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of 1924, M. Briand defended this instrument of peace,
- in these words: “ The Protocol runs up against difficulties
mainly because of the fact that it speaks a good deal of war. . ..
Perhaps! But peace, to my eyes, is, in practice, nothing but
the absence of war. . . . After all, an institution turned toward
peace, if it wishes absolutely to maintain peace, is obliged to
preoccupy itself with all the ways and means that may be
the most proper to prevent war.” At first sight it seems
that common sense and practical wisdom were flowing from
the lips of the French Minister: war and peace are in opposition
to one another as two contraries; they exclude one ancther
like night and day; to prevent the birth of war is to make
peace perpetual. At least, there is temptation to believe that
this is so. If we reflect on the conditions of international
life and seek the why of war and peace, it seems then that
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these represent less the terms of an alternative—either war or
peace—than they do two events of international life bhound
one to another by the bonds of a dialectic proper to them.

How define war, without assigning peace as its raison d’étre;
and how stabilize peace without giving it force as the ultimate
guarantee of its duration? War is an interval in a policy of
peace; that is why military command is subordinated to the
civil power; the military staff commands on the battlefield,
but those who govern conduct the war. However, peace in
its turn, is assured only if the state supports it by accepting
the eventuality of war. Without going to the point of: S¢
vis pacem para bellum, it seems evident that the peace of
states, and the states themselves, die in the face of the non-
acceptance of the idea of war, for this idea is the ultimate
guarantee of the maintenance of a just peace, and it is, under
a defective peace, the supreme hope of peoples aspiring toward
justice.

This i1s the dialectic by which the mind goes from peace
to war and from war to peace, as a ball is batted back and
forth between two rackets. It is a dialectic which runs all
through history, leaving in its wake battles, havoc and heroisms.
It explains the perpetual new beginnings, and it undoubtedly
excuses men for never having been able to renounce war, which
they damned, or for not having had full confidence in peace,
which they recognized as the condition of happiness. It is
this dialectic which we propose to study, facing it, by pre-
ference, from the viewpoint of juridical sociology. Is this
dialectic the immutable result of the necessities of political
life, or is it the reflection of a historical social state which
has imposed it for a time, and which, with it, will transform
itself to the point of disappearing? If the latter be true, what
is the true nature of this peace toward which the international
community tends today?
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I. THE DIALECTICS OF WAR AND PEACE IN THE FRAMEWORK OF
CLASSICAL INTERNATIONAL LAW

In this study we shall confine ourselves to modern times.
In fact, it is in modern times that the state appears in the
form in which we know it today, and it is in modern times
that the heritage of International Law which we have received
is constituted. Of course, the period which preceded the
Middle Ages also had its concept of war and peace. An
interesting doctrine of the right of war was elaborated beginning
in the fifth century, under the impetus of theologians and
canonists, and if it did not always exercise an efficacious influ-
ence on the conduct of Princes, it nevertheless so profoundly
penetrated the conscience of peoples, that today they still
generally require that a war be just, and they try indefatigably
to submit this calamity, at once voluntary and abhorred, to
reason and morality. But, however important may be the
spiritual legacy of this period, it has not left us any clear and
unchangeable definition of war. Such a definition does not
even seem to have been sought. This lacuna, strange at
first sight, explains itself if one considers the manner in which
the problem was stated at the time.

War can be viewed in two ways: either in an objective
manner, which is the manner of philosophy of history and of
sociology (war is then a human fact, an international phenome-
non of which one observes the nature and the import) or from
a subjective point of view (we enter then into: the soul of
those who wage war—State, Prince, or Soldier). War provokes
to homicide and to the destruction of the goods of others;
can it be other than a mistake? This is the question which
the authors of the Middle Ages asked themselves, long before
Saint Thomas and even after Suarez. Moralists all, they
asked themselves under what conditions one may wage war
without sin, and they did not seek to know, as philosophers
and as sociologists, what war is. Has modern International
Law been more preoccupied with defining war?

In this period the theoclogians no longer have the say. In
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the sixteenth century, they were the announcers of the new
science, but they were quickly expelled from it, and it was
not necessary that an angry angel forbid them re-entrance
in the lost domain, for after Suarez they made no serious effort
to re-enter,) Natural Law now replaces theology. As the
dictate of right reason (Dictamen rectae rationis), it reflects
the laws inscribed by God in the nature of things and of men.
This nature shows us that there is a universal human society
which embraces all civilized peoples under rules of law. Hugo
Grotius and the School of Natural Law are the promoters of
this conception; it persists, with a few variations, in Puffendorf,
in Wolff, in Burlamaqui, and in Vattel. But inside this society,
each state is sovereign. This constitutes a second idea, one
no less fundamental than that of the Ciwitas Maxima, and one
which the new International Law will develop abundantly.

With Grotius, the sovereignity of the state has not yet
taken on the absolute sense which his successors will give it.
But very rapidly the doctrine models itself on the aspirations
of states to independence, and it imitates the selfish policy of
the Princes. In the interior, sovereignty is conceived as the
right to decide in the last resort, and to impose on individuals
and on intermediary bodies a will superior to theirs—that of
the Prince, or that of the state. On the exterior, it is the
attribute of an authority which recognizes no superior, and
which, from this fact, enjoys in international life a freedom
of decision which is unlimited as long as it does not impose
limits upon itself through accords made with other powers.
The state is, therefore, its own proper end in the international
order.

It is in Vattel that we shall find the already perfect expression

1 Undoubtedly because of the weakness of political thought during the modern
period, since Vitoria there have been no original thinkers among theologians or,
at least, none who surpassed in ability Jean Bodin or Grotius, or even Wolff,
Burlamaqui, and Vattel, and who knew at the same time how to interpret better
than these authors the needs of modern states. This failure is all the more
regrettable because International Law was destined to remain faithful to Natural
Law for a long time, and because the community of the jus gentium was to be
made up solely of Christian states.
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of this sovereignty, which will become a dogma in the nine-
teenth century and which, favored by the individualism,
liberalism, and materialism of this period, will penetrate as
profoundly the mentality of peoples as that of jurists and
statesmen. Kor Vattel as for his predecessors, the nations
form a society whose immutable laws are founded on the nature
of things and on the nature of man. But if the first of these
laws prescribes that each nation contribute with all its power to
the happiness and the perfection of all the others, the second
desires that each be left “in the peaceful enjoyment of the
liberty it holds from nature.” “1It is for each nation to judge
what its conscience demands of it, of what it can or can not
do, of what it should or should not do, and consequently to
examine and to decide if it can render some office to another
without failing in what it owes to itself,” ? he writes, in formu-
lating a Golden Rule of the doctrine of sovereignty. If each
state is subject to the jus gentium, this consecrates and protects
the natural liberty of the state and the autonomy which makes
it judge of its own cause, responsible to its own conscience
alone. “All the tranquillity, the happiness, the safety of
the human race rests on justice, on the obligation of respecting
the rights of others,” writes Vattel, but justice is the respect for
rights which flow from sovereignity, and one can not even
say that the range of the rights of each is limited by the equal
liberty of another, for, in the concrete, each state, sovereign
judge of its own rights, is, by that very fact, sovereign judge
of the limits of the rights of others. The only obligations
binding upon it are those in which it has voluntarily engaged
itself by treaty with other sovereign states.’

Thus, the modern state is aware that it forms with its equals

2 Le Droit des Gens ou Principes de la Loi Naturelle, appliqués & la conduite
et aux affaires des Nations et des Souverains, M. de Vattel, Londres, 1758, pp. 8-9.

3 From this flows the importance that the faith due treaties takes on n the
theories of International Law. “ This firm and sincere desire, this faithfulness in
fulfilling the obligations which one has taken on in a treaty is . . . holy and sacred
between the nations, whose salvation and rest it assures, and if peoples are to be
true to themselves, those who breach their trust must be branded as infamous,”
says Vattel, op. cit., p. 434.
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a society regulated by International Law, but this society
does not have as its legal foundation a solidarity which would
unite the states by subordinating them to a good superior to
each and profitable to all. It has for its foundation a * state
of nature ” which confers on each of them the liberty and the
autonomy which sums up the word sovereignty. No organic
bond exists between the states, but solely a moral bond, a
reciprocal obligation of justice, of which the fidelity due to
treaties and the respect of mutual independence are the prin-
cipal elements. What dialectic of peace and war results from
such a conception of international life?

Since Grotius recorded the rules of International Law for
his time in De jure belli et pacis, peace-time relations and
war-time relations seem to offer this science its normal division.
Peace and war alternate; the situation of persons, the appli-
cation of treaties, the conditions of the domain can all be
studied successively under the two regimes—peace and war—
those two states which share equally the juridical life of peoples.
The notion of peace is simple and well-known, and needs.no
definition; it is the normal situation of states. A state is at
peace when it is not at war with anyone, and when it is not
troubled in its tranquillity, that is, mn its enjoyment of its
sovereign rights by the violence which another would exercise
against 1t,

It is from this point of view of the state that we consider
peace, and not from the point of view of an international
society. We mean by this that peace does not appear as a
condition of the international community—the tranquillity of a
social order—but as an individual condition, and the non-
troubled possession of subjective rights. Like the messenger
of ancient Rome, the sovereign state always cloaks peace and
war under the folds of its mantle; they belong to her, and they
depend on her. Of course, peace is also conditioned by external
factors; from the outside come the dangers which menace
peace, or the guarantees which protect it. But the menaces
imperil the duration of peace, and the guarantees give it
security; the menaces do not constitute war, nor do the guar-
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antees constitute peace. If there existed an international
community which constituted a body, of which the several
states were the organic parts, peace would result from the
organisation of this society and would confound itself with
the functioning of its institutions; but this society does not
exist. The states are sovereign, and the law which regulates
their contacts has for its essential end the assurance to each of
the enjoyment of its hiberty. Peace is the tranquillity of an
order where sovereign rights are not subject to any restraint
or compulsion. It is simple, in this sense that it does not have
the complexity of an organic social order; it manifests in the
factual order the sovereignty which the political doctrine
attributes to the state.

The divisibility of peace is the first consequence of such
a conception, by opposition to the indivisibility which the
evidence of facts imposes upon us today, and which the League
of Nations already recognized. For as long as it does not
carry arms against anyone, a state is at peace, without having
to worry whether the world surrounding it is at peace or at
war. The belligerent state is at war with its adversary, but
it remains at peace with all the others; nothing illustrates
better than this the partitioning and the fragmentation to
which leads the sovereignty of the state. There are as-many
wars and as many peaces as there are states deciding for the
one or the other,

The theory of neutrality, whose development begins in the
eighteenth century, and which takes on so much importance in
the nineteenth century, consecrates this divisibility of peace.
Tt is its fruit. War, in which two states are engaged, concerns
but those two states; the other powers are not formally affected
by their decision, if their personal interest does mot induce
them to intervene in the conflict. Their “ neutrality rights”
are the foundation for their pretension of reducing to a mini-
mum the inconveniences to them resulting from the war of
others, all the while making maximum utilization of the
favorable opportunities which it offers to their peaceful
commerce.
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This peace is an armed peace. The indivisibility of peace
entails the disarmament of individual states; its divisibility -
demands their armament, for this is the condition of their
security, If peace is a condition of international society, if
it is the tranquillity of the order reigning in its bosom, the
security of each results from the functioning of the societal
organization. If peace is a condition proper to each sovereign
state, it is entrusted to its own vigilance, and its security
reposes in itself. The state draws from its own strength the
assurance of not being injured, or of being re-established in
its rights if these have suffered any attainder. The state relies
upon its arms potential to maintain itself at peace.

If the notion of peace seems simple, that of war holds greater
difficulties for jurists. As a matter of fact, in the system of
modern International Law, these difficulties have brought the
jurists to an impasse, and in attempting to escape it they fell
into contradiction. It is good that war is viewed in relation
to the international juridicial order. Omn the one hand, the
jus in bello is an important part of International Law. On the
other hand, one can not deny that war creates new juridical
situations in the heart of the society of states; it confers rights
upon them, it delimits their respective spheres, it fixes their
frontiers, it resolves their disputes. But, to do all this, it has
recourse to force, which is a pure fact. Neither force nor fact
belong to the juridical order; this order is rational, and it begins
with an ideal conception, for instance the idea of justice. In
war, force becomes the ultima ratic. But force is not a reason.
Therein lies the contradiction introduced in the very heart of
the system.

To escape this contradiction, some consider war as a simple
fact, but a fact which has juridical consequences. It remains
outside of the juridical order, but its consequences belong to
this order. Is this an issue that resolves itself in an impasse?
To admit that war engenders juridical situations, is to recognize
it as a valid means of creating rights. Tt 1s, therefore, not just
a simple fact, but a means of creating rights, and it remains
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to be understood just how a fact of greater force, an irrational
thing, can be admitted as a juridical means.

The objection will be raised that this case is not without
analogies and that it frequently happens that events which are
in themselves pure facts engender juridical situations; thus it
is, for example, in the birth or the death of an individual. But
it i1s easy to see that in this case, either the fact is but the
condition or occasion of a right or of its exigibility (it is not
the death of the de cutus which founds the right of the heir,
but the will of the deceased or the relative) or it is susceptible
of a juridical definition and it is under this formal aspect that
it takes its place in the juridical order. The old saw transmitted
through generations of lawyers (What is death, as viewed by
the Administration of Hospitals? A manner of legitimate
departure from the hospital) is but the caricature of a truth.
A fact, in its stark reality belongs to several different orders:
physical, psychological, juridical; it produces its effect in each
order on the condition of its belonging to it. If war determines
rights, as would the sentence of a judge, or if it is the foundation
of rights, as in the case of an annexation ratified by the peace
treaty, it is because in both cases international society accepts
the fact that war is a means of creating rights. It sees in war
an Instrument of the juridical order; it is in this capacity that
it resolves disputes, changes legal relations, and legitimatizes
possession. In any case, those who believe that war can be
considered as a simple fact unanimously recognize that the
conduct of war is regulated by International Law, by the
jus in bello. If there is a legal way of conducting it, it must be
licit; there is no legal way of committing a wrong.

Also, does not the most constant doctrine raise the objection
that war draws its legality from the principle of state
sovereignty? All the authors are forced to admit it, explicitly
or implicitly, and the entire system of Classical International
Law bears testimony to it. The state having recourse to war
makes use of a right, and this right is an attribute of its
sovereignty. Ultimate warrantor of justice, but also sole
judge of its decisions in those affairs where its interests and
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its rights are involved, the state has the power of using force
every time that it shall judge it necessary and prudent to do so.
Regardless of the conditions regulating recourse to war, such
recourse is a right, the greatest of all rights, since it flows dir-
rectly from sovereignty, and since it 1s the supreme guarauntee
of the respect of all. War, therefore, is well integrated in the
juridical order, inserted directly, one might say, in the keystone
of the edifice which is the sovereignty of the state. But the
juridical order pays dearly for this assertion. By recognizing
the right of war as an attribute of the sovereignty of the indi-
vidual state, it admits that a recourse to force which is neither
decided upon or controlled by the international community,
and which is therefore arbitrary from the viewpoint of that
community, is nevertheless legal and legitimate in the eyes of
the individual state, since 1t is the exercise of a right and since
it creates of itself new situations of right. Therein lies the
contradiction of an asocial act, which is yet recognized as a
right, in itself and in its effects.

The first consequence of this doctrine will be to reduce to
a legitimate defense all wars which seem founded on right, and
few indeed are the peoples and the states capable of resisting
this temptation. How can the state, judge of its own cause,
not hold as just the ends of its political policy? How, if the
state has the absolute worth of a sovereign being, would it not
have as many rights as it has vital interests to defend? More-
over, it is never with a light heart that a state decides to have
recourse to war—so costly in men and money. If it does so,
it is because recourse to force seems necessary to surmount
obstacles which prevent it from exercising its rights, or pursuing
its essential interests. In its eyes, war will be but the just
reaction brought about by the hindrance unduly brought to
bear on a legitimate activity. The state will then be conscious
of defending itself while attacking. In the eighteenth century
Vattel was writing: “ The enemy who unjustly attacks me,
without a doubt, gives me the right to repel his violence; and
whosoever opposes me with his arms when I am demanding
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but what is due me, becomes the veritable oppressor by his
unjust resistance.” ’

The moralists have favored this confusion by the manner
in which they state the problem of war. They have also placed
themselves, for the most part, in the position of viewing the
state as a moral person, and they have considered war as the
means of maintaining and enforcing a state’s rights. This
subjective point of view 1s so similar to the one imposed by
the theory of the absolute sovereignty of the state that the
moralists, when adopting it, have re-enforced a doctrine whose
excesses they otherwise reject.

In fact this deformation was inevitable, If the moralists
have been able to fix with precision the Limits of legitimate
individual defense within the framework of the state, it is
because, within this framework, the public power has assumed
the care of rendering justice and of protecting the lives and
the goods of individuals. The right of self-defense for the
individual reappears only in the case of the accidental insuffici-
ency or impotency of a society otherwise strongly organized.
But to admit that States are sovereign and that the right of
war is one of their subjective rights, 1s to deny the existence of
an international society, which would have a monopoly of the
defense of rights and of the use of force. It is committing to
the individual himself—to the sovereign state—the defense of
rights; it is putting one’s self outside the conditions allowing
for a definition of legitimate defense. That this conception of
the right of war leads to an exaggerated confidence in the
efficacy of moral philosophy in preventing wars or in human-
izing their course may seem paradoxical; yet, are we not even
closer to the truth in saying that the doctrine of the absolute
sovereignty of the state opened the door to Machiavellism
and to arbitrary state policies in general, while closing it to
moral philosophy?

It is clear that in arbitrarily separating politics and morals,
positivism enlarges .the domain of the former to the point
of expecting from it services which should have been rendered
by Public Law (le droit public). Since sovereignty forbids
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entrusting the maintenance of the peace to international
institutions, which could exercise coercion on the states, and
since the obligations of the jus in bello, destined to humanize
war, result, as all International Law, from conventions freely
accepted by the States, it is to their moral sense and their good
will that one will have to appeal if we are to have but just wars
on this earth, wars conducted according to the rules of
humanity. But the realization of this hope has no other
guarantee than the individual morality of the states; the con-
science of the state is the sole rampart opposing itself to
inhuman wars, and this rampart is not strengthened by that
which international organization and its social sanctions could
add to it. The fate of humanity rests on the sense of justice
which the state will manifest. Thus, everything must be done
to make the state moral.

Morality will reign according to the degree in which the
state is, on the one hand, impregnated with the effluvia of a
humanistic and Christian civilization, and, on the other hand,
to the degree that its liberty will not be inconvenienced by
these preachments. Do not these latter confirm the existence of
its sovereign rights by the fact that they try to moralize its
exercise? We must also not be surprized if the International
Law of this period seems to certain authors richer in moral
values than our own, which, as they would have it, has lost its
moral and philosophical foundation, has withered and become
petrified, and “has favored all the aberrations and all the
political crimes.”* But the moral philosophy of the modern
period has taught the states an individual meorality and not a
social morality, a morality founded on the mutual respect of
their rights and not on the rights of the international society
and the demands of the common good. It could not be other-
wise in a system founded on the principle of the absolute
sovereignty of the state. Events have shown that little con-
fidence is merited in a regime in which peace is protected
against war only by the virtue of the states, and where one

* N. Politis, La morale internationale, ed. La Baconniére, Neuchétel, 1943, P. II1.
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strives through individual morality to attain results that can
be obtained solely through the respect of social morality, and
where finally, between the sovereign states on the one hand,
and war and peace on the other hand, there does not exist
the solid reality of an organized international society.

It is this organization which began to make its appearance
with the creation of the League of Nations in 1919, and the
United Nations in 1945. These mark the end of an era and
begin the transition to another. But before leaving the here-
tofore closed cycle of the former, we must consider what war
has really been, independently of the deformed representations
which have been given it by the practice and the theories that
we have just recalled.

II. TOWARD A DEFINITION OF MODERN WAR

We have already called attention to the fact: the most
striking theorists of the classical period hardly mention the
international community in their definition of war. They
consider war as an armed conflict between two or more states
to settle a dispute which has arisen among them, or they
consider it as a group of acts by which a state or a people
enforce respect for their rights by bearing arms against another.
This strictly inter-state and mter-individual conception of war
is in harmony with the state of civilization which has given
birth to it. As Mr. Erich Hula would have it, the international
community considers itself “as a society of equal Nations
superiorem non recognoscentes,”® a formula which, while it
gives exact expression to the thought of a period, nonetheless
has a strange ring. What can a society be whose members do
not recognize, de facto, the superiority of the social body and
of the law of the group, if not a contradiction in terms and a
phenomenon never before seen in history? Even in a world
where states have a thousand reasons to believe themselves
independent and sovereign, this conception has not been in

® Erich Hula, “ The Revival of the Idea of Primitive War,” in Thought, Sept.
1846, p. 409.
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conformity with reality, and war has been everything but an
inter-individual conflict.

One need but observe the facts to become aware of this.
They show that every war involves a social will,® that is to
say that the belligerent pursues a social end, and that he aims
at affecting the status or the state of the imternational
community. To wage a purely defensive war is to seek to
maintain an international situation considered as already
existing and as having received the sanction of law, since it
has already served as a basis for the juridical relations between
states. For the state to seek the rectification of a frontier, the
opening of new outlets, or the recognition of its independence,
is for it to seek to create new situations that are recognized as
de jure by the community, and that, as such, can assume their
place in the international order. Conquering a province does
not entail occupying territory and maintaining one’s self there
by force. Many lands are annexed which were not first occupied
by victorious armies; many lands are not annexed though the
victor has occupied them. To conquer is to force acceptance
of a new international juridical situation; it is to inscribe in a
treaty of peace or to have accepted by customary law a new
division of state jurisdictions. From Saint Augustine to the con-
temporary jurists, one hears: the purpose of war is peace. Per-
haps Vitoria in the sixteenth century but sought to be more
precise in saying: the purpose of war is victory. One can unite
the part of truth contained in both aphorisms by saying that the
purpose of all war is to establish a statute of the international
community which defines in a certain manner the juridical
situations of the members of this community. Until this
result is obtained, victory is not attained, and peace is not
made. The purpose of the war is only realized at the moment
when the character of law is socially recognized in those
situations defended or created by the belligerent. That is truly
the formal object of its undertaking; it is in this sense that
the end of all war is societal and statutory.

¢ We refer the reader to our study£ “La notion juridique de la guerre,” in
Philosophie, Cahier III, Ed. du Lévrier, Ottawa (1945), pp. 149 ff,
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It may be objected that this is taking an accessory of war
for its essential element. The only thing which the belligerent
seeks, it is claimed, is to assure himself a personal advantage:
to extend himself, to enrich himself, to deminate. The rest he
cares very little for, except as a possible means, and he would
not trouble to inscribe his new possession in the international
statutory order were it not the condition of the peaceful
enjoyment of his conquest.

Undoubtedly, but it does not worry him. He is caught
in the network of social life and obeys its necessities. The
objection confuses the subjective motives of the belligerent and
war itself. The belligerent seeks his own interest and he sees in
war but a means to serve that interest; but he must for this
modify some international relations, relations of force and
relations of right, and this is what war does. No one, neither
the theologian, moralist, or statesman, neither individually nor
collectively, can think of war without reference to the right of
war, that is to say, without seeing in war a social and juridical
reality, and the use of war by peoples and states shows very
well that it is a procedure destined to inscribe a juridical
situation in a general international statute.” The Inter-
national Law of the classical period would say: “ The
state has the right of war because it is sovereign”; but
a right, whatever be its foundation, is the power to
perform socially valid acts. The right of war is the
power to create situations of law in the international community
through the use of arms. Continuing: war is one of the
means—the ultimate means—of solving international conflicts.
But bringing about the solution of conflicts is a social function,
of which society acquits itself by the institution of procedures
and techniques, varying with the development of the society,
as is shown by the history of law.

We might even say that in an international society which
recognizes the right of war as an attribute of sovereignty, all
the blows exchanged between belligerents have an effect on the
entire community; they forge in some way a new order, while
they are bringing victory to the stronger or the more fortunate.
The neutrals accept the final result of the conflict through
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their pledge of neutrality which binds them to practice absten-
tion and impartiality toward the belligerents. Thus, the true
nature of war is not that of an inter-individual act, but of a
social act, which can not be conceived or defined without an
appeal to the idea of an international social order. Even in
the anarchical society of the modern period, it is a * procedure,”
a group of ways and means admitted by society to fulfill a
function and to produce effects which, in its eyes, have the
sanction of Law.

What is this function? To what social need does this pro-
cedure correspond? This is a most important problem. It
is because they failed to resolve it that the moralists of the
sixteenth century, after having contributed to the birth of
International Law, remained without influence on its develop-
ment and allowed it to orient itself toward state absolutism.

They emphasized only the legal function of war. When
Vitoria, for example, recapitulates the motives for a just war
and assigns as its end the defense of one’s person and one’s
goods, the recovery of something ravished, and the punishment
of an Injustice, is it not to the legal function of society that he
attaches those of its causes which distinguish it from legitimate
defense? Cajetan and Suarez develop an analogous idea:
“ Whatever were their differences concerning the character of
this right, Vitoria and Suarez agreed on its content. Princes
have authority not only over their own subjects, but also over
foreigners, so far as to prevent them from committing wrongs.”
“ On the basis of this authority they may commence against the
wrong-doing state an aggressive war in order to inflict punish-
ment upon it. On this basis, too, they may, if implicated in a
defensive war, punish the aggressor once victory is won. The
wrong-doing state is subject to their criminal jurisdiction
ratione delicti.” * 'The doctrine of the writers of the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries on this point would be in perfect
accord with that of the authors of the sixteenth century.®

" Victoria, De Indis et de Jure Belli Relectiones, Classics of International Law,
Carnegie Institution of Washington, 1917, p. 172, par. 19.

8 Eric Hula, op. cit., p. 427.

® Cf. Robert Regout, La doctrine de la guerre juste de St. Augustin & nos jours
d’dpreés les théologiens et les canonistes catholiques, Padone, Paris, 1935, pp. 293-294.
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For example the Jesuit Laymann writes: “ In the absence of
a judge and superior justiciar, the state, or the prince, who
himself has, or whose subjects have, suffered any injury, draws
from natural law and from the jus gentium the competence
to judge and to punish crime.” Then the Salmanticenses:
“ aggressive war is a sentence of death which the assaulting
Prince pronounces agamst ancther Prince.” Now, Billuart:
“ Aggressive war is the supreme act of vindicative justice.” *°

There are two reasons to explain the position adopted by
the moralists. On the one hand, the lack of profundity of their
sociological analysis on this point. The need of a judge is the
first need to manifest itself in an embryonic political society,™
and the International society which was before them was in the
embryonic phase of its development. On the other hand, the
conception of the sovereignty of the state, which they had the
tendency to accept along with everyone else of their time,
made them tend to absorb the function of war in the judicial
function. Sinece it is admitted that the sovereign state 1is
judge and party in its own proper cause, and that by itself it
measures the extent of its rights, it is clear that it decides to
go to war only after having judged its claims and after having
recognized them as just. Thus, the conviction spreads that
all conflicts which provoke a war could, at bottom, be settled
by a judge, and that all war is bound up with the exercise
of the judicial function.

This is, perhaps, the gravest of the errors common.to this
whole period in the matter of war and peace. Admittedly, it
is true that the striving toward justice has at times induced
peoples and leaders to unleash war, but it is an error to think
that in a society this striving can only be satisfied by a judge;

1*R. Regout, op. cit., p. 293.

1 “Law is born of judicial law, litigation is its root,” writes Cornelutti. However,
the author pushes truth to the point of paradox when he adds: “(Of the) four
pieces of the (political) machine one alone is truly essential: the judge. The
legislator and the administrator may be left out without compromising law. Even
the police function can be exercised by the judge. These three organs are certainly
useful, but not necessary: only the judge is necessary. . . . Even when the legis-
lator is above him, the judge always remains the cell of the State.” Francesco
Cornelutti, La Guerre et la Paix, Rome, Azienda Libreria Italiana, 1945, pp. 64, 60.

2
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the legislative and the police functions are also called into
play. Modern war is more often a legislative procedure and
an executive procedure than it is a judicial procedure. It is a
polyvalent procedure; not only does it make up for the absence
of a judge, but also for the absence of a legislator and of an
executive organ.

Thus, the peace treaty which puts an end to the war is
not a bilateral contract which determines on a commutative
basis the situation of the signatory States. It is a treaty-law
par excellence. To change the frontiers of a state is to institute
a new division of state territories valid for the entire community.
To impose economic or financial burdens on a state, to regulate
its armaments, to intervene in the rule of its minorities, is to
establish a judicial order which is an integral part of that of
the international community, and which refers itself at least
implicitly to some political principle generally recognized by
society: the principle of equilibrium, the right of self-deter-
mination, the right of conquest, the interdependence of peace
and of democratic institutions, international security, the
rights of the human person, ete. . . . Notably, the wars which
have been waged as civilization grew: the Thirty Years’ War,
the wars of the French Revolution, that of 1914, and that of
1939, were followed by treaties which inaugurated a veritable
new constitutional order analogous to the one-instituted by
the constituents in the heart of the particular states. Likewise,
the revision of treaties is an international legislative work.
If clauses that have been inapplicable or unsatisfying provoke
war, the latter evidently fills in the absence of legislative
organs which could have peaceably corrected the lapsed treaty-
law. Every time that war has as an end the making of law
rather than the pronouncing upon it, the modification of law
rather than the enforced application of it, it is the ultima ratio
of a legislative procedure. Due to the lack of qualified organs
to make law, social need manifests itself in a conflict which
brings to grips the states most directly interested, and the war
which will resolve the conflict is a procedure of legislative
substitution.
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Other wars have the manifest character of a police task.
The international community maintains in its bosom a public
order which is as necessary to it as it is to the state, but unlike
the state, it does not have differentiated organs, a police force,
for instance, capable of imposing by force the exterior order
necessary to society. Because the police or executory function
is not fulfilled, the states that are the victims of international
disorders array themselves against the disturbers, and at the
same time as they protect their interests, they assume functions
which, in an organized society, would devolve to the forces of
international society. There is no doubt, as we see things, that
the intervention in September, 1989, of Great Britian and
France in favor of Poland, victim of an aggression following
upon the assaults made upon European public order by the
Hitlerian policies, had in its origin and in certain of its aspects,
the character of an experiment in international policing.

One can say without paradox that less and less frequently
does war fill in in the absence of judicial organs. Tf the
mternational disputes seeking to be resolved by the application
of law are numerous, they are not the ones which today carry
the greatest threat of war. In these cases, law exists; it need
only be affirmed. It is the normal work of the judge or the
referee to do so. A conflict contains the elements of a trial;
it is only a question of setting forth the cause of action and
bringing it to an international tribunal. Due to the lack of
appropriate organs, war still seems to be the wltima ratio of
justice and akin to an armed plea, but it is in this domain that
international organization has made its most manifest progress.
In conflicts between states, it has become classic to distinguish
between differences in the juridical order, in which the warring
parties mutually contest a right, and differences in the political
order. Disputes of the first type normally go to a judge or a
referee, and the progress of legal means, particularly those of
arbitration and of judicial ruling, by assuring the parties a
peaceful solution, renders less likely recourse to war by either
of the parties. Who would, however, dare to say that today
war 1s still not a final method of pleading in the international
forum?
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We can see how erroneous was the method used by the
doctrine of the dlassical period. Taking as the point of
departure for its considerations the independent state, deducing
from its sovereignty the existence of a right to war, asking
the moralists then to determine the conditions in which this
right may be exercised, all this could not bring about satis-
factory results. As a matter of fact, this method brought
about bad results in the main. Even in this period, the states
lived in society. If the dogma of sovereignty had not led
minds astray, they would have recognized that war was a
procedure, to which was attached a triple function of substi-
tution—IJegislative, judicial, and executive. The nitial error,
common to statesmen, jurists, and moralists, pertains to the
nature of international society, whose organic character was
misunderstood to the profit of the sovereignty of the states.
This error led to a misunderstanding of the true nature of war,
and this second deformation of truth constrained International
Law to accept the contradictions that we have pointed out
above. War, a social procedure, was considered as the exercise
of a subjective right by the state, a sovereign person, all the
while 1t fulfilled a social function. Polyvalent, it has been
considered monovalent and bound up essentially with the
judicial function. In these conditions, moral philosophy has
found itself incapable of supplying the principles of justice
which must serve as the basis of peace. It sought it in indi-
vidual justice, whereas it should have been seeking it in social
justice and in societal organization.

The modern period ends with the unleashing of the war of
1914. Two documents already mark the steps accomplished
in the course of the new period: the League of Nations Pact
and the United Nations Charter. What modification do they
bring to the judicial and sociclogical conception of war?

J. T. Drros, O.P.

Ambassade de France prés le Saint Siege,
Rome, Italy.

(To be continued)



HOPE AND CHARITY IN ST. THOMAS
[Conclusion]

(2]

III. Arrer St. THOMAS

/i ANY modern theologians do not conceive the disinter-
estedness of charity in the same way as did St. Thomas
V 4 and St. Augustine before him. To-day, and for some
time past, theologians tend to exclude from charity all self-
regarding love and to bar from it not only the desire or intention
to acquire anything created from charity but also the will
for union of God, our last end and final beatitude. In
this view, surrender to God only would constitute the pure
love of charity, while love of desire of God would belong to
hope. This is commonly stated as follows: the formal object
of charity is the absolute goodness of God, bonitas Dei absoluta;
the formal object of hope is God’s relative goodness, bonitas
Deo relativa, God good in Himself, or God good for us, respect-
ively, Where did this swerving from St. Thomas’s doctrine
and from the traditional teaching set in? How did it succeed
in becoming wide-spread as it did? The answer to these
questions will further illustrate St. Thomas’s teaching on hope
and charity.

It i1s Scotus who began the new conception of hope and
charity, or at any rate who built up a systematic theory of it,
though he had some precursors in the originators and exponents
of the ecstatic theory of love and charity. And it is mainly
Suarez who is responsible for spreading the new conception.
We must then consider the theories of Scotus and Suarez
on hope and charity, always from the angle of the particular
problem we are studying: whether the desire of God is hope
or charity. After exposing and criticizing their theories, we
shall briefly indicate some authors of the Thomist tradition,
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and lastly point to the present-day return to the traditional
positions.
1. SCOTUS AND SUAREZ ON HOPE

In his Opus Ozoniense, Scotus, after enumerating different
views and theories on hope, exposes his own: “1I say that hope
is a theological virtue, one and distinct from faith and charity.
This can be proved this way. We experience in ourselves an
act of this kind, namely, to desire that the infinite Good be
in us as our good, and this through God giving Himself to us
in liberality; not, it is true, as a first move on His part, but
on account of something else that is agreeable to Him and that
is directed to this self-giving of God, as on account of merit.
Such an act is good, because it is vested with the required
circumstances. There can, therefore, exist a virtue that inclines
to it ” (And this is hope) .**°

For Scotus, then, hope is the virtue that inclines to desire
the infinite Good as our own good, that 1s, the desire for God,
giving Himself to us in liberality, on account of merit. Its
act we know from experience. It is a good or virtuous act.
It is also theological, ©“ because 1t regards God as its immediate
object. For, all other formalities that are added to the object
do not take away the nature of the object, insofar as it is
object. In fact, the circumstance that I desire the object for
myself, or for such or such a person, does not do away with
the fact that I desire it as an object. Consequently that on
which the act of hope bears, is the infinite and eternal Good.
Hope, therefore, is a theological virtue.” **® So, the fact that
I desire the infinite Good for myself does not, according to
Scotus, affect the theological character of this desire, because
its object is God. And it is not true to say that, “to desire

1593 Sent. d. 26, q.un., 10, Dico quod spes est virtus theologica unica et
distincta a fide et caritate. Quod persuadetur sic: experimur in nobis hune actum,
scilicet, desiderare bonum infinitum in esse nobis bonum, et hoc a Deo seipsum nobis
liberaliter conferente; non quidem primo, sed propter aliquid acceptum sibi ord-
inatum ad illud ut propter merita. . . .

80 Loc. cit., 11, Quia respicit Deum pro obiecto immediate, nam per omnia
alia quae adduntur ipsi obiecto, non tollitur ratio obiecti. . .
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a good for myself changes the formal ratio of the object, because
it transforms an honest good into a useful one.” *** Because,
“to desire something for myself expresses only a relation to
the will. . . . that is, a respect of reason . . .”;'*® and of such
a respect it can be said that it is caused in God when T desire
that the mfiinite Good be good for me. That 1s, the desire
of God as my own good means in God only a relation of pure
reason, respectus rationis, not a real change, nothing real. It
does not therefore change the nature of the formal object.

That this theological desire of God is neither charity nor
faith, and therefore is hope, Scotus proves in this manner:
“To desire that the mnfinite Good should be my own good,
is not a love of friendship; nor is it the most exalted act, because
the object exists in a more exalted manner in itself than in
another, or when compared with something different from
itself. Consequently, the act of desire which we have proved
to exist above, is not an act of charity ¥ (which is only love
of friendship and its most exalted act).®® Scotus’ reason,
therefore, for saying the desire of union with God is not charity,
is that charity is only love of friendship and the most noble
love in man. We shall examine this conception of charity
later. Now we note only this: because there is no room within
the virtue of charity for the desire of God as our good, and
because there is a desire of God which is a theological act,
hope must be the theological virtue by which we seek union
with God as our supreme Good.

In previous remarks Scotus had proved, mainly by refuting
the traditional teaching on hope, that the additional formalities
of the object of hope, an absent or arduous good, “ do not
suffice to specify a virtue ”; thus against Henry of Ghent who
placed hope in the irascible part of the will. The notion of

(23

arduous, Scotus argues, can have no meaning except as “a

162 Loe. cit., 18, Desiderare mihi bonum non variat formalem rationem obiecti.

162 I'hed., Quia desiderare mihi non dicit nisi respectum voluntatis . . Le,
respectum rationis tantum.

163 F.0e. cit., 15, Desiderare bonum infinitum esse bonum meum, non est amor
amicitise, nec est nobilissimus . . igitur istud desiderare non est actus caritatis.



328 P. DE LETTER

valuable and appreciable good, that is, lovable to the extent
that it surpasses all that is contrary to it.” But this, he says,
is exactly the object of charity, which virtue “ regards God
under the aspect of appreciable, because it regards Him under
the aspect of infinite Good.” **

This conception of hope, opposed to the doctrine of both
St. Bonaventure and St. Thomas (and Scotus is not unaware
of it),**> has not only been accepted in the Franciscan school
that follows Scotus, but it has also made its way into many
modern schools of theology, owing especially to the influence
of Suarez who has adopted the Scotist view on hope and read
it into some texts of St. Thomas.

We find Suarez’s idea of hope m his Questiones Disputatae
De Spe, where he treats of the formal object of hope. After
mentioning two theories which he rejects in full or in part, he
continues: ““ A third opinion asserts that the object of hope
is God as the supreme Good lovable with a love of desire and,
so to speak, to the advantage of the lover.” *® This, he says,
is held by St. Thomas but he is aware that many followers of
St. Thomas do not understand his texts in that sense (“ what-
ever others may say ”). He tells us that this idea is more
clearly expressed in Scotus, (3 Sent. d. 26 and 27) .

The main reason why this desire of God as our Good, although
supernatural and theological, is not charity, Suarez states
thus: “That this love is distinct from the the love of charity
is evident, because one is a love of desire, the other a love of
friendship.” *¢ That is, because charity is only love of friend-
ship, not love of desire. We shall presently consider further
this idea of charity. Suarez is aware that his idea of hope is
not traditional. He himself formulates the objection:  This

% Loc. cit., 8, Bonum absens arduum non sufficit ad specificandam virtutem.

165 Foc. cit., 19, Contra viam istam quae ponit desiderare actum spei, arguo . . .

1%¢ Suarez, Q. Disp. De Spe, sect. 3. c. 4, Tertia sententia asserit obiectum spei
esse Deum ut summum bonum amabile amore concupiscentiae, quasi commodum
amantis.

187 Loc. cit., Quidquid alii dicant; clarius Scotus.

198 Toc. cit., Quod hic amor sit distinctus ab amore caritatis, patet quia alter
est concupiscentiae, alter amicitiae.



HOPE AND CHARITY IN ST. THOMAS 329

seems to be against the common way of conceiving hope.
Hope is wont to be defined as the expectation of the future
beatitude: this is evident from the Magister (in 2 Sent. dist. 26) ;
but to expect is not the same as to desire.” He answers:
* I deny that hope, though in reality the same thing as desire,
can not be called expectation, as in fact it is called. Rather,
if we pay attention to the ordinary way of conceiving, we
shall see that to expect something is nothing else but to desire
that it comes, supposing the judgment that it will come.” **°
Suarez endeavors te explain away the difference between desire
and expectation, and thus to reconcile his idea with the tradi-
tional one. Does he suceed in this?

To the objection, also met by Scotus, that the arduous good
1s the object of hope, Suarez replies that the arducusness
belongs to hope but not as its formal object or “ the reason
‘why one tends to such object,” but only as a condition.’*
And so, the formal object of the theological virtue of hope is
God ““ as He is our supreme Good ;'™ and here lies the differ-
ence between hope and charity. It is therefore not God’s
omnipotence.'™ This idea of hope, of both Scotus and Suarez,
is intimately linked up with their conception of charity as
excluding the love of desirve of God.

2. SCOTUS AND SUAREZ ON CHARITY

Scotus calls charity the “habitual supreme love ’; and since
the love of friendship is superior to the love of desire, charity
naturally inclines to love with a love of friendship, and not
with the more imperfect love of desire.)® How then does
Scotus conceive this love of friendship so as to exclude from

%% Loe. cit., 12, Videtur esse contra communem modum concipiendi de spe:
solet enim definiri expectatio futurae beatitudinis . . expectare autem non est
desiderare.

17 Loc. cit., 15, Ut conditio vel oceasio.

171 Loe. ¢it., 20, Deus ut est summum bonum nostrum.

172 Loc. cit., 21.

173 Cf. Scotus, 3 Sent. d. 26, q. un., 17, Caritas est suprema virtus affective . . .
amor autem amicitiae est simpliciter perfectior amore concupiscentiae, igitur caritas
inclinat ad amandum simpliciter amore amicitiae.
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charity all love of desire? He states that the distinction between
charity and hope lies in this: hope desires the good of the
lover insofar as it is his profit; charity tends to the object in
itself and would tend to it even when—an impossible supposi-
tion—the object did not bring any advantage to the lover.
Charity is the virtue that perfects the will insofar as the will
possesses the affection of justice; hope perfects the will
according to its affection of advantage.'™ In other words,
charity loves the Other as other; hope desires the other as
‘one’s own.

The reason why charity excludes the love of desire, or the
self-regard that seeks the lover’s profit, is because “ it regards
God under the aspect of the most perfect loveableness ”;
and for that reason its formal object can mnot be God “as
beatifying Good.” *** Nor can you say that ‘charity includes in
its formal object, next to the infinite goodness considered in
itself, the aspect of beatifying good, because, “it is not
possible that there be a twofold object of one and the same
act.” " But does not love of friendship seek for union with
the friend? Scotus’ answer must be weighed. When deter-
mining the formal object (ratio obiectiva) of the act of charity,
he considers this object in three ways: 1) as the object that
terminates the act (ratio terminandi); this is God in Himself
(ratio Deti in se) in no way considered under some relative
aspect or other; 2) as the object of the act that invites to love,
prior to and provoking the act of love; this is God * insofar as
He is a convenient good that communicates itself to the lover,”
that is, God considered as the desirable good of the lover; 8) as
the object that in a way gives the act of charity its complete-
ness, without specifying it; this is God “ as the beatifying good

174 3 Sent, d. 27, q. un., 2, Haec virtus (caritas) distincta est . . . similiter a
spe, quia actus eius non est concupiscere bonum amanti, inquantum est commodum
amantis, sed tendere in obiectum secundum se, etiamsi per impossibile circumserib-
eretur ab eo commoditas eius ad amantem. Hane virtutem perficientern voluntatem,

inquantum habet affectionem iustitiae, voco caritatem.

15 Ct. loc. cit., 5.
178 [ o¢. cit., 6, Biusdem actus non videtur duplex formalis ratio obiectiva.
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of the lover.” ' For Scotus, therefore, what is the proper act
of charity has for its formal object God in Himself without
any consideration of a relation to the lover. This act is preceded
by what attracts man to love God in that way, that is, God
as desirable, and it is followed or accompanied by what crowns
the act of charity, God as beatifying object. These last two
aspects of the object of charity do not enter its formal act.
The first of them leads to the act of charity, but it is not that
act itself. The second is following the act of charity, it is no
longer itself an act of charity. These two aspects may belong
to the formal object of charity in a broad sense, as conditions
that will always go together with it, and without which charity
could not exist. But they do not make the act of charity what
it is.

Scotus’s explanation of the love of self which belongs to
the virtue of charity confirms this idea. In the very act of
love of self through charity, man tends towards ancther; “ In
this act of love man tends to another, because he tends to
God as to the principal object of his act; yet he really loves
himself out of charity, though not as final object, but as a
proximate object directed to the last object that is distinct
from 1t.” **® The other, as other, is the formal object of charity.
In further explantion of this idea he says, “ The acts by which
I love my neighbor and myself are reflex acts through the
medium of which I tend to the infinite good that is God.” **®
They are the secondary acts of charity. One object only, God,
is loved first, as good in itself; then charity * wishes that He
be loved and in love possessed by any one else, as far as charity

177 Loe. cit., 7, Ratio obiectiva actus caritatis et habitus, potest intelligi tripliciter.
Vel prima, quae secundum se accepia nata est per se esse ratio terminandi; vel
secunda, quae est aliqua ratio praecedens actum, propter quem natus est actus
elici circa obiectum; vel tertia, quae quasi concomitatur. Prima ratio est prorie
ratio obiectiva et non alia, stricte loquendo, et haec ratic obiectiva est ratio Dei
in se.

178 3 Seni. d, 29, q. un., 2, In hac dilectione tendit in alterum, quia in Deum
tamquam in principale obiectum actus.

17°2 Sent. d. 28, g. un., 2, Actus reflexi . . mediantibus quibus tendo in
infinitum bonum gquod est Deus.
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goes; because the perfect and well-ordered love of God consists
in that; and by wishing this, I love myself, and my neighbor.”**
So, it is precisely because the love of God in Himself requires
that I desire Him to be loved and possessed in love by all, that
charity implies secondarily the love of myself and of my neigh-
bor; but the formal reason of this love is God, not my advan-
tage. What is willed in it, is not the possession of God in my
good; that would be the affection of advantage (affectio com-
modi) . What is willed is that God be loved and possessed by
all as He should be, “ that is simply the goodness proper to
justice.” ¥ And so, “ in the same act I wish for God and wish
you to wish for God, and in this precisely I love you out of
charity, because by it I wish you the good proper to justice.” *#

These secondary elements of charity, extrinsic to what is
formally its act, differ from the love of desire which is hope.
They are not a love of desire; the aspect under which they
view the object of the self-regarding love, is God Himself, the
other as such. In hope, the aspect viewed in the object of
the self regarding love is the appeasing and beatifying power
of the possession of God. Advantage (commodum) and
justice (sustitia) express, according to Scotus, the two different
formal objects of hope and charity.'®

When asking under which formal aspect God is object of
charity, Suarez, less subtly and more unmistakably than Scotus,
states what has become the more common opinion of modern
theologians. The formal object of charity is God * under the
aspect of the supreme Good lovable for its own sake.”*®* The
moderns express this by saying, “the absolute goodness of

180 Ibid. Velle cum diligi et per dilectionem haberi a quocumque.

181 Ibid. quod est bonum simpliciter iustitiae.

182 Joc. cit. 3.

%% Scotus' hardly analyses the aspect of the theological virtues by which they
are essentially the prineiples of our supernatural finality, of our effective orientation
to God as our supernatural end. This idea of the end comes in at most as a
side-consideration, whilst for St. Thomas it constitutes the central reality of the
theological virtue as such, and of charity in particular.

1% Suarez, Tr. 8 De Caritate, disp. 1, sect. 2, Sub qua ratione formali Deus sit
obiectum caritatis. Sub ratione summi boni, propter se amabilis.
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God.” Its difference from the object of the love of hope or
of desire is plain: hope loves God “ as the supreme good of
the lover,” charity loves Him “ for His own sake.”

Yet, the love of benevolence which is the proper love of
charity, though it does not tend to its object as to the good
of the lover, requires and seeks some union between the lover
and the beloved. “ Hence it further follows that the object
of benevolence or well-wishing, though it is loved for its own
sake, yet is loved in such a manner, that at the same time
union with this object is sought. For that belongs to the
perfection of friendship.” **¢ Charity, then, which loves God
in Himself, and not as the good of the lover, seeks union with
Him, because this union is the connatural perfection of friend-
ship. Is this desire of union with God a love of desire? And
if so, 1s it an act of charity different from the act of hope?
Suarez does not explicitly answer this question.

We find some indications, however, when he explains the
love of self which charity commands. Of this latter he says,
“ Charity after the love of God, inclines more to love the lover
himself (than anything else).”*” And he explains: “ The
formal object of charity is to incline the man in whom it
resides to the love of God and to unite man with God. Con-
sequently in the primary inclination of charity is included
to some extent a relation to the lover himself.” **® Charity
seeks union with God, because it can not love God in Himself
without seeking this union. But it does not seek this union
as the good of the lover, but for God’s sake. For we read:
“ The proper act of charity is to love God Himself, that is, so
that the love by which Ged is loved as our good, is excluded
from it. For, although this love is right, it is not elicited by

188 Loc. cit.,, for hope, ut summum bonum diligentis; charity, diligit Deum
propter se.

88 Loc. cit. 6, Hinc fit ulterius ut obiectum benevolentize, quamvis propter se
ametur ita tamen amari, ut simul appetatur coniunctio et unio cum tali obiecto:
hoc enim requiritur ad perfectionem amicitiae.

187 Loe. cit., sect. 4, 8.

88 Loc. cit., Rursus effectus formalis caritatis est inclinare hominum, in quo est,
ad Del dilectionem, et coniungere hominem Deo.
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charity, as is clear from the theory of hope.” *** For Suarez,
as for Scotus, to seek union with God as our own good, is hope,
not charity. The formal reason why God is loved in charity
and why union with Him is sought through charity, is “ the
good of God, stopping at that,” that is, not considered as our
good.

When dealing with the question, “ Whether the intention
of obtaining a reward is sufficient for strict merit, or rather
opposed to it,” Suarez has to answer the cbjection, that to work
for a reward is a mercenary love, whilst * charity loves God
for Himself and directs all other good to him for His glory.”**°
In answering he shows how the love of charity in one way
excludes and in another includes the desire for union with
God. “Man can wish beatitude for himself from a love of
charity for God for His own sake, and he can try to obtain
it through his works: because by loving for himself the good
of the beatitude as his proximate object, he does not exclude
the relation it has to God as to the last end.” *** Such a desire
of the eternal reward is virtually an act of charity for God:
“ Finally we can say this: by the very fact that a just man
by working in a right and virtuous manner, intends the eternal
reward, he has as his first intention, virtually at least, the glory
of God, because all that he wishes tends to the glory of God
and is directed to God as its last end.” *** But this desire of
the eternal reward that is included in, and is only a form of, the
love of charity or of the love of God in Himself, is not the same
as the love of desire which is hope. Hope looks for the reward
of the kingdom of God out of a love of desire; charity, on the

18 Loe. cit., disp. 2, sect. 1, 1, Ut excludatur is amor, gquo amatur Deus ut bonum
nostrum, nam licet sit honestus, non est tamen a caritate elicitus, ut ex materia
de spe constat. )

%0 De Gratia, lib. 12, c. 12, Utrum intentio obtinendi praemium sit sufficiens vel
necessaria ad meritum de condigno, vel potius illi repugnet.

191 Foc. cit. 6, Imo potest homo ex amore caritatis Dei propter ipsum velle sibi
beatitudinem, et illam per opera sua procurare.

192 ¥ oc. cit. 14, Eo ipso quod iustas, operando debito et honesto mods, mercedem
intuetur aeternam, imprimis etiam intendeve, saltem virtualiter, ut glorificetur Deus,
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contrary, looks for it “ for the sake of God’s glory and out of
love of friendship of God.” **

For Suarez, then, as for Scotus, charity is love of God for
His own sake, love of benevolence or friendship; it includes
a desire of union with God, not for man’s sake, but for God’s
sake. This desire of union is not a love of desire (amor concupi-
scentiae) but only a form of the love of friendship (amor
amicitiae) 1%

3. CRITICISM OF THE NEW IDEAS

It is time to consider the Scotist-Suarezian **° ideas on hope
and charity and to contrast them with the teaching of St.
Thomas. Hope, according to Scotus-Suarez, is formally the
desire of God or of the infinite good as one’s own supreme
good. It is the love of desire, or of concupiscence, which is
theological or has as its formal object God Himself, not a
created goodness; but it is essentially directed to God as one‘s
own good, not as He is good in Himself.

Charity, on the other hand, is formally the love of friendship
or of benevolence which loves God for His own sake, not for
the relation He may have to the individual. Tt is the love
of God as the other, formally as He is good in Himself, not as
He is good to the individual. Yet, charity does not exclude
the volition of union with God. The new conception does
admit in charity a desire of union. But this desire of union
does not preceed from a love of desire, but from the love of
benevolence or of friendship. Tt necessarily proceeds from this
friendship because the love of God in Himself presupposes

%% Loc. cit. 10, Propter gloriam Dei et ex amore iustitiae ipsius.

1% We may note here for Suarez, as we did for Scotus, the almost complete
absence of the teleological or finalistic viewpoint in the explanation of the theo-
logical virtues. We shall note further what this implies as differing from St.
Thomas’ conception.

***In this critical estimate of the new ideas we shall neglect the accidental
differences between the Scotist and the Suarezian positions, and mainly consider
the new conception as it has been proposed by Suarez. We may call it, however,
the Scotist-Suarezian conception, as Scotus was undoubtedly the originator of it
in Scholasticism and Suarez himself, as we have noted, bases his doctrine on Scotus.
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or brings with it the desire of the return of love, or of God as
beatifying good. Accordingly, this union with God is desired
only out of benevolence for God. The formal aspect, or the
inspiration, of this desire remains love of God for His own
sake. It is a disinterested desire. There is a desire of union
with God which is theological and flows from the love of desire
of God, or from the love of our own supreme good. But this
is hope, not charity.

The new conception, therefore, knows two kinds of desire
for union with God, and the radical difference between the two
lies in this: the desire for union with God that belongs to
charity has for its formal reason or motive, or formal object,
God in Himself, God’s glory, God’s absclute goodness. It is
benevolence for God, friendship for God, selfless love of God.
Of the desire for union with God that springs from hope the
formal reason is God as the individual’s own supreme good,
that is, God’s relative goodness, a love of desire or of concupi-
scence which essentially regards the good of the lover.

The new conception differs from St. Thomas with regard
to the particular problem we are studying, in this, that it
admits a twofold (theological) desire of union with God, of
which it refers one to hope and the other to charity.'*®* Does
this involve a real difference in the conception of these two
theological virtues? For hope the difference is apparent.
Scotus-Suarez conceive hope as essentially a desire of God as
our supreme good. In this they depart from St. Thomas for
whom hope is not a love of desire but a reliance on God’s
helping omnipotence with a view to attain the heavenly
beatitude.

For charity, the difference between the two conceptions
is less plain. Both hold that charity, love of friendship for God,
brings with it a desire of union with Him. For Scotus-Suarez
this desire is not a love of concupiscence or of desire which

126 St. Thomas, as noted, also views the desire for union with God, involved in
charity, from different aspects, for example, as a wish for the return of the Friend’s
love, or as attainment of the last end. But these do not constitute different kinds
of desire.
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would seek God as our own supreme good, but a concomitant
or antecedent to the love of friendship that can not exist with-
out a desire of union; it is distinct from what is formally the
act of charity for God, or love of God in Himself, but it is
inspired by this very love; it remains altruistic. For St.
Thomas, the desire of union with God that is necessarily
found in charity, is a real love of desire of God, or a love of
God as our own good (which love Scotus-Suarez call hope),
and this is the secondary but necessary act of charity. Is
this double way of conceiving and naming the desire of union
with God that is found in charity more than a difference in
words? The question comes to this; Is the desire of union
with God which Scotus-Suarez include in charity really different
from the love of desire which St. Thomas considers as the
secondary act of charity (but Scotus-Suarez consider as hope) ?

Scotus-Suarez undoubtedly say there is a difference between
these two kinds of desire of union with God. One is inspired
by a self regarding love or a search for our own good, and is
hope; the other is charity and animated by the disinterested
love of God which is not possible without a desire for this union.
For the Thomist conception, the desire of union included in
charity is formally an act of self-regarding love though subor-
dinate to the primary act of charity, to the love of benevolence.

The radical difference of inspiration which underlies the
two conceptions is evidently the double idea of love which,
since Fr. Rousselot’s essay, On the Problem of Love in the
Middle Ages,””” has been known as the ecstatic and physical
theory of love. In the first, which inspires Scotus-Suarez’s
teaching, love for a person and for God is based on altruism;
it is essentially the volition of the other as other, affection
of justice. In the second theory, which is St. Thomas’, love is
based on unity, and we love the other (in charity also) because
he is our good; we love God more than ourselves because He
is more our good than we are ourselves. Scotus called this the
affection of advantage or profit. Does this difference in the

*"P. Rousselot, Pour histoire du probléme de Pamour au Moyen-Age, in
Baumker’s Beitrige zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, 6 (1906).

3
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underlying concept of love objectively differentiate the desire of
union which Scotus-Suarez on the one hand, and St. Thomas on
the other, allow in charity?

To answer the above question we must contrast the love
of desire of God in which Scotus-Suarez see the essential act
of hope (and St. Thomas the secondary act of charity) with
the desire of union with God which they allow in charity.
Both desires are the same materialiter, in the sense that both
are a volition of union with the infinite good, God Himself.
The formal aspects are said to be different; in hope it is a
desire of one’s own good, self-regarding love; in charity it is
a desire of the good of the other, a disinterested love. Does
this difference in the viewpoint, the infinite good considered
in itself, or as my supreme good, constitute a difference in
the formal objects of the acts and thus in reality, so that one
can be hope and the other charity?

Yes, there would be a difference in the formal objects of the
acts, if a dissociation between both viewpoints is possible, that
1s, if the one does not of necessity imply the other. No, there
can be no difference in the formal objects and in the reality
of things, if the comscious intention of the one necessarily
implies the unexpressed but really present intention of the
other. If the desire of union with God for God’s sake, sought
out of love of benevolence, necessarily goes together with the
desire of union with God as with our own supreme good, so
that the intention of the first is inseparable from the other,
then the difference in viewpoint between the two desires of
union is merely apparent and not real.**®

1% We may illustrate this remark with an example of a similar indissociable
connection between two intentions, in the condemnation by Pope Pius XII, in an
allocution to the Italian Lenten preachers, 22 February 1944 (cf. Acta Apostolicae
Sedis, 1944, p. 73), of some new errors about the nature of mortal sin. Some
pretend that there is a real mortal sin only when a commandment is transgressed
with the express intention of offending God; otherwise, though the act is a sin
against the precept, it would not entail the loss of the supernatural life. ‘The Pope
condemns this unequivocally. The faith and theology teach, he says, that every
sin is an offence of God and does intend to offend God, because the inherent
intention of a grave fault goes against God’s will whose commandment it violates.
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Now, it is not difficult to show, on Thomistic principles,
that the love of benevolence which inspires the desire for
union of the Scotist-Suarezian conception of charity, is insepar-
able from the love of desire for God which St. Thomas includes
in charity. The conscious intention or neglect of the latter
makes no difference in reality, since it will of its nature be
implicated in the other. Union with God as supreme good
is nothing but the attainment of the last supernatural end.
Finis et bonum convertuntur. The attainment of the final
end necessarily implies a double aspect: the aspect of the
object or of the end, and in this regard union with God is
surrender to Him; it 1s a love of God in Himself, as the absolute
good; the union is sought for God’s sake, commanded by the
love of benevolence. This is the more fundamental act of
charity. The other is the aspect of the subject who attains
the end, and from this angle union with God is attainment of
one’s supreme good; it is a love of God as our own good; the
union is sought for our sake, by a love of desire. Which-
ever way we counsider the union with God, one aspect is insepar-
able from the other, one is necessarily virtually implied in the
other. The explicit consideration or non-consideration of one
of the two aspects, logically and by nature inseparable, makes
no difference as to their presence or absence. Union with God
of its nature involves both an altruistic aspect, surrender to
God, and a self-regarding one, possession of God. The twofold
union with God as conceived by Scotus-Suarez, i1s i fact one
and the same reality, viewed from its two different and
inseparable angles.

Since this so, the Scotist-Suarezian concept of hope and
charity rests on the false assumption that a theological self-
regarding love of God is possible without a love of benevolence,
when they conceive hope as a love of desire of God.*® Their
concept of charity rests on the false assumption that pure
love of benevolence for God is possible without being at the

19 The desire of God is supposed to be theological (whether it be conceived as
charity or as hope). It may be well to recall this, for herein lies the reason why
it is inseparable from charity.
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same time a desire for union with Him as with our own supreme
Good or last end.? Psychologically in the explicit conscious-
ness each of these two acts of love of God may appear isolated
from the other; 1n reality, because of the necessary implications
of each of these acts, their separation is impossible. And so
the difference in the explication of viewpoints before a reality
which is the attainment of the last end produces no objective
difference. Union with God is both the supreme surrender
and the supreme enrichment, and it can not but be both these
realities inseparably.

But then the Scotist-Suarezian idea of hope is unacceptable
because the love of desire of God, when it is theological, can
not exist without the love of benevolence, that is, without
charity.®! As to the altruistic desire of God which they allow
in charity, either this is a real and objective volition of union
with God, and then, whatever view one takes of it, it is a love
of desire of God as our own supreme good. 1t is self-regarding,
though (and this is the element of truth in the Scotist-
Suarezian insistence on the disinterested character of charity)
this aspect is subordinate to the deeper reality of charity
which is surrender. Or the desire of union is altruistic to the
point that one excludes from it the enrichment following on
the acquisition of our own supreme good; then we face a
contradiction in terms essentially identical to the impossible
desires expressed by some Saints *** who declared themselves
ready to be sent to hell for love of God provided only they
could continue to love and serve Him there. In this latter
explanation charity becomes irrational and unintelligible—or
impossible. In the former, we come back to St. Thomas’s

290 Seotus excludes this desire of union from the formal act of charity when he
states that God as beatifying object can not fall within the formal object of charity.

202 At least when this desire is not informis or imperfect. For, as repeatedly
pointed out, the imperfect desire that is presupposed in hope can and does exist
without charity.

202 About these impossible desires, cf. J. Farges and M. Viller, Dict. de Spir. 2,
536-37 and J. de Guibert, Etudes de Théologie Muystique (Toulouse 1930),
p. 250, n. 20.
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concept of charity which is primarily a love of friendship and
secondarily but necessarily a love of desire.

It should be sufficiently clear now that at the origin of the
ideas on hope and charity lies a shifting of viewpoint from the
ontological plane, where St. Thomas used to see and study
hope and charity in their objective reality, to the psychological
field where to Scotus and Suarez (as to any one else) desire
and love appear distinct from and opposed to each other as
interested and disinterested love, and therefore as separable.?
But the appearance of charity on the conscious level as a
disinterested love of God to whom we surrender zll, including
ourselves, does not reveal the whole reality of it. This reality
can be adequately expressed in metaphysical terms only; it
is the volition of the last end. Psychologically this appears
first as surrender to the final goal, but secondarily as enriching
union with Him. Surrender necessarily looks, and is, disinter-
ested; yet it is Impossible without an objectively interested
wish for union. Exclusion of this interested aspect of charity
(except insofar as is needed to make of this desire a theological
act) is unnecessary and unreal.***

293 Ct. J. de Guibert, op. cit., pp. 249 ff. The concrete sign of this shifting of
viewpoint from the ontological to the psychological, we may see, for example, in
Scotus’ text and it lies-especially in the neglect of the finalistic viewpoint in the
study of the theological virtues. The idea of orientation to the end places one on
the ontological plane, whilst the experimental observation of psychological facts
remains, as such, confined within the phenomenal or sensitivo-rational. It is no
doubt greatly due to this psychological viewpoint that the desire which, according
to St. Thomas, is presupposed to hope is more commonly considered as entering the
act of hope itself. The complex psychological state which reveals the act of hope
shows up, among other traits, an element of desire. Considered on the ontological
level, this desire is not hope but only presupposed in it. But when, because of a
new conception of charity, it was no longer considered possible to include love of
desire in charity, theologians, not unnaturally, were led to refer it to hope.

¢ We may add that the twofold concept of love and charity, ecstatic and
physical, is not without connection with a fundamental difference in the meta-
physical conception of the finite being. When the esse is conceived as really
limited by the essence, really distinet from it as act from potency, then the being’s
fundamental dynamism originating from this limitation necessarily tends to perfect
the limited act; its tendency is acquisitive; we have the physical conception of
love. When the distinction between esse and essence is not conceived as real,.the
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Thus viewed in the light of St. Thomas’ conception of
finality, it seems but natural that the new ideas on hope and
charity were not accepted in the Thomist school. If many
theologians did follow them, it was no doubt due to the wide-
spread authority of Scotus during the centuries of low-level
Scholasticism, the seventeenth to the nineteenth centuries.
With the Scholastic and especially the Thomist revival, towards
the close of the nineteenth century, a marked tendency appears
to return to the traditional concept. After briefly noting the
Thomist tradition that remains faithful to the Angelic Doctor,
we shall also point to this return to St. Thomas’ ideas on hope
and charity in our present day theology.

4. THE TRADITIONAL CONCEPT

We shall not make any attempt to sketch here even summarily
the history of the Thomist tradition on hope and charity. We
only wish to bring out how St. Thomas’ concept has been
followed by his school in spite of the Scotist-Suarezian inno-
vation. For that purpose we shall, for each of the two periods
of Scotus and of Suarez, ask two representative Thomists what
their answer is to our question: “Is the desire of union with
God hope or charity? ” For completeness’ sake we shall also
listen to a partially discordant voice, the teaching of Cajetan.

1. Capreolus. For the Princeps Thomistarum, hope supposes
a love of desire but is not itself a love of desire.?”® TIts formal
object is God as helping us to obtain the beatitude. In his
teaching on charity he takes a stand against Scotus and in
unambiguous terms summarizes St. Thomas’s doctrines. Three
of his conclusions refer to our problem. “ The second con-
clusion is that the object of charity is God inasfar as He is
beatifying or the object of beatitude.” His proof runs: “ That

natural tendency of a being towards the other need no longer be a dynamism
seeking to perfect the subject; it goes towards the other as other; this is the
ecstatic concept of love.

295 J. Capreolus, 3 Sent. d. 26, q. 1, a. 3, § 1 ad 1 m., Spes pertinet ad amorem
concupiscentiae et ex illo derivatur; non quod spes sit amor concupiscentiae.
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aspect constitutes the formal object of charity under which
charity tends to its object, that is, to God, In a manner
different from other habits. But the aspect of beatifying object
or object of beatitude is precisely such with regard to God,
insofar as charity tends towards Him. Therefore, ete.” 2%
Another, the fourth conclusion, is “ that charity inclines to
love God with a double love, namely, love of friendship and
of desire.” The proof: “ Every virtuous and perfect friendship
loves the friend with a double love, namely, love of friendship,
in wishing him well; and love of desire, wishing for his presence
and company. But charity is a perfect friendship with God.
Therefore, ete.”?” Lastly, “the fifth conclusion is that in
the love of God we may in some way have a reward in view ”:
charity does not exclude the intention of a reward. Which
reward may charity seek? The reward of heaven. Here is
the proof: “It does not go agamst charity to direct an act
of virtue towards its end, namely, the beatitude. But when
so directing, one intends the reward, since the beatitude is
the reward of virtuous acts. Therefore, etc.” *** Capreolus,
then, when conceiving the disinterestedness of charity does
not exclude from it the desire of union with God. Charity rather
includes this desire as a necessary act. This love of desire is
not hope.

Cajetan’s teaching on hope and charity is strangely opposed
to what we have just read in Capreolus and it is akin to Scotus’
position. Hope, he says, is desire of God.*® Yet, elsewhere
we learn that “ hope relies on God’s help ”;**® or that * to hope
means to wish for an arduous possible good.” *** His position,
at any rate, is not definite and clear. Of charity he says that
it is ““ the love by which we love God for Himself, in Himself
and for His own sake.” 22 There is another love of God which

296 2 Sent. d. 27 ad 30, q. 1, a. 1, secunda conclusio.

297 Ibid., quarta conclusio.

208 Jbid., quinta conclusio.

20% Caietanus, In II-I1, q. 17, a. 5 no. 8, Et sic spe concupisco Deum ipsum.
20 In II-I1, q. 28, a. 6, ad 1, Spes innititur Deo auxilianti.

21 In II-11, q. 18, a. 1, Velle bonum arduum possibile sibi.

2 In II-11, q. 17, 3. 5, n. 6.
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is not charity, but hope: * Charity is different from hope
according to the difference of the object, absolutely, inasmuch
as charity tends to the last end for its own sake, while hope
tends to the last end as our good.” #** This is the Scotist idea;
love of desire of God is hope, love of God for Himself is charity.

Yet charity itself includes a desire of union with God, as
Scotus also saild. “To love (men) in God solely for His sake
includes to love oneself before the neighbor, because it includes
the wish that God be, and consequently that He be loved as
the good of the lover.” #** That is, charity implies a desire
of God as our own good.

As has been noted by P. Mandonnet, O.P.*** Cajetan who
has a personal interpretation of St. Thomas on several points
of doctrine, has not escaped the influence of Scotus whom he
opposed in the main. We have here a concrete example of
this Scotistic influence. One point to be noted is Cajetan’s
explanation of the theological character of the love of desire
for God. He distinguishes: “to desire something for me, and
to desire it for my sake; that is, for me as subject, or for me
as end.” ¢ T may desire the end, God, for myself, but I may
not desire it as a means to myself as to an end. So God can
be the object of a love of desire, “ because He can be desired
for another not for that other’s sake, but inversely, as the end
of the other, since He is the other’s good in that manner.” **

Perfectly faithful to St. Thomas’ concept which he proposes
in a personal and deep analysis, John of St. Thomas solves
our problem in an unmistakably Thomist sense. The love
of desire of God does not belong to hope. The formal object of

212 Loc. cit., a 6, Caritas fertur in ultimum finem propter seipsum, spes vero
in ultimom finem ut nostrum.

24 In 1111, q. 26, a. 3.

225 P. Mandonnet, O. P., art. Cajétan, in Dict. de Théol. cath. 2 (1905), 1318-29,
La fréquentation de Scot et de son école . . . stmble avoir quelquefois influé sur
lni (1325).

e In II-II, q. 17, a. 5, n. 6, Aliud est concupiscere hoc mihi: et aliud con-
cupiscere hoc propter me.

217 Loc. cit., n. 8.
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hope is God’s helping omnipotence that leads to beatitude.”®
Not merely the divine good, but the divine good under the
aspect of attainable arduous good.*®

Does the love of desire for God find a place in charity? Yes,
it does, though not as the primary act of charity, which is
benevolence for God, but as necessarily connected with this
primary act. John of St. Thomas brings out this necessary
inclusion in three ways. First, the divine goodness, loved for
its own sake as end, is loved as communicating itself.?®
Secondly, love of friendship, such as is charity, is not mere
benevolence or well-wishing; it wishes good to the friend who
lives with us and communicates himself to us, that is, it is
reciprocal well-wishing, a surrender that expects the return
of the surrender.” Thirdly, charity commands the love of
self, not stopping at oneself (that is only an imperfect love of
desire, which may even not be theological) ; but referring this
love of self to God, that is the perfect love of desire which can
be and is elicited by charity.®®® From a threefold angle, then,
does charity imply union with God: as acquisition of the
end that communicates itself to us; as the return of well-wishing
or of the surrender between friends; as the love of self by which
charity seeks God as a man’s own supreme good. The wish for
union with God is charity, not hope.

The author of the Clypeus Thomasticus, written shortly
after the time of Suarez, exposes the traditional concept of
hope and charity. The formal object of hope, he says, is God’s
omnipotence or God as helping, not the arduocusness of the

218 John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus, Tr. de Spe, disp. 4, a. 1, 16, Formalis

ratio spei theologicae est omnipotentia auxilians, seu divinum auxilium . .. qua-
tenus constituit bonum divinum, seu beatitudinem in ratione boni ardui assequibilis.
212 Ibid., n. 9, Bonum divinum . . . ut adipiscibile et arduum.

220 Tr. de Caritate, q. 23, disp. 8, a. 1, n. 6. Formalis ratio caritatis super-
naturalis est bonitas divina amanda propter seipsam ut finem fundantem com-
municationem sui immediatam.

22 Ipid., n. 8, Quatenus volumus ipsi (Deo) bonum ut amico conviventi, et
communicanti se nobis per beatitudinem.

222 Ibid., n. 14, Sic etiam fruitio caritatis potest concupiscere Deum sibi quatenus
etiam secundario diligit se, sicut etiam quemlibet proximum.
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hoped-for object, nor its goodness as desirable or as lovable
with a love of desire.’”® He refutes the theory that hope is
love of desire by which we love and desire God as our own
supreme good. That love of desire, he explains, belongs to
charity inasfar as charity makes us wish to ourselves the
supreme good; it is the secondary act of charity.?** That
love of desire for God does not make of God a means to our
happiness; according to Cajetan’s distinction, we wish God to
ourselves as finem cui, but not as finem cuius gratia.*®

In his treatment of charity, Gonet does not come back ex
professo to our problem, he only mentions it as an answer to
the objection: that to desire the enjoyment of the friend is
not love of friendship but love of desire.”*® He distinguishes:
the enjoyment can be sought either as our own good, or for
the sake of the friend. The first, he says, belongs to hope,
and is love of desire; the second is love of friendship, and is
charity. This may sound like Scotus, and seem to identify
hope and love of desire, but when dealing with hope he
repudiated this identification.*”

As a last witness of the Thomist tradition we quote Billuart.
The formal object of hope, he writes, is God’s helping omnipo-
tence, that is, giving or offering help.**® Consequently, hope
is not desire. He states this explicitly. To the objection:
The love by which we love God as our supreme good is an

223 Gonet, Clypeus Thomisticus, Tr. X, De Virtutibus Theologicis, disp. 9, a. 2,
§1, n. 47, Dico, rationem formalem spei esse omnipotentiam divinam, sive Deum
ut auxiliantem.

22t Loe. cit., § 2, n. 55. Actus, quo nobis summum bonum optamus, est quidem
amor concupiscentiae Dei, sed respectu nostri est amor benevolentiae, a caritate
elicitus in his qui habent illam.

225 Loc. cit., §2, nn. 31-32. Gonet may seem here to refer the love of desire
to hope (quando per spem ferimur in Deum tamquam in bonum nostrum, seu
amore concupiscentiae), but when treating of the formal object of hope, in the
following article, he rejects the identification of hope with love of desire.

*2¢ Loc. cit., Disp. 10, a. 1, § 2, 8.

227 Loc. cit., Licet spes quaerat et desideret visionem, et fruitionem Dei, inquan-
tum est nobis bona et delectabilis, et idcirco non est amor amicitiae, sed con-
cupiscentiae,

228 Billuart, Tr. De Spe, dissert. un., a. 2, § 2, Obiectum formale spei est omnipo-
‘tentia auxilians, id est pracbens aut offerens auxilia.
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act of hope, he answers: Nego, and explains: love is not an
act of hope, but is presupposed in hope, insofar as we hope
for only what we love.”® We recognize the traditional Thomist
idea: hope presupposes a love or desire; it is not this love.

Is the love of desire for God an act of charity? Yes, it is.
For, though charity primarily loves God as good in Himself,
yet in the second place it regards the neighbor. When then
man loves God as good to himself (for a man is to himself his
closest neighbor), this love, with regard to God, is a love of
desire, but with regard to himself, it is a love of charity, for he
loves himself for God’s sake.”® We find here again the interesting
remark, which John of St. Thomas had already made, that
the same act of love by which we desire God as our supreme
good is love of desire from one viewpoint (God is desired for
us) and love of benevolence or friendship from another (we
wish for God out of charity) ; its formal object is God’s good
that is lovable in itself.>** But this is at the same time love
of God as our good.*** _

We conclude these notes on the Thomist school: Faithful to
the teaching of the Angelic Doctor, except for some wavering
positions such as Cajetan’s, the Thomist school has solved
our particular problem in the traditional sense: the theological
desire of union with God is an act of charity and not of hope.
Three aspects are mainly brought out: attainment of the
last end, return by the Friend of the reciprocal well-wishing,
love of self commanded by charity and expressed in the desire
of God as one’s supreme good. This desire of God is the

22% Loc. cit., Amor non est actus spei, sed supponitur a spe. Cf. De Paenitentia,
diss. 4, a. 7, §4, obi. 4 inst. 1°.

280 Loc. cit., §2, ad 2, Dum . . . homo amat Deum, ut sibi bonum, eius amor
respectu Dei est amor concupiscentiae, sed caritatis respectu sui. . . .

23t Ty, De caritate, disp. 1, a. 3, § 1, disco 1°, Bonitas increata ut est in se et
propter se amabilis. His Tr. De Paenitentia, diss. 4, a. 7, § 1, brings out how God
is object of charity: Ut est nobis amicus seu ut redamans nos, ut nobis unitus,
seque per beatitudinem . . . nobis communicans.

%52 We could still quote the Salmanticenses. For them, the formal object of hope
is, Auxilium Dei nos adiuvantis ad consequandam aeternam beatitudinem (De Spe
theol., disp. 1, dub. 8, n. 51). The desire or love for God as our own good can
in the just arise from charity: procedere ex habitu caritatis (Loc. ¢it., disp. 2, 39).
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secondary but necessary act of charity. It is extrinsic to hope
which is reliance on God’s helping omnipotence. The dis-
interestedness of charity, necessary to all friendship as well,
does not require that the wish for union with the Friend be
absent from it. This, moreover, is impossible.

Since the Thoinist revival in the last quarter of the nine-
teenth century, a marked return to the traditional concept of
hope and charity and a parallel decline of the more widespread
Scotist-Suarezian ideas has set in. A few indications will
suffice to bear this out.

Three Jesuit theologians, Ballerini, Palmieri, and Schiffini,
agree in excluding the desire of God from the second theological
virtue. They conceive hope as reliance on God’s helping
omnipotence. The theological desire of God they place in
charity. Schiffini, for example, proves a thesis: “ The adequate
objective motive on which theological hope principally leans
is God’s helping power, that is, God’s omnipotence and mercy
bound by His promise.” **® Parallel with this goes his idea
of charity; he finds place in it for the theological love of desire
of God: “ The love of desire by which we wish God to ourselves,
if it is originated by the infinite perfection according to which
God is the final object of our beatitude, is to be considered as
an act elicited by charity, not its primary but its secondary
act.” #* In other words, when the desire of God is theological,
it is the secondary act of charity. This is exactly the position
of the Thomist school.

Scheeben, “the greatest Catholic theologian of the 19th
century,” follows the same Thomist teaching. Of hope he
says: “ Though hope is connected with desire, yet it is not
itself properly a desire; it is rather confidence, the trust to
attain really and surely the desired object. This trust 1s
properly the formal element in hope which distinguishes it

%33, Schiffini, De Virtutibus, th. 27. Motivum objectivum adaequatum, guo
spes theologica principaliter innititur, est virtus Dei auxiliatrix. . . .

234 Op. cit., th. 34, Concupiscentiae ille amor, quo Deum nobis optamus, si princi-
paliter excitetur ex ipsa infinita perfectione . . . habendus est ut actus a caritate
elicitus. . . .
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from charity.” *** When he considers the three theological
virtues synthetically, he explains: “ As the proper principle
of the God-like life, or of the wvirtus theologica, appears in
faith the lumen fidei which effects the adhesion to the eternal
Truth; in hope the virtus confidend: which effects the adhesion
to God’s omnipotence; and in charity the mysterious ardour
which effects the adhesion to the supreme Good.” *°

Closer to us we find the same idea of hope in Mausbach
who says: “ The essential element in hope is not desire as such,
but the confidence that builds on this desire, that is, a strong
impetus of the will towards the attainment of a high goal
(bonum arduum) ** Zimara’s study on hope, quoted already,
concludes a historical survey of the doctrines on hope by
saying: The only proper act of hope is confidence in the
attainment of the beatific possession of God. The same is
held by J. de Guibert, in his last work posthumously published,
and he had already exposed these ideas on hope and charity
in his Etudes de Théologie Mystique?*® The article on Charité,
m the Dictionnaire de Spiritualité, to which we referred
repeatedly, shows a return to the Thomist concept of charity in
its systematic part signed by G. de Broglie. * Charity is
the fundamental affective movement by which the super-
naturalized soul adheres to God and tends towards its last
end.” #° “ Deceptive is the anthropomorphic mirage which
claims to oppose to each other the love of God and the love
of self as two essentially antagonistic attitudes ... When
we say that the love of God and the love of the spiritual self
coincide with each other, we equivalently identify the love
of God with the active tendency of a spiritual subject towards
the end for which it is actually destined. This idea, as we

285 Soheeben, Natur und Gnade (edit. Grabmann, 2°., Munich 1935), p. 276.

238 Soheeben, Handbuch der Dogmatik, I1, 3 Buch, § 167, n. 786.

237 Mausbach, Katholische Moraltheologie, 2 Bd., I T., quoted in Zimara, op. cit.,
pp. 239 ff. ’

238 J  de Guibert, Etudes de Théologie Mystique, p. 245. Legons de Théologie
Spirituelle, Tom. 1 (Toulouse 1946), pp. 159 f,

239 G.. de Broglie, art. Charité in Dict. de Spir., 2, 661-62.
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know, is fundamental both im St. Augustine and in St.
Thomas.” 24

The gist of M. d’Arey’s recent book on The Mind and Heart
of Love is to bring out an identical concept of love. His study
refutes Nygren’s thesis on Agape and Eros which declared the
two loves, self-regarding and seli-forgetful, radically and
irreconcilably opposed, and made of the one the deformed
and adulterated concept of charity found in Catholicism, and
of the other the pure Christian idea of love preserved in
protestant faith.*** Father d’Arcy shows that, “ Fros and
Agape are not enemies but friends.” They must go together
and they do so in any well-ordered love. The clue for their
synthesis he finds in the idea of personality: “ Even though
the primary joy of the finite love of God is to be possessed
by God, we are entitled by the gift of personality to possess God
ourselves to some degree . . . There is no reason why this
happiness (complete satisfaction in seeing God) should not
be combined with self-surrender, so long as we give priority
to the latter . . . There is the sheer giving of ecstatic happi-
ness in being possessed by everlasting love, and concomitantly
with this and fusing with it the joy of possessing God as He
is by means of the beatific vision.” *** All this is undoubtedly
a marked return to the traditional concept of St. Augustine
and St. Thomas. Of hope we have fewer indications. The
Dictionnaire de Spiritualité just mentioned has not yet
published its article on hope. Perhaps we may see the tradi-
tional teaching on hope as confidence in the laboriously sought
and expressed formula of a Catholic existentialist, Gabriel
Marcel, who winds up a study on hope with the following
definition: “ Hope is essentially the readiness or disposability
of a soul which is implicated in the experience of a communion
with another, deeply enough to posit the act that will transcend
the opposition of willing and knowing and in which act the

240 Tbid., 664.

3¢t A Nygven, Agape and Eros, a study of the christian idea of love, transl. A,
G. Herbert and P.S. Watson, 3 vols. (London 1932-39).

2¢2 M. d’Arcy, op. cit., 304 and 278.
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soul affirms the living perennity of which its present experience
offers both the pledge and the beginning.” *** Perhaps we
may translate;: Hope is the reliance on another, which makes
it possible for a man to effectively strive after the end which
he desires but which he knows to be unattainable for him when
he is left to himself. The very act of this trusting surrender
to the other gives the certainty and begins already the union
which is the last goal.

Are we not entitled at the close of these rapid historical
notes to conclude: For St. Thomas as for the traditional
teaching before and after him (except only for the Scotist-
Suarezian school), the solution of our problem, whether the
desire of union with God belongs to hope or to charity or to
neither of these, is that this desire is the secondary but
necessary act of charity. Hope is trust in God’s helping
omnipotence and does not include this desire.

If, then, we wish to summarize St. Thomas’ teaching on the
relation of the desire of God to hope and charity, we could
say as follows:

1) Hope is seated in the will which is the power of tendency
and of love, It supernaturalizes a love. Under which aspect?
Not by being a love itself, but by rendering possible the most
fundamental act of the will, namely, the actual volition or
the effective love of the last end. This it does by making
unto its own, in trust, God’s helping omnipotence. This
reliance on God’s help is the formal act of hope.

2) Yet hope presupposes a desire or love of God (just
as m the sensitive appetite all acts of the irascible power
presuppose the act of the concupiscible, love or desire) , because
hope expects only what is good. In this sense it perfects or

242 3. Marcel, Homo Viator (Paris 1947), pp. 80-91. L’espérance est essentielle-
ment . . . la disponibilité d’une dme assez intimement engagée dans une expérience
de communion pour accomplir 'acte transcendant & I'opposition du vouloir et du
connaitre par lequel elle affirme la perennité vivante dont cette expérience offre
a la fois le gage et les prémices——In our comment on this description we inten-
tionally bring out the element of confidence, without thus giving to the viewpoint
expressed by the author its own originality.
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raises the will in its love of desire and not strictly in its love of
friendship. This imperfect love of desire for God (in a man
without charity) is an incipient charity, imperfectly theological
as it 1s imperfectly charty.

3) Charity itself is the theological virtue which super-
naturalizes all that properly belongs to the love of God. It
1s the effective volition of the last end sought in communion.
As such it is primarily a love of well-wishing and surrender
to the friend. But it is as necessarily, though subordinately,
a love of desire, the desire to attain God the final Goal, or the
wish of the Friend’s presence. This union with God is of
necessity an enrichment for the lover; yet it is essentially theo-
logical, the last end being sought for its own sake.

4) And so the theological desire of God, in its incipient
and imperfect stage, precedes hope; but in its perfect form,
when it is no longer informis but enlivened by sanctifying
grace, it follows on hope and is charity. At none of its
successive stages of growth, however, is this desire of God
hope. This is the trust of the pilgrim on his way to God and
relying on God Himself to reach Him, the final Goal.

P. D LErTER, S.J.

St. Marys® College,
Kurseong, India.



INTERNATIONAL CASUISTICS

(2]

¥ UMAN actions and intentions at all the levels of
interest and value, must be judged according to the

#- basic norms of ethics. This is the case also for factual
situations and probable events involving deliberate volitions.
In order to ensure the correctness of our judgments and our
decisions, we must observe jointly the requirements of several
virtues. Now, an exhaustive analysis of all human virtues
has been made along general lines, as well as with regard to
special cases of conscience. But it has not been formally
extended yet to cover fully all acts of nations. This may be
accounted for partly by historical and partly by practical
considerations.

When the Christian nations were closer to the Chair of Peter
and locked to its wisdom and prestige for world-leadership,
it was customary for the Pope to pass final judgments on their
acts and their ambitions. His words, heavy with fatherly
righteousness and penitential power, actually bound the con-
science of rulers and nations alike; to the Roman Pontiff were
left ultimate decisions affecting peace or strife among Christ-
ians, and even between Christians and Infidels as history
shows. Hence theologians hardly dared to go beyond such
Papal pronouncements, by establishing a positive political
doctrine for their justification. As their immediate duty was
to guide men towards God and eternal life, and to protect the
purity of Christian doctrines and traditions, they were con-
cerned mainly if not only with the analysis and appreciation
of human actions from a strictly mndividual, rather than from
a national or international point of view.

This situation explains why the Doctors of the Church failed
to think of a positive law, which would bind nations together
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