removed from the principles, “ Do good,” and “Avoid evil.”
The direct regency, therefore, of the principles of identity and
contradiction (“ Do good,” and “Avoid evil ) over proximate
ends or objects of human activity is established.

secundario vero in naturali iudicatorio rationis humanae, tunc omne peccatum est
malum quia prohibitum: ex hoc enim ipso quod est inordinatum, turi naturali
repugnat.”

21 St Thomas explains the process of the moral syllogism, Summa Theol., I-II,
Q. 77, a. 2, and ad 4; Q. D. de Malo, q. 6, a. unic; Q. D. de Veritate, q. 22, a. 6.
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These principles, namely “ Do good,” and “Avoid evil,” must
in their turn be connected with the first of all moral principles,
that of finality, “Act for the true ultimate end.” The true
ultimate end of man, both formally and materially considered,
is God. But God cannot be operated upon, constructed, or used
by human activity, for He is the ultimate unchangeable good.
Hence we cannot state as a moral principle, “ Do or perform
the ultimate good,” and then reason that the principle of iden-
tity after all is the supreme principle of morality. The reason
for this lies in the fact that the ultimate good which man can
do will always remain something subjected in him (a finis cuz)
and will have about it the character of a means. We might say,
“Avoid the ultimate evil,” namely, eternal damnation, which
of course is only relatively ultimate since there is no absolute
ultimate in evils. But even this can be avoided only by doing
certain goods which stand related to The Good as means to an
end. Hence we are thus forced back to the fact that the
principle of finality is supreme in morals and that it exerts its
regency over all other principles, ordinations, or goods, because
they are all on account of this principle and the sole utility or
value of doing good and avoiding evil springs from their
relationship to the ultimate end.

This last step in our argumentation suggests the necessity of
making one more distinction. There is a twofold morality in
human acts, an absolute moral entity and a relative moral
entity.”” The absolute moral entity includes directly the nature,
substance, or species of the act derived from its proximate end
or goal, and indirectly any accidental morality within the same
species contributed by the circumstances. In other words, the
type of moral objects which we were discussing above confers
absolute moral entity upon concrete human activity. Accidental
circumstances only modify within the same species this absolute

2 Summa Theol., I-IL, q. 6, a. 6, ad 2: “. . . Voluntarium autem dicitur aliquid
non solum propter seipsum, quasi absolute, sed etiam propter aliud, quasi relative.
Et ideo nihil prohibet aliquid quod non esset voluntarium alteri comparatum, fieri
voluntarium per comparationem ad aliud.” Cf. ibid., q. 8, a. 3; q. 12, aa. 3, 4.
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moral entity already essentially constituted. It is said to be
absolute on account of its objective stability, constancy, or
capacity for rectifying or vilifying any reasoned act of will
accepting it. This absolute moral entity can be directly resolved,
as we have seen, to the principles of identity and contradiction
(“ Do good "—“Avoid evil ”) by right reason on the part of
each individual. In fact this process must take place either
explicity or implicitly if private reason is thoroughly right
and human actions are thoroughly reasoned. Indirectly the
absolute moral entity of an action is also resolvable to the
principle of finality inasmuch as absolute moral entity, that is,
objective good and evil in actions, viewed from the angle of
the legislator, was so constituted in virtue of the principle of
finality. But a direct resolution on the part of private reason,
as far as the absolute moral entity is concerned, may rest secure
in the principles of identity and contradiction. These principles
are the ultimate criterion or testing ground for the absolute
moral entity of a human act. Accepted thus in the abstract, it
will either concur in or clash with the exigencies of these two
principles directly without any need of further resolution to the
principle of finality.

It may be well to note in this regard that two absolutely
good actions, one of which surpasses the other objectively as to
moral worth, are both in conformity with the principle of
identity, since both are good. Thus, considered from their
abstract and objective aspect alone, both or either may be
performed, but morally indifferent actions as such have no
reference to or connection with the principles of identity and
contradiction. Hence, unless some accidental circumstance en-
dows them with absolute moral entity, such actions will show
up negative in the light of the aforesaid principles. The reason
for these statements rests upon the fact that the principles or
precepts of good and evil exercise their regency immediately
over means to the end, and this only with regard to an abstrac-
tible portion of the human action, namely, its absolute moral
entity. They do not of themselves directly account for the
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whole moral entity of a human action any more than the
principles of being (identity and contradiction) in the specu-
lative order could immediately and directly pass adequate
judgment upon the hypothesis of perpetual motion. A complete
judgment in both cases will involve the principle of causality,
namely, that of efficient causality in the case of perpetual
motion, and that of final causality in the case of human actions
if they be considered according to concrete existential reality.

This point brings us back to the previous statement about a
twofold morality in human activity. An act placed in concrete
reality already presupposes the absolute moral entity to have
been determined by direct reference to the principles of identity
and contradiction, and in addition to this it requires a relative
moral entity determined by direct reference to the principle
of finality. Once the objective goodness or malice of an action
has been decided, it still remains to decide upon its utility for
the individual here and now in these concrete circumstances.
This utility can be determined only in view of the principle of
finality. The condition of concreteness realized in every for-
mally human action of its very nature demands such a comple-
ment to absolute or specific entity, because no agent can act or
begin to act in true human fashion without some sort of
confrontation to an ultimate end.

The end (finis operantis) can be considered from three dif-
ferent points of view. First, it may be drawn into the general
stream of human activity as an accidental, extrinsic circum-
stance accessory to the substance of the act. In this sense it
does not confer the relative moral entity with which we are now
concerned, but merely modifies the absolute moral entity.?
Secondly, the end is also the specifying object of the interior
act (velle) of will** Considered from this aspect, the end
regards the interior act of volition just as any of the actions,

* Ibid., q. 7, aa. 3, 4.

*JIbid., q. 1, a. “. . . Objectum autem voluntatis est finis et bonum.” See
also art. 3; q. 18, a. 6: “. . . Finis autem proprie est objectum interioris actus
voluntarii. . . .”
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described above as objectively moral, stand related to the
individual’s choice. Thus it does not confer a relative morality;
neither does it characterize the action of will in a merely acci-
dental way, but rather it determines the interior act of will
substantially by contributing the absolute moral entity and
thus coinciding with the function of objectively moral objects
in respect to choice. Thirdly, the end may be considered as
coordinating the material of a certain segregated portion of an
individual’s human activity or as regulating the formally hu-
man activity of one’s entire life. The end considered from this
point of view confers a relative moral entity which unifies moral
life or certain portions of it into a relative whole. It will be
necessary to dwell upon this aspect of end since it touches
immediately the juncture between concrete and abstract
morality and thus marks the converging point of regency
exercised by the ultimate principles of morality.

A careful scrutiny of the psychological texture of a human
act will help to clarify this third acceptation of the end.
Psychologically, the genesis of human activity has its inception
in the practical intellect’s proposal or presentation of some
object under the aspect of good. The will, awakened from its
state of inactivity by the presence of a known good, begins to
yield passively to the overtures of the good confronting it, in
fact, begins to be impregnated with a similitude or complacency
of the good proposed. When the saturation point of this process
has been reached, the will elicits a simple, interior act of
volition. But at this stage the will as yet has made only a
conditional or ineflicacious commitment of itself. The process
itself is described by the Thomists as the specification of the
faculty by its object, or simply the exercise of extrinsic formal
causality on the part of the good intellectually presented.
Should the will be so won over by the attraction that it can
eflicaciously urge the intellect to explore and pronounce favor-
ably upon the possibilities of attaining this good as an end, then
a new phase of volition begins. Up to this point the role played
by the good coincides with the second aspect of end mentioned
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above as determining the interior act of will as to specific nature
or absolute morality. But now in the presence of a good pro-
posed as possible of attainment, a new act of will arises, namely,
desire or intention. This second act of will completely accepts
and embraces the good precisely as end, not merely as to its
formal aspect but also as to its material aspect. For the two
objective aspects of end have completely coalesced when this
point is reached. Hence it is here that concrete formal morality
begins; it is also here that the end begins its regulative function
from which the relative morality of human action has its origin.

The intention, it will be observed, does not, as the first
volition, pause before the proposed good absorbed merely in a
simple reaction to its charm. The intention implies an outward
trend, a tendency or real psychological motion radiating from
the will to the end complexly conceived now as a term possible
of attainment through means.?® This complexity on the part of
the end proposed as possible involves a potential plurality of
factors to be grouped in order, according to relative importance,
under the heading of means. The actual grouping or ordering
of means, the acceptance of these as apt, the ultimate discern-
ment and preference of this or that means in view of the end,
are all the work of deliberation. Deliberation comprises four
distinet acts, namely, reason’s consultation provoking will’s
consent and reason’s ultimate practical judgment determining
will’s choice or election in the line of extrinsic formal causality,
but being determined itself as to its definitiveness by the act
of choice which it provoked. Thus the intentional and elective
stages in the genesis of a human act are accomplished. There
remains only the order of execution comprising reason’s #m-
perium, will’s active use, the passive use of this or that faculty,
and finally fruition on the part of the will*®* But the most
important single phase of this entire process centers about the
intention, for the intention energizes physically this entire pat-
tern of psychological activity in its outward trend towards a

% Ibid., q. 12, aa. 1, 2.
28 St. Thomas discusses the various psychological acts prerequisite to a human
act in Summa Theol., I-11, qq. 8-17.
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real possession of the end as term. The tendency once inaugu-
rated may gain momentum or grow sluggish as it flows by
relay through the nicely balanced interchange of intellectual
and volitional operation; it may even be short-circuited before
a choice or execution of means is effected, but whatever its fate
may be will depend largely upon the energy of the original
intention.

From the standpoint of morality, however, the notion of order
which enters the above-mentioned chain of activity at the point
of intention is most significant. St. Thomas thinks, as we saw
above " that moral life is begun in the first instance by an inten-
tion of or ordering of life to the ultimate end. If this first inten-
tion be good, that is, centered upon the true ultimate end,
then the moral activity of a whole lifetime has been properly
orientated by the same act. Moreover, the supreme principle
or precept of the moral order enjoining us to act for the end,
has been fulfilled and at the same time brought in contact with
concrete human activity. For actual determination or speci-
fication of will in such a manner implies actual rectitude of the
will and also virtual or actual subordination and rectification of
all other faculties, actions, and objects which may be drawn into
the stream of human activity by the influence of the intention.
St. Thomas expresses this idea more briefly by insisting that
rectitude of will and moral life consists in due order to the
ultimate end and that the relation between means and end is
the same as that between matter and form.”® Viewing the
problem from a still more objective aspect, he said that the
ultimate end bears the same relation to desirable goods in the
line of extrinsic formal causality as first mover to secondary
movers in the line of efficient causality.”® The end thus accepted

27 See footnotes, 14, 16.

2 Summa Theol., T-1I, q. 4, a. 4: “. .. rectitudo voluntatis est per debitum
ordinem ad finem ultimum. Finis autem comparatur ad id quod ordinatur ad finem,
sicut forma ad materiam. Unde sicut materia non potest consequi formam, nisi
sit debito modo disposita ad ipsam, ita nihil consequitur finem, nisi sit debito modo
ordinatum ad ipsum.”

# Ibid., q. 1, a. 6: “. . . ultimus finis hoc modo se habet in movendo appetitum,
sicut se habet in aliis motionibus primum movens. Manifestum est autem quod
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as form unifying our moral life confers upon human activity
a relative moral entity over and above the absolute entity
derived from the proximate object.

The universal and indispensable regency of the principle of
finality thus becomes manifest. We are bound by this principle
to ordain every human action to the ultimate end either actually
or, at the very least, virtually. It is true that an habitual
determination of will by the virtue of charity insures against
every complete disavowal of the principle of finality, yet it also
permits many slight interruptions in the principle’s regency
through venial sin. For venial sin, though virtually ordained
to the formal ultimate end, is neither actually nor virtually,
but only habitually, ordained to the material ultimate end on
which the binding force of finality ultimately rests. Virtual
ordination or intention requires that consideration and choice
fall upon the means as such, that is, an object including its
reference or proportion to the ultimate end which has been
desired by a previous actual intention still virtually exerting
its influence.** Some authors make concessions not to be found
in St. Thomas when they imply that the mere choice of a proxi-
mate object morally good in itself is implicitly, and conse-
quently sufficiently, ordained to the ultimate end apart from
every consideration of its proportion to that end. Such a choice
from the supernatural standpoint would be worthless according
to the more conservative view of St. Thomas, because it would
escape the positive regency of charity or of finality elevated to
the order of grace. Even in the natural order it would be morally
good only in the material sort of way, since it would lack the
relative moral entity which is due to every human action and by

causae secundae moventes non movent nisi secundum quod moventur a primo
movente. Unde secunda appetibilia non movent appetitum nisi in ordine ad primum
appetibile, quod est ultimus finis.”

30 Ibid., “ Quod quidem si non appetitur ut bonum perfectum, quod est ultimus
finis, necesse est ut appetatur ut tendens in bonum perfectum.,” Also ad 3:
“. .. non oportet ut semper aliquis cogitet de ultimo fine, quandocumque aliquid
appetit vel operatur: sed virtus primae intentionis, quae est respectu ultimi finis,
manet In quolibet appetitu cujuscumque rei, etiam si de ultimo fine actu non
cogitetur.”
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which alone it can be rendered truly or formally moral in the
concrete.** Hence the regency of first moral principles, especially
that of the supreme principle, must be exerted either actually
or virtually upon all particular human actions before they can
claim to be completely moral or human.

At this point the problem needs restatement. Qur preliminary
search for the ultimate basis of moral obligation raised the
question of regency among first moral principles and of their
influence upon concrete human actions. The first part of this
difficulty, and to some extent the second, was answered in the
discussion on various subjects of morality and especially on proxi-
mate objects or actions in themselves good or evil from which, as
from irreducible conclusions, the thread of moral obligation
was traced back in unbroken continuity to its sources. In the
course of this procedure we discovered that the positive moral
imperfection cannot be tested adequately by the moral prin-
ciples of identity and contradiction, because their regency
extends over material more or less abstract and consequently
two goods of objectively different moral value are both con-
formable to the principle of good as long as they remain in the
state of abstraction.

Hence, even the choice of an inferior good or the omission of
a counsel might easily square up with these principles, since,
accepted alone, they measure only the absolute or specific moral
entity of action in the abstract. The counsels and their direct
opposites, virginity, for example, and the married state, are
both good choices when viewed absolutely and apart from the
principle of finality. But the principle of finality was proven
to be the highest of all moral principles. It presupposes con-
formity with the other two principles and demands still more.
For looking down from the high altitudes of this principle we
were impressed with the fact that a human act is not entirely
good for the individual unless it has been actually or virtually
resolved to the principle of finality and found to be useful in
the attainment of the end from which it derives its relative

3 Jbid., q. 8, a. 3; q. 12, a. 4.



412 J. C. OSBOURN

moral entity. The absolute entity and relative entity of a
human action concretely accepted bear the same relation to
each other as matter and form.** The relative moral entity,
being the ultimate determination or last individuating form of
concrete action, thus unifies morality existing in a multiple
subject. An object, therefore, or action, proven to be endowed
with these two elements, which alone can guarantee its total
conformity with the ultimate principles of morality, and thus
proposed by the ultimate practical judgment, must infallibly
render the subsequent choice or election morally good. If the ac-
tion should lack either of these elements, then it must infallibly **
transmit through the channel of extrinsic formal causality its
deficiency or corruption ** to any deliberated election embracing
it. The regency of the principle of finality viewed from its
descending influence seems to demand all of that.

Whether or not, in the opinion of St. Thomas, the positive
moral imperfection definitely interrupts the actual and virtual
regency of the principle of finality and, consequently, whether
it lacks the relative moral entity due to every concrete human
act, is the precise turn which our problem now takes. Does the
positive moral imperfection, that is, the deliberate preference
of the inferior of two goods accepted concretely, meet all of the
exigencies of the law of finality? Are we bound in virtue of
this law to choose what is concretely and prudently regarded
to be the better good? A solution to this phase of the problem
will answer the query, not yet completely satisfied, as to the
regency of finality over concrete actions, since it will call for a
careful scrutiny of the juncture between proximate moral object
and free choice, thus bridging over the last span between
objective and subjective morality. The only point of approach

32Q. D. de Ver.., q. 23, a. 8: “Cum autem bonum ex fine dependeat, voluntas
bona dicitur secundum ordinem ad rationem volendi, quae est finis. Comparatio
vero voluntatis ad volitum absolute non facit actum voluntatis esse bonum, cum
ipsum volitum se habeat quasi materialiter ad rationem volendi, quae est finis
rectus. . . .” See also, Summa Theol., I-II, q. 19, a. 4.

33 Infallibly, we say, and not necessarily, because the will {reely commits itself
to the content of a judgment which it has rendered ultimate by election.

3* Cf. Summa Theol., I-11, q. 18, a. 1.



THE MORALITY OF IMPERFECTIONS 413

left untested seems to be on the side of subjective morality, a
sort of eye-witness position to the immediate and essential
subject of concrete morality, namely, free judgment. There we
can observe the hand-to-hand co-operation of ultimate practical
judgment and election in the fabrication of a concrete human
act. Such an approach, calculated as it is in terms of the twelve
psychological acts mentioned above as prerequisite to any
completely moral act, immediately leads to an inquiry about the
possibility of choosing any concrete good other than the better
good.

Psychologically speaking, the better good is the only alter-
native of any group of less acceptable alternatives which can
possibly win over the preference or election of the will. If the
practical reason, after diligent consultation upon the relative
merits of two or more goods, discovers that one is noticeably
better for the individual’s purpose here and now, all things being
considered, or that one undoubtedly appears to be more useful
for the end in view, then the will cannot decline this better pro-
posal out of deference to lesser goods as long as the same par-
ticular judgment stands approving and dictating this better
good. Certainly, the will can on account of freedom or other pre-
dispositions indirectly override the judgment of reason by send-
ing 1t off in quest of another good only apparently better, be-
cause it is actual election after all that makes reason’s judg-
ment ultimate and definitive. But it cannot do this while the
former judgment stands, and the fact remains that it will
always choose what seems here and now to be the better good.
St. Thomas commits himself irrevocably to this position when
he subscribes to the statement that every election turns upon
that which in some way seems to be the better good.** He
argues against freedom in the election by proposing the well-

3 Ibid., q. 18, a. 6, arg. 3: “Sed omnis electio est de omni eo quod videtur
aliquo modo melius ” is a minor which St. Thomas neither denies nor distinguishes,
but concedes. See also, ibid., q. 12, a. 8, ¢ “. . . homo unum alteri praeeligit,
quia melius est altero. . . .” Q. D. de Ver., q. 22, a. 15: “. . . eligere est actus
voluntatis, secundum quod ratio proponit ei bonum (non ut utile simpliciter) sed
ut utilius ad finem.”
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known impasse in which the will should find itself when situ-
ated between two goods equally attractive. The deadlock is
broken, he tells us, by reason’s discovery or “invention ” of
some aspect of preeminence in one or the other alternative.®®
Thus all roads are blocked to any other answer for this problem.
The ultimate reason for this lies in the fact that the better
good, concretely accepted, either real or apparent, furnishes the
only adequate motive for preference. St. Thomas commenting
on the Ethics declares that, since a thing is chosen solely for
its aspect of good, whatever is preferable among various alter-
natives must possess that which renders it really or apparently
the greater good.*” His disciples stand united on this same
point, insisting that the better good is the ultimate motive for
preference.*

This psychological fact about the motive for choice, so
earnestly put forward in Thomistic thought, has a still deeper
significance when correlated to its broader background in meta-
physics. All creatures of nature, St. Thomas assures us, invari-
ably act for the greater good if not otherwise impeded.** But
such a mode of action must not be restricted to the creatures of
the material or spiritual universe. God and nature and every
agent whatsoever does that which in the long view of things is
the better good, we are told.*® St. Thomas finds the basis for

3¢ Ibid., q. 13, a. 6, ad 3: “. . . nihil prohibet, si aliqua duo aequalia proponantur
secundum unam considerationem, quin circa alterum consideretur aliqua conditio
per quam emineat, et magis flectatur voluntas in ipsum quam in aliud.”

37 In V Ethic., lect. 5: “ Unumquodque eligitur sub ratione boni. Et ideo illud
quod magis eligitur habet rationem majoris boni.”

38 Conradus in I-II, q. 18, a. 6: “. . . stante apprehensione bonitatis, tunc majus
praeeligitur, sed non necessitate absoluta, sed solum conditionata. . .”

Medina in I-IT, q. 13, a. 6: “. . . ideo in moralibus regula est quod electio est
de meliori bono . . .”

Cf. Cajetan, John of St Thomas, and Billuart on this same article.

3 Summa Theol., I, q. 103, a. 1: “. . . videmus in rebus naturalibus provenire
quod melius est, aut semper, aut in pluribus . . .5 cf. also, Q. D. de Pot, q. 8,
a. 6, ad 26; Quodlib,, VIIL, q. 1, a. 2; III Contra Gentiles, 64.

** Summa Theol., I, q. 48, a. 2, ad 3: “ Deus et natura et quodcumque agens
facit quod melius est in toto.” Also I Eth. lect. 14: . . . unumquodque agens
optime disponat id quod agit, quanto melius potest. Et hoc praecipue videtur
de Deo qui est totius naturae causa.”
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this world view in a more general principle. No one, he tells us,
endowed with the insight of wisdom should consent to sustain
a loss in any enterprise without assurances of compensation
from an equal or better good. Hence the election, continues St.
Thomas, of the lesser good, that is, of something involving a
loss, can be justified only in view of some equal or greater gain
accruing to or conjoined with the aforesaid loss.** This of
course amounts to a choice of the better good, all things being
considered. According to St. Thomas then, God made the best
possible selection for His purposes in creating this our universe.*?
He also implanted in the nature of irresponsible creatures an
instinctive tendency which, though occasionally impeded by
other causes driven by the same urge, on the whole seeks and
accomplishes the better good. The psychological endowments
of man including also his liberty must fit one way or another
into this metaphysical framework.

Hence the problem arises again, as it did with regard to the
ultimate end, as to the possibility of transferring such a rigorous
law of metaphysics and psychology over to the plane of morals
where liberty must receive special consideration. As to the fact
of such an application or transition St. Thomas never hesitates.
The general principle just referred to above was applied to
matters entirely moral. On the basis of ‘this principle St.

IV Sent., d. 81, q. 1, a. 1 (Summa Theol.,, Supplement, q. 49, a. 1): “ Nullus
sapiens debet jacturam aliquam sustinere nisi pro aliqua recompensatione alicujus
(aequalis vel melioris boni; unde electio alicujus) quod aliquam jacturam habet an-
nexam, indiget alicujus boni adjunctione, per cujus recompensationem ordinetur et
honestetur.”

42 Summa Theol., I, q. 48, a. 2, ad 3. In connection with this reference,
Passerini (cf. in II-II, q. 184, a. 8) proposed against his own thesis the following
objection which his opponents turned against him: God is free to create or not
create, free to create a better world than the present. Therefore He is not bound
to the better good and consequently does not hold us to the better good.

In response to this objection Passerini notes first, that God’s perfection does
not depend upon creatures, therefore He would have been just as perfect with
or without a better world abstractly considered. The perfection of creatures,
however, depends upon the quality of their actions and consequently upon the
goods which they choose. Secondly, although God is free to create or not create,
yet He is bound to create the best world for His purposes, once it is granted
that He has decreed to create.
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Thomas requires the three traditional goods attained by a holy
marriage as a recompense for the loss of reason and other goods
suffered in a complete indulgence of the married state.*® There
is not the least doubt that its application is made on the plane
of morals. Such terms as debet, ordinetur, and honestetur
occuring in the text of St. Thomas have a moral cast and con-
notation too plain to be casually ignored. Moreover, St. Tho-
mas does not leave his thought to the whims of interpretation.
It stands out clear and unmistakable where he makes the flat
statement that, since things of nature are ordered according
to divine arrangement which human reason ought to imitate,
whatever is done by human reason in a style contrary to the
arrangement commonly observed in natural things is vicious
and sinful.** But we have heard St. Thomas declaring already
that the divine and natural way of election is to choose the
better good. Therefore the fact that we are at least morally
constrained to choose the concrete better good seems to be
established in the doctrine of St. Thomas.

On account of the importance of this fact, however, we cite
one other case which is complementary and corroborative of
the preceding. St. Thomas raises an objection against frequent
communion based upon the great reverence and awe with which
we should approach this sacrament. This objection is attacked
by noting first of all that reverence for the Eucharist arises from
a concurrence of fear and love. The desire of receiving it springs

]V Sent., d. 81, q. 1, a. 1: “. . . et haec sunt bona quae matrimonium
excusant, et honestum reddunt.” See also, q. 2, a. 2, ad 2: “Quando natura
tantum movet ad actum matrimonii, non excusatur a peccato omnino, nisi in
quantum motus naturae ordinatur actu vel habitu ulterius ad prolem secundum
quod est bonum sacramenti. Nec tamen sequitur quod motus naturae sit malus
sed quod sit imperfectus, nist ad aliquod bonum matrimonii ulterius ordinetur.”
See also IV Sent., d. 26, q. 1, a. 1 (Summe Theol., Suppl.,, q. 41, a. 1): “Alio
modo dicitur naturale ad quod natura inclinat, sed mediante libro arbitrio
completur; sicut actus virtutum, vel virtutes dicuntur naturales: et hoc modo
matrimonium est naturale; quia naturalis ratio ad ipsum inclinat. . . .”

4 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 180, a. I: “Cum ea quae sunt secundum naturam
sint ordinata ratione divina, quam humana ratio debet imitari, quidquid secundum
rationem humanam fit, quod est contra ordinem communiter in naturalibus rebus
inventum, est vitiosum et peccatum.”
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from love, whilst humility is born of fear. Then, practically,
he points the way out of this impasse by advising that each
person should do what in the sincerity of his faith seems best
for him. But St. Thomas drops the remark that love is preferred
to fear ** and this thought is more fully developed in another
approach to the same problem.*® Since love is preferred to fear,
he tells us, it seems more commendable, objectively speaking, to
receive the Eucharist more frequently; but since a thing more
preferable in itself may be less so for this or that individual in
the concrete, each individual ought to consider the advantages
and disadvantages of frequent communion for himself per-
sonally. If he finds that frequent communion fans the flame of
charity for Christ to more intense degrees of fervor or that
it stands as a mighty bulwark against numerous temptations to
which all are subjected, then he ought to receive the Eucharist
frequently or even daily. If on the other hand a loss of fervor
and reverence is the noticeable result, then he must be advised
to receive rarely.’” St. Thomas teaches in another passage **
that the reception of Holy Communion at least in voto is
necessary to salvation by a necessity of means; actual reception

45 Ibid., 11, q. 80, a. 10, ad 3: “. . . huic sacramento in quo Christus continetur,
maxima reverentia debetur. Ad reverentiam autem pertinet quod aliquis hoc
sacramento abstineat: unde laudatur Centurio, qui dixit (3 att., viil, 8), Domine,

non sum dignus ut intres sub tectum meum. . .. Ergo non est laudabile quod
homo quotidie hoc sacramentum suscipiat.” In answer to this: “. .. unusquisque
faciat quod secundum fidem suam pie credidit esse faciendum. . .. Amor tamen

et spes ad quae semper Scriptura nos provocat, praeferuntur timori, unde et,
cum Petrus dixisset, ‘ Exi a me, Domine, quia peccator homo ego sum,’ respondit
Jesus: ¢ Nolite timere.””

‘¢ In Epist. I ad Cor., xi, 27-34, lect. 8.

47 Ibid.: . . . Legitur etiam eodem (Lue. xix, 7), quod Centurio dixit Christo:
‘Non sum dignus . ..” In quo commendatur honor et reverentia ejus ad
Christum. Quia tamen amor praefertur timori, per se loquendo, commendatius
esse videtur quod aliquis frequentius sumat, quam guod rarius. Quia tamen quod
est in se eligibilius, potest esse minus eligibile quantum ad hunc vel illum:
considerare quilibet in seipso debet, quam effectum in se habeat frequens susceptio
hujus sacramenti. Nam si aliquis sentiat se perficere in fervore dilectionis ad
Christum et in fortitudine resistendi peccatis, quae plurimum consequuntur homines,
debet frequentius sumere. Si vero ex frequenti sumptione sentiat aliquis in se
minus reverentiam hujus sacramenti, monendus, est ut rarius sumat. . . .”

¢ Summa Theol., 111, q. 73, a. 8.

4
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outside of those times prescribed by the church is not necessary
to salvation. He does not determine here the precise gravity of
the obligation under which the individual would be bound to
receive communion {requently in case it should become reason-
ably certain that such a practice is the better good for him.
But the fact remains that he would be bound to do so, and the
proximate basis of the obligation would be the better good
concretely considered as such for himself personally. There is
no question here of a mere lack of fervor excusing him from
the obligation or from sin. On the contrary, if one thinks that
his fervor and devotion will be increased by a frequent reception
that is precisely when he is bound and ought to receive more
frequently.

Thus the correspondence of this teaching with that exposed
above in connection with the state of marriage becomes ap-
parent. There we saw that a person is permitted to choose the
lesser good only when some equal or greater compensation is
assured, that is, when the lesser good absolutely speaking be-
comes here and now by reason of its relative moral entity the
better good for the individual.** Here with regard to frequent
communion, St. Thomas declares that objectively considered it
is the better good and that we are obliged to it whenever it is
prudently found to be the better good also in the concrete
order. Whereas the lesser good objectively considered, that is,
the state of marriage, is looked upon as an indulgence needing
some excuse or compensation and is excusable only in view of
certain annexed goods which can render it a better good for
certain individuals. Hence the obligation to choose what is

4 In Epist. I ad Cor., vili, lect. 2: “ Apostolus hic indulget, id est, permittit
matrimonium, quod est minus bonum quam virginitas, quae non praecipitur et
quae est majus bonum.” See the complement to this, IV Sent., d. 31, q. 1, a. 1
(Summa Theol., Suppl,, q. 49, a. 1) “In conjunctione autem viri et mulieris
rationis jactura accidit, tum quia propter vehementiam delectationis absorbetur
ratio, ut non possit aliguid intelligere in ipsa, . . . tum quia etiam propter
tribulationem carnis, . . . et ideo talis conjunctionis electio non potest esse
ordinata, nisi per recompensationem aliquorum ex quibus dicta conjunctio
honestetur. . . .

35
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found to be noticeably better in the concrete must be accepted
as an unchallengeable fact in the doctrine of St. Thomas.*

Now that an obligation to choose the better good in the
concrete has been established from the factual standpoint, it
remains only to examine the manner of that fact. How does the
ultimate practical judgment transmit or impose an obligation
which does not exist in the proximate moral objects absolutely
considered? To clarify this last phase of the question it will
be necessary to retrace our steps backward over the psychologi-
cal process of deliberation with a definitely moral preoccupation.
This is necessary because it is usually granted, although dis-
puted by Cajetan,”™ that St. Thomas never intended the ulti-
mate practical judgment to arrogate unto itself in its own
right any mandatory prerogatives. It speaks indicatively
(modo indicativo) and not imperatively, says St. Thomas.*

50 Billuart comes to this conclusion where he writes: “ Quamvis enim laicus non
teneatur simpliciter et vi praecepti ecclesiastici recitare officium aut audire Missam
die feriali; quando tamen voluntarie et deliberate omittit, tenetur omittere
secundum dictamen rationis ex generali praecepto, quo quilibet tenetur in omnibus
actibus deliberatis agere ut homo et rationabiliter; quod praeceptum cadit non
solum super actus sed etiam super omissiones actuum quatenus sunt voluntarii.”

5 There is a dispute among the Thomists on the point whether imperium always
follows election. Dominic Soto (De Jure et Justitia, Lib. 6, q. 1, a. 1) takes
Cajetan to task for holding that the imperium or precept of prudence sometimes
precedes the election. Cajetan had written: *“. . . praecipere seu imperare potest
intelligi dupliciter: Primo, respectu electionis absolute quia scilicet aliquis praecipit
sibi ipsi eligere: . . . alio modo, sumitur praecipere respectu aliorum, prout aliquis
praecipit subditis suis . . . ; praecipere primo modo . . . , ad cujus rectificationem
ponitur prudentia, est causa electionis: . . . alio modo . . . materia et effectus
electionis . . .” (Caj. in II-II, q. 88, a. 1, n. II). Medina agrees with Cajetan
against Soto, John of St. Thomas, and the rest of the Thomists generally. But
this seems to be a dispute over words and not realities. For it is very probable
that Cajetan meant only that the last practical judgment of prudence preceding
and regulating election borrows something of the nature of command from the
will, as he so forcefully shows, I—III, q. 56, a. 3; q. 58, a. 5; q. 77, a. 2.

52 Summa Theol., I-1I, q. 17, a. 1: “Sed ratio potest aliquid intimare vel
denuntiare dupliciter: . . . uno modo absolute; quae quidem intimatio exprimitur
per verbum indicativi modi, sicut si aliquis alicui dicat: Hoc est tibi faciendum...
Aliquando autem ratio intimat aliquid alicui, movendo ipsum ad hoc; et talis
intimatio exprimitur per verbum imperativi modi, puta cum alicui dicitur,
Fac hoc.”
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The imperative act follows election and immediately precedes or
rather inaugurates execution.”® But the ultimate practical
judgment is certainly more than a mere signpost or hollow voice
of the megaphone dispassionately and disinterestedly direct-
ing traflic; for when the imperative act countermands a sup-
posedly ultimate practical judgment it must do so in virtue of
a new process of deliberation culminating in a new and more
acceptable ultimate judgment. If therefore the ultimate prac-
tical judgment does not speak authoritatively and definitively
in its own name, still it can issue commands, though not defini-
tively and eflicaciously as does the imperium, in the name of a
higher law, namely, the law of finality, from which it is ulti-
mately derived and whose regency it transmits and applies to
election in the concrete order. It is this borrowed authority or
participated urgency plainly discernible in the ultimate prac-
tical judgment which now proposes itself for examination.
However, before abandoning our station at the confluence of
ultimate practical judgment and election, we should be re-
minded of two important truths. First, that formal morality,
the very warp and woof of a concrete moral action, is interiorly
consummated in the psychological acts of judgment and election.
The final touches of order or design are put to the canvas by the
ultimate practical judgment and consequently all that pertains
to form or selection is attributed to it. But this design is given
concrete material embodiment or actual commitment to the
realm of completely existential morality by the act of election
which substantially elicits the concrete human action. The
wedlock of these two elements, the formal contributed by judg-
ment, the material or motional supplied by election, gives birth
immediately to the formally constituted and interiorly consum-
mated human action. All that transpires thereafter from the
mutual interplay of intellect and will in their onward drive to
fruition is to be considered as more or less consequential and
executional. Hence the reason, that is, practical intellect and

% Ibid., a. 8.
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will, truly produces morality or human action as a veritable
secondary cause.

Secondly, we must not lose sight of the fact that the object
of these two acts, whether taken singly or in their wedded unity,
is something complex. An ultimate practical judgment cannot
even be conceived of without thinking of its reference to higher
principles from which it descends. Neither could an act of
election be called into being independently of its prehistory
connected with and already begun in the intention. For the
election bears, not upon a simple good, but upon a means whose
essential correlative is the end or term of intention. These two
notions, the complexity of object and the secondary causality of
practical intellect and will, must be carried up the stream of
morality with us to its primal sources if our exploration hopes
to be adequately and successfully accomplished.

Moreover, they also suggest another statement of St. Thomas
which will easily serve as a point of departure in our proposed
analysis of the manner in which moral obligation to choose the
concrete better good is engendered and constituted. The state-
ment is this, that the moral rectitude or goodness of the election
depends upon the moral rectitude of the individual’s practical
reason; but rectitude of individual reason or of ultimate prac-
tical judgment depends upon rectitude of intention or desire
for the end which, in turn, is finally provoked by and dependent
upon a correct apprehension and appraisal of the material
ultimate end.** This is not just a passing remark dropped by St.
Thomas at random. It plainly threads together every phase
of moral action from its concrete and subjective consummation
back to its ultimate objective basis, and St. Thomas returns to
the statement many times in his special discussions on human
activity. In its moral implications it involves a consideration

5% Ibid., q. 19, a. 3, ad 2; “. . . Philosophus ibi loquitur de intellectu practico,
secundum quod est consiliativus et ratiocinativus eorum quae sunt ad finem: sic
enim perficitur per prudentiam. In his autem quae sunt ad finem, rectitudo rationis
consistit in conformitate ad appetitum finis debiti. Sed tamen et ipse appetitus
finis debiti praesupponit rectam apprehensionem de fine, quae est per rationem.”
See also, Ibid., q. 57, a. 5; II-1I, q. 47, a. 6.
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of the entire function of the virtue of prudence along with all
connected virtues orientating prudence with the ultimate end
Hence it presents a framework for our whole problem.

Let us begin the analysis then by noting that, although
prudence culminates in the act of imperium or application to
the work of execution which immediately follows election,”
nevertheless the ultimate practical judgment is that previous,
integral part of prudence which pairs off with and rectifies the
election formally and interiorly. Election and ultimate judg-
ment stand related to each other as matter and form. On
account of the intimacy of union between the two they are
regarded as a single unit in the process of deliberation, namely,
the formal term or conclusion of the process.”® Viewed from an
entirely subjective standpoint, this conclusion together with its
moral rectitude derives immediately from two previous acts of
will and intellect, namely, consent and counsel, which in their
unified collaboration are referred to as the consultative function
of prudence. Election after all is nothing but the ultimate
refinement to the best selection, that is, to the better good out
of many possible goods proposed by consultation. The inception
of the entire process of deliberation dates back to the intention.
The intention, indeed, from a purely subjective viewpoint gives
the first impetus and sustaining momentum to deliberation or
to the moral syliogism and also transmits morality through its
various steps to the conclusion reached with the election. Thus
it is that St. Thomas could say that rectitude of the individual’s
practical reason depends upon the rectitude of the intention.

Lest the Angelic Doctor be unwittingly accused of stark sub-
jectivism or Abelardian tendencies in this matter,”” we must

55 Ibid., II-I1, q. 47, a. 8; q. 51, a. 8, ad 8.

s¢ Ibid., I-11, q. 13, a. 8. ) ]
57 Abelard seems to have made the intention the sole criterion of morality,

In any case the following proposition: “Quod propter opera néc melior nec pejor
efficiatur homo ” was condemned by Innocent II (Denz., 380). And Abelard
indeed merited this censure inasmuch as he had said: “Non enim quae fiunt, sed
qua animo fiant pensat Deus: nec in opere sed in intentione meritum operantis
vel laus consistit” (Scito Teipsum, cap. 3, P. L., col. 644).
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hasten to note also the entirely objective basis on which he has
worked out the moral syllogism. The tract on sin where the
possibilities of reason’s beguilement by passion are discussed
offers a classic example of this point of view.”® Its reassurance,
however, is not necessary in view of the fact that we have
observed already how the supreme principles of morality stand
out as first objects of practical intellect and how their regency
is handed down through the channel of extrinsic formal causal-
ity to the proximate moral object. We have seen too how youth
at reason’s dawning is obliged to ordain its entire lifetime to the
true, material ultimate end by the volitional energies of in-
tention. Speculation on the possibilities of such a sweeping
orientation without instruction or grace from another does not
concern us here. Perhaps it would be more pertinent to discuss
the possibilites of ultimate practical judgment’s initial rectifica-
tion without the external example of a prudent monitor. But it
is sufficient to note that acts of virtue are very reasonable to
reason, that tried firmness is extrinsic to the essence of virtue
which can be generated by one solitary act in the first instance,
and more especially that the transition and conformity between
objective right reason accepted as a corporate possession of
prudent men and the individual’s practical judgment is effected,
at least in this matter of moral rectitude, through the channel
of extrinsic formal causality. In this same manner, St. Thomas
was careful to note, the rectitude of intention and ultimately
therefore the rectitude of deliberation as a whole depends upon
a correct appraisal of the material ultimate end which specifies
the intention. Thus it is that through the entire scale of psy-
chological acts, from first apprehension to election and onward,

58 Summa Theol., T-II, q. 77, a. 2, ad 4 “. .. ille qui habet scientiam in
universali, propter passionem impeditur ne possit sub illa universali sumere, et ad
conclusionem pervenire: sed assumit sub alia universali, quam suggerit inclinatio
passionis, et sub ea concludit. Unde Philosophus dicit, in VII Ethic., quod
syllogismus incontinentis habet quattuor propositiones, duas universales: quarum
una est rationis, puta nullam fornicationem esse committendam: alia est passionis,
puta delectationem esse sectandam. Passio igitur ligat rationem ne assumat et
concludat sub prima: unde, ea durante, assumit et concludit sub secunda.”
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objective reality shadows, as it were, the subjective phases of
the moral act, informing and determining them through the
channel of extrinsic formal causality. Hence the question of
transmitting the regency of the law of finality, the question
as to the manner in which moral obligation to choose the con-
crete better good comes about, and the question as to the bor-
rowed authority of ultimate practical judgment all converge or
coalesce into one problem susceptible of one and the same
solution, namely, the proper analysis of the moral syllogism.
We have discovered that intention of the end stands at the
source of deliberation and all that is truly moral: from the
subjective aspect it gives motional drive and material embodi-
ment to the human act; from the objective aspect, and drawing
upon the formal collaboration of practical intellect, it diffuses
the law of finality, that is, commensuration with the end or
relative moral entity, over moral action.

Now we need only to place the positive moral imperfection in
the above setting, which most certainly is a thoroughly Thom-
istic atmosphere, in order to discover its true worth in the
opinion of St. Thomas. First, the preference of a lesser good
morally and concretely accepted necessarily involves a rejection
of the better good morally and concretely accepted. For here
are entailed comparison and selection which terminate defini-
tively in the term or conclusion of the moral syllogism, and
only one term or conclusion can be legitimately and correctly
drawn from one set of premises by a definitive process of delib-
eration. We have seen already how and why the election, that
is, the term or conclusion of deliberation, is psychologically and
morally committed under obligation to the concrete better good,
namely, to what in the long view of things pertinent is the more
useful alternative for the worthy intention. St. Thomas has put
the whole matter very succinctly where he says that to consider
whether this or that must be done, which implies deliberation,
is the work of practical reason. In such a line of consideration
it is necessary to accept some one rule, namely, the end, as a
standard of reference or measurement according to which the
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better alternative is determined. For it is evident that man
imitates, that is, desires, what is the better of various possible
goods; but the better good is so determined in view of the end;
and so it is necessary to accept some measure or end in delib-
erating upon what had better be done. This measure then,
namely, the end, is the standard from which reason discourses
to what must be chosen.®® The synonymous appraisal of what
is the better good, what must be done and what must be chosen,
their convergence into one identical idea, their derivation from
one and the same standard of reference and process of delibera-
tion, cannot possibly escape the notice of thoughtiul readers.
It follows from this passage, which is typical of the cumulative
evidence found in St. Thomas, that any choice embodying the
lesser good, so determined by its reference to the true ultimate
end, cannot possibly be derived either actually or virtually from
this same ultimate end or measure as a legitimate conclusion
of prudential deliberation. In such a process the regency of the
law of finality is interrupted, and such a choice, being out of
conformity with the supreme principle of morality, lacks the
relative moral entity due to every human act in the concrete
and consequently fails to realize that plenitude of being
required for complete moral goodness.’® Therefore, such a
choice is perverted and the positive moral imperfection accord-
ing to the principles and doctrinal inferences of St. Thomas
must be labelled a sin.

The break in continuity between premise and conclusion,
between law of finality and positive moral imperfection, reveals
itself more openly at the juncture of proximate moral object

5 In II1 De Anima, lect. 16: “ Considerare utrum hoc sit agendum, aut hoc
quod est deliberare, opus est rationis. Et in tali consideratione necesse est accipere
aliquam unam regulam, vel finem, vel aliquid hujusmodi, ad quod mensuretur
quid sit magis agendum. Manifestum est enim quod homo imitatur, id est,
desiderat id quod est magis in bonitate, et id quod est melius; melius autem semper
dijudicamus aliqua mensura: et ideo oportet accipere aliquam mensuram in
deliberando quid magis sit agendum. Et hoc est medium ex que ratio practica
syllogizat quid sit agendum.”

8 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 18, a. 1.
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and ultimate practical judgment. It is the case of at least two
goods, let us say A and B, both acceptable according to absolute
moral entity but one morally superior, the other inferior, from
the standpoint of utility to the true ultimate end of the indivi-
dual, being more or less dispassionately presented on the screen
of consultation. So far, so good. The principle of finality, the
soul of right intention, still animates and breathes through the
process. But deliberation is not yet finished. Those reports of
consultation are not entirely speculative, since they were
handed down by the individual from his stand on the ultimate
end; but they are not entirely practical either, for the individual
has not yet made them his own, that is, they have not yet
coalesced with his free judgment or choice as form unites with
its matter. In fact it could not happen at this stage of the
process, because only one form can be the unifying principle of
one accomplished reality such as a human action. Prudence,
thus far the arbiter and moderator, must guide the discourse
to its conclusion, must terminate all suspense of the moral syl-
logism by stating definitively that A rather than B must take
the preference. This final word, disarming the will of its indeter-
mination and provoking election, ends the process. The content
of this final statement involves a complex network of relation-
ships, namely, the mutual comparison of alternatives A and B,
their comparison to the end and to the subject’s needs in view
of the end. If A, the concrete better good, is chosen, all of these
relationships emerge to the plane of accomplished reality. If
B is chosen, then the double relation of alternative to subject
and subject to end is only half realized. The aspect or reference
of true ultimate end to subject plus alternative is not molded
into the co-ordinated structure of this choice. Hence this act,
choice, breaks faith with the urgency, regency, and promises
of the law of finality.

Certainly, the preference of what—in view of the true ulti-
mate end—is a lesser good prudentially considered must also
be foreign to its exigencies and to the dictates of a deliberation
inaugurated by that same end. It was St. Thomas who said
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that there will be a sinful perversion of election wherever a
person prefers in his judgment of practical reason the lesser
good to the better.®* Certainly, a choice of this sort involves
some negligence, some inconstancy with regard to the inten-
tion’s bearing upon the true ultimate end. Again, it was St.
Thomas who wrote that it pertains to prudence to prefer the
better good to the lesser good. Therefore, he continues, to
decline the better good pertains to imprudence. But this is the
part of inconstancy and consequently inconstancy, he tells us,
pertains to imprudence.”” Let it be noted also that in the
foregoing reference St. Thomas finally decides that inconstancy
is a special sin against the virtue of prudence. What else but
imprudence could a deliberate acceptance of spiritual disadvan-
tage without hope of equivalent compensation or a willful
rejection of spiritual gain possibly be? What else could St.
Thomas have meant when he wrote in the De Malo that we seek
m deliberation both the means and the better means of doing
something? As he says, if a choice does not exclude the end
altogether, but is less useful in its accomplishment, because our
purpose is thereby retarded, then such a choice is a venial sin.®®

Hence the short circuit, though most apparent here at the
juncture of election and consultation, no doubt lurks higher up
the line somewhere among secondary motives and intermediary
ends. The conclusion of ultimate practical judgment must, as

Q. D. de Ver,, q. 23, a. 8, ad 4: “. . . electio habet in se et rationis judicium
et appetitum. Si ergo aliquis judicio praeferat id quod est minus bonum magis
bono, erit perversitas electionis ”; St. Thomas continues: . . . non autem si
praeferat in appetendo; non enim homo tenetur prosequi meliora semper in
operando, nisi sint talia ad quae ex praecepto obligetur.” But it is evident that
St. Thomas in this latter half of the response passes over into the abstract order
of external operation.

2 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 53, a. 5, Sed Contra: “. .. ad prudentiam pertinet
praeferre maius bonum minus bono. Ergo desistere a meliori pertinet ad impru-
dentiam. Sed hoc est inconstantia. Ergo inconstantia pertinet ad imprudentiam.”

Q. D. de Malo, q. 7, a. 5: “. . . In consulendo enim quaerimus et per quod
aliquid fierl possit et per quod aliquid melius fiat. . . . Cum wero acceptatur
aliquid quod non excludit finem, sed tamen sine eo melius ad finem perveniri
possit, quia in aliquo retardat a fine, . . . tunc est peccatum veniale.”
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we have already seen,” propose as the sole motive of election
the better good, whether real or apparent, true or false. And
the better good will turn out to be real or apparent according
to the truth or fallacy of the practical judgment, since practical
truth is moral goodness and practical fallacy, moral evil.®®
Truth or fallacy of the practical judgment is decided, St.
Thomas tells us, according to practical intellect’s conformity
or difformity with a worthy intention of ends, the intermediary
as well as the ultimate.®® The corruption of choice in an indi-
vidual once properly orientated to his true ultimate end nor-
mally begins with the more immediate motives and issues of
daily life. For before the will definitely breaks allegiance with
the ultimate end, it usually has already made petty compromises
in favor of temporal pleasures and happiness.*

The proximate ends of the moral virtues are intimately con-
cerned with temporal goods. They also serve as intermediary
premises through which practical reason must travel in resolv-
ing its particular conclusions to the ultimate end. In this
wealth of detailed and subordinated relationships, the will and
reason of man get lost and sometimes go astray. The will
lingering overly long upon temporal goods refuses to heed the
due measure appointed by prudence and instead drives the
practical reason off the course in quest of excuses and on a
fool’s errand after the apparent motives of choice. St. Thomas
touches the problem immediately when he says of pusillanimity,
which is opposed to liberality or, better still, to magnanimity,
that it stalks the heels of every flight from the better good of
difficult matters of counsel.®®

°* See footnote 35.

%8 Summa Theol., II-11, q. 20, a. 1: “. . . id quod est in intellectu affirmatio vel
negatio est in appetitu prosecutio et fuga: et quod est in intellectu verum wvel
falsum est in appetitu bonum et malum.”

% In VI Ethic., lect. 10: “. . . si electio debeat esse bona quod requiritur ad
rationem virtutis moralis, oportet quod et ratio sit vera, et appetitus sit rectus,
ita scil, quod eadem quae ratio dicit, id est, affirmat, appetitus prosequitur.”

87 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 34, a. 5.

8 Ibid., q. 35, a. 4, ad 2: “ Fuga autem bonorum quae sunt ad finem, quantum
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In any case, to trick the lesser good out in a better’s guise and
finery, the practical reason must be inveigled into some volun-
tary error and culpable deceit.”® If, therefore, in the transition
from consultation to election, the false and the apparent should
gain preference over the true and the real, this can only be on
account of a falsification in the practical reason ultimately
traceable to the fading influence of original premises and the
ascendancy of less worthy motives incapable of actual or virtual
contact with the true ultimate end. To displace the one true
conclusion of prudence, a condition of will must arise which St.
Thomas has envisaged in his statement that the will is already
inordinate which loves the lesser good more than the better
good.™

Thus the will in its freedom can arbitrarily brush aside each
contingent judgment of the practical reason, finally saying
which pleases it according to its predispositions and determining
which shall be ultimately practical by the very act of election.
Such a privilege, however, fraternizes more intimately with
license than with true liberty, for it seems to concede a freedom
of ends as well as means ™ and consequently it acknowledges no
proper dependence of will upon the scale of subordination found
in things. For all of that, the will cannot arbitrarily determine
the voice of conscience or the definitive conclusion of prudence.
The conclusion of prudence and the voice of conscience some-

ad ardua, quae subsunt consilis, fit per pusillanimitatem; quantum autem ad ea
quae pertinent ad communem justitiam, fit per torporem circa praecepta.”

% In VI Ethic., lect. 10: “ Intemperato videtur optimum sequi concupiscentiam,
.. . quia malitia opposita virtuti pervertit judicium rationis, et facit mentiri
circa fines, qui sunt circa practica principia.”

7 Summa Theol., I-II, q. 78, a. 1: “Est autem voluntas inordinata quando
minus bonum maius amat.”

Bartholomew Mediha commenting upon this article had the following remark:
“Ulterius est voluntas ex cujus deordinatione peccatum ex malitia originatur,
nempe, quando propositis duobus bonis et unum est maius et alterum est minus
scienter eligit quod est minus cum detrimento in superiori bono et in hoc peccato
est error in prava electione, id est, imperio efficaci intellectus qui statuit hoc minus
bonum esse amplectendum etiam cum detrimento boni superioris idque sine
passione. . . .”

" Ibid., I, q. 62, a. 8, ad 3; q. 83, a. 4.
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times, that is, in every good choice, coincide with the last
practical judgment of reason. But this is not always the case,
since the will in sinning can override conscience and prudence,
though it cannot silence them altogether. It can put off the
judgment of prudence out of deference to another more attrac-
tive judgment for its doubtful purposes, but it cannot make this
particular judgment of prudence not be the judgment of pru-
dence, or the only true alternative, for the individual here and
now, after he has diligently considered and discovered this parti-
cular act to be the better good in view of the true ultimate end.
Therefore, the positive moral imperfection involves at least a
cast of imprudence and traces its lineage back to the vice of
pusillamimity. No other conclusion can be logically deduced
from the principles of St. Thomas which we have examined.

The argumentation may be summed up briefly in this way:
A human act cannot be morally sound and perfect unless it be
resolvable to and performed in conformity with the principle
of finality which is the ultimate principle of morality. But a
deliberate choice of the inferior good concretely considered is
out of conformity with and beyond the regency of this principle.
Therefore it is evil.

J. C. OsBourn, O. P.

Dominican House of Studies,
Washington, D.C.

(To be continued.)



CONCERNING SOME VIEWS ON THE
STRUCTURE OF MATHEMATICS

[ 0]

I lose my patience, and I own it too,
When works are censur’d, not as bad but new.

—PorE.
I. INTRODUCTORY

l} fl ATHEMATICS has always had for civilized peoples

an appeal sometimes practical, often fanciful, at times

even theoretical and philosophical. The empirical
mensuration of the ancient Egyptians, the mystical numerology
of the Pythagoreans, the precision, to a degree, of the Grecian
geometers, the highly mathematicized structure of modern sci-
ence—all these, and many more, are but varied colors in the
Joseph’s coat of interest in mathematics. So it is not surprising
that we read in Plato’s Republic:

Mathematicians only dream about being, but never can they
behold the walking reality so long as they leave the hypotheses
which they use unexamined, and are unable to give an account of
them. For when a man knows not his own first principle, and when
the conclusion and intermediate steps are constructed out of he

knows not what, how can he imagine that such a conventional
statement will ever become a science?

This was a challenge of prime importance to all mathematicians
of future ages, a challenge which the modern mathematician has
eagerly taken up.

Within recent years mathematicians have been intensely busy
in a critical study of the foundations of mathematics. A casual
glance at the current mathematical literature will testify to
this—a fact which is indeed one of the crowning glories of
twentieth century mathematics. Today there are fearless and
tireless workers in mathematics whose every ambition is to
make as stable and firm as their talents allow the basis upon
which the extensive development of modern mathematics rests.

431
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They are determined to establish for mathematical theory a
genuinely consistent structure. Profoundly critical is the cur-
rent effort, with the almost inevitable result that the mass of
its literature is scarcely within reasonable bounds. As a con-
sequence, when we try to present a critique of this vast enter-
prise we find it almost impossible. It should be remembered
that the problem is, in the most literal sense imaginable, an
infinitely complex one; it is broader, deeper, and more ambitious
than any other program as yet undertaken in scientific circles.

A brief study, therefore, of some points in what many con-
sider one of the more interesting and significant parts of mathe-
matics should prove welcome. In fact, the intense preoccupa-
tion of the mathematician with the foundations on which the
whole intricate superstructure of modern mathematics rests has
begun to awaken interest in other quarters.

At the very outset, however, 1 should like to make it clear
that the reader cannot, and obviously should not, look for an
exhaustive and compendious treatment of all questions con-
nected with the foundations of mathematics. Besides requiring
more genius than I possess, such a pretentious program would
most certainly go beyond the more modest task which I have
set for myself—remarks concerning some views on the structure
of mathematics. Indeed, if this study will give only a cursory
glance at this field of scientific endeavor—a veritable universe
of thought—it will have accomplished something. Even an
estimate of the far-reaching importance of all these varied
efforts toward a critical evaluation of the fundamental prin-
ciples of mathematical thought has some value. More than
this is beyond the scope of these pages.

II. SomE ViEwWsS

To get a general view of the scope of these efforts before
entering into the criticism of some points, we present the
following bird’s-eye view of the program of each of the im-
portant schools of modern mathematical thought. Although the
easily discernible lines of demarcation between the original
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foundation programs in mathematics have become somewhat
blurred in the process of time through the introduction of
variations, compromises, and the like, still the original division is
best adhered to for the sake of clarity. We must admit, however,
that there exist at present much confusion and irreconcilable
differences of opinion on the whole problem of the foundations
of mathematics.

a. The Postulational School. It has been said that from the
postulational point of view mathematics is a collection of
mathematical sciences. This should not be naively interpreted
in the sense that mathematics for the postulationist consists
simply of more or less autonomous postulate systems. The
development of incompleteness theorems, which have played
such an important role in the foundations. of mathematics
within recent years, shows quite clearly that to consider mathe-
matics as the development of a single postulate system (a result
that would follow if the sub-systems were autonomous)?® is
hardly possible today. Postulational mathematics has its es-
sence not in the study of any particular kind of postulate sys-
tem, but in the study ultimately of postulate systems as such.
In fact, the nature of specific mathematical subject matter is an
essentially subordinate problem from the postulational stand-
point. We summarize with Stabler:

The first concern of the postulational school is to establish con-
sistent sets of postulates for various mathematical sciences. It is
usually desirable that a set of postulates be independent, and some-
times a set is desired to be categorical, sometimes non-categorical.
Tt is notable that in establishing consistency, independence and
categoricalness, the proofs depend first, on the abstract nature of
the postulates when the undefined terms are treated as abstract
symbols; second, on the possibility of interpreting the undefined
terms, and hence the postulates, in many concrete ways having

1 As H. B. Curry has remarked: “If we could formulate a completely adequate
logic, then these postulates could be added to the hypotheses of the theorems,
and so all postulate systems could be subsumed under one master-system—logic.
But the point is that we can not have any such logic.” (Bull. Amer. Math. Soc.,

XLVIL (1941), 238, note 83).
5
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psychological significance; third, on a process of judging that these
postulates are satisfied or not satisfied for a given concrete inter-
pretation or system; and fourth, on the assumption that each of the
concrete systems used is self-consistent.?

b. Logicism. It is a central tenet of this school that mathe-
matics forms an integral part of logic and as a consequence the
members of this school hold that the search for the foundations
of mathematical science must be made in logical theory. By
the construction of a symbolic logic, they hope to proceed with
the development of the science of mathematics. That mathe-
matics is an extension of formal logic is a fundamental thesis
of this school, as the writings of its adherents show,’ or in other
words mathematics is claimed to be a development out of logic,
in terms of logical concepts, from logical principles, and by
use of loaical principles. The logical school has concentrated its
effores va the analysis of mathematics in terms of a very small
number of fundamental logical concepts, freeing it from all
other non-logical undefined terms. From this it would follow
that, once a logical system is accepted, the whole structure of
mathematics can be deduced from it. It was with thoughts such
as these in mind that Russell framed his now famous definition
of mathematics:

Pure mathematics is the class of all propositions of the form
“p implies ¢ where p and q are propositions containing one or
more variables, the same in the two propositions and neither p nor q
contains any constants except logical constants.*

c. The Formalism of Hilbert. In an efiort to rid fundamental
mathematical theory of its numerous paradoxes, Hilbert pro-
posed to construct the system of classical mathematics as a
mere calculus without regard to interpretation. Hence for the
formalist the axioms are meaningless expressions of symbols,
the structure of which is of greatest interest. This, Hilbert

2 E. R. Stabler, “An Interpretation and Comparison of Three Schools of Thought
in the Foundations of Mathematics,” Mathematics Teacher, XXVIII (1935), 13.
3 See for example Russell, Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, 194-195.

* Principles of Mathematics, 8.
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thinks, is the most fruitful method of approach for establishing
freedom from inconsistency. Accordingly the formalists believe
that the search for the foundations in mathematics is not to be
made in logic, but rather in certain pre-logical or pre-mathe-
matical symbols which are preliminary to all logical thinking.
Of these, as the solution is viewed by the formalist school, we
have an intuitive knowledge which enables us to proceed to the
development of mathematical theory. The formalists, relying
on this intuitive knowledge of the marks as marks, proceed by
formal argumentation according to definite rules to establish
their ideal propositions from previously listed axioms. These
tdeal propositions, Hilbert asserts, are to be considered as
images of thought belonging to the usual development of a
mathematical science, yet in themselves the ideal propositions,
as well as the marks in which they are expressed, are to receive
no interpretation; they are meaningless statements expressed
in terms of meaningless signs. In Hilbert’s words:

To attain our end, we must make the proof as such the object of
our investigation; we will thus formulate for this purpose a Beweis-
theorie, which treats of the operations of the proof itself. . . . In
our present investigation the proof itself is the concrete and exhibit-
able thing; the reflection in terms of content follows only upon
the proof.s

Parallel with the formal mathematies, but distinct from it,
there exists a metamathematics, which includes intuitive mathe-
matical conclusions, and in which also meaningful, immediately
evident propositions are admitted. This sharp division between
the formal mathematics and the meaningful metamathematics
is an essential new point in Hilbertian formalism. Indeed, as
has been remarked, according to Hilbert it is most proper to say
that “ mathematicians pass out of their proper domain when
they attempt to give the marks meaning.”

d. Brouwerian Intuitionism. For Brouwer and his followers
mathematics is a construction-process, a building up of the

5 « Neubegriindung der Mathematik,” Gesam. Abkand., ITI, 169-170.
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science of mathematics relying on the faculty of the intuition,
which he understands to be nothing more or less than the ability
of the mind to enter into a close relationship with the deter-
mined complex situations about it and then to build up a
mathematical system.® Further, according to Brouwer mathe-
matics is identified with ezact and precise formulation of
thought. Not only do we find, from the intuitionistic view, that
particular sciences use mathematical forms, but also that they
appear regularly in all our thinking life. Hence the intuitionist
concludes that there exists no science, not even philosophy or
logic, which can be made the basis of mathematics. For in any
attempt to apply a philosophical or logical proposition in mathe-
matics as a means of proof, we would find ourselves guilty of
the fallacy of “ vicious-circle ” reasoning, since even in their
very formation philosophical or logical propositions presuppose
a mathematical organization of concepts. As a result of his
construction-process view of mathematical theory, Brouwer
does not feel that mere theoretical possibility of existence suf-
fices for mathematical demonstrations, unless there is given
a positive means of constructing the desired characteristic. This
also leads to Brouwer’s denial of validity to the law of the ex-
cluded middle when applied to infinite systems, for he claims
that it is always uncertain whether for an arbitrary proposition
concerning a definite infinite system either the necessary con-
struction or the corresponding obstruction can be established.
And as the law of the excluded middle leads to the acceptance
of the proposition that every mathematical problem is—
theoretically at least—solvable, this too merits intuitionistic
disapproval. Briefly, then, we see that the concept of solv-
ability, the principle of the excluded middle, and the indirect
proof of purely existential propositions are boldly rejected by
the intuitionist.

¢ Brouwer’s intuition seems to be not altogether unlike the habitus principiorum
of Scholastic philosophy (cf. Summa Theol., I-II, q. 50, a. 4; q. 57, aa. 1-2; also
Jaime Castiello, “ The Psychology of Habit in St. Thomas,” Modern Schoolman,
XIV, 8-12, particularly III).
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III. A CriTIQUE

It is, of course, evident that any-critique to be complete
would necessarily require volumes and that consequently
to attempt such an evaluation within a few pages, besides
being undesirable here, would be to produce something
entirely inadequate or unintelligibly condensed. Wherefore, we
have decided, more or less arbitrarily, to limit our discussion to
the following topics: starting point and truth. These, we think,
afford sufficient scope in the light of our aim; they will, we
think, prove interesting to the reader. It may be objected that
we have chosen topics which are sterile or on which there is
considerable unanimity among the various schools of thought.
But this is not exactly the case, as will appear presently. And,
if we accept the necessity of a foundation for mathematics in
any sense, we must face these problems ultimately.

As is probably more or less obvious from the brief discussion
presented above, there is not too marked a difference between
the first three schools—the postulational, the logical, and the
formalist. Indeed, from one point of view, we might say that
there is only a difference of degree (not an essential difference)
in the viewpoints of these three schools of mathematical
thought. Each calls for a list of preliminary assumptions ex-
pressed in terms of preliminary ideas. The postulationists have
their postulates and undefined ideas; the logical school has its
primitive propositions and primitive ideas of logie; the formalist,
too, presents his awioms in terms of pre-mathematical and pre-
logical symbols. So it would appear that the only difference
that exists between them is the degree to which they have
pushed back the search for the preliminary assumptions and
ideas, or in other words the depth of their analysis.

Yet, we think, there is a deeper and probably more significant
feature present that furnishes the cause of the cleavage that
certainly exists between Hilbert and the Russell-Whitehead
group. Russell and Whitehead have on wvarious occasions
affirmed an extreme dependence of mathematics on logic; in
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fact, they have made mathematics and logic one. This opinion,
of course, Hilbert does not share. Rather he feels, and in this
he is not alone, that such a position is most emphatically un-
tenable. Wherefore we see that in a very proper sense there
does exist an essential difference between these schools of
mathematical thought, one of sufficient importance to warrant
careful investigation and consideration in any understanding
and interpretation of the two programs.

The essential difference between the postulational school and
the formalists seems to consist in this that, for the latter, the
foundations of mathematics are to be sought in our intuitive
knowledge of certain pre-logical and pre-mathematical symbols
formed into preliminary propositions which are rendered con-
sistent by formal objective operations on them after making
them free of all interpretation. The postulationist, on the other
hand, holds that it is the possibility of finding a concrete inter-
pretation of the postulates that fixes consistency. Some of the
postulationists however, lean to the view that mathematics
and logic are intimately related, though they make of logic a
subordinate algebra in the mathematical scheme.

It is not immediately apparent which of the three schemes,
considered as an analytic theory in the sense of Aristotle’s
Posterior Analytics, is to be preferred to the others as a starting
point of mathematical science. Probably any one of the three,
when sufficiently systematized, would prove as satisfactory as
any other. This, however, is really not the most important
point.. As P. Hoenen has remarked in regard to the formalist
scheme (his words, we think, may with equal justice be applied
to the postulational and logical schemes as well) :

Science has certainly traveled by other roads than that marked
out by axiomatics. In short it [axiomatics] has failed as a foundation
for science, and has not even attempted to explain the origin.
Axiomatics as a theory of knowledge of first principles is utterly
worthless.?

7P. Hoenen, “ A Field of Research for Scholasticism,” Modern Schoolman, XII
(1934-85), 17, italics added. The axiomatic school, moreover, shows a distinct
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Yet we must not be too rigorous in our demands. Certainly
in their attempt to reduce the fundamental principles of mathe-
matics to a minimum they have rendered a great service to
mathematics and also to philosophy. Although they may not
have given an epistemological basis for the origin of the con-
cepts, could not this be very easily supplied once their work is
perfected?

There seems to be not too much difficulty on that score, but
then perhaps I am overly optimistic. We might outline a
system to serve as the epistemological basis of any one of the
schools, it being considered as an analytical theory, somewhat
as follows: 1) The intellect by its abstractive operation obtains
from the sensible plane characteristics which are essentially
mathematical. (Here there might be some difficulty, for all are
not in agreement as to what is the exact nature of mathematical
objects, but at least each one could abstract such notes as he
considers mathematical.) 2) Then the mathematician may
combine these notes in various ways to obtain the starting
points or fundamental axioms of various branches of mathe-
matics, taking care that they are compatible.® 8) These notes
may also be given an extended analogical meaning, thereby
making possible schemes of mathematical treatment that are
verifiable, not directly, but only analogically in the imaginative
intuition. Such systems will then not have a literal interpreta-
tion, for example, in mathematical physics, but perhaps only an
operational or analogical significance which, however, will not
be without value.

This outlined plan,® as it appears to me, in no way conflicts
very radically with any of the schools of mathematical thought.
Rather this manner of obtaining the fundamental assumptions
of mathematics, be they mathematical or logical or pre-mathe-

tendency toward nominalism, which was so destructive of late medieval philosophy
and which, unless checked, will produce the same barren results in the philosophy
of mathematics.

8 Cf. St. Thomas, Comm. in Pertherm. Arist., 1, iii, 4.

° It has been discussed by the author with some detail in “A Theory of Mathe-
matical Reality,” Modern Schoolman, XVI (1938-39), 88-91.




































































































































































































































































































































