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ST. THOMAS AND CHRISTIAN PERFECTION

G

R0R some time, much controversy has raged over a ques-
tion which 1s certainly of no small importance in the

% gspiritual life. According to some authors, the whole of
the spiritual life, throughout all its different grades, is essentially
a unity, while others bring forward grave reasons to prove that
what has come to be known as the “ ascetical way” is com-
pletely distinet from the so-called “ mystical ways.”* There
is no need for us to undertake here an Investigation into the
reasons for these two opinions; it will be sufficient to point out
the gradual separation of the sciences of asceticism and rysti-
cism, not merely from each other, but also in many cases from
dogmatic theology. Thus, asceticism has come to be regarded
as an a priort science, while mysticism derives its main prin-
ciples a posteriori, depending as it does on experiences rather
than on speculation. However strong the motives for this
separation may have been, the direct consequences have not
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1 See, for example, the Conclusions of the Carmelite Congress, Madrid, 1923.
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been altogether happy, because one direct result of it has been
that the true dogmatic aspect of Christian perfection has been
widely ignored. The very word “ perfection ” has come to be
applied almost exclusively to the higher mystical states, while
some authors have even gone to the extent of denying the
application of it to the essential elements of the spiritual life,
such as sanctifying grace, and its accompanying virtues and
Gifts of the Holy Ghost.?

It has long been the opinion of the present writer that such
an attitude is by no means the traditional one in the Church,
and that this famous controversy may find an amicable solution,
which will be conciliatory to both opinions, in the traditional
doctrine as presented by St. Thomas Aquinas. A study of
Aquinas’ teaching confirms this view. In the first place, his
description and analysis of perfection show quite clearly that
the possession of sanctifying grace, with its accompanying
virtues and gifts, implies not merely a perfection, but the
essential perfection of the Christian life. Also, the controversy
which we have mentioned takes on a new aspect when it is
viewed in the light of two distinctions which occur frequently
in the writings of the Angelic Doctor. The spiritual life can be
considered in two ways, 1.e., either as it is in itself, or as it
exists in the individual. If we consider that life as it is in itself,
or in the abstract as it were, then it is undoubtedly a unity,
since it is not subject to the laws of divine providence or
predestination, but merely to the ontological laws of its own
essence. In this sense we can not speak of two or more distinet
“ways” of perfection, one ordinary and the other extra-
ordinary, since every single development or manifestation of
grace is contained in the ontological essence of that great gift,
just as a tree is contained in its seed.

However, when we come to consider this spiritual life of
grace not as it is in itself or in the abstract, but rather as it
‘is found in the concrete and in the individual soul possessing it,

20f, A. Farges, The Ordinary Ways of the Spiritual Life, pp. 44-45 (London:
Burns and Qates, 1927).
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then a very different picture presents itself to our view, and
we have now to apply another distinction used by Aquinas,
namely, that between what is essential to that life, and that
which is accidental to it. On applying this distinction we find
in all individual souls one element which is common to all who
possess this life of grace, and also another element which is
undoubtedly particular to the individual in question. On con-
sidering this particular element, we find that in this sense the
spiritual life is in no sense a unity, since there are many ways
by which God leads individual souls to their own particular
degree of perfection according to His divine wisdom and His
providence.

As will be clear from this brief summary, the solution to
the problem which is proposed in this article rests on two
things: (a) the notion of perfection as proposed by Aquinas,
and (b) the two distinctions mentioned above between the
spiritual life considered in itself and in the individual, and also
between what is essential and what is accidental in that life,
both of which distinctions are also part of St. Thomas’ teaching.
We shall examine the two foundations of this solution very
briefly.

Three basic elements go to form the complete notion of per-
fection, according to the Angelic Doctor. Directly and prim-
arily a thing is said to be perfect if its essence or nature is
complete and well-formed.®* Thus, e. g., anyone who possesses
the nature of man is in this sense a “ perfect man.” However,
the concept of perfection is applied not merely to the essence
but also to the operation or operations by means of which the
end or purpose of the essence is attained.* Consequently the
second element in the notion of perfection is that of the specific
operation, and the third is that of the end or purpose for
which that essence or nature is destined.” Thus a thing is said
to be perfect if it attains or, at least, is capable of attaining the
end for which it was made.

8 Cf. In IV Metaphy. 16, and In V Metaphy. 18.
4 Cf. I1I Cont. Gent., 64; Summa Theol., 1, q. 78, a. 1.
8 Cf, bid., TI-1I, q. 55, a. 1; I, q. 108, a. 1; III, q. 27, a. 5, ad 2um.
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Now it will be obvious at one glance that there is a very
intimate relationship between these three elements of the basic
notion of perfection; and also that, of the three, the most
important is the notion of the end or purpose for which a thing
is made. That is why St. Thomas insists so often that *the
perfection of a thing is to be judged principally from its end,” °
because both the operation and the nature receive their specifi-
cation from the end or purpose for which they were created.

Needless to say, God is the only Being who has absolute
perfection, while the perfection of creatures is relative, being a
degree of participation in that absolute perfection of God. Thus
it 1s that God, in the production of His creatures, can have only
one end in view, namely the manifestation of His own infinite
perfection. It also follows that, from all eternity, God decreed
the exact limits of each individual creature’s perfection to fit
in with the plan of divine wisdom,’ and that He then gave to
each of these creatures a nature and operation capable of at-
taining that end. This is true both in the natural order and in
the supernatural order. From the beginning God raised his
intellectual creatures to the supernatural order, thus giving
them a new supernatural end or purpose, the Beatific Vision,
which it was impossible for their purely natural powers to attain.
Consequently, He also gave them a new supernatural nature,
with supernatural powers, so that, by means of this nature
and 1its operations through the infused virtues and the Gifts of
the Holy Ghost, the rational creature can attain to its final
end, the Beatific Vision. This new supernatural nature we call
sanctifying grace, and its powers are the infused virtues to-
gether with the Gifts of the Holy Spint.

It would take us far too long to discuss in full the many
effects of sanctifying grace, but one or two observations are
necessary for the complete development of the solution which
we have proposed. In the first place, sanctifying grace, being

¢ Ibid., II-T1, q. 55, a. 1; cf., J. M. Ramirez, O.P. De Homimis Beatitudine, Vol.
I, p. 158-159 (Salamanca, 1946).
*Ct. In I Perih., 14; III Cont. Gent., 1.
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a participation of the divine nature, elevates the whole of man
to the divine order of things.® It is ,as it were, a consecration
of the whole of man’s being to God, with the consequent effects
of adopted sonship and a new presence of the Blessed Trinity
in the soul which is rightly called the Presence of Inhabitation.
This new presence is, as St. Thomas tells us, a possession of
the Blessed Trinity “as the object known in the knower and
the beloved in the lover (sicut cognitum in cognoscente, et
amatum n amante),”® which means that God becomes in a
very special way the object of our knowledge and love, and that
in this way our ultimate end in heaven is possessed in some
fashion even in this life. Indeed, Pope Leo XIII writes: “ This
wonderful union, which is properly called indwelling, differs
only i degree or state from that with which God beatifies the
saints in heaven.” *°

Now, it should be noted that this complete orientation of
the whole of man’s being towards God, his supernatural end, is
the direct effect of sanctifying grace, even if possessed in its
minimum degree. Consequently it is not surprising that St.
Thomas should state that “ the grace of one individual soul is
worth more than the natural geod of the whole universe.” **
Thus grace is truly described by the same Angelic Doctor as
the “seed of glory ” already sown in our souls in this life.*®
Thus it is easy to appreciate the truly great perfection of a soul
in a state of grace, and this doctrine which we have just
explained should prepare us for the distinction which St.
Thomas makes between what is essential to man’s spiritual
life on this earth and what is accidental.

However, before we can go on to develop that distinction
one further point has to be noted, a point which we have
already mentioned, namely, that all these wonderful effects are

R II Sent., d. XXVI, q. 1, a. 3; III Cont. Gent., 150; Summa Theol., q. 110, a. 2,
ad lum.

? Ibid., 1. q. 48, a. 8.

10 Divinum illud munus, May, 1897.

1 Summa Theol., q. 118, a. 9, ad 2um.

12 In Joann., mi. 86; vi, 40-47.
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produced by sanctifying grace even in its minimum degree. St.
Thomas is very definite on this point.** The reason is clear to
see and is at the same time very profound. It is because the
least degree of sanctifying grace is sufficient to direct man
entirely towards his supernatural end in heaven and to merit
that eternal life. Here we have a clear example of an applica-
tion of St. Thomas’ general doctrine concerning the intimate
relationship between the end in view and the means to that end,
a doctrine which we have already explained. For this reason
alone, 1f for no other, it should be quite obvious that, if we
consider this spiritual life of grace in the abstract, then any
development of that grace, no matter how wonderful or extra-
ordinary from our point of view, is still only a development of
this “ seed of glory ” planted in us. In this sense the spiritual
life 1s and always will be a unity, because, as St. Thomas puts
it, “ the first effect of habitual grace is the remission of sins:
but it has other effects, since it is sufficient of itself to promote
man through all the grades of grace even to eternal life itself.” **
That is exactly what is meant by the essential unity of the
spiritual life; yet, as weé shall see, it has to be understood of
grace considered in the abstract, 1. e, as it is in its nature and
under the ontological aspect, as it were, and not of grace as it
is in the individual.

In order to make this quite clear, we must devote some
space to a very brief discussion of the distinction between
essential and accidental perfection, as taught by Aquinas. In
general, we may say that St. Thomas divides Christian per-
fection under three main headings, insofar as he says that there
are three classes of things which pertain to man’s spiritual life
on this earth. Some of these things pertain to that life in such
a way that without them there can be no life at all, nor can
man reach the Beatific Vision without them. Consequently,
they are, in the true sense of the word, essential, pertaining as
they do to the very essence of all perfection. This is nothing

12 Cf. Summa Theol., III, q. 62, a. 6.
it Ibid., I-I1, q. 112, a. 4; L, q. 72, a. 7, ad Tum.
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more than a direct application of the first element in the
general notion of perfection as we have already explained it.
There are other things, however, which do not constitute the
essence of perfection, since they are added to it once it is there
in the soul, and consequently they are truly called “ accidental
to perfection. Lastly, there are certain other elements of the
spiritual life which, although added to that life once it is pos-
sessed, are not merely accidental. They are more than that
because they constitute definite and proven means by which
the soul can acquire an increase in its accidental perfection,
and so they are rightly called by St. Thomas “instrumental
perfection.” **

The Angelic Doctor himseli outlines for us the wvarious
elements which go to make up the essential perfection of the
spiritual life. Of these elements sanctifying grace is the found-
ation on which the whole of that perfection is built, this sancti-
fying grace which, since it is not itself immediately operative,
needs the infused virtues and the Gifts of the Holy Spirit as
proximate principles of those supernatural operations which
can alone earn heaven for man by way of merit. The formal
element in this essential perfection is the virtue of charity, both
in habit and in act, since 1t alone directs all the other virtues
to their supernatural end. This infused virtue of charity unites
us with God, our final end, even in this life, since it leaps over
all the bounds imposed by the obscurity of faith and attains to
God as He is in Himself.** Thus it is that the formal perfection
of our spiritual life depends principally on charity and second-
arily on the other infused virtues, inasmuch as they are the
means by which we can remove the impediments which stand
between us and God,'” and thus increase our love for Him.
Once more it must be stressed that this perfect union between
the soul and God its Creator and final end is achieved by the
minimum degree of grace and charity. We are all bound under

¥ Cf. Ibid., II-IL, q. 184, a. 2; a. 3, ad 3um; q. 186, a. 2; II] Cont. Gent., 130;
In Phil., iii, 1.

¢ Summa Theol,, I-I1, q. 66, a. 6; q. 27, a. 2, ad 2um.

" De Charitate, a. X1, ad 5um.
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strict precept to love God above all things, and this perfection
of love is possible to all who are in a state of grace. Thus
charity is, in very truth, the “ bond of perfection.”*®* In this
sense, as was pointed out at the beginning of this article, there
is in all individual souls who are in a state of grace a common
element which is rightly called essential perfection, since it is
absolutely necessary in order to attain our final end, and since
it and it alone directs the whole of man, even in this life,
towards that end. This it does perfectly, insofar as all who
possess it necessarily love God above all things, and thus fulfil
perfectly the precept of perfection. Without it the attaining of
the Beatific Vision is impossible, as is our earthly union with
that end which we call the Presence of Inhabitation. This essen-
tial perfection alone is absolutely necessary for salvation, and
it is for that reason that St. Thomas calls it “ essential.”

When we come to consider what St. Thomas calls accidental
perfection, the position is very different. His description of
this element of perfection can be summed up in one passage
from his writings. He says: “ We can adhere to God in this
life in a two-fold way. One is necessary to salvation, to which
all are bound, namely that man should not set his heart on any-
thing contrary to God, but should habitually refer all his life
to him. This way is expressed in those words of St. Matthew,
‘thou shalt love the Lord thy God etc. . .. The other is of
supererogation, when someone adheres to God over and above
the common state, which is done by removing the affections
from temporal things, that thus the heart may approach closer
to heaven, because, as earthly desires decrease so charity
increases.” *°

By accidental perfection, then, we understand the numerous
grades of grace and charity possible to the individual soul; and,
although St. Thomas admits that these grades are many, he,
like other theologians, divides them into three main classes,
that of the beginners in the spiritual life, that of the proficient
and, lastly, that of the perfect.”* Since the Angelic Doctor’s

*8 In Coloss., iii, 14. 20 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 24, a. 9; q. 1883, a. 4.
1% In 11 Philipp., ii, 1.
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teaching on the nature and the causes of this accidental per-
fection is necessary for a correct understanding of the solution
we have proposed, it is worth while developing it here.

He begins by saying that the real reason for the difference
in the grades of grace and charity lies in an analogy between
the natural and the supernatural orders. Just as, in the natural
order, there is a multitude of different forms and grades of
perfection according to the different degrees of participation in
the perfection of God the Creator, so in the supernatural order
of grace there are many degrees and grades of perfection “in
order that, from these different grades the beauty and per-
fection of the Church may shine forth.” # The analogy in this
doctrine is clear enough. He then sets forth the same doctrine
under a different aspect, in the form of a principle which Fr.
Garrigou-Lagrange has aptly called the principle of predilec-
tion: “it is therefore necessary that a thing should possess
being or indeed any good, insofar as it is willed by God.” #
And in another passage from his works he states the same thing
in a slightly different form: “ since the love of God is the cause
of goodness in creatures, one would not be better than another
were it not for the fact that God wills greater good for one
than for another.” #* As a direct consequence of these principles
we find his teaching with regard to divine providence, in the
course of which he proves that everything, great or small, falls
under the care of that providence.* He follows this up by his
doctrine on predestination, which for him includes all the
different elements and circumstances of man’s life, whether
natural or supernatural.®®

All these great doctrines form, as it were, the background
to St. Thomas’ teaching about the nature and causes of the
different grades of accidental perfection. It is when he comes

* Ibid., I-IL, q. 112, a. 4.

*2 fbid., L, q. 20, a. 2,

2% Ibid., q. 20, a. 3.

2t Ibid., q. 22, aa. 1-4; De Verit., q. 5, a. 8.

28 Cf., Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P. De Deo Uno (p. 530), for a complete scheme of
this idea of predestination.
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to apply this general doctrine to the question of the fullness of
grace given to Christ, the Blessed Virgin, and the other Saints
that he reveals quite clearly his mind on this subject of
accidental perfection. Here he repeats time and time again that
the grade of grace and of charity depends in the first instance,
and above all, on the divine will.*® He speaks of the “limits
fixed by God,” of the “divine ordination to a higher or lower
state of life ”; then he concludes: “ the first cause of this
diversity [of graces] is to be found on the part of God, who dis-
penses his gifts of grace in a different way to each, in order
that, from these different grades, the beauty and the perfection
of the Church may shine forth.” ? Nor does St. Thomas leave
it at that, because he goes on to give us the true metaphysical
basis for this efficacy of the divine causality,”® and also to
show how it depends too on the merits and the grace of Christ,
who is the Head of the Mystical Body. Thus he says: “ There
is not one of us who is not made a partaker of the divine graces
. . . but this grace is not given to all in a uniform way nor
equally, but according to the measure of Christ’s gift, 1. e., inso-
far as Christ is the giver and has measured it out to each
individual . . . this difference is not from chance or blind fate
nor from our own merits, but from the gift of Chnst, 1. e,
according as Christ has measured it out to us.” *®

It will be very obvious that this conclusion is no more than
a particular application of Aquinas’ general doctrine with
regard to the divine causality. God’s intention in the whole
of creation is to mamifest His own glory and infinite perfection
by means of creatures. This means that, since the infinite
perfection of God can not be adequately manifested in one or
a few individuals, He attains that end by the diversity of
perfection of those creatures both in the natural and the super-
natural orders.*

28 Ct., Summa Theol., 111, q. 7, a. 10.

¥ Ibid., I-10, q. 112, a. 4.

28 Ibid., 1ML, q. 7, a. 12.

2 In Ephes., iv, 4; cf. In Rom., xxi.

32 Cf, St. Francis of Sales, The Love of God, Bk. 10. Ch. 6.
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This perfection of the divine causality in no way implies a
loss of man’s freedom, and so, under the guiding hand of Geod,
he must play his part to the full in the increase of his own
accidental perfection. He must learn to cooperate with those
graces which he receives from God, thus removing obstacles to
the future workings of that grace. Above all, he must be fully
prepared to make any sacrifice which God may ask of him in
order to reach the full heights of grace and charity if that
should be the divine will for him.

Thus, in this distinction between essential and accidental
perfection we can find a solution which will bring the two
conflicting opinions with regard to the unity or diversity of the
spiritual Iife into harmonious concord. If we consider the power
of grace in the abstract, in its nature, so to speak, and apart
from the circumstances i which it 1s found in individuals, then
that spiritual life is essentially a unity, because the least degree
of grace not only unites us perfectly even in this life with God,
our supernatural end, but is also capable of developing through
all the different grades of the spiritual life from the lowest up
to the highest, even to the beatific vision itself.

If, however, we think of that grace as it is in the mdividual
soul then once more we must distinguish between the element
which is common to all namely grace with its accompanying
infused virtues and gifts, and the accidental grade of that grace
and charity, which is particular to each and every individual.
This grade of grace will depend on the will of God with regard
to the individual, and In this sense we can not speak of the
spiritual life with truth as a unity, first of all, because, by means
of its very diversity in the individuals who possess it, the
infinity of the divine perfection is manifested in a splendid
manner and, secondly, because the will of God is the true
factor which determines both the manner of grace and its grade
where the individual is concerned. Hence we can truly say that
there are as many grades as there are individuals, and that, so
far as the “ way of perfection ” is concerned, God leads some
by one path and some by others according to His will.
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This solution which we have outlined here has many direct
applications in the spiritual life, and here it might be as well
to mention some of them. First of all, there is the famous
question about the universal call to perfection. Usually authors
deal with this question as if it referred merely to accidental
perfection, whereas once more there is need of the distinctions
we have proposed, because our solution to this question will
vary accordingly as we consider essential or accidental per-
fection.

If we are considering the call to essential perfection, we have
to keep in mind the doctrine of the Church with regard to the
will of God that all should be saved (with St. Thomas’ famous
distinction between the antecedent and the consequent will),
as well as the doctrine of divine providence and predestination.
This is quite clearly St. Thomas’ position with regard to this
question, -

When we come to comnsider the question in the light of
accidental perfection—and in particular when we consider the
question of the call to infused contemplation—then the solution
proposed in this article has direct application. Thus, in the
abstract, since all are called to sanctifying grace, which is the
means necessary for the Beatific Vision, all are similarly called
to infused contemplation remotely and in the abstract, since
grace contains in itself the power to carry man through all
the grades of the spiritual life up to that very vision itself. In
the concrete, however, since we are now dealing with that grace
as it s In the individual soul and, moreover, with the accidental
grades of it, the call of any individual soul to infused contem-
plation will depend on the will of God. He calls to that state
those whom it pleases Him to call, and how and when He
pleases. To propose any other solution to this problem is to
go contrary to the mind and the letter of Aquinas, as we have
seen,

It will be obvicus too that the solution we have proposed
also helps to explain what is usually called the “ precept of
perfection,” ** because it will be clear that all those who possess

** Ct. Mait., vi, 48.
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essential perfection as we have described it in the course of this
article can and do love God above all things, with their whole
hearts, souls, minds, and strength; consequently, they observe
the essence of the precept perfectly.

Nor does this mean that we can neglect or in any way despise
accidental perfection. Such is very far from St. Thomas’
thought. On the contrary, since the precept of the love of God
above all things deals directly with our final end, we should
desire always to fulfil that precept in an ever higher degree,
even though some of those higher degrees are not under our
own immediate control, but are God’s gift in accordance with
the dispositions of His divine will. It is for this reason that
St. Thomas insists that, unlike the moral virtues, there is no
“mean ” in the action of the theological virtues, because they
have for their direct object God, the Infinite Good.** Thus we
can never love God as much as He deserves to be loved, no
matter what sur grade of grace, charity, and sanctity may be.
For this reason, too, he insists on what we may call the “ law of
acceleration ” in the spiritual life, when he says: “ those who
are in a state of grace should increase in that grace ever more
and more according as they approach their final end,” and this
increase should proceed at an ever growing pace, much as a
stone, flung into the air, increases its speed as it nears the
earth which is attracting it by the force of gravity. That is
our obligation, and God’s grace will always be with us to enable
us to fulfill it.

The very delicate and debated question of passive purgation
after death also finds an answer in this solution. Some authors
maintain that those souls who have not reached the heights
of accidental perfection in this life, but who have died in the
state of beginners will be obliged to pass through purgatory in
order to acquire the passive purgation and the accidental per-
fection proper to souls who have passed through that purgation
in this life and have thus reached the stage of those we have
called the perfect.

32 Cf. Summa Theol., TI-II, q. 184, a. 3, ad Zum.
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It is clear that there are really two questions involved here,
one of fact and the other of possibility, and we can attempt
to answer them both in the light of the principles we have
already explained. With regard to the question of fact, i.e,
whether de facto such souls have to pass through purgatory
simply to acquire that passive purgation which is proper to the
states of the proficient and the perfect, we can answer at once
that at least all such souls do not have to pass through purga-
tory, since baptised children who die before coming to the use
of reason, and also martyrs for the faith, enter at once into the
Beatific Vision. Also there is no valid reason for stating this
fact of passive purgation after death merely for the purpose we
have mentioned, provided that we are not all bound to reach
the stage of the perfect in this life. As we have seen, these
higher states are a gift from God, and their graces are dispensed
according to His good pleasure. Indeed, the whole doctrine of
purgatory as it is taught by the Church seems-to imply that
those who die without sin or the debt of punishment due to sin
on their souls need no further purification before entering
heaven. So much for the question of fact. Now, with regard to
the possibility of entering heaven immediately after death, we
have to keep in mind the fact that there are many ways and
means open to us in this life by which sin and the punishment
due to sin may be removed from the soul. Once we admit that
this active purification is possible here below, then we are
forced to admit at the same time at least the possibility of
entering heaven immediately after death. This is especially
true in the light of the principles we have already explained in
the course of this article, because, if the grade of accidental
perfection in the individual depends on the will of God, He will
not demand from us a perfection greater than that which He
has willed for us. Thus it would seem that, provided we do
what we can to cooperate faithfully with the graces we receive
from God in this life, and also do what we can to atone for our
sins in this life, using the abundant means He has placed at our
disposal through His Church, it should be possible so to live
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that we may enter heaven immediately after death. The con-
trary teaching seems to demand from us more than we can
give, which is contrary to God’s normal method of acting in
the souls of His creatures. \

Our aim in this life, then, should be to live faithfully in
loving service of God, each according to his state and degree
of grace, prepared always to leave all things to follow Christ
if such should be His divine will, desiring to love Him ever
more and more. Thus, star may differ from star in brightness
in heaven, but that very difference will only redound to the
greater glory of God Whose divine will we have fulfilled.

Davip L. Greensrock, T.O.P.
Colegio de Ingleses,
Valladolid, Spain.



IDEALISM: THE PRIMACY OF THE GOOD

[0

¥ HEN Kant concludes that the nature of mind is
necessarily dialectical in regard to its highest ob-
jects, and that therefore it can never make any
assertion about these objects without at the same time being
aware that it may with equal validity make the contradictory
assertion, we may take issue with him for having done what he
says could not be done, viz., for having made a conclusion about
the noumenon. If, however, he would restrict his statement to
saying that the history of mind reveals it taking dialectically
opposed positions, we could go along with him. For, as a matter
of fact, the history of the mind’s odyssey does reveal that it
has set out to search identical objectives, but has beached upon
the most diverse shores, confident that there it has found its
goal. In this paper we are interested in attempting to under-
stand why one of the traditional courses pursued by the mind
is what has come to be called “ Idealism,” and in attempting to
come to some conclusion about the validity of such a course.
In general, all in the tradition agree that the function of
mind is specifically thought. But it is inaccurate merely to say
that thought is the function of mind, for thought presupposes
a factor other than mind. Thought, it is true, is the function of
the mind, but being thought is the function of the object as
intelligible; and since there is never a thinking without a being
thought upon, thought, consisting of these two elements, sup-
poses a thinking subject and -an object that is thought about.
Thought, therefore, is a bipolar phenomenon, a relation. Like
all relations, the continuance in being of thought depends upon
the stability or transitoriness of the terms constituting the
relation. But since the kind and act of existence in thought
is formally conditioned by mind, which like all formal principles

16




IDEALISM: THE PRIMACY OF THE GOGOD 17

comes to be fully only by determining an act of existence, an
unstable relation means that the mind does not fully realize
itself, while a stable relation gives the mind the possibility of
existing fully. But if it is the mind that accounts for the formal
perfection of this relation of thought, and if in the existence of
thought mind finds its perfection, we cannot account for the
instability of this relation by attributing it to mind. For that
would mean that the same formal principle was responsible for
both the perfection and lack of perfection of thought. There-
fore, limitation in the perfection of thought must be from the
part of the object thought about, since it is the only other
conditioning principle in the existence of thought.

From this we can further deduce that since the mind’s
coming to be in thought is somehow dependent upon something
extrinsic to mind and to the mind’s act of existence—viz., the
object—the mind will be related to the object as te a contrary,
as knower to known. There are, however, two possible ways in
which contraries can act upon each other: “ (a) the extinction
of one of two contraries by the other, or (b) the maintenance
of what is potential by the agency of what is actual and already
like what is acted upon, with such likeness as is compatible with
one’s being actual and the other potential.”* Now, since we
have already seen that the mind’s functioning, which is its
actuality, includes as essential aspects itself and the object,
obviously the kind of interaction exercised by the object upon
the mind, as that of one contrary on another, will fall under
type (b).

Therefore, as an essential condition for the mind’s full exist-
ence, we can posit that an agent-patient relationship must exist
between mind and object, and the object must be actually
what the mind becomes materially, or contentually, in an act
of knowledge. This seems to demand that the object be as
intelligible material prior to its actually being known by the
mind, 1. e., before it comes to exist as fully known by the same
act of existence whereby the mind comes to exist as fully know-

1 Aristotle, De Anima, 417b, 8-5.

2
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ing. Moreover, we can further postulate on what we have laid
down before, that the agency of the object of knowledge will
determine the durability of the existence of the relation con-
stituting knowledge, for the less the intelligibility of the object,
the less able is it to serve as an intrinsic element of an enduring
relationship in which the mind reaches its own proper existence,
knowing.

These premisses that we have so far established are agreed
upon in general by what we call Idealists, as well as by other
theorists of knowledge. Divergences, however, begin to arise
when the nature of the agent-patient relation arises. This
relation occurs in what generally is called experience. Again,
none deny that experience is a sine qua non condition for knowl-
edge. But at what level of experience does this relation have
the necessary residuum of intelligibility in the object so that
the relation may truly be said to be a cognitional experience?

Let us see what the Idealist thinks of experience at the level
of sense, Obviously, the most immediate example of an ap-
parently cognitional experience occurs at the level of the sense.
There we undoubtedly have an agent-patient relationship
existing between the object and the sense, and this relationship
is necessarily bipolar; moreover, the visible or audible object
is actually so when the sense of sight or of hearing is activated.
But, is this a cognitional experience? Remembering what was
said above about the actual existence of a knowing power being
dependent upon the continuance in existence of the relation
between it and its object, and remembering that we then
postulated that the duration and validity of this relation was
primarily the effect of the object’s existence as intelligible, we
must conclude that the relation in the case of sense knowledge
is questionable in its ability to serve as a term for a truly
cognitional relation.

In the first place, the object of sense knowledge is a unique,
contingent, here—and—now being; its intelligibility as a sense
object does not constitute its preter-sensible quiddity. This
means that what it is sensibly in no way enables us to know
how it is determined in its substantial existence, for the prin-
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ciple of determination of existence at that level—the essence—
1s necessary, universal, eternal, whereas what we know in the
sense experience has all the marks of time and place, the
matrices of constant change. Hence, the Idealist concludes, the
original cognitional experience can not be said to occur at the
level of the senses, for there the object is found to be affected
by all the predicates of being that are contrary to the kind of
existence proper to and demanded by the mind.

In the second place, the Idealist feels, the infinite dependence
of this relation between sensible object and sense power on
contingent physical factors, and the utter lack of any criterion
of a cognitional nature whereby to judge the conditions requi-
site for a proper relation between sense and object, must cause
us completely to discard experience at the sense level as the
original cognitional experience. Consequently, the only validity
that can be given to sensation is a practical one. Sense knowl-
edge is, therefore, explained and validated in terms of pleasure
and pain. That is to say, sensation is the means used by a
physical, finite being to orientate itself to a given context
composed of other physical, finite beings. For the sensing sub-
ject this context has no significance other than as it tends to
preserve or destroy his physical being, and, therefore, he is
aware of it in terms of pleasure or pain, aversion or desire. The
means of awareness is sensation which serves merely as an
instrument for the arousal of an affective attitude. Hence,
sensation is validated in terms of appetite; cognitionally con-
sidered, i. e., in terms of the mind’s life, it is worthless.?

2t is worth noting here that this appeal to an extrinsic factor, usually one to
be classed under some aspect of Good, to validate the cognitional experience,
recurs in Idealism even at the level of the mind.

Descartes gives good expression to the utilitarian concept of sensation: “Prin-
ciple III: That the perceptions of the senses do not teach us what is really in
things, but merely that whereby they are useful or hurtful to man’s composite
nature. It will be sufficient for us to observe that the perceptions of the senses
are related simply to the intimate union which exists between body and mind,
and that while by their means we are made aware of what in external bodies can
profit or hurt this union, they do not present them to us as they are in them-
selves unless occasionally and accidentally. For after this observation we shall
without difficulty set aside all the prejudices of the senses and in this regard
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Since the Idealist’s analysis has brought him to the point
where he can no longer count sensible being as capable of giving
rise to a cognitional experience, he can draw further conclusions
about the intelligibility or scientific worth of the totality of
sensible being. This means, in effect, that he will be delivering
ontic judgments on Nature.

Sensible being has traditionally been comsidered to consist
of the quantitative, qualitative, and relational existence enjoyed
by composite finite being. This means that it is a form of
existence necessarily accruing to composite being because of its
nature. But although the categories in which sensible being
expresses itself are fixed and the same for all—viz., quantity,
quality, and relation—yet the modes in which any sensible
being will express itself in these categories, are completely
indeterminate. This means that although it is true that all
material things must have extension, the guantity of that
extension is completely contingent; and the same holds true of
the modes of expression in the other categories.

It follows, therefore, that the composite things actually
existing in Nature, complete with their modal determinations
of the categories of quantity, quality, and relation do not afford
us scientific material. For these modal determinations are
accidents in the fullest sense of the word, by which is meant
that they are accidents in the primary sense of that word:
“¢ Accident ’ means (1) that which attaches to something and
can be truly asserted, but neither of necessity nor usually, e. g.
if some one in digging a hole for a plant has found treasure.
This—the finding of treasure—is for the man who dug the hole
an accident; for neither does the one come of necessity from the
other or after the other, nor, if a man plants, does he usually
find treasure.”® Concurring completely with Aristotle in his
analysis of one possible meaning of “ accident,” the Idealist

rely upon our understanding alone, by reflecting carefully on the ideas implanted
therein by nature.” Descartes, The Principles of Philosophy, Pt. I, Princ. IIL,
translated by E. 8. Haldane & G. R. T. Ross (Cambridge, at the University Press,
1931), Vol. I, p. 255.

? Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1025a, 13-16.
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goes on to say that since Nature as given to us In experience is
nothing but a totality of composite beings apprehensible im-
mediately by us only in terms of modal determinations of the
universal categories, and that since these modal determinations
are not due to necessary relations between that which caused
the modal determinations and the modal determinations con-
sidered as effects of the cause, and that since for scientific
knowledge a necessary causal relation is required of Nature,
considered as a whole of sensible accidents, there can be no
science.

What then happens to the natural sciences which are par
excellence the sciences of Nature considered as sensible or
phenomenal? They cannot entirely be disavowed because the
fact of the matter is that men do occupy themselves about
natural phenomena and attempt to reduce them to some sort
of orderly body of knowledge. But the task considered as a
task of knowledge is essentially fruitless because it is self-
contradictory. To what stable principle of causality could this
endless flux of modal determinations be reduced? There is
one principle that is stable but it is, as we have seen before,
a non-cognitional criterion. We can validate natural, or em-
pirical, science in terms of human usefulness. This means that
we will validate the life of the mind as knowing sense-phe-
nomena in terms of the Good, and thus will maké meaningful
a study of sense-phenomena. The study of N ature, therefore,
will become a process whereby we hope that man can come to
control the unpredictability of Nature, the non-human pro-
tagonist eternally present in the human drama. By growing
more in the power to predict Nature, man will thus render
himself free of the peril to his existence from unforeseen sallies
on Nature’s part. What will enable us to control Nature will
constitute natural science, whose truth then becomes com-
pletely contingent; for its truth consists in a working hypothesis
enabling us in any given situation to escape the threat of
Nature whose power we will be able to use for our own ends.
It follows, therefore, that truth que knowledge is not obtainable
nor ultimate in the order of natural science, but it is always
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subordinated to the ultimate goal of usefulness, which is the
only criterion recognized in judging of the validity of natural
science propositions.*

Having discarded the possibility of a self-validating science
of Nature considered phenomenally, or sensibly, which is con-
stituted by the modal determinations of the categories of
guantity, quahty and relation, the Idealist does not abandon
Nature as a complete cognitional zero. Rather he approaches
it from the angle of the three categories enumerated above.
And here he finds a guarantee in Aristotle that this approach
will net him scientific knowledge. For although quantity,
quality, and relation are accidents, yet they are so in an other
sense than that noted above: ““°Accident’ has also (2) an-
other meaning, i.e. all that attaches to each thing in virtue
of itself but is not in its essence, as having its angles equal to
two right angles attaches to the triangle. And accidents of this
sort may be eternal, but no accident of the other sort is.”®

But here the Idealist must effeet a reduction. The only
accident that, though not constituting the essence of Nature,
yet is everywhere found with it is quantity—for, after all,
Nature 1s the totality of bodies. Hence, the science of Nature
will essentially be a science of quantity, the determining prin-
ciple of body as such. Qualitative aspects will enter into it only
to the extent needed to differentiate one species of quantity
from another. The category of relation will obviously function
as an expression of the relation of one quantity to another.
Nature thus known becomes a science of quantity or extension,
1.e., the science of mathematics. In the existence the mind
has in mathematical knowledge it finds for the first time its sure
and firm possibilities for life. For the mind, as a being that can
become, that is not per se complete actuality, finds when deal-
ing with mathematics that it is dealing with the pure conditions
of becoming. For the mathematical object expresses not that

4Tt is interesting and hopeful to note that this position expressed here in
radical terms, seems to be much less prevalent among contemporary natural
scientists than it was some fifteen or twenty years ago.

5 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 10252, 30-33.
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which becomes, but the possibility or condition of becoming
for the mind, because the mathematical object as such can exist
only as known and hence most formally its existence is to be
as a condition of the mind in its becoming as knowing.

In Geometry, our object is the formality of simultaneity,
whereas in arithmetic our object is the formality of priority and
posteriority. Both of these attributes are requisite as conditions
for the existence of quantity. Hence, if we can not explain both
simultaneity, and priority, and posteriority, we cannot give a
scientific explanation of quantity. Quantity demands this
double explanation because of the specifically different modes
in which it can be: continuous or discrete. Yet these two
modes of quantity have a necessary relationship to each other.
For since quantity to be such must be able to exist under both
modes, each must furnish the conditions for existence of the
other. Therefore, insofar as we consider quantity as continuous
we must explain the conditions and nature of simultaneity, and
that is the function of the geometer. For continuous quantity
is after all the simultaneous existence of designatable quanta-
tive parts, any one of which may, by being actually designated,
become in its turn an actually existing continuous quantity.
Hence, there can be no limitation put upon the possibility of
ever more simultaneously existing continuous quantities.

But the problem of the condition of the designation of parts
is not the function of the geometer, for in designating a part
we are concerned not with the possibility of simultaneity but
rather with the problem of exclusion. Hence, this problem of
designation of parts is handled by the arithmetician who, in
expressing the formality of designation, causes the possibility
of simultaneity to be. For how could simultaneity be if there
were no possibility for a manifold to be? Therefore, while the
geometer expresses the conditions admitting of simultaneity,
simultaneity could not be actual until the arithmetician had
designated for us the manifold. Thus the arithmetician’s desig-
nation of parts which are related to each other as before and
after, by the use of a number series, brings into actuality a
simultaneously existing manifold.
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Since, then, the mind is a becoming knowing power, and
since the objects of mathematics, although themselves not able
to become, yet exist as such only when determining as con-
ditions this becoming knowing power, this union of the mind
and mathematical objects affords full existence for the mind.
For it is a knowledge that combines a power capable of endless
becoming with eternally stable conditions of becoming. Hence,
given the unvarying and limitless conditions or possibilities of
becoming (the mathematical objects) the mind can endlessly
come to know within these conditions. For if the mathematical
objects as such exist only as the conditions of the mind’s coming
to be in their regard, for them to put an intrinsic barrier to
the mind’s knowing with them as its objects, would mean that
these objects, whose existence as such comes only from being
known, would limit their own existence, thus serving by reason
of their nature as the principle of their own existence and non-
existence. But this is obviously absurd. Moreover, we can
not find in this relationship anything that will militate against
the mind’s coming to know with absolute certainty, i. e., against
the mind coming to exist fully within this conditioned context.
For here we have only two factors involved: the stable con-
ditions or possibilities of the mind’s becoming, and:the mind
itself which becomes in knowing these conditions. But in
becoming the mind is merely becoming itself, i.e., becoming
knowing actually, and its becoming is conditioned only by
objects which, as we have seen, are as such only when serving
as conditions of the mind’s existence, which means they are as
such only when the mind is in knowing. Therefore, the becom-
ing of this relation between mind and mathematical objects
necessarily is a coming of the mind into its full existence.
Hence, in mathematics the Idealist finds an existence that is
most proper to the mind and, consequently, it can properly be
called knowledge.

We have seen that Idealism splits Nature inte two dis-
tinct cognitional departments. One of these it assigns to the
natural sciences, the empirical disciplines, and validates these
“sciences ” by reason of a criterion of usefulness. This depart-
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ment is concerned with the qualitative aspect of Nature, and
about it the Idealist reasons thus. If, they say, there are
qualitative distinctions between bodies, it is highly problematic
whether such exist formally in the bodies, or whether they are
not merely there in subjectively imposed form. And even if
they are there, since they do not per se appear from an analysis
of body, they can not, therefore, help us to know anything
about Nature which consists of bodies. However, these qualita-
tive aspects of Nature will enable us to handle Nature better
if we have some knowledge of them, and, therefore, such knowl-
edge is valid insofar as it enables us to be able to predict about
Nature with ever greater possibilities of certainty as to the
outcome of any given situation. -

The other cognitional department inte which Nature falls
is afforded by that which is a property of body, viz., quantity.
And this is truly the science of Nature for the Idealist. For here
we can know with certainty how Nature is—insofar as it is
quantitative. For quantity as such to be, nothing more is
needed than to have through a consideration of the nature of
quantity a knowledge of the conditions and possibilities for the
existence of quantity. Knowing these possibilities, the mind
can then set to work to give them being as being known, and in
this giving being to them, it simultanecusly comes to be in the
same act of existence. The conditions of quantity are eternal
and immutable, their existence as such occurs only together
with that of the mind as knowing, hence, there is no possibility
for the mind failing to exist fully when such a being is its object.

However, although the Idealist has thus split Nature into
two irreconcilable parts, he has at least in this phase of investi-
gation encountered a true cognitional experience. For in en-
countering quantity he has met with the necessary conditions
for the mind’s existence as a knowing power. Here in Nature
considered as mathematical there is no need to validate the
mind’s function in terms of anything other than this very
function. Yet this original cognitional experience has occurred
not at the level of Nature considered as the realm of the
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sensible or movable, but rather at the level of Nature considered
as mathematical, i. e., considered as a form of existence that
does not admit of any change nor of any existence as such,
except insofar as it exists in knowledge. Moreover, since
quantity, as we have noted before, is an accident of Nature in
the sense of a property, there is still the question of that of
which it i1s a property. That of which quantity is a property
serves as the foundation of change, and as the foundation of
Nature as it exists independently of the mind, and this founda-
tion is matter.

Matter is the object of faith for the Idealist, for he can not
comprehend as a scientific object an object whose whole being
consists in becoming. Hence, to handle this substratum of
Nature he will have recourse to various extra-natural principles
to validate its existence. Thus Plato considers it as a principle
of non-being which, together with a principle of being serves to
constitute objects proper to opinion. Since it is a principle of
non-being its cognoscibility must consist in something other
than its tendency to be, for it cannot become in the sense of
becoming being, since it is non-being. Hence, its becoming will
be in terms of some principle other than being, and that prin-
ciple will be the Good. But as a principle of becoming it can
never fully become good, for that would mean that it would
cease to be. Hence, the Platonic principle of matter is eternally
relegated to the sphere of endless becoming in regard to the
Good, and thus, since it never can become good, it can never
be, and thus can never be knowable. It is then the constant
principle of unintelligibility, the enemy or contradictory of
Form.*

For Descartes matter is extension, and thus he evades the
problem of what is the substratum of extended being.” For
Kant matter “is nothing but a mere form, or a certain mode
of representing an unknown object by that intuition which we
call the external sense. There may, therefore, well be something

¢ Cf. Plato, Republic, V, passim.
7 Descartes, Principles, Bk. II, Princ. L.
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outside us to which the phenomenon which we call matter
corresponds; though in its quality of phenomenon it cannot be
outside us, but merely as a thought within us, although that
thought represents it through the external sense as existing
outside us. Matter, therefore, does not signify a class of sub-
stances totally heterogeneous and different from the object of
the internal sense (the soul), but only the different nature of
the phenomenal appearance of objects (in themselves unknown
to us), the representations of which we call external, as com-
pared with those which we assign to the internal sense,
although, like other thoughts, those external representations
also belong to the thinking subject only.” ® Hence, this original
cognitional experience in which the Idealist finds the necessary
cognitional residuum for the mind’s existence to come to be
fully, is found not in Nature considered as the realm of the
movable, but in Nature considered as quantitative or mathe-
matical, a Nature in which the principle of becoming is not a
perfection of its being, but rather is a phantom intruder, an
imperfection to be done away with by a process of mathe-
matical abstraction.

But although mathematical knowledge is the original cog-
nitional experience of the mind, the Idealist is aware that 1t is
original only in point of time or generation of knowledge, and
that it is not original in point of ultimate validation. For let
us grant that in mathematical knowledge there is nothing but
the pure work of the mind, and that the mathematical object as
such is only when the mind knows it, which certainly seems to
remove all possibility of error, for how could error come to be
unless the mind brought it to be. But this is contradictory,
for it would mean that the mind in coming to be had ordained
its own non-being. Yet that is the very problem that must
be faced. For the mind is not at rest in mathematical knowl-
edge. Since, although the mind can be certain that the mathe-
matical being as such is when it is known because its existence

8Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, translated by Max Muller (New York,
MacMillan and Co., 1924), p. 312.
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as such depends upon being known, and therefore the mind and
the mathematical being are by the same act of existence in
knowledge, yet how can the mind validate its own existence in
knowing? For it has not as yet validated its own existence as
such in knowing. It can not appeal to mathematical knowledge
as the ultimate validation of its ability to be as knowing
because mathematical objects are, after all, dependent in their
being upon being known; hence, their act of existence is identi-
cal with that of mind. The mind must, then, find some criterion
that conditions and insures its own existence, that does not
depend upon it for its existence, and that does not come to be
only when the mind’s existence comes to be.

Recognizing this need, Plato put mathematical knowledge in
the first category, in the realm of mind, that designated as
understanding. For he said that men with this knowledge
operated on postulates for which they could not give the
reasons, and insofar as they could not give reasons for the
original postulates from which they drew their conclusions,
they were not really knowing. They differed from men of
opinion whose first principles could never be validated because
their first principles were becoming, non-being; but insofar as
the mathematicians shared with them in not having validated
their first principles—although these admitted of it—they were
still not to be called men of knowledge. For the mind could not
account for its existence as such when its only existence was
that of mathematical knowledge. Hence, over and beyond the
realm of understanding, came the realm of intellection or
reason, which was reached when the mind apprehended the
hegemony of the idea of the Good. To apprehend the Good was
to know it as the principle accounting for the perfection of all
things, the primary perfection being the existence of the thing.
Hence, when the mind apprehended the Good as being of this
nature and as being the supreme principle of all, it could be
certain that its own existence as knowing was not illusory but
was its most proper existence.

This means in effect that because all things are subordinated
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to the principle of the Good, the mind could be certain that it
knew. For the principle of the Good, in ruling all that is,
ordains that each thing should come to be what it is. And
since the mind is when it knows, the principle of the Good
assures the mind of knowing. Insofar as the mind knows it
can not be sure that it enjoys the existence proper to it, but it
can be certain of this only insofar as it knows that there is an
extra-cognitional principle, the Good, ordering all. Hence, the
ultimate validation for the existence of the mind—for knowl-
edge—is not to be found within either the object of knowledge
nor in the knower, but in a principle extrinsic to both, in a
principle determining that it is better for a thing to be than not
to be.” Thus existence becomes subordinate to Good for things
are not good because they exist, but they exist because it is
good for them. Hence, the existence of the mind as knowing is
validated ultimately in terms of Good, and for it to know why
it exists, which is to know why it knows, which is to know the
cause of its knowledge—and this is scientific knowledge—is to
know that it is good for it to be. And thus for Plato the final
answer to the mind’s existence is enveloped within the universal
criterion that it is better for a thing to be than not to be. Not
the object, not the nature of the mind, but the goodness of the
existence of the mind, which results in the relation between
object and mind, must serve as the final conclusion on why the
mind knows.*

For Descartes, on the other hand, the ultimate validation of
knowledge was God’s goodness. In the Discourse Descartes
gives a genetic explanation of how he arrived at the idea of God
as the ultimate validation of the mind’s being. He states that
the first clear and distinct idea of which he was aware was
himself as being in the mind’s act of doubt. But since he was
aware of himself (whom he now identified with mind) as
being only in an imperfect way, for he was not as knowing
simply, but as knowing insofar as he doubted, he was faced with

® Cf. Plato, Timaeus, 28 E-30 B.
10 Cf. Plato, Republic, Bk. VII, passim.
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a problem. Insofar as he had a clear and distinet idea of himself
as knowing himself in an act of doubt, he had knowledge, i. e.,
he existed fully as mind. But insofar as the object of the clear
and distinct knowledge was the same as the subject, and insofar
as this object was not per se a knowing but a doubting being,
he had to account for its possibility of passing from an imperfect
existence. Now since he found no contradiction in conceiving
of a being who would be aware of itself not as a doubting but
as a knowing being, he could then posit a being that was know-
ing as such, and not merely knowing as doubting. But he could
not account for his knowledge of such a being by reference to
his own thought, which manifested of itself the imperfection of
doubt. Hence, any idea of a being who always knew itself as
knowing and never as doubting, must be the result of a being
distinct from himself (Descartes). Therefore, since Descartes
had the idea of such a being, this being must exist independ-
ently of Descartes’ thought.

But although he had thus proved the existence of such a
being, and had thus accounted for his idea of this being, yet
how could he be certain that this being was not deceiving him?
And this question he answers definitively:

For, first of all, I recognise it to be impossible that He should
ever deceive me; for in all fraud and deception some imperfection
is to be found, and although it may appear that the power of
deception is a mark of subtility or power, yet the desire to deceive
without doubt testifies to malice or feebleness, and accordingly can
not be found in God. In the next place I experience in myself a
certain capacity for judging which I have doubtless received from
God, like all the other things that I possess; and as He could not
desire to deceive me, it is clear that He has not given me a faculty
that will lead me to err if I use it aright.*?

In other words, we are back to the principle of Good to explain
the validity of knowledge. Because God has all perfection and,
therefore, is infinitely Good, it would be an imperfection in
Him if there existed as a result of his causality a knowing power

11 Pescartes, Discourse on Method, Pt. IV.
12 Descartes, Meditations, IV‘;\ Vol. 1, p. 172,
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that could never come to be as it should be, viz., as knowing.
Therefore, because God is infinitely good, it is certain that the
mind (which is the same as man) can know.**

For Kant the validation of knowledge or of the mind’s
existence follows a somewhat different course than that of
either Plato or Descartes. For both of them the existence of the
mind in knowledge was validated by a principle extrinsic to
either the mind or the object, by a principle of Good. Kant,
however, is somewhat different—but I think it is only a surface
difference.

Kant’s original cognitional experience is the result of the
reduction to intelligibility by means of the categories of the
understanding of the manifold as given in the forms of space
and time. But the termination of categorical cognitions does
not leave us with anything but a manifold of conceptions and
judgments derived from experience, the possibility of which is
constituted by the forms of sensibility plus the categories of
the understanding.** To reduce this manifold of concepts and
judgments of the understanding to the unity necessary for
knowledge, and at the same time to give the opportunity for
synthesis among concepts—which occurs in reasoning, repre-
sented formally by the syllogism—we require a set of principles.
For what has been given in the categorical knowledge is always
the conditioned, since it is a determined object, 1. e., determined
by the forms of space and time and by the categories of under-
standing. Insofar as it is thus determined, it is conditioned, and
therefore is not an ultimate in the cognitional order. If we are
to synthesize these cognitions of the conditioned it must be in
terms of something that is not conditioned, and, consequently,
of something that can not be given in experience. If we can not
synthesize these categorical cognitions, science is impossible
for us. But since we can not find the principle of synthesis in
experience—for there we find only the conditioned—the prin-
ciple must come from beyond experience, still it must come

3 Cf. Descartes, Principles, Pt. 1. Princ. 13-14.
4 Cf. Kant, op. cit., Transcendental Aesthetic, passim.
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from some, cognitional context. Hence, we must be able to find
in the pure reason Ideas that serve to aid the reason in reducing
the categorical cognitions to the form of intelligibility in a
fashion analogous to that whereby the categories of the under-
standing reduce the manifold of intuition to intelligibility.
Thus Kant concludes that:

The transcendental concept of reason is, therefore, nothing but
the concept of the totality of the conditions of anything given as
conditioned. As, therefore, the unconditioned alone renders a
totality of conditions possible, and as, conversely, the totality of
conditions must always be unconditioned, it follows that a pure
concept of reason in general may be explained as a concept of the
unconditioned, so far as it contains a basis for the synthesis of the
conditioned. . . . It is then the absolute totality in the synthesis of
conditions at which the transcendental concept of reason aims, nor
does it rest satisfied ‘til it has reached that which is unconditioned
absolutely and in every respect. Pure reason leaves everything to
the understanding, which has primarily to do with the objects of
mtuition, or rather their synthesis in imagination. It is only the
absolute totality in the use of the concepts of the understanding,
which reason reserves for itself, while trying to carry the synthetical
unity, which is realised in the category to the absolutely uncondi-
tioned. We might, therefore, call the latter the unity of the
phenomena in reason, the former, which is expressed by the cate-
gory, the unity in the understanding. Hence reason is only con-
cerned with the use of the understanding, not so far as it contains
the basis of possible experience (for the absolute totality of con-
ditions is not a concept that can be used in experience, because no
experience is unconditioned), but in order to impart to it a direction
towards a certain unity of which the understanding knows nothing,
and which is meant to comprehend all acts of the understanding,
with regard to any object, into an absclute whole. On this account
the objective use of the pure concepts of reason must always be
transcendent: while that of the pure concepts of the understanding
must always be immanent, being by its very nature restricted to
possible experience. By idea I understand the necessary concept
of reason, to which the senses can supply no corresponding object.
The concepts of reason, therefore, of which we have been speaking
are transcendental ideas. They are concepts of pure reason, so far
as they regard all empirical knowledge as determined by an absolute
totality of conditions. They are not mere fancies, but supplied to us
by the very nature of reason, and referring by necessity to the
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whole use of the understanding. They are, lastly, transcendent as
overstepping the limits of all experience which can never supply an
object adequate to the transcendental idea. If we speak of an idea,
we say a great deal with respect to the object (as the object of the
pure understanding) but every little with respect to the subject,
that is, with respect to its reality under empirical conditions, be-
cause an idea, being the concept of a maximum, can never be
adequately given in concreto. . . . Although we must say that all
transcendental concepts of reason are ideas only, they are not there-
fore to be considered as superfluous and useless. For although we
can not by them determine any object, they may nevertheless, even
unobserved, supply the understanding with a canon or rule of its
extended and consistent use, by which, though no object can be
better known than it is according to its concepts, yet the under-
standing may be better guided onwards in its knowledge. . . .15

Now it is possible to reduce all possibilities of conditions to
three unconditioned synthetical unities: (1) the unity of the
thinking subject, (2) the unity of the series of conditions of
phenomena, (8) the unity of all objects of thought in general.
And we may designate these three ideas of pure reason as the
soul, the world, and God. All phenomena are related to these
three absolutes, and therefore in its reduction of the cognitions
of the categories to unity the reason will always be operating
under the hf;gemony of these three ideas. Now, do these three
ideas that are requisite for the synthesis by the reason of our
categorical knowledge, i. e., for our growth in knowledge, have
any cognitional content themselves? That is to say, are they
properly objects of knowledge, are they constitutive principles
of reality, or are they only regulative principles, representing
the unobtainable maximum of knowledge. And Kant con-
cludes:

It makes a great difference whether something is represented to
our reason as an object absolutely, or merely as an object in the
tdea. In the former case my concepts are meant to determine the
object, in the latter there is only a schema to which no cbject, not
even a hypothetical one, corresponds directly, but which only

serves to represent to ourselves indirectly other objects through
their relation to that idea, and according to their systematical

15 Kant, op. cit., Transcendental Dialectic, pp. 262-267, passim.
3
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unity. Thus I say that the concept of a highest intelligence is a
mere idea, that is, that its objective reality is not to consist in its
referring directly to any object (for in that sense we should not be
able to justify its objective validity); but that it is only a schema,
arranged according to the conditions of the highest unity of reason,
of the concept of a thing In general, serving only to obtain the
greatest systematical unity in the empirical use of our reason, by
helping us, as it were, to deduce the object of experience from the
imagined object of that idea as its ground or cause. Thus we are
led to say, for instance, that the things of the world must be
considered as f they owed their existence to some supreme intelli-
gence; and the idea is thus a heuristic only, not an ostensive
concept, showing us not how an object is really constituted, but
how we, under the guidance of that concept, should look for the
constitution and connection of the objects of experience in general.
¥, then, it can be shown that the three transcendental ideas (the
psychological, cosmological, and theological), although they can
not be used directly to determine any object corresponding to them,
yet as rules of the empirical use of reason will lead, under the pre-
supposition of such an object in the idea, to a systematical unity,
and to an exiension of our empirical knowledge, without ever
running counter to this knowledge, it becomes a necessary mazim
of reason to act in accordance with such ideas. And this is really
the transcendental deduction of all ideas of speculative reason,
considered noi as constitutive principles for extending our knowl-
edge to more objects than can be given by experience, but as
regulative principles for the systematical unity of the manifold of
empirical knowledge in general, which knowledge, within its own
limits, can thus be better arranged and improved than it would be
possible without such ideas, and by the mere use of the principles
of the understanding. . . . They should not therefore be admitted
as real in themselves, but their reality should only be considered as
the reality of a schema of a regulative principle for the systematical
unity of all natural knowledge. Hence they are to be admitted as
analoga only of real things, and not as real things in themselves.
We remove from the object of an idea the conditions which limit
the concepts of our understanding, and which alone enable us to
have a definite concept of anything; and then we represent to
ourselves a something of which we know not in the least what it is
by itself, but which, nevertheless, we represent to ourselves in a
relation to the whole of phenomena, analogous to that relation
which phenomena have among themselves. If therefore we admit
such ideal beings, we do not really enlarge our knowledge beyond
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the objects of possible experience, but only the empirical unity of
those objects, by means of that systematical unity of which the
idea furnishes us the schema, and which therefore cannot claim to
be a constitutive, but only a regulative principle. For if we admit
a something, or a real being, corresponding to the idea, we do not
intend thereby to enlarge our knowledge of things by means of
transcendental concepts, for such a being is admitted in the idea
only, and not by itself, and only in order to express that syste-
matical unity which is to guide the empirical use of our reason, with-
out stating anything as to what is the ground of that unity or
the internal nature of such a being on which, as its cause, that
unity depends.’®

We have now seen three exponents of what we have called
Idealism.. They all agree msofar as they posit the first cogni-
tional experience at a supra-sensible level: Plato and Descartes
holding that Nature considered as quantitative, and thus giving
rise to Mathematics, is the first proper object that enables the
mind to come to be as knowing, while Kant because of his
transfer of the principle of cognoscibility to the structure of
the mind itself, encounters the first cognitional experience at
the level of the understanding, where the mind comes to be by
endowing the manifold of intuition with intelligibility, and thus
constituting Nature.'” In other words, all three reach the
primary cognitional experience when the mind finds objects
which cannot be per se, but can be only as the condition or
possibility of the mind coming to be. For Plato’s and Descartes’
mathematical reality do not exist, nor does Kant’s Nature
exist, except insofar as the mind comes to be with them as the
conditions for its own coming to be. In other words, they
exist as the pure possibility of the mind coming to be through
an act of knowledge, and their essence is to be by the same act
of existence as that whereby the mind is in knowing. They all
agree also in feeling the need of finding some validation for the
mind’s existence as such, for at the level of quantity and
Nature, they have merely posited the conditions for the mind’s
first act of existence in point of generation.

18 Kant, op. cit., Transcendental Dialectic, pp. 538-548, passim.
7 Kant, op. ¢it., Transcendental Analytic, p. 94.
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Consequently, they are forced to go beyond this original
level to search for principles to validate the possibilities of the
mind’s existence in knowing as such. Although Plato and
Descartes seem to differ from Kant in that the latter validates
the mind’s achievement of knowledge in terms of three ultimate
principles called by him Ideas, whereas the other two appeal to
a formal principle of Good, yet Kant’s Ideas, as being merely
regulative of the mind and not constitutive of an object, are
reducible to the same function In knowledge as Plato’s Good
and Descartes goodness of God. Plato and Descartes validate
the existence of the mind in knowing as such, by a principle of
Good rather than by a principle of knowledge. For they assert
that we can be sure the mind exists as knowing because all is
ruled by a supreme principle of Good that has ordained it is
better for a thing to be than not to be, and the being of the
mind is achieved through knowing. Kant, on the other hand,
has posited as the ultimate validation of the mind’s existence
what he calls the Ideas of Pure Beason, which are also of a
non-cognoscible nature because they can in no way be deter-
mined by the mind, but are required by it for reaching its
fullness of being in knowing. The Ideas of Self, the World, and
God are not capable of being known, but can serve only in a
regulative capacity. Yet without this regulation the mind
can not come to be as knowing. Hence, here againr we find the
existence of mind validated by an extra-cognitional principle
or principles.

Consequently, we may conclude that it is of the nature of
Idealism that it must make two hypotheses: (1) cognitional
experience can never occur in regard to a formal principle of
such a nature that its being and intelligibility depend upon its
being joined with a pure principle of becoming; and (2) the
province of knowledge can not be validated in terms of itself,
but must always seek ultimate validation in a non-cognoscible
principle. .

Translating this into Aristotelian terminology, it means that
there can be no formal principles whose being and intelligibility
depend upon an essential relationship to a material, or be-
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coming, principle, for, according to Idealism, the formal prin-
ciple must be related to the material principle as one contra-
dictory—not contrary—to another. And so we are faced with
the fact that since the formal principle is the principle of
determination and definition, it can in no way have any
attribute that is proper to the material principle. This means
that to say a formal principle is of such a nature that it must
be the determining principle of a being that can become, is to
speak a contradiction. Form, the Idealist argues, or the prin-
ciple of determination, can not be said to be so, that it can
achieve its being and intelligibility only as the determining
principle of a being essentially movable, which is the case if
we maintain that there ave principles of intelligibility or deter-
mination whose being consists in their being conjoined with a
principle of becoming in the act of existence of a composite
being. For, he says, to state this of form is to reduce it from its
specificity and make it of the sane nature as matter. Hence,
for the Idealist the concept of a principle of intelligibility—a
form-—whose being and intelligibility consist in a relationship
to a material principle, is contradictory. For this would mean
that the formal principle is only when it is determining the
principle of becoming, and together with it is constituting a
being whose nature has as a necessary and proper attribute the
ability to become, a being which would not be raised from an
inferior to a superior status in regard to itself, if freed of a
principle of becoming, but a being which would cease to be if
it were deprived of the attribute of becoming, of being sensible
and movable. For this is what Aristotle means when he says
that one branch of speculative science is constituted by beings
whose form 1s of such a nature that it can neither be nor be
understood without reference to matter, i.e., the being of
natural beings can not be nor be understood without including
in their essence and definition a necessary possibility of becom-
ing, a property accruing to them because their specifying
principle—their form—is only when determining the principle
of becoming, matter.
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Hence, the Idealist rules out as a possibility of affording a
proper object for a cognitional experience, a qualified body,
insofar as it is held that the quality of the body is due to a
principle of intelligibility whose being is to qualify a body. For,
if that were the case, he says, it would mean that already on
the level of sensation we have reached a formal—though intel-
lectually potential-—cognitional experience. But at the level
of sense, he argues, we find only the individual, the changing,
the limited by space and time-——all of which are attributes
contrary to those demanded by an object of knowledge, which
must be eternal, necessary, universal. Moreover, he says, if
sensation were knowledge, then knowledge would no longer be
a univocal term, for how can what the sense “ knows ” of the
unique and changing be the same generically as that which
mind knows of the universal and unchanging. Nature, thus,
for Plato and Descartes becomes cognitionally valid when
considered under the formality of quantity, for Xant when
considered as an orderly whole whose laws are the result of
the mind. But for none of the three is Nature a composite of a
qualitative principle capable of expressing itself only through
a conjoined becoming and quantitative principle. Hence, for
the Idealist the formality of Nature ceases to be distinguished
internally from the formality of either Mathematics or Meta-
physics, for its formality, like that of both of the other two
disciplines, can both be and be understood as such only as
separated from a principle of becoming, from a material
principle.

Thus Nature becomes merely a condition for the mind’s
coming to be originally; but since Nature, considered as these
three men consider it, is not until the mind comes to be in
knowing it, and hence both it and the mind come to be simul-
taneously, they can not find in this object of the mind a
criterion to validate the mind’s coming to be as knowing simply.
For since mathematical objects can not be as such unless their
act of existence is given to them by the mind, and since Kant’s
Nature has no laws except those that come from the under-
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standing’s knowing, how can we be sure that, as Descartes says,
the mind is not under the power of some infinite deceiver who
forever deludes us about the existence of the mind as knowing.
In other words, until we arrive at an object that does not come
to be only when the mind comes to be, we can never find a
criterion of verification for the existence of the mind as knowing
being proper to the mind.

Thus in each case they must validate the mind’s existence by
a supreme principle whose primary predicate is not “to be.”
For the only experience the mind has of the being of an object
that is not itself, is in the act of knowledge, where the object
known exists by the same act of existence as does the mind. It
is true that the object is known as a formal determining prin-
ciple of something that is non-mind, but the mind can not
experience this form as actually determining existence in a non-
mind context; it can experience it only as an element existing
in its own act of existence. Hence, how can mind be certain
that this formal principle has any existence other than as
known? So also the case would run in regard to a supreme
principle of validation whose primary attribute was “to be.”
How could the mind be certain that this principle actually had
an existence apart from that of being known, that it was not
merely an illusory existence concocted by the mind for its own
assuagement? Thus the primary validating principle of the
mind’s existence as knowing must be a principle whose most
proper attribute is not “to be,” but to order to proper ends.
Thus Plato and Descartes have enshrined the Good as the
ultimate validation of the mind’s existence as knowing; and
Kant has supplied us with the three regulative Ideas of Pure
Reason, which can never be known, because not knowable, but
which map out the topology of the difficult course to be
followed by the reason in coming to be empirically. These
extra-cognitional Ideas of Kant are not objects of knowledge,
but they serve to direct the reason in its operations of knowing,
and to assure it of coming to exist with the existence proper
to it.
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Thus Idealism which began by rejecting the humble, shift-
ing, malleable reality of the sense world, since it could not find
in this milieu the necessary conditions for the mind’s coming
to be as knowing, and which felt the need for a greater certainty
in explaining the possibilities of the existence of the mind,
completes its critique by appealing to a supra-cognitional prin-
ciple for validation of the mind’s existence. But let us gener-
alize, and ask the question: What is the result of an appeal to
an extrinsic principle to validate the being of any order of
reality? Insofar as an extrinsic principle is required, the order
to which it is related extrinsically, must be related to the
principle in some causal fashion. Now causal relation is four-
fold, for we can reduce the causes accounting for being to two
internal causes, viz., the formal and material (which has as an
analog on the metaphysical level, potency), and two external
causes, viz., efficient and final. Insofar as we consider the
internal causal principles, the formal and material (or po-
tential) , they are primarily ordered in their causal activities
towards determining how that of which they are the internal
causal principles, will exist. This means that their causal
priority to that of which they are the internal causal principles
is only of an analytic nature, i.e., they are prior not as that
which s simply, but as principles according to which that
which is simply, és. Therefore, their causal priority occurs in
the order of essence which is analytically, but not existentially
prior to the existing substance. Hence, when considering com-
posite being, an analysis of the formal and material causes will
give us scientific knowledge of why the object of which they are
internal causes is as it 1s, but this knowledge always pre-
supposes the existence of these objects, in terms of which
existence the formal and material cause as constituting the
essence have significance. But if this existing substance is of
such a nature—and as being compound it necessarily will be—
that it does not exist per se, but has been brought to be, we
will not be able to account for its being simply, by a consider-
ation of the material and formal principles of its essence, since
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they merely tell us how it is, once we have posited the possi-
bility or actuality of it existing.

If we are to account for the possibility or actuality of the
existence of the object as such, we must have recourse to one
of the two extrinsic causes, either the efficient or final. These
do not presuppose the existence of the object as such for their
own existence as such, although obviously to be considered as
causes in reference to the object, they imply the existence of
the object as an effect to account for their existence as causes.
Thus the existence of the efficient and final cause, considered
apart from their causality aspect, is in no way necessarily of
the same formality as that of the effect, although it may be.
For there are two ways in which finality of what we call the
final cause may operate: (1) as constitutive of the being of
that for which it is the final cause; and (2) as regulative, but

-not constitutive, of the being of something, thus not con-
stituting the good of the being formally and immediately, but
only analogically and mediately through the agency of its
direction of the thing to its proper status of being.

(1) As Constitutive: when the final cause is the expression
of the full achievement or perfection of the existence whose
principle is expressed by the formal cause, we then say that
the final cause is constitutive of the being of that of which it is
the final cause. For in this case the final cause realizes its full
and perfect existence in that of the caused being since the final
cause in this sense is the perfection of the caused nature.
Hence, in this case the final cause presupposes the existence of
the caused nature, at least the simple existence of the caused
nature which can have no finalities until it is simply. Thus the
final cause is the expression of the perfection of existence of 2
nature which comes to be originally in a state of unachieved per-
fection. Obviously, then, in this case the final cause must be
considered as constitutive of the being of which it is the final
cause, for the achieved existence of the being is identical with
that of the existence of the final cause. Hence, the final cause
whose existence is identical with that of the achieved nature can
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not be understood to stand outside of the order of being for
which it serves as the finality, thus making the validity and
possibility of this finality dependent upon the validity and pos-
sibility of the nature achieving itself. In this case, therefore, the
order of validity and possibility depends primarily upon the
nature whose formality is expressed in the formal cause, for the
validity and possibility of the final cause—the achieved nature
—is derivative from the formal cause. If we recognize this
mode of finality as valid there is no need to seek a principle
extrinsic to the nature for the validity of the existence of this
finality, for its existence is the achieved existence of the nature,
and insofar as this nature is not contradictory its existence is
valid.

(2) As Regulative: this mode of finality of the final cause
differs from the first mode distinguished by us, in that here the
finality is not constitutive of the being of the achieved nature
but expresses itself as a finality in assuring the proper coming
to be of that which it regulates. In this case, therefore, the
achievement of the nature is in no way identical with the
existence of the regulative principle which is presupposed as
formally and existentially distinct from that which is being
regulated. As a regulative principle the formality of its exist-
ence must primarily express being proper to being as regulative,
and this is what is conveyed by the denomination of being good.
Now finality can not be absolutely regulative if it must pre-
suppose that which it is to regulate, for if this is the case it
would have to be presupposed that this regulative principle
operated within an order of finalities and agents pursuing these
finalities which the regulative principle had not brought to be.
Hence, it would be a secondary principle of order, causing order
to be in the operation of being that had been constituted as
such by ancther principle. If, therefore, the regulative principle
of good is distinct from the principle that brings to be agents
oriented to, but not yet possessing, their finalities, we can not
be certain that the order of operation, ruled by the regulative
principle of good, is compatible with the original being of the
agents.
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Thus we can not himit the designation of good to only the
principle regulative of the nature coming to be in an achieved
or perfected status, but must extend this designation to that
causality which brings the nature to be simply, for thus we can
be assured that the principle of order will regulate the entire
existential order. In other words, the order of being is valid
because the cause of being is the Good, the transcendental
principle of order.

It was necessary to carry on this analysis of cause, as con-
sidered by the Idealist, so that we may better understand his
tenets in regard to the mind. For since the mind is a power of
knowing that does not exist of itself some causal account of
it must be given to account for its coming to be fully. Insofar
as we consider the order of being constituted by knowing, we
find that, presupposing the existence of this order of being, we
can account for the formality of it by reference to the mind.
For since existence is determined must properly by the formal
principle, the formality of the act of existence in knowledge
must be caused by the nature of the mind. Therefore, since to
exist in knowledge is caused by a determination of the mind,
the existence of the object in an act of knowledge accrues to
it by reason of the fact that it is joined with mind as the formal
determining agent of this particular type of existence. That the
existence of an object in knowledge is due to the formality of
the mind becomes more apparent when we consider that the
object known by the mind is, most formally, an existential
determinant of something that is non-mind. Hence, the object,
though requisite for an act of knowledge, is never identified
with. the determining principle of the act of existence as it
occurs in knowledge for that would be to collapse the deter-
mining formality of mind and non-mind into an identity. Thus
by a consideration of the mind and the object known we have
been able to relate them analogously to the two internal causal
principles of material being, the formal and material causes.

Let us now consider the two extrinsic causal principles. If
to know were the finality of the mind in the sense of finality
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explained in the first meaning of finality as set forth in our
prior discussion of the meaning of final cause, the problem of
the Idealist would not exist. For in that case when the mind
would come to be as knowing, it would come to be in and
according to its full and proper formality, and the existence
of knowledge would be identical with the existence of the
mind as achieved and perfected in its nature. And since,
as we said, in this mode of finality there is no need to seek a
principle of validation extrinsic to the achieved being, insofar
as the mind would be as knowing its existence as such would
be valid in se. But because the Idealist does not recognize this
mode of finality in regard to the mind, but feels that only
finality in the second sense distinguished by us is valid when
referring to the mind, his peculiar problem arises. He feels
that to say knowledge is valid because it is the nature of the
mind to know, begs the question. Consequently, if we are to
validate the mind’s existence as knowing, we must validate it
not in terms of knowledge but in terms of order or regulation.
Hence, the ultimate principle of validation for the existence
of the mind as knowing, for the existence of knowledge, is not
the nature of the mind, but rather an extra-cognitional factor
of order. Thus the principle validating the being of the mind
as knowing is formally and existentially distinect from the order
of knowing, for it is a principle of regulation, the good, by
reason of which we can validate knowledge as the full existence
of the mind, because knowledge is the proper existence of the
mind, the good of the mind. Thus knowledge, or the existence
of the mind as knowing, becomes valid because it is a mode of
the regulatory action whose radical principle is the "Good.
Hence we see that the final validation of the mind’s full
achievement of its nature in knowledge is given by the Idealist
in terms of a principle of good, of order, rather than of knowl-
edge, for knowledge is valid only as a mode of order or of good.

Having established that the mind’s achievement is due to a
principle of Good, we must now consider what is the nature of
the principle accounting for the coming to be of mind as know-
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ing. Obviously, the Idealist does not accept the validity of
the mind’s being qua being, but only qua good. Hence, he feels
that to deny that the principle of efficiency in the order of mind
is a principle of good, is to remove all possibilities of ever
validating the mind’s existence as knowing. Therefore, con-
sidering the existential causal factors in the order of mind, he
must posit a principle of good to validate both the coming to be
of the mind as knowing, and its achievement of its nature as
knowing. Above we have related the mind and the object to
each other in the act of knowledge as the formal and material
principle, both of which principles, as we saw before in our
discussion of the formal and material causes, presuppose the
act of existence; they do not bestow, but determine the bestowed
act of existence. Therefore, the act of existence received by the
mind and object in knowledge will be the result of some factor
extrinsic to either of them. But, as we saw above, there is no
need for the efficient principle of any order of being to be of the
same nature as the being of that order. Thus, if the act of exist-
ence m knowing is given by some factor extrinsic to the mind
and the object, and related to them as the efficient cause, this
cause will be of a non-cognoscible nature, and, therefore, will
be of such a nature that no account can be given of it. For if
we could give an account of this principle because it has as an
attribute cognoscibility and is primarily to be apprehended
under that modality, it would return us to the problem of
validating the existence of knowledge. Hence, in terms of
knowledge this efficient cause of kmnowledge can not be ad-
equately grasped. Thus the Idealist must have recourse to the
transcendental concept of a principle of the Good, and attribute
efficient causality in the order of mind to this principle. For if,
as the Idealist holds, the order of mind or of knowledge, is ever
suspect and ever requires validation, supreme efficient causality
operating under supreme knowledge would not per se be valid,
and hence all existential results of this supreme eflicient
causality would be questionable. Supreme efficient causality
can achieve unquestionable existential results only when oper-
ating under the absolute existential attribute of Good, i.e.,
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under an attribute that can achieve effects in all orders of exist-
ence and not merely in the order of mind, which thus is finally
validated because it has been brought to be as an effect of the
efficient causality of the principle of the Good. So, for the
Idealist the ultimate explanation of the being of the mind in
knowing is that it results not from the object nor from the
mind, but from the efficient cause of this order of being, as of
all orders of being, the Good, which as superseding this order
must be called the Unknown Unknowing but causing knowledge.

What in effect has the Idealist done to the order of mind?
Our consideration of the causal factors involved in knowledge
as the Idealist sees it will answer this question. Formally he
has left the order of mind undisturbed, for he recognizes mind
as the proper formal cause of knowledge, as the formal deter-
minant of any and all existence in the order of being known.
He has likewise recognized the material role played by the
object that is known. And so the act of knowledge for him
consists in an act in which a knower and known exist simultane-
ously, thus sharing a single act of existence, but sharing it
according to contrary modes. Hence, in the order of essence,
in saying what constitutes the act of knowledge, he has worked
no change. It is in the order of the existence of knowledge that
the Idealist has introduced radical changes. He recognizes the
role of mind, as was said above, only as that of a formal cause,
attributing to it no existential activity whatsoever; the exist-
ence of knowledge, though formally determined by mind, is not
existentially caused by mind. If the act of knowledge would be
existentially caused by mind it would mean that knowledge
would be a final cause of mind in the first sense defined in
our discussion of final cause; and being a final cause in this
sense it would be ipso facto the achievement of the nature
of mind, and since the nature of mind does not involve a
contradiction, the achievement of its full existence would not
be contradictory and would, therefore, be valid. Thus there
would be no need of any principle extrinsic to mind to validate
its existence as knowing—but this is the original negation that
gives rise to the Idealist’s problem.
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Since, then, the Idealist does not recognize the mind as a
power of existence, as a determinant not only of the formality
of essence but also of existence, he postulates as existential
determinants factors of a supra-cognitional nature, factors not
concerned with knowledge but with regulation, with order.
Thus the determinants of the existence of knowledge can not
be found within the order of knowledge, for this is an order that
depends for its validity upon being brought to be and upon
being according to a principle of Good. Therefore it is in terms
of the Good that the existence of the act of knowledge is
validated by the Idealist. For the mind comes to be under the
hegemeony of an efficient principle of Good and reaches its full-
ness of being in knowing by reason of the regulative finality of
this same principle of Good. Thus the entire order of existence
of mind-—in its coming to be and in its achievement of its
nature—is dependent upon the supra-cognitional principle of
the Good. Hence, for all questions of existence in the order of
mind we must go outside of this order of mind. And thus mind
becomes an attribute proper only to caused beings, for its
existence is not valid in itself but only in terms of a principle of
efficiency designated as the Good. This reduction of mind, inso-
far as it is mind, to the order of caused being both in its coming
to be and in its achieved existence, removes from it the most
proper attribute of a living thing, the power of self-actuation.
For, as we have seen, the existential factors of mind for the
Idealist necessarily lie outside of mind. Mind, therefore, as
necessarily a caused mode of being can not be attributed to that
which is uncaused. Hence, the supreme principle of Good can-
not be said to be mind, for since mind is necessarily a caused
and, therefore, a limited perfection, to attribute such a per-
fection to the unlimited principle of Good would be to limit its
perfection. Moreover, the horizon of mind will necessarily be
limited to knowing only other caused beings, for it is contradic-
tory that any being could come to exist in the act of existence
proper to knowledge unless it were of such a nature that it
could and must have a caused existence. Hence, we can no
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longer define the mind as the * form of forms ” but only as the
fo;‘m of caused forms; the realm of mind’s operation is no longer
that which is, but only that which is as caused. Thus the un-
Iimited principle of perfection, the Good, must forever be
unknown and unknowable to mind, for that it should be known
by mind would require that it should come to be in the neces-
sarily limited way in which mind is. But this is obviously a
contradiction. Hence, we must admit that anything we know
of the ultimate cause, of the Good, is necessarily fallacious for
it is beyond all possibilities of knowledge.

Thus the Idealist has limited mind to the order of caused
beings, and beyond this order it can never go. Although mind
may ask and answer the why of other caused things, yet when
it approaches the one question to which it is ever drawn—the
knowledge of the possibility and validity of its own existence—
it must destroy itself by an act of faith in a supreme non-
cognoscible Good. For in having to rely for its knowledge of the
uncaused on an act of faith, it de facto admits that its most
prized possession, the science of being qua being, is an impos-
sibility, a contradiction for it. Such a science demands that
mind be able to grasp the uncaused as well as the caused. But
a mind whose efficiency and finality depend upon causal factors
formally distinet, can never achieve such a science. Yet even
such a mind must validate its existence, and it does so by an
act of faith in a supreme principle of order. This is a perversion
of faith for it is a utilization of faith to validate and explain
not the super-nature but the nature of something. Hence, such
a validation of the mind is really a destruction of the mind. It
requires the mind to interpose between itself and an object
proper to it, a principle of authority—in the form of the Good—
to insure the propriety of what should be a natural relationship.
Hence, in every act of knowledge the mind must make this act
of faith in the regulatory action of the Good before it can make
any statement about its natural object, and this is destruction
for the mind. I say destruction because this act of faith does
not result in the mind moving on after making it to live in 2





































































































































































































































































