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STATES OF LIFE

(-]

{HE RELIGIOUS orders have always been a significant
factor in the life of the Church, contributing either to
- her embarrassment by their failures or to her triumph
by their successes. Accordingly, a correct evaluation of the
religious state in general and an adequate appraisal of the
various types into which that state is divided are of the utmost
importance to all interested in the triumph of the Church. It
is to be regretted that by an unfortunate paradox in the history
of Christian spirituality modern thought on the religious state,
instead of being clearer and better developed than ancient
thought, is actually more confused. The varieties of the religious
state and their relationships to the development of Christian
perfection and the good of the Church have been subjected by
modern authors to confusion and distortion, whereas in the
minds of the great doctors of the past all was clear and orderly.
An example of this unhappy contrast may be found in the
remarkable lucidity of one of these great doctors of the past,
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St. Thomas Aquinas, and the distressing confusion of one of
these modern authors, the Trappist poet, Thomas Merton.
They are definitely at odds in the important matter of the
relative merits and the difference of function of the active and
contemplative orders.

Inasmuch as modern works on Christian morality often lack
a properly theological consideration of the special states of the
Christian life and the ordinary theological course today treats
of the religious life in a cursory and inadequate fashion, it seems
well to present the doctrine of St. Thomas on the active and
contemplative lives, and on the religious state and its formal
variants. Following this exposition we shall contrast the teach-
ing of the Angelic Doctor with the modern viewpoint referred
to above. In conclusion, we shall attempt to indicate a few of
the many practical conclusions, important to everyone, which
issue from St. Thomas’ treatment of the religious life.

I

In ordinary speech, the terms “ life ” and “ state ” can have
reference to such things as magazines and civil institutions, yet
a2 misunderstanding of the usage of these terms is unlikely.
In ordinary speech, however, such terms as * contemplative
life” and “ contemplative order,” “ religious life ” and “ reli-
gious order,” or “ religious state,” are frequently confused. Not
so in theology. Theologically, the contemplative religious state
and the active religious state are defined and differentiated in
terms of the works of the active and contemplative lives, but
neither state is to be confused with its corresponding type of
life. In much the same fashion, the medical profession and
the culinary profession are defined and differentiated in terms
of the works of the sciences of medicine and cooking, in terms
of health and nutrition, and yet they are not identified with
health and nutrition. Fruitful theological thought on this
subject must keep this distinction clearly in mind. An under-

1 Cf. T. Merton, “ Active and Contemplative Orders,” The Commonweal, XLVII,
No. 8.
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standing of the relative merits of the contemplative and active
lives must include some idea of the thing divided, an insight
into the type of distinction involved, and knowledge of the
standards according to which the judgment is to be made.

“Life,” as divided into * contemplative ” and “ active,” is
not simply self-motion, a feature common to all living things.
The distinction between the contemplative and the active life
applies specifically to human life, intelligent and rational life.
In this sense we are accustomed to say that a man leads the life
of a philosopher or the life of a sportsman inasmuch as his
greatest delight and chief interest is either in thought or in
athletic accomplishments. Accordingly, “ life ” as divided into
“ contemplative ” and “ active” refers to the rational and
deliberate side of human life. And a form of life in this sense
is denominated as active or contemplative by what is chiefly
intended in that life. Tnasmuch as some men chiefly intend the
contemplation of truth and others chiefly intend an exterior
type of activity, human life can be conveniently divided intc
active and contemplative.

This distinction is adequate and sufficient. The thing divided
is the intellectual life of man, that type of self-motion which is
his alone, not the vegetative and sensitive life he has in common
with his pets. That intellectual life and its resultant knowledge,
from the view point of goal or end, is either an end in itself or
a means to action, speculative or practical. It is precisely from
this point of view that human life is divided into contemplative
and active. In the abstract, this distinction is obviously suf-
ficient. In the concrete, however, no man’s life is entirely one
or the other; every man’s life must be a combination of both.
Even the metaphysician has to know how to tie his shoes. Yet
even in the concrete a man’s principal intention cannot be
equally centered on both lives. Hence even in the concrete the
distinction is sufficient. A shoe-tying metaphysician 1s still
principally a metaphysician. Evaluating these two lives and
assigning a position of priority to one or the other, may be
accomplished with accuracy only upon the basis of a threefold
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consideration of priority: a priority of nature, a priority of
merit, and a priority in the order of generation.

From the viewpoint of the nature of the thing involved, i. e.
human life, that life will be superior in which the conditions of
human felicity are more fully realized. St. Thomas gives eight
reasons for the primacy of the contemplative life. First, the
contemplative life is an exercise of the noblest faculty of man,
the intellect, and it considers the noblest object of that faculty,
intelligible being, principally God. Secondly, the contempla-
tive life is more continuous. Thirdly, the contemplative life
is more delightful. Fourthly, in the contemplative life a man
is more self-sufficient since he needs less. Fifthly, because it
1s more true of the contemplative life that it is desirable simply
for itself and not as a means to something else, it is more perfect
than the active. Sixthly, the contemplative life is more quiet.
Seventhly, the contemplative life is more closely associated
with divine life, whereas the active life is more closely associated
with human life. Finally, the contemplative life is more purely
intellectual tha{x the active life, which imvolves the operation of
other human faculties.

From the viewpoint of merit St. Thomas holds that in itself
the contemplative life is more meritorious than the active. He
argues to this position from the following premises: charity is
the root of merit; charity consists in the love of God and
neighbor and is more meritorious in those acts which directly
pertain to the love of God than in those which directly pertain
to the love of neighbor; the contemplative life is directly con-
cerned with directly loving God whereas the active life is
directly concerned with directly loving neighbor. It can and
does happen however, that because of the charity of the one
meriting a work of the active life is more meritorious when done
with greater charity than a work of the contemplative life done
with lesser charity. This consideration in no way militates
against St. Thomas’ objective conclusion; it is merely a question
of which visitor gets the best bed in the house, the prince or the
pauper. The answer is simple except in the case where the
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pauper happens to have a special claim on one’s affections.
Finally, in the order of generation the situation of primacy is
reversed. As embraced by men, the active life is a disposition
for the exercise of contemplation. Unquiet human nature must
first be brought under control before contemplation is a pos-
sibility to any great extent.

The various religious states are defined, differentiated, and
evaluated in terms of the works of the active and contemplative
lives. Yet the terms “ contemplative religious state ” and “ con-
templative life,” ““ active religious state ” and “ active life ” are
not to be confused. St. Thomas treats of life and state in two
distinet sections. However, it is true that an antecedent under-
standing of the two lives and their relative merits is essential to
an understanding of his thought on the various religious states
and their relative merits. In general, the religious state is
defined by St. Thomas as a state of perfection. Accordingly,
before approaching the question of the varieties of religious
state and their relative merits, an appreciation of the terms
state and perfection is indispensable.

In abstract terms, “ state ” properly signifies an immovable
condition of a thing disposed in a way suitable to its nature.
Etymologically the term comes from the word “stand,” in
which position the natural disposition of one’s members is
verified, sc., head up and feet on the ground, though indeed in a
movable way. However, in human affairs the term “ state ” has
been transferred to signify an immovable condition in factors
which are internal, invariable, and personal. Theologically it
does not refer to such external variable factors as wealth or
poverty. The element of immobility in that condition is verified
by a permanence of personal obligation. Thus, in this restricted
sense, state is properly predicated only of freedom or servitude
whether in spiritual or civil affairs.

State is thus immediately subdivided into the state of free-
dom and the state of servility. In the spiritual order, each of
these states is subdivided into that of beginner, proficient, and
perfect with respect either to good or evil, the true state of
freedom being one of virtue, the true state of servitude being
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one of vice. Yet it is to be noted that whereas the states of
slavery and freedom are specifically different, the states of
beginner, proficient, and perfect differ by way of emphasis.
Human perfection essentially consists in charity. Yet charity
is a virtue capable of growth. The outstanding steps in this
growth have been isolated by the doctors of the Church on the
basis of difference in emphasis. Thus they distinguish a state
of beginners in which emphasis must be placed on the avoiding
of sin and the resistence of evil inclinations. In the second
stage, that of proficients, emphasis is on the very process of
increasing in charity itself. Finally, they distinguish a third
stage, that of the perfect, in which primacy of interest is simply
that they cling to God and enjoy union with Him. When St.
Thomas refers to the religious state as a state of perfection he
means perfection in this latter sense. Just as the command-
ments impose obligations which remove those things contrary
to charity in the absolute sense, so too the counsels are ordained
to removing impediments to the development of charity into
the third stage, sc., that of the perfect. Yet the impediments
to the presence of charity in the human will are things in them-
selves evil, whereas the impediments to the growth of charity
are not, e. g., matrimony, worldly business, and the like. Hence
the religious state consists essentially in the assumption of the
counsels as obligations. Since state is an immovable condition
this obligation must be permanent and solemn, i.e., one of
public vow recognized as such by the Church. For this reason
the religious state is in a special sense a state of perfection.
Thus, paradoxically, a man perfect in charity in the sense
that his prime interest is union with God, although he is not
solemnly bound by vows to the obligation of following the
counsels, is not in the state of perfection. And a religious bound
by vow to the obligation of following the counsels yet chiefly
interested In avolding sin is in the state of perfection. For
though man’s spiritual condition before God is of greater im-
portance than obligations recognized in and by the Church,
it is this solemn obligation and not simply charity that places
him in a state of perfection, as that term is used by St. Thomas.
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The question now arises as to whether there is such a thing
as variety in religious institutes and if so is it possible to grade
them in an order of excellence. In the first place, a religious
institute as an exemplification of the religious state is a school
in which men are habituated or trained in the perfection of
charity. And inasmuch as there are diverse works of charity
and diverse methods of training, it is possible to ascertain dif-
ferences in religious orders. On the one hand, they can be
distinguished by their goals, that is by the diversity of works
to which various institutes are ordered, as, e. g., the care of the
sick, or the redemption of captives. On the other hand, they
can be distinguished by the diversity of practice, e. g., some
castigate the body by fasting, some by manual labor, and some
by standing in cold water. Since goals are universally significant
and, relative to societies, are in fact specificative, the prime
differences in religious institutes must be considered from the
view point of goal. Indeed it is true that there is a certain
community of goal or intention in all religious institutes and a
certain community of practice, sc., the vows. Yet both goals
and methods admit of an element of variation which constitutes
true differences. This variety has been always introduced and
conserved by the authority of the Holy See as of maximum
importance for the good of the Church as a whole.

St. Thomas holds that the varieties of the religious state are
not only defined and differentiated but alsc evaluated in terms
of the active and contemplative lives. And in an orderly fashion
he lays down the standards according to which that judgment
is to be made. Differences on the part of goal are more import-
ant than differences on the part of method. Things can be
contrasted only in those aspects in which they differ, hence the
relative excellence of a religious institute flows from differences
with respect to goals primarily and to method secondarily. The
comparison from the part of goal is absolute inasmuch as goals
are sought for themselves; comparison on the part of method
is relative, for methods are good only in terms of their efficiency
in obtaining the goal.

The works of the active life to which a religious institute may



8 JOHN FEARON

be ordered as to a goal are twofold: some by their very nature
are derived from the fullness of contemplation—teaching and
preaching sacred doctrine; others, such as giving alms and
caring for the sick, are totally exterior occupations and are not
of their very nature derived from the fullness of contemplation.
The first type of work is preferable to simple contemplation by
way of addition for it is better to illumine than merely to shine.
Both the first type of work of the active life and simple con-
templation are preferable to the second type of work of the
active life. The validity of this eévaluation of works has already
been established in the consideration of the active and contem-
plative lives. Accordingly, from the viewpoint of goal, orders
which are ordained to preaching and teaching rank first, those
which are ordered simply to contemplation rank second, and
those which are occupied with exterior works of the active life
of the second type rank third. Within each of these three
classifications preéminence of various institutes is to be esti-
mated: first, by more detailed gradations of the work involved;
secondly, by the number of works which can possibly multiply
excellence; and thirdly, by the proportionate effectiveness of the
statutes of each institute to accomplish proposed goals.

In this evaluation St. Thomas is speaking of instances of the
religious state and not of individual religious and their parti-
cular degree of holiness. All the religious orders have this in
common, that they tend toward the perfection of charity. It
would be a distortion of the text of St. Thomas to say that
simply active orders tend only toward the initial stage of per-
fection. Also, it is to be noted that it is not the multitude or
intensity of exercises that establishes the relative excellence of
method but their proportion to the goal, their effectiveness in
attaining the end of the order. This is not a concrete evaluation
of religious orders based upon the spirituality of their actual
members, but an objective analysis of the mnature of these
institutes as stipulated in their statutes. This is a brief sum-
mary of the mind of St. Thomas on the active and contempla-
tive lives, and on the religious state and its varieties. It has
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been culled from his tract on the different lives ? and from his
tract on the different states.®

Ir

The task of criticising Thomas Merton’s article* is made
difficult by the fact that his sequence of thought is somewhat
perplexing. Lest this criticism suffer that same disadvantage,
we will offer: first, a general criticism of the argument as a
whole; secondly, a particular criticism of particular parts. The
author of this article proposes as his object the “ argument
¢ action vs. contemplation’ . . ..” Specifically he attempts “ to
reconcile ” an alleged contrariety between St. Thomas’ teaching®
that the “ mixed vocation ” is superior to the contemplative or
active vocation and his doctrine ® that the contemplative life in
itself by its very nature is superior to the active life. This
proposed reconciliation is effected by a reference to qualifica-
tions of the general doctrine by St. Thomas himself and by an
interpretation of what St. Thomas must have meant in the light
of traditional teaching.

As regards the first article of the one hundred eighty-second
guestion, the author insists that the general evaluation of the
two lives must be qualified by the doctrine contained in the
response to the third objection to that article. * When he
admits that the active life can be more perfect under certain
circumstances, accidentally, he hedges his statement with half
a dozen qualifications of a strictness that greatly enhances what
he has already said about contemplation. First, activity will
only be more perfect than the joy and rest of contemplation if
it is undertaken as the result of an overflow of love for God . . .
in order to fulfil His will. It is not to be continuous, only the
answer to a temporary emergency. It is purely for God’s glory,
and it does not dispense us from contemplation. It is an added

¢ Summa Theol., II-I1, qq. 179-182.
3 Ibid., qq. 183-189.

¢ Loc. cit.

5 Summa Theol., TL-II, q. 188, a. 6.
¢ Iibid., q. 182, a. 1.
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obligation, and we must return as soon as we morally can to the
powerful and fruitful silence of recollection that disposes our
souls for divine union.”’

In view of this response and in view of traditional teaching,
the author offers his interpretation of the sixth article, question
one hundred eighty-eight, which evaluates the various types of
religious orders. By active orders he says that St. Thomas here
“ clearly ” means orders engaged in external works of charity
or mercy for the good of others. He says that the bare state-
ment “ the religious institutes which are ordered to the work
of preaching and teaching hold the highest rank in religion ”
is frankly misleading and conjures up nothing more than s
mental image of some pious and industrious cleries bustling
from the library to the classroom. Finally, he maintains that
in ranking the three types of institute St. Thomas was obviously
thinking of the traditional conception of the degrees of perfec-
tion so explicitly found in St. Augustine and St. Bernard.
Accordingly, as he sees it, by the “ mixed > orders St. Thomas
must really have meant the peak of the mystical life, the
marriage of the soul to God, which gives the saints a miraculous
power and smooth and tireless energy in working for God and
souls.

By arguing that all religious, and in fact all lay people, do
{(or at least should) in some sense arrive at this peak of mystical
life, the author considers that he has reconciled the contrarety
between the two texts of 5t. Thomas and has exposed the true
meaning of the Angelic Doctor. By way of corollary he con-
cludes that all orders are best, that there is only one vocation
for all since all are called to the summit of perfection, and that
degrees and varieties in perfection, i. e., of religious vocations,
depend on the perfection of divine union and not on the means
the order has at its disposal for preaching and teaching.

In the first place, it is necessary to say that there is no such
contrariety as the author alleges between the two texts cited
from the Swmma, nor is there any need for a reconciliation of

7 Merton, loc. cit.
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them. Only on the basis of an inexcusable confusion between
St. Thomas’ concepts of life and state could such a contrariety
be envisaged. The exception cited from the response to the
third objection of the first article, question one hundred eighty-
two, is not an exception to the superiority of the contemplative
life over the active life. The response merely states that in
certain circumstances the works of the active life can be
superior to the works of the contemplative life. It makes no
specific reference to types of active work done, e. g., preaching,
or caring for the sick. The assumption of such works according
to the stated circumstances would in no way vary the species of
the contemplative life which is established by primacy of
intention. ‘

In the sixth article, question one hundred eighty-eight, St.
Thomas treats of the varieties and grades of the religious state.
Inasmuch as the religious state is a state of perfection, all
varieties and grades of that state have as a common intention
and goal perfection, in the sense of perfection in charity, with-
out relation to the initial and proficient grades of charity. It
is common to all religious institutes that they pertain to the
religious state, and constitution in this state depends, not upon
simple intention, but upon the formal assumption of the
counsels as personal obligations. St. Thomas was not assuming
the grades of charity of St. Augustine and St. Bernard as the
basis for his differentiation and gradation of religious institutes.
Actually he is both clear and explicit as to his foundation for
differentiation and gradation, sc., the goals of the wvarious
institutes considered in terms of the active and contemplative
lives. He indicates two types of work of the active life: some
which of their nature flow from the abundance of contempla-
tion—preaching and teaching, and others which of their nature
do not, i. e., the giving of alms and the reception of travelers.
Seen in this light, St. Thomas’ conception of the most perfect
type of religious institute suggests something far superior to the
image of pious and industrious clerics bustling from the library
to the classroom, which Thomas Merton seems to have drawn
from it.
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The author appears to conclude too widely in judging that all
orders and all Christians do or should live according to a pattern
which mixes the works of the contemplative and active life,?
and thus fulfill the vocation of the most perfect type of religious
institute as described by St. Thomas.” For St. Thomas, to con-
template and to pass on to others the fruit of contemplation has
a very specfic meaning. Some works of their very nature
are fruits of contemplation, sc., preaching and teaching sacred
doctrine. Praying for others and being an example of contem-
plative perfection are not works of the active life which of their
nature flow from the abundance of contemplation. They are
part and parcel of the contemplative life in the sense of being
solely contemplative. Indeed the abbot might strictly give to
the community the fruits of his contemplation; but he is only
the abbot, he is not the institute; his role is not the specific
goal of the institute. The Little Sister of the Poor who has an
intense interior life and cares for the aged is not giving of the
fruits of contemplation in the strict sense. Such religious are
doing works of the purely active life and are merely being good
religious in the process. A religious of the most perfect type of
religious Institute should engage in the works of the active life,
sc., preaching and teaching in conformity with the conditions
laid down by St. Thomas.” It does not logically follow that
every type of activity (e. g., caring for the sick, redeeming cap-
tives, being an example of contemplative perfection, praying
for others) is a giving to others the fruits of contemplation.
Strictly speaking, these works are not the fruits of contempla-
tion. Hence it is absolutely false to conclude that there is only
one type of religious state and one vocation.

The author’s corollaries as well, seem to be at variance with
the doctrine of St. Thomas. Degrees and varieties of religious
vocation (1. e., vocation in the objective sense of state) do most
certainly depend upon the works to which the various institutes
are ordained, e. g. preaching, teaching, etc. In St. Thomas, the

8 Cf. Summa Theol., JI-I1, q. 182, a. 1, ad 3um.
® Ibid., q. 188, a. 6.
10 Ibid., q. 182, a. 1, ad 3um.
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degree of union with God has nothing to do with this problem.
The author has completely obliterated all bases for differences
in religious institutes and has also overemphasized their com-
mon element, sc., their tendency to the perfection of charity,
but this is not the thought of St. Thomas.

Moreover, the author’s division of religious institutes into
contemplative, active, and mixed is not an exact rendering of
St. Thomas’ doctrine. These ““ mixed ” orders in St. Thomas
are orders whose goal is works of the active life which of their
nature flow from the abundance of contemplation, not just
any works of the active life. The simple term “ mixed ” in no
way conveys this exactitude of thought. The author is also of
the opinon that St. Thomas uses the term “ active life ” in two
different ways, i. e., to denote (1) external acts of charity and
mercy for the good of others; (2) as the activity required for
the practice of any virtue by anyone in the purgative or illumi-
native ways. He thinks the Doctor changes from one sense to
the other without giving any warning when he is about to make
the change. It is true that St. Thomas uses the term “ active
life ” in slightly varying senses, but the opinion that this change
in sense occurs in a confusing manner is without foundation.

In the opinion of the Trappist author, the ““ mixed ” orders
today in America realize their vocation to contemplate and give
to others the fruit of their contemplation by way of compromise,
sc., by dividing their duties between their nuns and their priests.
The nuns live in cloisters and do the contemplating and the
priests live in colleges and cities and do the teaching and
preaching. As a matter of fact the goals and statutes of the
“mixed ” orders in America today are the same as they were
since their foundations in Europe. Though they may fail to
realize their ideal to a certain degree, a failure that is easily
understandable considering the height of the ideal, compromise
has not taken place either legally or factually, nor has it even
been considered. In the article under consideration the author
makes an evaluation of the “ mixed ” and contemplative orders
according to two different standards. He evaluates the
“ mixed > orders in America today according to what he thinks
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has actually happened to them, and evaluates the contempla-
tive orders in terms of their statutes. Such a difference of stan-
dard might have the advantage of being rhetorically strong, but
it has the disadvantage of being logically very weak.

The author attempts to prove that the Carthusians are a
mixed order in the most flattering sense of the term because
they copy books, that the Cistercians are a mixed order be-
cause they once produced a school of mystical theclogy, and
that the nursing sisterhoods are mixed because they have a
deep interior life. In this he fails to prove his point. “ Mixed ”
orders are such because they have for their goal works of the
active life which of their nature flow from contemplation. Copy-
ing books hardly seems to be a work of that nature. It is
rather difficult to see how taking a sick man’s temperature
with a thermometer is an operation of its very nature flowing
from the abundance of contemplation. His example of an
ecstacy of St. Bonaventure as a typical instance of giving to
others the fruit of contemplation is not an example of that fruit
at all. An ecstacy is not a work of the active life. If the aim
of this article was to convince Christians, both religious and lay,
that they subjectively had a vocation to the mystical hife, then
the argument the author chose was peculiarly inappropriate.
The tract in the Summa, upon which the conclusions are based
can not lead to the author’s conclusion, if the tract is properly
understood.

i

The evolution of the Church in a given area can be divided
into three general stages. Initially, the major burden of the
missionary effort is to make the Church visible in that area.
The second phase of development consists in establishing the
Church on a more or less self-sufficient basis from the view
point of finances and clergy. The final and lengthiest stage of
that evolution is basically a matter of bringing the members of
the Church to the perfection of the Christian life and bringing
the population of that territory into the Church. These various
stages require diverse abilities and diverse agencies in the forces
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which are attempting to bring about growth. This generation in
America is perhaps the first to see the day when the missionary
and second stage of development are more or less completed.
Accordingly, the Church in the United States today is at a point
when special emphasis needs to be placed on those special
abilities and agencies whose peculiar work it is to bring the
Church to perfection.

In this historical context one of the first practical applications
of St. Thomas® doctrine on the differentiation and gradation
of religious institutes is that these institutes whose special work
it is to bring the Church to perfection need to be encouraged.
For the most part the work of bringing the members of the
Church to the perfection of the Christain life is one of preaching
and teaching sacred doctrine. On the other hand the great bulk
of men outside the Church belong to the rather well-educated
but unreligious class we ordinarily characterize as secular. To
date no effective apologetic methods have been devised to
bring this class of men into the Church. But this much is clear:
the work is going to have to be done by men who are thoroughly
spiritual, in a word—contemplatives, and by men who are mtel-
lectually equipped by specialized doctrinal preparation, by men
who actually, personally, have contact with that class. In other
words one of the most vital needs of the Church in America
today is healthy and numerous institutes of the so-called
“ mixed ” type whose special goal is the work of preaching and
teaching, works which of their nature flow from the abundance
of contemplation. _

Religious mstitutes of all types generally adapt themselves to
the conditions of time and place and adjust themselves to the
needs of the Church at the given moment. Thus, for example,
it happens that institutes with different goals will all engage n
missionary activity in the initial phase of the life of the Church
in a given territory. Yet in the final process of bringing the
Church to perfection it is of the utmost importance that their
particular goals and their specialization of activities be re-
emphasized. Hence the needs of the American Church in our
day call for a general return by religious institutes to the works
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for which they were originally approved and to which their
manner of life is best proportioned.

As a further practical application of the thought of St.
Thomas on the varieties of the religious state and the standards
whereby the different institutes are to be evaluated, it might be
noted that it would be well if those actually engaged in voca-
tional guidance would keep them in mind. Those burdened
with the duty of providing vocational advice to youth should
be perfectly familiar not only with the different types of work
done by each institute but also with the proportion the observ-
ances of each institute bear to the intended goal. A wvalid
judgment of a religious institute must be made from both
points of view. Vocational guidance should not be a mere
process of populating a favorite community or recommending
the institute which is most arduous in the sense that its observ-
ances are absolutely the most rigorous. In conclusion it might
be well to recall that St. Thomas maintains that the differences
in religious institutes are for the beauty and good of the Church.
Both from the viewpoint of doctrine and from the viewpoint
of practical attitudes, questions of difference in kind and dif-
ference of degree should be approached with that consideration
first and foremost in mind and heart.

JouaNn Fraron, O.P.
College of St. Albert the Great,

Oakland, California.



CONTEMPORARY THEORIES OF MAN*

L0

I
IN TREATING of modern man’s metaphysical and religious

needs, two preliminary points require brief mention. How

do these needs compare with other human needs that are
commonly recognized? And what special weight should be
given to the word “ modern ” in this context?

There is a legitimate sense in which the metaphysical and
religious requirements imposed by our having a human nature
stand alongside the other requirements for the good life. At the
outset of an empirical inquiry into the human condition, it
is only necessary to observe that the human drives toward
realization are various, that the reaches of human desire extend
in many directions. Merely private wants and social ones, those
which are only momentary and those which remain throughout
a lifetime, wants which are shared with other animals and
those which seem peculiar to man, these are some of the
distinctions which come immediately to mind. It is usual to
differentiate between the technological, biological, cultural,
social and political aspects of our life. In addition, man can be
viewed—and, indeed, can regard himself—from the standpoint
of widest generality as one being among others in the world,
displaying certain traits and having certain needs in virtue of
his inclusion in the common situation. Like the rest of nature
his tendency toward the good is a search after actual goods
and hence after some share in God’s perfection. He is, then,
also a metaphysical and religious animal.

What distinguishes man from the other parts of nature is
his ability to place an interpretation upon his life and to guide
his actions by the insight so gained. He is not content simply to

* The educational importance of these conceptions of man is borne in mind
throughout this study.

7
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be implicated in the world and to be subject to certain desires.
He wishes to understand his presence in the world, to test and
order his desires, and to pursue his ends in accord with the
meaning he places upon his existence. In addition to the fact
of various human needs, there is question of the nature of the
distinction and order obtaining between them. When this com-
parative study inquires in a fundamental way about the nature,
existence, operations, and ends of man, one avenue has been
opened to a metaphysical treatment of human nature. Because
this approach tries to determine the most comprehensive traits
of our experience, it holds the first rank among the ways of
gaining self-knowledge.

The pursuit of metaphysical and religious wisdom 1s an
abiding and central need of man. Its great importance does not,
however, seal it off in proud isolation from man’s other pre-
occupations. Investigation of the structure and dynamism of
being in general and of our human mode, of being cannot be
carried on in an intellectual vacuum. It is impossible to discover
the common pattern of human experiences unless they are
actually attended to at every level where they make their
“appearance. There are metaphysically important aspects of
our artistic, political, scientific, and economic activities. If they
are disdained, the resultant metaphysics will be an artificial and
imhumane account which fails to provide a basis for human
unity and integration. In revenge, the other sciences which
touch upon man will try to organize human life around one or
another particularist standpoint. Some such defection on the
part of metaphysicians has led to the present state of affairs,
in which general agreement about the sense of human existence
is neither present nor held desirable.

If metaphysics is commonly regarded as a misty and irrele-
vant pastime or as the scullery maid in the scientific house-
hold, the responsibility lies primarily with philosophers them-
selves. Many of them have either taken scandal or taken
fright at one stubborn feature of human reality: its temporal,
historical character. Those who have taken scandal tend to
depreciate the importance of the world of development and to
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overstress the timeless and changeless nature of metaphysical
principles. They retreat into a realm of immutable essences
where all is neat, undisturbed, and thoroughly inhumane. Those
who take fright are liable to abandon all permanent truths and
autonomous philosophical thinking. Their flight leads to some
place of refuge among the physical or social sciences where the
most acute and radical questions need not be faced.

Both the eternalistic and the scientistic casts of mind are
foreign to a perennial philosophy. Perhaps this incompatibility
is less apparent in the case of the former group, but it is no less
real. A perennial philosophy is not an eternalistic one, but one
which perseveres and grows throughout the years. It recognizes
the permanent validity of some metaphysical principles and
concepts, but also the need for developing and correcting them
and the danger of losing sight of them. It refuses to convert
truths drawn from and referring to the real world into building-
blocks of a deductive or dialectical substitute for this world.
Metaphysics, like every other human discipline, is itself subject
to the common risks of temporal existence. It is not relativism
but awareness of the human character of philosophy to allow
that insight may increase or deteriorate, that the forms of truth
may change and its content be corrected and developed, that
the stress ought to be different in the modern age than in times
past, and that a living tradition has special obligations which
are historically conditioned.

One of these obligations is to approach a problem in a way
that is familiar and pertinent to contemporaries. It is no secret
that there is a crisis today in the Western world’s conception
of man himself. This is a focal point of philosophical discussion.
Apart from the Christian teaching on man, there are at least
three general attempts at providing an acceptable philosophical
anthropology: Marxism, naturalism, and existentialism. After
making some comparative remarks about these competing phi-
losophies in relation to Catholic university education, I wish
to examine each theory briefly in its historical and doctrinal
aspects. The educational implications of this analysis should
not be difficult to draw out.
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I

What immediately strikes one in viewing these representative
theories is a sense of familiarity. They have all been met with
upon previous occasions. The student of the social sciences is
well-acquainted with political and economic aspects of Marx-
ism. If we would believe the naturalists, their methods and
assumptions are held in common with the physical scientists.
In any case, the reverberations of naturalism have been felt
by those who are sensitive to the deep-running currents in
American education. Finally, one meets with sounds and
rumors of existentialism in every corner of the literary scene
today. All these positions are firmly established in our world
and solicit attention and allegiance on their several grounds.

We are not dealing, then, with systems of pure speculation,
but rather with philosophies which deliberately envisage the
practical order and the possibility of transforming it in definite
ways. Yet although a practical program affecting our cultural
and institutional life is intended, acquaintance with the philo-
sophical background remains indispensable. It is true that a
large number of camp followers neither can master nor care to
master the philosophical foundations of the cause being pro-
moted. This fact does not dispense others, who do not belong
to the fold, from reckoning with these underlying principles if
they hope to offer a convincing estimate and perhaps an alter-
native proposal. Otherwise, discussion will remain at the sur-
face and will never penetrate to the heart of the issue.

Investigators working only with the tools of literary and
moral criticism are often so intent upon pointing out the dis-
astrous results to which existential writings lead that they
forget to direct attention toward the theoretical sources from
which they draw steady inspiration. Granted that a sensibility
and character nourished upon the novels and plays of Sartre
will be inclined toward atheism and amoralism, this provides
no satisfactory answer to the reader who is already troubled
about the accepted views on God and the moral law. Literary
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and moral appraisal should be integrated with a properly philo-
sophical treatment of Sartre’s conception of man, freedom, and
the universe. Otherwise no answer can be forthcoming to the
inevitable retort that to depict man as the creator of his own
standards of conduct in a godless world is only to depict him
with superior realism “ as he is in fact.”?

A similar lassitude steals over the mind when it is confronted
by Marx and Communism. An admirable amount of industry
may be expended on biographical research, on economic and
sociological descriptions of the nineteenth-century environment,
on detailed historical studies of the fortunes of Marxism and
Leninism, and on the discrepancy between promise and actu-
ality in lands under a Communistic regime. Such efforts are
indispensable but not enough to constitute an adequate critique
of the Marxian view of man. Nor is the missing element
supplied merely by collecting Marx’s and Engels’ obiter dicta
about God, religion, and the spiritual side of man. To publicize
these sayings is not the same as to expose the taproots of their
philosophical position. Here again is an obligation to push the
discussion just as far back in the direction of fundamental com-
mitments as Marx himself has done.

This same requirement holds all the more stringently in the
case of John Dewey because of the fact that Dewey himself is
a philosopher. His case does not stand or fall completely with
the activities of the Deweyites, and preoccupation with the
latter is a manifest instance of ignoratio elenchi. Dewey has
underlined the close relationship between his general convie-
tions about experience and nature (including human natyre)
and his stand on educational, social, and artistic matters. The
latter cannot be taken meaningfully by themselves with only
a token recognition of their theoretical setting. It will not do
to skirt the philosophical concepts, since Dewey himself will
not allow his critics to make the evasion if they really mean
to be entering into discussion with him. If he is to be taken

2This is the contention, for instance, of one of Sartre’s most alert literary

followers, R. Campbell: Jean-Paul Sartre ou une littérature philosophique (rev. ed.,
Paris, 1946), especially in his polemical chapter 1X,
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seriously as an educationist, then he begs that he be taken
seriously as a philosopher who claims to justify his educational
theories in terms of philosophical naturalism.

In the university community, separatism should tend to dis-
appear and the gap between the various disciplines to close not
by way of amalgamation but by more ready communication
and tighter integration of the sciences. The study of man is a
joint undertaking which needs the contributions of students
working at various levels and standpoints. The success of the
venture at any stage depends upon two prime conditions. No
single discipline should consider its own report to be sufficient
without the others, but each should try to co-ordinate its find-
ings with the rest of the available evidence. Secondly, the work
of co-ordination and synthesis is facilitated when an mntellectual
principle of order 1s admitted. The primacy of metaphysical
and religious aspects is expressed educationally when the meta-
physician and theologian take the trouble to inform themselves
exactly about the state of studies in other fields and also when
workers in the more particular sciences recognize in practice
the decisive bearing of metaphysical and religious considera-
tions upon the final result. The ultimate judgment about the
three conceptions of man under consideration is a philosophical
and theological responsibility.

11T

Like many other minds of an innately academic sort, Karl
Marx took delight in ridiculing the bookish dons, especially the
professors of philosophy. In later life, he looked back to his
university days with none of the customary affection. He
seemed to have been ashamed of his academic past, but
although he depreciated it, he cannot be said ever to have
escaped beyond its influence. It has often been remarked that,
for all his celebration of action and the concrete manipulation
of forces, Marx himself was pre-eminently the theoretician, the
student of social affairs from a relatively safe distance. More
significant for our purpose is the fact that his theorizing about
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political economy was conditioned not only by his associations
with the French radicals and by his factual studies in the
British Museum but also by his early training in speculative
philosophy. This filiation is sometimes simplified to the point
of merely repeating the famous quip that Marx’s aim was to
set the Hegelian dialectic back om its feet. It is nearer the
truth to say that he accepted and improved upon Feuerbach’s
reversal of the dialectical top and bottom. A study of this
mediate relationship of Marx to Hegel by way of Feuerbach
(as far as critical appraisal is concerned) brings into relief the
attitude of Marx towards humanism.®

Several times in the course of his writings,* Hegel presents a
synoptic view of modern philosophy as it leads up to his own
system. He took his own major accomplishment to be the
synthesis of an idealistic and monistic notion of the absolute
with a dialectical mode of philosophical thinking. This is an
accurate judgment, for Hegel did all in his power to make such
a view of God and philosophy reasonable. He regarded the
absolute in a quasi-Aristotelian way ® as pure thought or mind,
but as mind involved in the dialectical process which comprises
the finite world of categories, physical nature and the spiritual
achievements of man. The purpose of this development is to
make explicit and actual all the latent powers of spirit, so that
it can come to know itself in and through its antithetic forms
and historical phases. Yet Hegel also seeks to persuade us that
spirit embraces the finite process within its own perfect, self-
same and eternal actuality. This actuality, being a living con-
sciousness, is by nature thoroughly dialectical.

To be one of Hegel’s immediate successors was a trying lot,
since one had to choose between the safe mediocrity of merely
filling out the paragraphs of his system with secondary details

3 This approach has been made successfully by F. Grégoire: Aux sources de la
pensée de Marx: Hegel, Feuerbach (Louvain, 1947).

¢ See, for instance, The Phenomenology of Mind (Engl. tr. by J. Baillie, rev.
second ed., London, 1931), pp. 80, 802-04.

5 Hegel’s interpretation of Aristotle poses the major comparative problem in G.
Mure’s An Introduction to Hegel (Oxford, 1940), chs. I-VI.
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and the audacious task of challenging the major principles
themselves. Ludwig Feuerbach wished to choose the better part
and proceeded to make radical suggestions about the key
concept of the absolute. The controversial point concerned the
nature of the relation between the absolute and man. Hegel
had looked upon man as a necessary manifestation of the
divine idea, as the being in whom the divine idea comes into
conscious possession of itself. Man’s perfection, therefore, con-
sists in working out dialectically his identity with the absolute
mind. The philosophy of the absolute reveals to man his true
essence as being the absolute itself. Feuerbach challenged this
assertion that the divine mind or spirit was the inmost core of
human nature. In order to reach the state of divine seli-
contemplation, man would have to lose his characteristic pro-
portions and mode of being. The Hegelian philosophy is a
kind of crypto-theology and must be replaced by what Feuer-
bach liked to call a thorough-going anthropology. Only when
the philosophy of the absolute is converted into the philosophy
of man can there be a vindication of the concrete human being.
In order to found his new version of humanism, Feuerbach
found it necessary to repudiate not only absolute idealism but
also the ordinary religious belief in God as an entity indepen-
dent of and superior to empirical men.® Both viewpoints result
from a failure to organize human life around a completely
human ideal. Feuerbach declared them both to be instances of
what Hegel himself referred to as the state of estrangement or
alienation from oneself. If the absolute mind were the true
substance of man, as Hegel avers, then men in their ordinary
condition would stand toward such an absolute much as slaves
stand toward the master who determines the meaning and dis-
position of their lives. A similar relationship of lord and
bondsmen characterizes the religious attitude of worship. The
worshippers fail to appreciate and cultivate their own powers
when all attention is paid to glorifying a transcendent God.

8 Cf. The Essence of Christianity (Engl. tr. by M. Evans, London, 1853), and
the anti-Hegelian essays collected in vol. II of Feuerbach’s Samitliche Werke, ed.
by Feuerbach (10 vols., Leipzig, 1846-66).
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What is the real import of the ineradicable religious tend-
encies of mankind, especially in their noblest Christian form?
Hegel had taught that the same insight was present in religion
as well as in the philosophy of the absolute, although it stood
forth in its true conceptual form only in its philosophical
expression. Feuerbach agreed that the content is the same in -
both cases, but maintained that only an anthropocentric philo-
sophy can interpret the religious impulse correctly. Its message
speaks in favor of man himself rather than of an absolute
subsistence apart from man. Human individuals, aware of the
disproportion between their actual shortcomings and their deep-
est aspirations, are inclined to keep the latter feelings pure and
to lend them greater sanction by attributing the perfections to
an objective being set over against themselves. Feuerbach
denies that he is an atheist in the opprobrious sense of one who
has no regard for man’s sublimest ideals. But he does wish to
dissociate these ideals from a being foreign to man, and in this
sense he denies the existence of God. All the attributes which
are usually objectified in God are returned by Feuerbach to
man himself in his essential nature and tendency. In this
recognition of the divinity and communal oneness of man,
human individuals attain the concrete unity and freedom for
which they have always been striving under various metaphy-
sical and religious guises. Thus Feuerbach declares the essence
of religion and Christianity to be man himself as a self-founded
being.

Marx read this critique of Hegel and orthodox religion with
great enthusiasm, for it opened a way for him to pass beyond
mere left-wing idealism to a more independent position. He
liked Feuerbach’s repudiation of a metaphysical absolute, his
replacement of the science of the absolute by a theory of man,
his vindication of feeling and his hints about the social factor
in human nature. On the other hand, there was plenty of work
left for Marx himself to do." The Feuerbachian analysis of

7 Marx’s early criticisms of Hegel and Feuerbach are gathered in the first volume
of the first section of the Marx-Engels Historisch-kritische Gesamt-Ausgabe, ed.
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religion was true as far as it went, but it had not ascertained
the cause of the religious projection of an ideal world into a
subsistent region of its own. This cause Marx found to lie in
the social and economic conditions under which men were
living. Feuerbach had successfully reversed the relation be-
tween the ideal and the real, revealing the former to be a
derivative of the latter. But his realism was not sufficiently
dialectical and eritical, since it left untouched the actual con-
dition of flesh-and-blood men. This reluctance to engage in
social as well as religious criticism was attributed by Marx to
the passive view Feuerbach held of sense perception and,
ultimately, to his remaining in the theoretical sphere where
thought does not issue In action of a revolutionary sort.

It seemed clear to Marx that the critique of religion is only
a preface to the more basic critique of political economy. For
why are men led to objectify their aspirations if not because of
the intolerable social conditions under which they are forced to
exist? Religion is both the expression of this miserable state and
a protest against it, a protest which yet is quite ineffective since
it leads men to dream about an illusory happiness coming from
on high. The radical cure for the religious sickness is not the
reduction of theology to anthropology but the surpassing of
all ologies in favor of a revolutionary transformation of the
social and economic order. Hegel had said that we can speak
of man properly only when he is regarded as a member of civil
society and as having certain needs and functions in that
society. Marx admitted that man is properly human only as a
unit of society. But he pointed out that the established order
within which Hegel sought to define man (and against which
Feuerbach did not rebel) was itself inhumane and hence no fit
matrix for the total realization of human potentialities and
hopes. As modern society has developed, the vast majority of
men are reduced to the inhuman status of means of production

D. Riazanov (Frankfurt-am-Main, 1927 fl.). The mature position of Marx is
reflected in F. Engels’ Ludwig Feuerbach and the Outcome of German Classical
Philosophy (Engl. ed. by C. Dutt, New York, 1984). See S. Hook’s From Hegel
to Marz (New York, 1986).
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and pawns of the impersonal demands of the market. Some
way must be found to confer personal dignity upon empirical
individuals and so to emancipate man simply as man.

We may leave Marx at this intermediate stage in his journey.
His theories about history, class warfare, the proletariat, and a
classless society constitute his more definite proposals for usher-
ing in the era of Marxian man. He employed the dialectical
method for materialistic ends, believing that religion, the con-
flict of classes, and the misery of self-alienated societies would
disappear when and only when his view of man as essentially a
collective and economic being prevailed in a concrete way. His
critique of religion is integral with, but also subordinate to, his
more basic critique of political economy. If man is to find any
salvation on the face of the earth, Marx locked for it in a
quickened appreciation of the dignity of work as a union of
theory and action, insight and sense, freedom and discipline.
His socio-economic interpretation of man is in many ways the
strict outcome of Hegelian philosophy and the bourgeois, view
of life. It goes a long way toward making understandable the
attraction which some men of good will have felt, at least
momentarily and in theory, toward Marx and Communism.
Here, then, is one modern attempt to provide a satisfactory
account of man and his vocation.

v

Another answer 1s proposed by American naturalism. This
movement is still subject to growing pains and perhaps cannot
as yet be given a rounded description. It reckons Frederick
Woodbridge, Morris Cohen and (sotto voce) George Santayana
among its forbears, and still benefits from the vigorous aid of
John Dewey. One attempt at stating compendiously the com-
mon convictions binding naturalists together reads thus:

Naturalism can be defined negatively as the refusal to take “ nature”
or “ the natural ” as a term of distinction. . . . It is opposed to all
dualisms between Nature and another realm of being—to the Greek
opposition between Nature and Art, to the medieval contrast of the
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Natural and the Supernatural, to the empiricist antithesis of Nature
and Experience, to the idealist distinction between Natural and
Transcendental, to the fundamental dualism pervading modern
thought between Nature and Man. For present-day naturalists
“ Nature ” serves rather as the all-inclusive category, corresponding
to the role played by ““ Being ” in Greek thought, or by “ Reality ”
for the idealists. . . . Naturalism thus merges in the generic activity
of philosophy as critical interpretation—the examination of the
status of all these varieties of “ stuff ” in Nature—or in Being, or in
Reality—and the discovery of their various relations to each other
and their respective functions in man’s experience. Positively,
naturalism can be defined as the continuity of analysis—as the
application of . . . * scientific methods ” to the critical interpretation
and analysis of every field.®

One further general point is to be noted. Naturalism is not only
antidualist but also antireductionist, 1. e., it does not wish to
deny the presence of various levels or modes of being, provided
that they are all included within nature and are susceptible of
treatment by the method of physical science.

Naturalism as so defined owes its greatest debt to John
Dewey, a debt, it will be noted, which is primarily philosophical
rather than educational. Dewey’s philosophical development
during the last two decades of the nineteenth century is decisive
for the whole later course of American philosophy, especially
for the naturalism which is its direct outgrowth.® Like most
American thinkers of that period, he turned for philosophical
guidance to Hegel. The present decline in serious Hegelian
studies is a handicap to the historical appreciation and criticism
of Dewey and the naturalistic movement in America. It was
natural for Dewey to follow the lead of Hegelian masters like
George S. Morris in regard to the continuity of all modes of
thought and being and the embracing character of universal
mind. Dewey sought to show in logical theory the organic
correlation and underlying sameness of all entities and poles of

®J. Randall “Epilogue: The Nature of Naturalism,” in Naturalism and the
Human Spirit, ed. by Y. Krikorian (New York, 1944), pp. 357-58.

® Dewey’s earlier standpoints have been chronicled by M. White: The Origin of
Dewey’s Instrumentalism (New York, 1943).
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tension in the universe. He sided with the Hegelian denuncia-
tion of hard-and-fast dualisms in method and reality. This
antidualism placed him in simultaneous opposition to Kant
(who set off the transcendental from the empirical, the theo-
retical from the practical) and to the British empiricists (who
regarded the knowing subject as passively and nonorganically
related to an independent object) .

Dewey’s study of Darwinian evolutionism and the psycholo-
gical theories of William James affected his outlook as radically
as had Kant’s reading of Hume.** Darwin re-enforced the con-
viction about man’s continuity with the rest of nature, but
did so in biological terms rather than idealistic. For his part,
James suggested a way of interpreting intelligence and the
cognitive process according to a biological pattern. If knowing
can be taken as but one instance of the vital and purposive
adjustment of organism to environment, then a synthesis can
be made of the best elements in the older idealisms and empiri-
cisros. This was the aim of Dewey’s experimentalism and his
adoption of the pragmatic view of mind and truth for his own
use in logical and social inquiry. Whereas Hegel had under-
stood science to be the dialectical method used by philosophical
reason in gaining knowledge of the absolute, Dewey restricted
the meaning of scientific method to the procedure followed by
the physical sciences (with the biological sciences questionably
included under this heading) . These sciences display the com-
mon type or pattern of inquiry which must be followed in all
fields where warranted knowledge is to be obtained. Dewey’s
plan is to empty the method of the physical sciences of all
definite metaphysical import, erect it into the sole universally
valid scientific method—because of its admitted success in its

1° Dewey gives his own account of this transition in his essay, “ From Absolutism
to Experimentalism,” in Contemporary American Philosophy, ed. by G. Adams and
W. Montague (2 vols,, New York, 1925), vol. II. Here Dewey recalls that the
reading of a text on physiology written by T. Huxley gave him his first interest in
philosophy. Admiring the interdependence and interrelated umity found in the
human body, Dewey “was led to desire a world and a life that would have the
same properties as had the human organism” (p. 18). This organismic prejudice
has operated throughout his later speculations.
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original application—and extend it to all subject-matters of
inquiry.™

More recent naturalists are attempting to execute this pro-
gram in detail, especially in the case of those specifically human
areas which were formerly reserved for the Geisteswissen-
schaften. Men like Ernest Nagel, Sidney Hook, and John
Randall stress both the polemical and the constructive interests
of naturalism. A favorite object of attack is the Catholic
Church, which upholds a real distinction between the natural
and the supernatural orders and the reality of the latter order.
Along with Catholicism is attacked Scholastic philosophy,
which is accused of rending the seamless robe of human experi-
ence by admitting a transcendent God and personal survival of
an immaterial human soul after death. The list of recusants is
extended to include Plato, Kant, John Locke in certain aspects
and, generally, all philosophers who have recourse to “ trans-
cendental ” causes and principles of explanation. Their com-
mon fault is to have supposed some entity beyond nature,
whether this transcending being be God raised above His
creation or man in contradistinction to the physical universe
or reason operating according to a method distinctively its own.
On the other hand, the naturalists also profess opposition to
the ““ nothing-butters ” in philosophy, the simplistic thinkers
who would reduce the universe to nothing but cosmic mind or
nothing but matter in motion. This disqualifies a crude mater-
ialism as well as metaphysical idealism.

Such wide negative criticism would seem to leave only a
scanty group of acceptable thinkers in the past. who can survive
the naturalistic separation of sheep from goats. However,
admiration s expressed for what is termed the naturalistic
spirit of Aristotle, Spinoza, and Hobbes. What wins approba-
tion in these philosophers is not their peculiar sets of doctrine
but their application of the same categories to man as well as
to the rest of nature. Even Aquinas is commended for this

1 Consult Experience and Nature (Chicago, 1925), ch. I; Logic: The Theory of
Inguiry (New York, 1938), pt. IV.
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trait as well as for his insistence upon the unity of the human
composite.”” Hegel is locked upon with favor insofar as he
advocated the unrestricted use of a single method, although the
warning 1s issued that method must now be taken in the more
empirical sense suggested by successful operations in mathe-
matical physics and biclogy. If scientific method is adequate
for studying all phases of reality, then at least in principle
there is assured a continuity of analysis. This means that the
same notions and principles can be applied to all sections of
experience. No exceptions are allowed, and whatever cannot
be treated in terms of the common categories and method
cannot claim the status of reality.

Francis Bacon described the purpose of his Instauratio
Magna to be the restoration of the fruitful commerce and unity
between the mind of man and the nature of things. John
Dewey, who pays homage to Bacon as a kindred empirical
mind," declares this to be also the goal of the naturalistic
reconstruction in philosophy. It wishes to restore man to nature
and thus to guarantee a single world of experience untroubled
by an infinite God or a kind of “ spiritual ” aspect peculiar to
man. Certain phases of human nature have been successfully
submitted to scientific analysis. There is no obstacle in prin-
ciple against interpreting the rest of human experiece in the
same way. Whatever reality is contained in man’s artistic
works, his moral character and his religious attitude can be
determined empirically and incorporated within the naturalistic
context. Not only human bodily activities and cognition. but
also the pursuit of beauty, virtuous living, and self-sacrificing
devotion are natural events and come within the scope of intelli-
gence as naturalistically construed. Naturalists have hope of
closing the gap between the descriptive and the so-called nor-
mative sciences, between fact and value, 1sness and oughtness.
They look to a future situation in which human life and society

32 J. Randall, loc. cit.,, p. 370.
12 Cf. the remarkably uncritical pages deveted to Bacon in Dewey’s Reconstruc-
tion in Philosophy (New York, 1920), ch. II.



32 JAMES COLLINS

will be just as effectively explored and organized for man’s
benefit as is nonhuman nature under scientific dominion.

\

Perhaps as a dialectical counterbalance to the Baconian sort
of optimism and confidence in the future accomplishments of
science is the widely popular existentialist reading of man’s
nature and destiny. This interpretation of man is a kind of
revenge taken by the private individual against the standard
of public verifiability and operationalism when they do not
allow for the insight of the individual human mind into
self-evident truths of being. It is a kind of protest of human
inwardness and “ the underground man ” (as William Barrett
suggests '*) against the universal claims of the objective
method. A reminder and even a threat are tendered that there
are regions of human personality which are not only irreducible
to the other elements in nature but also at times in revolt
against them. The terrible capacities of human freedom are
again brought to the attention of those who have been lulled
into treating themselves and their actions in exactly the same
way as all other natural things and events.

One cannot speak indiscriminately about “the existential-
ists,” since the widest differences separate thinkers like Hei-
degger, Jaspers, Marcel and Sartre. For our present purpose,
only the views of Jean-Paul Sartre will be considered. His
version of existentialisra belongs on the extreme left wing, is
avowedly atheistic and antireligious, and has been spread far
and wide through novels, plays, and pamphlets. Furthermore,
Sartre has insisted upon the humanistic eonsequences of his
doctrines. Another point of comparsion with the philosophical
standpoints previously considered is the close dependence of
Sartrean existentialisma upon certain movements in the nine-
teenth century.

In this latter respect, the role of Hegel as a fountainhead of
later thought is again emphasized, but from a new angle.

1 What is Existentialism? (New York, 1947).
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Hegelian philosophy is truly ambiguous. It has been hailed
and exploited by Marx and Dewey for its defense of scientific
knowledge, method and rationality. From this standpoint, it
is a great essay in panlogism. But other students of this system
have pointed out its radical irrationalism, its sheer positing of
the idealistic absolute and its helplessness before the genuine
instances of otherness present in human experience.”” A strain
of hopeless tragedy is injected into even the most optimistic
flights of the dialectic. An “ unhappy consciousness ”*® per-
vades Hegel’s thought as he reflects upon the universal need
for negativity, alienation from self, and clash with the irreduci-
bly other. Hegel himself tried to incorporate unhappy consci-
ousness as but an integral moment in the triumphal progress of
the absolute idea. Marx grasped at the identification of unhappy
consciousness with the romantic and medieval religious attitude,
proclaiming that the religious consciousness would disappear
once the material grounds for a diremption of self were removed.
Dewey could not find any scientific grounds for entertaining
this foreboding state of mind and so banished it to the limbo
of private emotions and public superstitions.

But the pessimistic note was sympathetically received by
some philosophers. Hegel had written prophetically that he
and his nineteenth century were standing in the shadow of a
speculative Good Friday. The sense of living in a world with-
out a God or an idealistic absolute filled the mind and sensi-
bility of Friedrich Nietzsche. He tried to present the death of
God as the good news of human liberation.”” Yet the moral

15 R. Kroner: Von Kant bis Hegel (2 vols., Titbingen, 1921-24), vol. II, p. 271; L.
Iljin: Die Philosophie Hegels als kontemplative Gotteslehre (Bern, 1946), pt. IV.
For a half-hearted attempt to assimilate the irrationalistic element in Hegel to the
rationalistic, cf. J. Royce’s Lectures on Modern Idealism (New Haven, 1919),
lect. X.

% A thorough study of the role of das unglickliche Bewusstsein in Hegel’s thought
is found in J. Wahl: Le malheur de la conscience dans la philosophie de Hegel
(Paris, 1929); for a commentary on its classic development in the Phenomenology
of Mind, cf. J. Hyppolite: Genése et structure de la Phénoménologie de L’Esprit de
Hegel (Paris, 1946), pp. 184 fi.

17 Typical passages are furnished in Thus Spake Zarathustra, prologue to pt. I,
and pt. IV, ch. 78, #2.

3
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and even intellectual values of the modern world had a religious
attachment and would be cancelled by a thorough-going
atheism. Nietzsche accepted this consequence and spent him-
self in the attempt to make a godless world a human and
hopeful one. His myths about the Dionysian man, the laughing
gemus, Zarathustra, Uebermensch and the eternal return of
the same are his desperate substitutes for God as the found-
ation of moral and intellectual life. Our contemporary world,
although fascinated by these myths, perfers either to rediscover
the living God Who had been lost sight of by many nineteenth-
century proponents of religion or to explore the possibilities in
a world without either God or any myth of the absolute.

Sartre stems from this latter option in favor of a “ lucid
atheism.” He has learned with Heidegger to regard Nietzsche’s
amor fati as an acceptance of the finitude and contingency of
existence without the prospect of founding this existence upon
any principle outside of man. Heidegger was content to confine
his analysis to the structure of human existence, without taking
any overt stand on the religious implications of his meta-
physics.’® Yet these implications were there to be worked out.
If the results of a study of human existence are universally
valid, then every real being must be subject to contingency,
temporality, and limitation. Heidegger himself admitted that
questions about an eternal, infinite God and a creation outside
of time are not legitimately posed in an existential philosophy.
Sartre is more forthright in maintaining that the very notions
of God and creation are absurd.

To understand his position on these matters, his ontological
doctrine on man must be grasped.® Man is set off by his
ability to reflect upon his own nature. In certain moods of a
primitive kind, he is overwhelmed by an impression of the brute
givenness of his own existence and of all things. This existence
is simply there in its complete gratuity: it is underived from

8 For Heidegger’s most recent remarks on humanism, see his “Letter on
¢ Humanism °,” - appended to: Platons Lehre von der Wahreit (Bern, 1947).

1® This view is given technical formulation in the Introduction to L’Etre et le
Néant (fifth ed., Paris, 1943).
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any other principle and cannot be explained in a deductive way
by any prior set of premises. Taken by itself, this mode of
being-in-itself is so opaque and closely pressed together that it
leaves no room for consciousness. The latter takes its origin in
the bosom of brute existence after the manner of a void, a
distance, a questioning process. Because man can, as it were,
place his own existence off at arm’s length so as to scrutinize it
and raise doubts about it, he enjoys the mode of being-for-itself.
Thus man shares in two modes of being: as a given thing
subject to determining laws, he is a fact of existence; as a
questing consciousness, he can inquire about the meaning of his
life and of his world.

Consciousness is by nature intentional, 1.e., it intends or is
directed toward an object. The object toward which the human
intelligence is directed is an other, and the pursuit of the other
constitutes the process of transcendence. Among all the goals
of human transcendence, one is supreme and specifies man’s
nature in a special way. The ideal which arouses the deepest
response 1s a mode of being which would combine the solidity
and plenitude of given existence with the lucidity and self-
presence of consciousness. Were there such a being, it would be
the equivalent of God. But Sartre denies even the possibility
of God’s existence, since bruie existence and consciousness are
never found as one.”® They establish a duality at the heart of
being which cannot be bridged by any movement of trans-
cendence, To seek forever to realize their synthesis 15, however,
the most ingrained drive of man. He is truly a religious animal,
but the passion by which he is moved is in principle a futile
one. It is his doom to seek an ideal that can never be made
actual.

Faced with this hopeless prospect, what ought a man to do?
What he ought to do and what he usually does do never
coincide. Ordinarily, he finds a way of evading the bitter truth
either by drowning his critical spirit in a multitude of everyday
tasks or by pretending that the law of his life is inscribed some-

2° Ibid., pp. 32-34, 123-24.
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where in unfaltermg script. What he ought to do is to confess
the bad faith behind these dodges and to embrace his human
situation with fortitude and ingenuity. Sartre’s kind of human-
ism calls for a frank recognition that no values or laws exist
before the individual creates them through his unconditioned
freedom. What his existence is to mean for the individual is a
work solely for his own free decision and effort. He is called
upon by loyalty to himself to organize his own world according
to a self-imposed pattern of intelligibility order and values.

As best he can, the Sartrean man is also required to correlate
his world with the projects of other selves. Conflict is the
ineluctable outcome of our efforts at forming a domestie, social,
or political community. We may regard as typical the fate of
Orestes, in Sartre’s play, The Flies. Having killed the king and
queen without remorse and without concern over the impreca-
tions of Jupiter, he finds in the end that even the people, for
whose sake he had slain the tyrants, fail {o discern in his act the
true mark of liberty. Disillusioned but sustained by his own
sense of freedom, Orestes betakes himself to the solitude which
befits the one free spirit on earth. Orestes has been called the
only “ authentically humanistic ” figure in Sartre’s imaginative
writings. His brand of humanism is solipsistic, histrionic, and
destructive of human life.

VI

What general observations, relevant for Catholic education
today, can be drawn from an examination of these three
approaches to the problem of man? Some results of the study
may be set down in this final section.

A thorough sifting and weighing of the needs of modern man
cannot be undertaken unless the problems singled out in various
special fields are replaced in their general philosophical setting.
The modern philosophical mind has been no less preoccupied
than the medieval with the relation between God and man,
despite the wide descrepancy in the respective solutions of the
problem. In one of his occasional essays, Professor Gilson
observes that the.Renaissance differed from the Middle Ages
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not because it added a new emphasis on man’s dignity but
because it subtracted belief in God from our common heritage.?*
And, Gilson adds, the tragedy was that in losing God the
Renaissance went on to lose man as well. What holds true of
the Renaissance holds with at least equal force of subsequent
intellectual history. Perhaps the most critical phase in the
progressive dehumanization of human kind was entered upon
in the nineteenth century. More philosophical research needs
to be devoted to this period from which our own situation has
grown.”

There is need to grasp and try to undo a disastrous misunder-
standing. All three representative thinkers agree that the loss
of belief in God and of membership in the Church, far from
spelling the destruction of man, is the necessary condition for
all further improvements in our human condition. This con-
viction was a main factor in justifying and fostering the
alienation of great masses of working people from the Church.
The remedy for this separation is not wholly or mainly eco-
nomie, but philosophical and religious. Criticism must be
directed toward the treatment accorded to religion by absolute
idealism. On the one hand, the assumption of Hegel and
Feuerbach that religion and an absolutistic philosophy have the
same content can be challenged, especially in the case of
Christian revelation which is not assimilated to a philosophical
system simply because its conceptual equivalent can be loosely
expressed in terms of that system. On the other hand, neither
the existence of God nor the spiritual principle in man’s nature
is inextricably bound up with the explanations of Kantian
philosophy. The dualisms of the latter are its own and are
not transferrable to a realist philosophy of God and man.
A Christian humanism finds a place for social betterment,
scientific method, and personal freedom, without absolutizing
any one of these factors in human experience. Because it will

* Les idées et les lettres (Paris, 1932), p. 192.

22 Recent studies have been made by K. Lowith: Von Hegel bis Nietasche
(Zurich, 1941), and by H. de Lubac: Le Drame de Uhumanisme athée (rvev. third
ed., Paris, 1945).
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not be satisfied with anything less than an integral conception
of man, perennial philosophy is required to set forth the his-
torical and methodological reasons for the inhumanity of so
much current philosophizing about man.

Marxism and naturalism have abused the historical argument
to the point of forgetting that every philosophy must stand the
test of intelligence as well as of time and the cultural drift.
Marx likes to settle irritating questions by an appeal to the
larger impersonal verdict of the dialectical movement. But in
actual fact, it is the historical individual rather than history
which makes judgments. The habit of locking upon his own
conception of man as the culmination of the entire movement
of history came all too easily to Marx for having witnessed
Hegel’s claims for his philosophy. Although repudiating any
final issue to history, Dewey is similarly inclined to spin an
apocryphal tale about the development of the Western mind
much in the manner (although not in the doctrinal spirit) of that
other philosophical raconteur, Léon Brunschvieg. It 1s an abid-
ing temptation to substitute a counsel that we move along with
the times for an examination of data that are publicly accessible
not only as between contemporary individuals but also as
between men in different ages. Much of the fostered disagree-
ment in American life today can be traced to this substitution
of myths about intellectual and social history for philosophical
discussion.

Another source of deliberate disunity is the generalization of
a method which has proved workable in a restricted sphere.
Only one who is not already convinced that the triadic method
holds good in a rigid way outside the field of logic will agree with
the Feuerbachian account of the religious attitude. One of the
main themes in Christian revelation is the overcoming of the
master-slave relationship not by abandoning religion but pre-
cisely by éntering into closer religious friendship with God. To
replace absolute mind by man and then by the socio-economic
collectivity is a tour de force whose success is limited strictly to
the realm of systematie concepts. There is no reason to believe
that the Marxian plan for man will be any more favorable to
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the enrichment of actual human lives than were the recom-
mendations of its dialectical antecedents.

On his own reckoning, method is of key importance in the
writings of John Dewey. This is only to be expected in any
essay at philosophical thinking. No intrinsic requirement of
sound inquiry, however, obliges him to single out one method
as the prototype of valid investigation in all fields and prob-
lems.®® This is an uncriticized residue from Dewey’s idealistic
period. Because he now prefers to formulate this presupposition
in biological terms is no warrant that it has been critically
re-examined and found to be sound. In actual practice, the
naturalistic interpretation of the continuity of analysis is sus-
piciously pliable. It tends at times to confuse univocity and
continuity of method. There is certainly a common pattern of
inquiry displayed by intelligence at work in various fields and
upon various problems. Aristotle sought to characterize science
in this broadest sense. Just as important as the likeness is the
presence of differences arising from the readjustments needed
in order to deal with the various areas of experience. What
naturalism fails to do is to determine in any precise and open
way the nature of these methodic differences and their signifi-
cance for defining the standard of warranted assertibility.

We are shown the gravely sober, antidualistic side of natural-
ism whenever there is question of other uses of intelligence and
other perspectives on the universe than its own. Because opera-
tionalism cannot but be the mode of verification in physical
science, it is concluded that only in this way can men discern
truth from fancy and superstition.** And because truth-seeking
in the practical order does bear some resemblance to organic
adjustment, only those solutions of problems which ean be
stated biologically as a resolution of an indeterminate situation
merit our respect. The danger is that these pronouncements

23 A critical treatment of Dewey’s methodology is attempted in my article,
“ Metaphysics in an Empirical Climate,” Giornale di metafisica, vol. 1L, nn. 4-5
(1947) .

24 On the limitations of the method of physical science, ef. V. Smith: The Philo-
sophical Frontiers of Physics (Washington, 1947).
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may be taken in a literal and heavyhanded way by incautious
minds. Their conclusion will be that since a good deal of what
was once taken to be among man’s “ highest ” achievements
cannot be verified after this manner, whole areas of human
personality and activity have no standing before naturalistic
intelligence. This would undoubtedly impair the case for
naturalism as a champion of man and human culture.

The other face of naturalistic method is exposed in order
to cope with these charges of levelling and antibumanism.
Naturalism then expresses its abhorrence of reductionism and
all its works. Stress is now laid upon the various levels of
experience and the incalculable capacities of the human spirit.
Only a “ certain ” continuity is claimed for scientific analysis,
leaving room for various techniques and uses of scientific
method. Religious and moral aspects of experience, for instance,
are honored—with the one proviso that they cannot be taken
as testimony to the existence of God or of a natural moral law
which shares in His eternal wisdom. While the pattern of
scientific method is admitted to be the same, generous allowance
is made for variety in techniques and procedures and ways of
testing because of differences in the subject-matters of inquiry.
Even the meaning of experiment is so liberalized that “ locking
to the consequences of action ” approaches the classical mean-
ing of speculare. Educationally, this permits a naturalist like
Sidney Hook to take a broadly balanced view of educational
content and aims.”

What is not allowable is to show only the one aspect of natu-
ralism or the other as the turn of controversy would seem to
dictate. For this leads now to an excessively narrow inter-
pretation of scientific method and now to an excessively capa-
clous one. Unless the ambiguity is cleared up, there will remain

28 Education for Modern Man (New York, 1846). In his criticism of Professor
Demos’ remarks on the philosophical aspects of the Harvard Report on General
Education, Hook makes a plea that operational logic be “intelligently understood
and not identified with the specific techniques of physics” (“ Synthesis or Eclectic-
ism? > Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, vol. VII, n. 2, 1946, p. 215).
This is a sound suggestion and one which would help to appraise this logic apart

from the misleading appeal to the successes made by physics.
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a dilemma facing the naturalists. Either their theory will have
no way of dealing with all human experience or it will be
incapable of determining what is warranted belief and what is
non-warranted. When a restrictive appeal is made to scientific
method, there is passed an effective prejudgment of what
content or subject-matter of experience is “real ” and of what
type of problem is “ soluble.” This is a reductionism of method
leading indirectly to a reductionism of experience and content.
But if a quite commodious sense is attached to naturalism, then
no convincing rebuttal can be made to the extravagant argu-
ments of a Professor Northrop. The latter simply attaches the
eulogistic term “ scientific ” to a number of procedures he favors
and to a number of plans he would like to see carried out.”® To
become humanistic in practice, naturalism must renounce its
reductionism of method; to avoid equivocation and undisci-
plined speculation, it must specify more closely the kind of
adaptation followed by reason in pursuing various sorts of
problems. The condition for arriving at a humanistic under-
standing of science is the development of a theory of method as
having an analogical unity throughout its various uses. With
the aid of such a methodology, the existence of God, His
presence in the world, the created character of the finite world,
and the presence in man of an immaterial principle can be
admitted without falling into what naturalists call the “ dualist ”’
view of experience. The ground is then cut away from the
assumption that belief in God and an immortal soul is detri-
mental to man’s welfare.

Methodological questions are of prime concern to Sartre also,
leading him to make a close study of phenomenology. But
phenomenological analysis is no adequate tool for constructing
an ontology and a theory of morals. It hypostasizes the objects
of consciousness, misleading the unwary investigator into
identifying the results of his analysis with real entities. This

26 This s Northrop’s procedure in The Logic of the Sciences and the Humanities
(New York, 1947), a book which recall§ the equivocations in the Hegelian use
of Wissenschaft.
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accounts for the intermixture of fantasy and verisimilitude in
Sartre’s descriptions of familiar human situations. Brute exist-
ence and consciousness are never opposed in man as irreconcil-
able things. Another drawback to a method adapted primarily
to a discrimination of the modes of conscious content in human
experience is its unsuitability for characterizing nature as a
whole. These two defects are joined together when Sartre
discourses about God and human community. The failures
which he records are due not to an inherent contradiction in
the ideas of God and human love and unanimity but to the
unwarranted extension he has made of his method.”

It may be asked what genuine needs of modern man help to
explain the prevalence of these philosophical doctrines. Marx
voiced the need for criticizing unregulated capitalism and for
reorganizing social and economic life on a more humane basis.
He rightly deplored the dichotomy between one’s rule of action
as a private person and as a public functionary or member of
society. In addition, he saw in an enncbled attitude toward
work a powerful means for improving our social lot. A similar
urgency to vindicate the dignity of practical life and intelligence
is felt by Dewey in reaction against a one-sided stress on specu-
lation. He has reminded us both of the nobility of the practical
order and of our responsibility to bring insight to bear in a
relevant way upon our own situation. His discontent with
dualism has a sound basis insofar as it seeks to reinstate the
unitary being of man and his placement in the general order of
nature. Body and soul cught not to be regarded as independent
and only extrinsically related entities, nor should the temporal,
finite condition of man be glossed over or depreciated. The
naturalistic insistence upon common terms for the description
of all parts of experience is a condition for any renewal of meta-
physics. It is as though the first stage on the long road to a full
appreciation of human nature is a reminder about our common
finitude and implication in nature. The sentiment of contin-

2" For further discussion, cf. my study, “ The Existentialisin of Jean-Paul Sartre,”
Thought, vol, XXII, n. 88 (1948).
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gency also permeates the thought of Sartre, along with an
intimation of the dignmity and strength of human freedom.

Yet the vision of man needs to be seen in its wholeness. The
promise of community must be fulfilled at every level of human
personality and society; our naturalness and finitude should be
allowed to reveal themselves further as signs of the creature-
liness which we share with all the works of God; our freedom
strains to follow its proper inclination, transforming us from
things and vain passions into free men living in free solidarity
with God and our fellows. In a word, instead of aiming to be
orthodox Marxists, naturalists, or existentialists, we should try
simply to become men, men of full stature. The scattered
fragments of the image of man can be reunited provided that we
come to see ourselves for what we really are: men of God and
fellow workers in His world. The nihilistic alternative—also
suggested by the nineteenth century—is expressed by Dostoev-
sky’s protagonist, Kirillov:

To recognize that there is no God and not to recognize at the same
instant that one is God oneself is an absurdity, else one would
certainly kill oneself. For three years I've been secking for the
attribute of my godhead and I've found it; the attribute of my
godhead is self-will! That’s all I can do to prove in the highest
point my independence and my new terrible freedom. For it is

very terrible. I am killing myself to prove my independence and
my new terrible freedom.”

But what steps can Thomists in particular take toward the
resolution of the humanistic crisis? In order to bring out more

28 The Possessed (Engl. tr. by Garnett, New York), pp. 582-83. These lines from
Dostoevsky have been the center of a controversy concerning Marxism In parti-
cular. They are quoted by Jacques Maritain: Humanisme intégrale (Paris, 1936),
p. 70, as evidence of the radical inviability of the atheistic outlook. But Sidney
Hook (Reason, Social Myths, and Democracy [New York, 1940}, pp. 97-98)
takes Maritain to task for using these sophistical sentiments as proofs of God’s
existence. The text of Dostoevsky and the context of Maritain’s quotation make it
clear that a Kirillov embodies the attitude of a deeply-felt denial of God’s exist-
ence and affirmation of man’s will to the absolute. He shows the nihilism bordering
on madness to which atheistic hummanism leads, when it becomes the mainspring
of a man’s life. T agree with Hook, however, that Dostoevsky himself assumes a
much more dialectical position to his characters than Maritain allows.
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sharply and definitely the relevance of the Thomistic conception
of man for these problems, only the case of Dewey will be
considered. On at least three major counts, the Thomistic
theory stands in paradoxical relation to that of Dewey. Al-
though not naturalistic, it satisfies certain legitimate demands
made by naturalism; yet it also contradicts the negative aspects
of naturalism without entailing the fearful consequences pre-
dicted for any such disagreement. The three stumbling blocks
concern St. Thomas’ method, his doctrine on human nature and
his doctrine on human cognition and contemplation. The main
lines of criticism may be suggested very briefly.

First of all, St. Thomas challenges the assumption that the
philosopher must choose between continuity of being and
analysis on the one hand and hierarchy and causal explanation
on the other. His own approach indicates that there is a non-
naturalistic way of regarding lower and higher modes of being
as belonging to a single world or integrated situation. This is
not incompatible with a persistent search after a suflicient
causal explanation of the different kinds of organization, which
Dewey is content to leave unexplained. Dewey rightly criticizes
" Hume for being satisfied with calling the associative laws of
mind primitive and irreducible facts. In the same way, Dewey
himself is open to criticism for merely labeling the differences
between inorganic, animal, and human structures as irreducible
general traits which do not permit of further analysis. To say
that causes cannot be interpolated * suddenly from without ”
is to evade a difficulty by calling upon the imagination. It is
not a matter of arbitrary metaphysical preference or “ super-
natural intervention ” when Aquinas concludes that the formal
nature of man is superior in kind to that of other animals. This
superiority is based not upon some ideal scale of values but
upon the operations, cognitive and otherwise, which contribute
to human experience and reveal something of the distinctive
character of human nature.

Significantly enough, St. Thomas avoids positing gaps in a
universe of many modes of being precisely because of his views
on divine causality and the graded ordering of finite causes
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under God’s government. Instead of stipulating in an a priors
way that any transcendent being would disrupt the continuity
of nature, he asks how it can be that the universe is operation-
ally and telically continuous. He agrees with the pseudo-Areo-
pagite that a lower grade of being in its most perfect form
makes ontal and causal contact with the lowest instances of
a higher grade. The continuity need not derive exclusively
from a surge upwards on the part of less perfect beings, as the
evolutionists suppose. There is a reciprocal and constructive
influence stemming from more perfect agents as they help to
establish order in the world which constitutes their environment
and field of action. All finite causal power is regarded by
Aquinas as sharing in God’s causal power. Hence the actions
of creatures bear the mark of the divine wisdom as it orders
all agehts and their operations to each other and to a common
end of all nature. The world of finite causes is pre-eminently
a con-crete world, one In which things cooperate in the joint
task of making existence available variously and with ever
increasing richness. God’s wisdom and love are the principles
of this dynamic continuity and process.

A second challenge is offered to naturalism when Aquinas
treats the human substantial essence as a composite of an
immaterial form and prime matter. He is just as solicitous as
the naturalists to avoid a dualism which would jeopardize the
human person as a single integrated being. Against those who
would place the human soul in only a kind of extrinsic or
accidental association with the organism, the essential and sub-
stantial nature of their union is urged. At the risk of scandal-
izing contemporaries who were indeed inclined to a dualistic
view, Aquinas held that the human soul is by nature ordained
to substantial union with matter and that the human person
is neither the one principle alone nor the other but rather the
composite whole. He did not overlook the difficulties attendant
upon this position, but the instructive point is his refusal to
rule out beforehand an essential union between material and
spiritual principles of being within our natural world. It is at
least more reasonable to explore this possibility thoroughly than
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to block the path of inquiry by dubbing it non-naturalistic at
the start. Nature does not wait upon the decision of naturalism
before determining what can be and what cannot be. Philo-
sophy must look to the clues provided by human nature in
its actual operation rather than to cautionary tales about
Ptolemaic cosmology.

Finally, a reading of Aquinas forces one to reconsider criti-
cally one of Dewey’s despised trinities: Reason, Intuition, and
the 4 Priori. This combination of human knowing powers is
supposed to cover—in some impossible way—systems so widely
divergent as those of Plato, Aristotle, Aquinas, and Hegel. The
inference is that all thinkers who do not subscribe to Dewey’s
own version of intelligence must fall into either gross empiricism
or a kind of mystic and idealistic exaltation of Reason as a
“ pure,” separate power of contemplating eternal objects.
Dewey’s account is a bewildering historical scramble in which
one gets a fleeting glance now at Aristotle’s Noesis, now at the
Plotinian One, now at Hegel’s Vernunft and now at some
pseudo-mystical leap in the dark. The student is also left
wondering how to account for St. Thomas’ long polemic against
ascribing to man a separate intellect, a superior reason different
in kind from ordinary reason, and a state of perfect beatitude
in this life. There would be no explaining the Thomistic teach-
ing on the proper object of the human intellect, the close work-
ings of intellect and sense, the distinction in kind between
angelic and human intellect, and the analogical analysis of intel-
lectual cognition as one among other sorts of vital operation.
These salient points in Thomistic philosophy give the ground-
work for a valid inclusion of man in a continuous universe.
They suggest that Dewey has set up an artificial triad in
counterdistinction to his own theory of mind. They also suggest
the need to rehabilitate reason against the mythic excesses of
idealism and the narrow vision of instrumentalism.

Dewey occasionally makes grudging acknowledgment of the
good which is reflective knowledge sought for its own sake. But
by a kind of sophistical distinction (dictated by his own social
doctrines) between self-centered activity and socially respon-
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sible action, he erects an opposition between the latter and
contemplative activity. Here again, his reaction against a
genuine evil has led him to the contrary excess. A selfish ‘cul-
tivation of the intellectual life in disregard of the claims of
society is an attitude deserving condemnation. But it should
be understood that the truly contemplative person is the first
to denounce such a perversion of the search for truth for its own
sake. St. Thomas set forth the theoretical foundation for the
precept which governed his own life in religion: to convey to
others the fruits of one’s own contemplation. It is not out of
distraction, senseless sacrifice, or capitulation before the exi-
gencies of life that the contemplative person 1s zealous for the
welfare of others, the communication of truth and the direction
of society to proper ends. By its own weight, contemplative
activity prompts a man to have regard for the wider sharing
of the most important goods in life and of all goods in due order.
Bergson in our own time brought forward empirical testimony
to the immediale connection between loving contemplation,
practical good sense, and social influence.

With this observation, the present study can be concluded.
There is need today in education as in public life for great
contemplative strength of mind making itself felt widely and
fruitfully. Otherwise, the partial and warring contemporary
theories of human nature will complete their work of dismem-
berment. And their common premise about the incompatibility
of God and man will have worked itself out to its suicidal
finish.

James Corrins

St. Louts University,
St. Louis, Mo.



THE BASIS OF THE SUAREZIAN TEACHING
ON HUMAN FREEDOM

[Fourth Installment]

[ %)
II. Ture METAPHYSICAL BACKGROUND

I. POTENCY AND ACT IN THE ORDER OF BEING

1. The Metaphysical Order: Created Essence and Existence.
In discussing the essence and existence of things one is talking
about their very being; Suarez begins, therefore, by pointing
out what *“to be” can mean. It can be taken in four ways:
as the being of (1) essence, (2) existence, (8) subsistence and
(4) the truth of a proposition. The first, if we distinguish it
from being of existence, adds nothing real to created essence;
“ being of essence ” does not imply something real having being
outside its causes. “ Being of existence,” however, means actual
being outside its causes by which a created thing is outside
nothing. “ Being of subsistence ™ is, unlike being of existence,
proper to substances. It is distinct and separable from the
substantial existence of a created nature; it does not constitute
the nature in the ratio of actual entity as existence does. The
“ being of the truth of a proposition ” is not of itself something
real and intrinsic but is objective in the intellect composing.*™

The fundamental question is the relationship between being
of essence and being of existence; are they one reality or really
distinct? Suarez’ own solution is written large in the very first
section of his discussion of this question; created essence and
existence are not really distinct, and the foundation of this
opinion is that nothing can be intrinsically and formally con-
stituted in the ratio of real actual being through something
distinct from itself. If created essence and existence are distinct,

2™ Disp. Meta., disp. xxi, sect. 1, n. 2.
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by the very fact that each is really distinct as being from being
each has this that it is a being and distinct. Consequently
neither can formally and intrinsically be through the other.?
But a penetration of that requires some preliminary discussion.

Being can be considered in two states: (1) in potency and
(2) in act. A created essence in potency of itself, and before
it is made through God’s free, efficient act, is nothing. It is not
a real thing having being distinct from God’s being. What 1is
not made by God (and these things are not yet made) is
either God or it is nothing. It follows that being-in-act and
being-in-potency are immediately and formally distinct as being
and non-being, simply. Being in potency bespeaks no positive
state or mode of being but includes, besides denomination from
the agent’s power, a negation of the things having actually
come forth from potency. So, a thing ceases to be in potency
when it is created.””®

It follows that being-in-act, or an essence-in-act does not add
existence to essence-in-potency; the latter is nothing and to
nothing one cannot, properly, add anything. Even if one means
that essence-in-act can add a distinct existence to an essence
which is already an actual being but is potency with respect to
existence one is involved in difficulties, for it follows that an
actual essence differs from a potential formally and precisely
not in the act of being but rather in its very essential entity.

*72 Bt sic affirmat haec sententia existentiam et essentiam non distingui in re
ipsa . . . Et hanc sententiam sic explicatam existimo esse omnino veram. Ejusque
fundamentum breviter est quia non potest res aliqua intrinsece ac formaliter con-
stitui in ratione entis realis et actualis per aliud distinctum ab ipsa, quia hoc ipso
quod distinguitur unum ab alio tanquam ens ab ente utrumque habet quod sit
ens, ut condistinctum ab alio, et consequenter non per illud formaliter et intrinsece
(Ibid., n. 13).

278 Tssentiam creaturae seu creaturam de se et priusquam a Deo fiat nullum
habere in se verum esse reale . . . essentiam . . . omnino esse mihil (Ibid., sect.
2, nn. 1-3). Principium . . . statuendum est nimirum in rebus creatis ens in
potentia et in actu immediate et formaliter distingui tanquam ens et non ens sim-
pliciter . . . quod illud esse in potentia seu illa potentia objectiva non possit esse
res aliqua vera et positiva in se ipsa . . . est evidens . . . Relinquitur ergo ens in
potentia ut sic non dicere statum aut modum positivum entis sed potius praeter
denominationem a potentia agentis includere negationem ... cum res creatur,
desinit esse in potentia (Ibid., sect. 3, nn. 1-4).
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