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BLESSED PIUS X AND THEOLOGY

(-]

I~ EQ XIII was the Pope of kings, of emperors, of courts,
of chanceries, of bishops; Pius X is the Pope of

&4 Theology and of Canon Law, the Pope of the poor,
the lowly, the parish priest.” * Such a judgement would scarcely
be challenged, except for one item: does Bl. Pius X have a
better claim to the title, “ Pope of Theology,” than Leo XIII?
The facts seem to support such a claim, although they are not
well known. Pope Leo XIII is everywhere hailed as the insti-
gator of a revival of philosophy and theology in the Church,
and rightly. Conscious of the eddies of unorthodox or dangerous
thought that stirred in many Catholic universities and semi-
naries; Pope Leo XIII urged the restoration of Thomistic
philosophy and theology. His very insistence and the actual

1 Quoted by R. M. Huber in his “ Biographical Sketch of Pope Pius X,” a
chapter of A Symposium on the Life and Work of Pope Pius X (Washington: -
Confraternity of Christian Doctrine, 1946), p. 16.

313



314 JAMES M. EGAN

restoration of 'such study aroused an opposition, which till
then had been more or less unobstrusively undermining the
foundations of Catholic thought, and brought it into the open.
However, it was left to Leo’s successor, Bl. Pius X to deal with
the opposition in its most virulent forms and, at the same
time, to foster the growth of a sane philosophy and theology
within the Church.

Providentially, then, the holy Pontiff was forced to turn his
thoughts frequently to the state of philosophical and theologi-
cal thinking within the Church. Apart from any historical
circumstances, the motto of his reign, “ Instaurare omnia n
Christo,” would have led his thoughts in the same direction,
for the mind must first be the “ mind of Christ,” if the heart
is to be His. The Holy Father was quite conscious of this
connection; in his first Allocution to the Cardinals, he says:
“ Since Christ is Truth, Our first task is to be the teacher and
herald of truth.” 2

A reader of this short allocution is surprised to note that it
it almost entirely devoted to this question of the defense and
propagation of truth. It would seem that the Holy Father
clearly foresaw what was to be the great preoccupation of his
Pontificate and even the accusations that his actions in this
sphere would arouse.

He points out that there is an abiding thirst in man for the
truth, that almost by instinct he is led to embrace it lovingly
and to cling to it whenever it is presented to him. Yet, there
is also the fact of sin and the deep wound that man’s intellect
and appetites suffer because of it. As a result, there are many
who hate nothing more than the sound of truth, which unmasks
their errors and curbs their lusts. '

Nevertheless, the duty of a Supreme Pastor is clear, and
always has been: everything that is true and good may be
embraced by the Church, approved and even fostered by Her:
errors and vice must be condemned. To those who cling to
error, such action on the part of the Pope may seem obscurant-

2 4SS, XXXVI, p. 194.
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ism, obstructionism; but the Holy Father insists: “ We are
not trying to delay the progress of humanity, but to prevent
its destruction.” * During the remainder of his Pontificate,
there were many who refused to accept this evaluation of the
Holy Father’s actions. He was the Pope who condemned
“ Modernism ”; therefore, he was the Pope who opposed pro-
gress, especially in philosophy and theology. It is this judge-
ment that has predominated in the minds of many whenever
there is a question of Bl Pius X and theology. We should
like to show that the Holy Father most explicitly mapped out
a program of true progress in the fields of sacred learning and
was In no sense opposed to real progress in any field of human
knowledge.*
* *® L3

On several occasions, Bl. Pius X rejected the notion that true
progress was opposed to the faith or condemned by him. Even
in his first Encyclical, “E Supremi Apostolatus cathedra,” he
stated that “it is not true that the progress of knowledge
extinguishes the faith; rather it is ignorance; and the more
ignorance prevails the greater is the havoc wrought by incre-
dulity.” ®

Perhaps the fullest exposition of the holy Pontiff’s mind is
to be found in his Encyclical, “ Communium Rerum,” issued
in honor of the eighth centenary of the death of St. Anselm.
He sees a parallel between the times of St. Anselm and our
. own and takes pains to point it out. “ Then, again, by a
deplorable aberration, the very progress, good in itself, of
positive science and material prosperity, gives occasion and
pretext for a display of intolerable arrogance towards divinely
revealed truths on the part of many weak and intemperate
minds.” ¢

In the following words, Bl. Pius X puts his finger directly on

3 Loe. cit.

4 We have elsewhere considered the relation of Bl. Pius X and Modernism. Vide
“Pius X and the Integrity of Doctrine,” in 4 Symposium on the Life and Work
of Pope Pius X, pp. 50-67.

5 ASS, XXXVI, pp. 136-137.

¢ ASS, 1. For this and the following quotations, ef. pp. 876, ss.
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the source of many difficulties: * There was at that time a
class of light-minded and vain men, fed on a superficial erudi-
tion, who became incredibly puffed-up with their undigested
culture and allowed themselves to be led away by a simulacrum
of philosophy and dialectics.” Perhaps no words could better
express the obstacles that lie in the way of those outside the
faith and the dangers to those of the faith than “undigested
culture.” If it was a danger in the times of St. Anselm, how
much greater is it today? For several centuries, now, in every
sphere of human culture, there has been a tremendous develop-
ment; most of it has been outside the influence of the faith,
much of it has been hostile to the faith. Men who unconsciously
are formed by such culture are rarely led to Christ, but rather
away from Him. And all because it is “ undigested,” unordered.
There are some who feel that it is better for the arts and
sciences to be freed from the direction of philosophy and the-
ology and the faith; what they fail to see, perhaps, is that then
the arts and the sciences strive among themselves for the
supremacy that belongs only to wisdom, human or divine.

The Holy Father is equally severe on an opposite reaction to
progress in human knowledge: “ Others again there were of a
more timid nature, who in their terror at the many cases of
those who had made shipwreck of the faith, and fearing the
danger of the science that puffeth up, went so far as to exclude
altogether the use of philosophy, if not of all rational discussion
of the sacred sciences.”

The Holy Father points out that the pretensions of the vain
are bound to be frustrated: “ But these should remember the
many mistakes and the frequent contradictions made by the
followers of rash novelties in those questions of a speculative
and practical order most vital for man, and realize that human
pride is punished by never being able to be coherent with itself
and by suffering shipwreck without ever sighting the port of
truth.” No one can deny that much truth has been accumulated
i all fields of human endeavor through the recent centuries;
yet recent events have only proven the truth of the Pontiff’s
warning that without the ordering of faith and true wisdom the
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best fruits of man’s genius are indifferent and may as easily
be turned against man as used for his temporal assistance.

Blessed Pius X is no less brusque with the fearful: *“ Midway
between these two excesses stands the Catholic practice, which,
while it abhors the presumption of the first group . . . also
condemns the negligence of the second in their excessive dis-
regard of true investigation and the absence of all desire in them
‘ to draw profit from the faith for their intelligence.” . . .” This
attitude is especially blameworthy if it is found in those whose
office “requires them to defend the Catholic faith against
the errors that arise on all sides.” In an earlier Encyclical,
“Tucunda sane,” commemorating the thirteenth centenary of
St. Gregory the Great, the Holy Father had made a more direct
application of this warning to those who are obliged to defend
the faith: “ Gregory rebukes a bishop who, through love of
spiritual solitude and prayer, fails to go out into the battlefield
to combat strenuously for the cause of the Lord: ‘ The name of
Bishop, which he bears, is an empty one.” And rightly so, for
men’s intellects are to be enlightened by constant preaching of
the truth, and errors are to be efficaciously refuted by the prin-
ciples of true and solid philosophy and theology and by all the
means provided by the genuine progress of historical investi-
gation.” ” These words apply with only slightly less force to
all theologians, who are the official teachers of the Church under
the Pope and the Bishops.

It is clear, then, that Blessed Pius condemned neither true
progress in the field of human science nor feared to confront it
with the truths of the faith. Yet he was forced to condemn the
men who thought they were doing this very thing, the Modern-
ists. Why? Because they went about the task in the wrong
way and ended up in heresy. With ruthless clarity, the holy
Pontiff lays bare the reasons for the shipwreck of their efforts
and we may summarize them here, for the true path lies in the
opposite direction. Modernism is the fruit of “ a perversion of
mind ”’; but its more remote causes are in the moral and intel-

T 488, XXXVI, pp. 522-523.
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lectual order. Pride and curiosity in the moral order; ignorance
of scholasticism, Christian tradition and the magisterium of
the Church, in the intellectual order.?

As remedies against the errors of Modernism and as a sure
guide for all intellectual activity of Catholics in their attempts
to integrate sacred and profane learning, the Holy Father

suggests two means—a deep faith and a profound knowledge
of St. Thomas.

* * *

The basic need is faith; a vital faith such as inspired these
words of Bl. Pius X: “ The times indeed are greatly changed;
but, as we have more than once repeated, nothing is changed in
the life of the Church. From her Divine Founder she has
inherited the virtue of being able to supply at all times, how-
ever much they differ, all that is required not only for the
spiritual welfare of souls, which is the direct object of her
mission, but also everything that aids progress in true civil-
ization, for this flows as a natural consequence of that same
mission,” ®

In these few lines we also find the answer to the debate that
is being conducted at the present time concerning the place of
the Church in the world. It is not the primary task of the
Church to fashion a civilization or inspire a culture; yet, by
fulfilling her primary mission, the building of Christ’s kingdom
on earth, it necessarily follows that the human scene will be
affected. If the Church performs her task and men live accord-
ing to the demands of Christ’s charity and justice, a civilization
must result. Moreover, insofar as perverse human institutions
lead men away from Christ, there is a serious cbligation on the
part of Christians to try to rectify them. As the Holy Father
perfectly expressed himself: “ Brevi, terras expiando coelis
comparare cives.” * The purifying of earthly things is not for
their sake, but for the sake of men who are to be won for
heaven.

® Vide “ Pius X and the Integrity of Doctrine ” in Symposium, p. 62.
® “ Yucunda sane,” 4SS, XXXVI, p. 527.
10 Qllocutio, ASS, XXXVI, p. 194.
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In the Encyclical, “Jucunda Sane,” the Holy Father con-
tinues the words just quoted: “'Truths of the supernatural
order, of which the Church is the depositary, necessarily
promote everything that is true, good and beautiful in the order
of nature, and this is accomplished more efficaciously in pro-
portion as these truths are traced to the supreme principle of
truth, goodness and beauty, which is God.” ** We should note
that the Holy Father is not laying claim to a power of juris-
diction, but offering the gift of illumination, inspiration and
guidance. He goes even further and indicates some of the
advantages the faith has to offer to science, morality and art.

“ Human science gains greatly from revelation, for the latter
opens out new horizons and makes known sooner other truths
of the natural order. It opens the true road to investigation and
keeps it safe from errors of application and method. Thus
does the lighthouse show many things which otherwise would
never be seen, while it points out the rocks on which the vessel
would suffer shipwreck.”** Earlier in this same letter the
Holy Father has some remarkable words to say in regard to
modern science. “ Those who are shaken in their faith by
critical science as well as those who condemn it fail to see that
they start from a false hypothesis, that is to say, from science
falsely so-called, which logically forces them to conclusions
equally false. Tor given a false philosophical principle, every-
thing deduced from it is vitiated. But these errors will never be
effectively refuted unless by bringing about a change of front,
that is to say, unless those in error be forced to leave the field
of criticism in which they consider themselves firmly entrenched
for the legitimate field of philosophy, through the abandonment
of which they have fallen into their errors.”** The Holy
Father seems to be saying here that no error in science (and
there are purely scientific errors) is dangerous to the faith; it
1s the philosophical or pseudo-philosophical that must be care-
fully scrutinized by Catholic thinkers.

The applications that the Holy Father makes in the field of

1 Loc. cit., p. 527-528. ? Loc. cit., p. 528. ® Loc. cit., p. 521.
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morality do not differ from those made more extensively by his
predecessor, Leo XIII. He continues:  Finally, the arts,
modelled on the supreme exemplar of all beauty, which is God
Himself, from Whom is derived all the beauty that is found in
nature, are more securely drawn from vulgar concepts and
more efficaciously uplifted towards the ideal, which is the life
of all art.” *

All this might seem to be very far from philosophy and the-
ology; yet the Holy Father is not unmindful of the fact that
the bridge between the faith and human culture must be thrown
by philosophy and theology; this is implied in.the words quoted
above: “ And this is accomplished more efficaciously in pro-
portion as these truths are traced to the supreme principle of
truth, goodness and beauty, which is God.” This is the task
of theology with the assistance of philosophy. Another aspect
of the same task is clearly stated by the Holy Father in
another context: * For just as the opinion of certain ancients
is to be rejected, which mamtains that it makes no difference
to the truth of the faith what any man thinks about the nature
of creation, provided his opinion on the nature of God be sound,
because error regarding the nature of creation begets a false
knowledge of God; so the principles of philosophy laid down by
St. Thomas Aquinas are to be religiously and inviolably ob-
served, because they are the means of acquiring such a knowl-
edge of creatures as is most congruent with the faith; of refuting
all the errors of all the ages, and of enabling man to distinguish
clearly what things are to be attributed to God and to God
alone. They also marvelously illustrate the diversity and
analogy between God and His work.” *

With extraordinary clarity the saintly Pontiff saw the provi-
dential role of a sane philosophy in the integration of human
life; its task was to penetrate as far as it is given to the human
mind the natures of things as they are in themselves. Theology
is primarily interested in the order of all things from and to

¢ Loe. cit., p. 528.
15 Motu Proprio “Doctoris Angelici,” June 29, 1914, Vide Maritain, Angefs
Doctor, p. 264.
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God; but man must be sure to order only right things, not
perverted things, to God. And it must be careful, besides, not’
to distort things in the very act of ordering them to God, or to
neglect their proper natures. All these dangers are avoided by
true philesophy.

A brief insight mto the tremendous task that faces the
Catholic thinker and theoclogian is given by the Holy Father in
a slightly different, and perhaps, unexpected, context. In a
letter addressed to the French bishops regarding Catholic
Action, the Holy Father advises: “ Choose some from among
your priests, men who are active and level-headed, possessing
the degrees of doctor in philosophy and theology, and a
thorough knowledge of the history of ancient and modern civil-
ization, and apply them to the less elevated and more practical
study of social science, in order that at the right time they may
be put at the head of your Catholic Action.”** This is a
program that must be adapted by any Cathelic thinker who
wishes to integrate the vast fields of human culture with the
faith.

* * *

When Blessed Pius X insisted on the need of theology and
philosophy, he had no doubts about what theclogy and phi-
losophy he meant—scholastic theology and philosophy, cer-
tainly, for as he said in the Eneyclical ““ Pascendi ”: . . . There
is no surer sign that a man is on the way to Modernism than
when he begins to show a dislike for this system (Scholastic-
ism) ”’; but more particularly, the theology and philosophy of
St. Thomas. We have already cited one text, which also gives
the reason for the Holy Father’s preference, at least, for the
philosophy of St. Thomas. In fact, none of the recent Pontiffs
have written so strongly in favor of St. Thomas. It is clear that
the saintly Pontiff was not interested only in a certain uni-
formity of doctrine within the Church; he saw in the system of
St. Thomas the objective truth that the Church during the
ages had assimiliated and used in the explanation of sacred

1% Quoted by Sommers, S. J., ““ Catholic Action—Iay Apostolate ” in Symposium,
p. 181.
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doctrine. Hence he could say that if the fundamental theses of
Thomism are removed or in any way impaired, “it must
necessarily follow that the students of the sacred sciences will
ultimately fail to perceive as much as the meaning of the words
m which the dogmas of divine revelation are proposed by the
magistracy of the Church.” **

We could multiply quotations from Bl. Pius on the import-
ance of a profound knowledge of St. Thomas, but that is not
our purpose here. We wished merely to recall the two funda-
mental truths on which, under God, Bl. Pius X based his hopes
for the restoration of all things in Christ: the power of the truth
revealed to us by God Himself; the power of human reason
under the guidance of the faith to make the intellectual mte-
gration that is the forerunner of the moral and spiritual
renovation of the human race in Christ.

In retrospect, is not the outcome of a Pontificate launched
under the heroic motio: “ To restore all things in Christ,”
rather pathetic? Are we not tempted to disappointment, some-
what as we might be tempted when we consider the results of
a Holy Year that bore the brave title: “The Year of the
Great Return and the Great Pardon.” Who have returned?
What has been restored? Pius X would not now be a blessed, if
he had not already strengthened our faith in this regard. In
his very first Allocution, he uttered these words: * Certainly,
we cannot hope to accomplish what Our Predecessors failed
to accomplish, that truth will conquer all errors, stamp out all
injustice; but, as we have said, we shall never stop trying. And
if our desire is not to be fulfilled perfectly, at least, with God’s
help, the reign of truth shall be strengthened in good men and
extended to countless others of good will.” *®

James M. Ecan, 0. P.
Collegio Angelicum,
Rome, Italy.

17 < Doctoris Angelici.” Vide Maritain, op. cit., p. 265.
1 488, XXXVI, p. 197.
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VHERE is general acknowledgment that the music of
the eighteenth century achieved a certain perfection.
Biographers, critics, theorists and, most significant of

all, composers themselves have testified to the excellence of
the music of that period. It is worth investigating, therefore,
why—so far it can be determined—the music of the eighteenth
century achieved this perfection for, although the fact of this
perfection is common knowledge, an explanation of it is not
usually set forth in an analytic manner, i. e., in relation to sound
principles of art and to principles of music specifically.

Such an investigation is worth while, not merely as a matter
of historical interest, but insofar as it may be instrumental in
seeing how music of the present time can likewise achieve a
different, but nevertheless related, excellence. To do this, how-
ever, we must examine, at least briefly, sound principles of
art both generally and specifically. This is not an easy task,
since it requires both philosophy of art and a concrete knowl-
edge of music. Too often, in ventures of this kind, music
suffers from non-musical philosophers or from non-philosophical
musicians neither of which, alone, is adequate for a critical
examination of music. We must try, then, to combine both
approaches and see if something of a reasoned explanation can
be given for the perfection of eighteenth century music and
what light this may throw upon twentieth century music.
Let us begin with a few things about art in general.

All art arises from something very natural in us. It 1s based
on the natural desire we have to imitate or to make representa-
tions. This begins In our earliest childhood. We delight in the
representations we make of things, actions, and people around
us. It is also the first way we begin to learn things, for we
grasp something in these representations which we did not

323
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previously know. From this universal desire of imitation springs
our interest and delight in art, for art itself is simply the
developed formation of this natural tendency in us to make
or behold imitations of things around us.

And so we say that art imitates nature. As with all state-
ments which are fundamentally true, a superficial understand-
ing of them makes them appear obviously false. The superficial
understanding of “ art imitates nature ” is that.art copies nature.
Now, the statement “art copies nature” is foreign to the
whole notion of art and should be rejected. But, in rejecting
a false meaning of “art imitates nature,” the principle that
art imitates nature is often rejected altogether. This, however,
merely goes from one error to another.

The correct meaning of “ art imitates nature ” consists in
understanding'that art has two points of origin—not just one,
One origin of the representation in art is in nature, understand-
ing “ nature ” broadly to mean anything external to the mind
of the artist. The other origin is in the imagination and mind
of the artist. To recognize only the origin in nature is to reduce
imitation in art to copying—and this is false. But to recognize
only an origin in the mind of the artist—as though he made
something entirely new—is to attribute absolute creation to a
human artist and to make him God. This is stupid as well
as false. Moreover, all -the ideas and images in the human
mind ultimately derive from reality outside the mind and
this, basically, is why art must have a relation of tmitation
to nature.

Consequently, art imitates nature in the sense that the artist
makes a representation of something which could exist in
nature, but which actually does not. To imitate nature, then,
does not mean to make a likeness of things precisely as they
are in reality., Shakespeare’s Hamlet, for example, is not just
a person who existed historically; the play would fail as art if
that were so. Hamlet is a type of man realized in the repre-
sentation made by Shakespeare. In this way we see how art,
in imitating nature, also perfects nature; it adds an intelligibility
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and beauty not found in nature as such. This permits the artist
his proper originality of representation without allowing him
illusions of grandeur. The artist is neither a mere passive
reproducer nor an unqualified creator; he is, in a word, imita-
tively creative.

As another general point, we should consider what the end
of art is. We can determine this by asking why we delight in
works of art. We are drawn to art because this delight follows
upon 2 certain type of knowing realized only in art. This know-
ing consists in perceiving a unity and order and splendor of
parts in an artistic whole. Tt is, in fact, a type of knowing
that is a perfect balance of sense and intellectual knowing.
Through the senses, we perceive the proportions of the singular
object; through the mind, we grasp a umiversal characteristic
realized in the singular object. For example, we sense the
proportion, line, design, and color in Rembrandt’s painting of
“The Man with the Helmet.” We also grasp a certain type of
man realized in the representation. We can call this the
contemplative end of art—the delightful knowledge we gain
through the artistic representation.

At the same time, there is an instrumental or accompanying
end of art. This is achieved by what can be called the purgation
of the emotions. This arousal of the emotions is a more proxi-
mate end of art, for it is the arousal and consequent release of
the emotions which induces most of us to seek the enjoyment
we find in art. This emotional experience is an integral part of
artistic appreciation. Those who have tried to deny the role
of the emotions altogether in art have not yet grasped the
elementary notions of art, or perhaps they have reacted too
strongly against excessive romanticism in art.

This double end in art—a kind of contemplation and the
emotional purgation—follows upon man’s combined sense and
intellectual powers. This is why art is so peculiarly and
properly human, why it is too high for beasts and too low
for angels. Art does not give us the most profound knowledge
attainable by man; it is a mistaken notion of art to think that
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it is supposed to do so. But it does give us knowledge most
pleasingly proportionate to human nature.

With such general points as these in mind, we can now turn
to music specifically. Music differs from the other arts in its
means of imitation and its object of imitation. There is a
difference also in manner of imitation, but this need not con-
cern us in our present consideration.

Rhythm, harmony, and melody—as reahzed in tones—are
the means of imitation in music. They are also the elements
of music and are realized originally in the human voice, a
point some composers seem to have ignored. The fact is, of
course, that music first began with song, and while music has
developed i many respects from early vocal music, its point
of origin in the human voice can never be ignored. This is also
why melody is the most formal and most important means of
imitation in music even though rhythm, in one respect, is a
more basic element. In the growth of music as an art form,
musical instruments were employed as substitutes for the
human voice and by way of increasing the means of musical
representation and expression.

The object of imitation in music—and this is the most funda-
mental point about music—is the movement of the emotions as
reflected in the movement of the human voice. This basic
point, somewhat strangely, has often been misunderstood,
ignored, or even denied by some musical theorists and com-
posers. They have been led into this error, as we have already
noted, by a misapprehension of imitation in art or by supposing
that imitation in music consists primarily In copying the
twittering of birds, the braying of donkeys, or the puffing of
steam engines. This sort of thing, however, is quite foreign to
the proper object of imitation in music and is used rather for
extrinsic effects. Proper imitation in music means simply the
representation of the movement of the emotions as produced
intelligibly and artistically by the composer in tones. Induc-
tively and historically, it is precisely this which music con-
stantly exhibits as its object of imitation. Furthermore,
rhythm, melody, and harmony are unintelligible in music—and
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are unintelligible as means of imitation In music—except in
relation to the movement of the emotions through the voice
as the object of imitation in musie.

A scale in music functions as the principle of melodic and
harmonic development. Since the object of imitation in musie,
as explained above, is something given (for music simply would
not exist as an art form without its object of imitation), a
scale is determined in conformity to the object of imitation.
It is in terms of this that we can see, on quite objective grounds,
the perfection of what is called the natural scale. The natural
scale is not necessarily the best possible scale (nor it is
“natural ” in the sense of wholly given by nature), but it
is it a scale progression which is theoretically sound and which,
in practice, has vielded more fruitful results than any other
progression of tones. The test in practice is a matter of record.
The theoretical consideration can be indicated as follows.

The natural scale is, first of all, a miniature imitation of
the movement of the emotions through the voice. Whether we
go up the scale or down, there is an artistic imitation of the
slight arousal and release of the emotions. The very movement
or progression of the natural scale reflects an initial movement
of the emotions: a slight tension and a slight release. This
scale progression is thus a healthy seed of musical representa-
tion.

This is because another principle of art is realized so perfectly
in the natural scale, namely, the progression of a beginning,
middle, and end. Let us use the key of C as an llustration. A
beginning, quite simply, is that before which nothing has
happened—the first tone of the scale: €. The middle is that
which requires something before it and after which something
must come. This is attained in the natural scale progression
by the tones E-F—a half step progression, in contrast to the
preceding whole step progressions of the scale. This half step
progression represents musically a resolution but not, in the
key of C, a complete resolution. The end is that after which
nothing else comes and before which all has taken place. This
is attained by the last progression B-C, also a half step pro-

p
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gression, giving a complete resolution musically. Thus, we
have the beginning C-D, the middle E-F, and the end B-C.

We might here contrast briefly the natural scale with the
so-called whole tone scale, a progression of six whole steps.
The whole tone progression, by definition, has no distinction of
parts. Each is a whole tone; each is, at least theoretically, equal
in all musical respects. Consequently, the whole tone pro-
gression has no diversity and contrast from which an intelligible
order can be formed, and hence there is no order of parts which
the mind seeks in hearing tones. Furthermore, as is immediately
evident, a whole tone progression would not realize the principle
of beginning, middle, and end, which is why it is not fruitful
or an enduring principle of music. The whole tone progression
does have a certain immediate appeal to the emotions by its
very indetermination, which generates certain sensuous impres-
sions and evokes various moods. But it achieves this effect
by directing the emotions away from the ordering they should
have to reason—an ordering which consists in the emotions
being aroused and released rationally and not, for example, left
unresolved or in a state of indetermination. The use in fact of
the whole tone progression, by Debussy and others, has shown
it to be only of limited value. And even Debussy does not con-
sistently use it as a source of tonal progression, but more by
way of inducing certain effects and moods and by way of
derivation from and contrast to the natural scale, wherein
lies its special but limited value.

For similar reasons, a purely half tone progression or twelve
tone progression is unsatisfactory artistically as a basic musical
progression. It is as indeterminate and arbitrary as the whole
tone progression, built as it is on wholly equal intervals or parts.
As a derivation from the natural scale, it also has a limited
value but, conceived as a primary musical progression, it fails
to attain the end of music: the representation in tones of an
intelligible movement of the emotions.

We could, at this point, relate these general and specific
points to the music of the eighteenth century and see how they
are realized in the compositions of that period. For example,
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the composers of that time (such as Mozart, Haydn, Handel,
Bach, Vivaldi, Scarlatti, and others) were quite aware artisti-
cally of the object of imitation in music, for their compositions
amply testify to the representation of the intelligible movement
of the emotions. At the same time, they were well-ordered men
of art in that their representation of the movement of the
emotions was subject to the ordering of reason—not, on the one
hand, as dominated too severely by reason nor, on the other
- hand, as seducing reason to the extent of subordinating reason
to emotional violence. They also employed the natural scale
to its full artistic possibilities, which entailed tempering the
natural scale, losing thereby some precious musical qualities,
but gaining greater means of musical development. All this,
however, can be summarized best in terms of another principle
of art which is consistently realized in all great works of fine art.

This principle is that all art seeks the mtermediate between
extremes—the intermediate, not as the mediocre, but as the
best. A work of art is judged to be true and good—and hence
beautiful—as it avoids an excess or a defect. The mtermediate
is like the bull’s eye of the target; the good archer consistently
hits there and nowhere else. The extremes, however, are
realized in a variety of places and ways, departing more or less
from the center of the target, including even missing the target
altogether. In fine art, the true mean is hard to realize; it is
comparatively easy to aim more or less at the true mean with-
out actually hitting it. But for the man of art, for the man
who is an artist in the full sense of the term, the true mean is
attained consistently and with a facility born out of artistic
maturity. He simply knows what to do and how to do it, and
his artistic integrity precludes his being led astray by false
considerations of what the true mean in art is. Let us take
this general principle that good art seeks the best, as the
intermediate between extremes, and examime at least the ele-
ments of music In terms of it. It can also be used to show how
eighteenth century music, for the most part, achieved this true
intermediate whereas later romantic music and contemporary
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music, despite advances in some respects, generally depart
from the true intermediate.

Rhythm is regular (the natural accent falling on the first
beat of a group of tones) or irregular (the natural accent being
shifted in a group of tones, or the time value being altered, as
in syncopation) . Music suffers by defeat if regularity is pursued
to the point of monotony. Music suffers by excess if irregularity
is pursued to the point of inducing a state of disordered agita-
tion in movement of the emotions. Either extreme, pursued
directly, attacks the end of music: the tonal representation of
the movement of the emotions in conformity with reason. The
intermediate in rhythm is the judicious combination of the two
which fully realizes the end of music.

Melody, so far as it can be analyzed, is based upon a unity,
proportion, and order of tones recognizable as such by the
mind through the ear and representing the arousal and release
of the emotions. Music suffers by defect if melody has little
or no relation to the movement of the emotions (sometimes to
the extent that melody is not even a recognizable element in
a composition) , or if the unity and order of tones tends to be
determined by purely intellectualistic or arbitrary principles
of tonal progression as, for example, in the twelve tone progres-
sion (so far as it aims at atonalism) , which is more a technical
manipulation than an artistic principle. Music suffers by
excess if melody sacrifices an intelligible unity or order of tones
to sheer emotional intensity, making the emotions as such the
principle of tonal progression instead of the reasoned order of
the emotions. This latter extreme was pursued by the romanti-
cists to the point of emotional exhaustion by the end of the last
century. The true mean in melody acknowledges the emotional
content present, but balances it by informing the tonal repre-
sentation of the movement of the emotions with an orderly
progression induced by reason.

Harmony is the combination of single tones and the succes-
sion of such combinations. Let us confine ourselves here to the
question of consonance and dissonance. Consonance consists
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in various degrees of tones blending with each other, such as
octaves, fifths, fourths, and thirds. Dissonance consists in
various degrees of tones conflicting with each other, such as
seconds, semitones, sevenths, ninths, etc. Now, as is well
known, there is a popular current notion that the distinction
between consonance and dissonance is purely relative. This
position, fundamentally, is false. It has plausibility to the
extent that some relativity is involved, which only means this,
that if one subjects himself long enough to dissonances, he
can get conditioned to them to a point where some dissonances
seem, comparatively, consonant. A seventh chord, for example,
in relation to a more complicated combination of dissonant
intervals, appears in sound less dissonant and hence relatively
consonant. And in another respect, a fifth chord or a fourth
chord seems less consonant than a third chord, although his-
torically the fifth chord or mterval was treated as consonant in
advance of the third and, analytically, realizes a more con-
sonant proportion of tones. This is also because of a certain
relativity, in that there is an austere quality in the interval of
the fifth which, in relation to the warmer and more effeminate
quality of the third, makes the third appear more pleasant,
which is then considered to be more consonant.

Such relative considerations do effect the distinction of con-
sonance and dissonance, but only accidentally. Consequently,
it is a false argument to conclude that this means the distinction
between consonance and dissonance is purely relative. There
is, after all, the objective basis for distinguishing consonance
and dissonance. This objective basis can be stated thus: in
general, as the relation of vibrations of tones becomes more
complex, the tones become more dissonant, as the theory of
harmony manifests. (The tempering of the scale offers no real
objection here, since the difference in tempering does not in-
volve modifications distinguishable by the ear, i.e., a well-
tempered fifth cannot be distinguished by the ear from a pure
fifth. In other words, the well-tempered fifth is a close enough
approximation to the pure fifth both to satisfy the theoretical
point about relation of mmtervals and also to secure the ad-
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vantages in harmony arising from a well-tempered scale) . The
same objective basis for distinguishing between consonance
and dissonance is reached in a derived manner by Helmholtz
which, in effect, consists in recognizing that every interval
contained in a major or minor triad, along with inversions, is a
consonance, the other intervals being dissonant.

A more artistic reason (as distinct from a purely theoretical
reason) for the distinction between consonance and dissonance
rests upon a point that the uncritical admirers of dissonance
usually ignore altogether. This point is that consonance and
dissonance are the musical representations of the repose and
movement of the emotions. Consequently, to deny any dis-
tinction between consonance and dissonance is really to deny
some elementary facts of life, namely, that the emotions by

. nature move from one state of repose to another state of repose.
That is, by nature, we are aroused emotionally but we are also
—at least in a fairly well-ordered life—resolved again emotion-
ally. This is the movement of the emotions which music seeks
to imitate artistically in tonal progression. The uncritical
admirers of dissonance as such fail to recognize that dissonance
does not musically resolve the aroused emotions. (It might be
noted here that contemporary interest in and somewhat
exclusive emphasis upon dissonance reflects the underlying
agitation and spiritual unrest of modern life) .

We can now state the mean and extremes in music concern-
ing consonance and dissonance, Music suffers by defect if it
is consonant to the point of dullness and inactivity—if it fails
to arouse the emotions at all artistically. Music suffers by
excess if it is dissonant to the point of mantaining the emotions
in an unresolved state of turmoil or agitation. Hence the
intermediate, as the best, is that judicious combination of
consonance and dissonance which realizes fully the end of
musie, including the arousal and the resolution of the emotions.

The perfection of eighteenth century music, so far as it can
be stated summarily, consists in realizing, for the most part,
the true mean in music. It consistently realizes the intermedi-
ate as the best because it most fully realizes the end of music.
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Its intermediate, then, is like the point of a pyramid stretching
above the two extremes of the base. It exhibits the qualitative
perfection of combining regularity and irregularity in rhythm,
of combining emotional expression and rational order in music,
of combining consonance and dissonance in harmony. .

By contrast, the music of the romantic period—roughly
the music of the nineteenth century—despite certain technical
advances, more often tends toward an extreme rather than the
true mean because, in general, it misconstrues the end of music.
The essence of romanticism (in its historical meaning) is simply
this: unlimited emotional intensity is the end of art. Thus
conceiving an extreme as the end of art, the romantic com-
posers, often with admirable technical ingenuity, tended to
subordinate everything else in music to this excess. Thus, for
the most part, they failed to realize the proper end of music
which requires, what the consistent romantic will never admit,
the subordination of the emotions to reason and therefore an
artistic himitation to the arousal of the emotions.

Likewise, contemporary music (roughly, the music of this
century) , so far as its conflicting tendencies can be summarized,
has tended toward an extreme-rather than the true mean in

-musie. “Composers in the earlier part of this century seemed to
aim above everything else to break completely with the past—
a purely negative and, to that extent, an unfruitful goal. This
was perhaps somewhat inevitable insofar as contemporary
music was generated out of the emotional exhaustion of the
romanticists, impelling early twentieth century composers, in
one respect, to an opposite extreme—to the defect of attempting
to deny altogether the tonal representation of the movement
of the emotions.

Some contemporary composers thereupon buried themselves
in technical manipulation for its own sake. In a somewhat
feverish search for anything mnew, they devised third-tone
progressions, quarter-tone progressions, and even tone progres-
sions no ear could distinguish. They embraced dissonance as
an end rather than as a means of musical representation. They
combined tonalities. They tried to deny tonality. In the twelve
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tone progression (which has an artistic, if limited, use), they
adopted the completely arbitrary and inartistic principle that
no tone of the series could be used until all the other tones
had been employed. As a consequence, themes and progressions
sounded just as well played backwards as forwards, and were
written accordingly, which is the logical conclusion of attempted
atonalism in music.

Nevertheless, such technical manipulations as these do not
represent the whole story of contemporary music. Nor is it the
whole story to determine the perfection of eighteenth century
music as though that were an absolute perfection In music.
The point, rather, is to see how the strictly classical composers
achieved their perfection at their time as an aid to seeing how
contemporary music can achieve its perfection at this time.
Happily, much of the musical adolescence which has plagued
contemporary music now seems to be passing. Contemporary
music will realize its own great possibilities, not by returning
to the exact music of Mozart, Haydn, Handel, Bach, and others
—for that is not the solution—but by returning, with the
modern technical advances at their command, to the enduring
principles of musical art which the strictly classical composers
achieved in their way. The sound principles of art will always
remain, but they are ever subject to further and greater real-
ization. The last decade or two has seen something of a swing
in the direction of returning to these sound principles of art.
A theoretical recognition of the perfection of eighteenth century
music can help to realize the latent perfection of twentieth
century music. But we shall have to wait and see if this real-
ization will occur—in the second half of the twentieth century.
The point is: the greatest music could yet be written.

Joan A. OmsTeERLE

College of St. Thomas,
St. Paul, Minn.



HEGELIANISM AND THE MAKING OF THE
MODERN MIND

GHD

I

N today’s battle between two radically different phi-
losophies of life in all the Russian satellite countries—
the Communist concept and the Christian ideal—the
Catholic -Church seems to stand quite alone.”* So writes
Bohdan Chudoba a former member of the Czechoslovak
Parliament now living in this country. In his outline of the
transference of the Czech Protestant leaders to Communist
allegiance in what he calls “ a tragedy of spiritual desertion,”
Chudoba traces through three well-marked stages the decline
and fall of the Czech Church. The initial one came with the
shock of the first World War; the next arrived in the period
following Versailles when the new stress on progress was ac-
companied by the stripping of dogmas regarding Christ and
His Gospel down to the vaguest of generalities. The third and
final stage or area of degradation of the Christianity those
people of the Slav family had professed for centuries came
quickly after the watering-down process of Christianity’s tenets
took place. In May, 1948, the general synod of the Czech
Church proclaimed that the moral duty of all believers was to
support the Communist revolution and fight American “ im-
perialists.” Thus swiftly was the drama of degeneration of
Christianity played out on Czechoslovak soil! But it reveals
in microcosm the process that has gone on continuously and
insiduously ever since the Protestant rebellion. In Germany,
for example, which cradled the so-called “ Reformation ”; where,
in the sight of the last-century historian Froude, that “ Refor-
mation ” moved “onward to its manhood,” the full-grown
movement produced as its crowning product the super-state
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3 America, November 12, 1949.
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of which both the Third Reich and Stalin’s Russia are modern
types. :

Chudoba’s picture is that of the development in one sector
of the gigantic world struggle between the subjectivism of the
last four-and-a-half-centuries and the philosophia prima. The
inevitable result of that subjectivism arrived in the Hegelian
projection of the super-state when the German speculative
idealist originated his metaphysico-political basis for tyranny.
Nietzsche implemented the conception with his notion of super-
men united in one state, a notion that eventuated, in the realm
of action, in Hitler’s Third Reich. Xarl Marx contributed
dialectical materialism with outgrowths in the Russian regime.
All who present pseudo-philosophic grounds for their political
absolutism are in Hegel’s debt, diabolic as that debt has proved
itself to be. )

“I saw how Hegel with his almost comically serious face
sat like a brood-hen upon the fateful eggs,” Heine (who had
been Hegel’s pupil in Berlin in the 1820’s). wrote from Paris
thirty years afterward. For a century ago, midway in the
nineteenth century, the hatching of those fateful eggs was in
evidence throughout Europe. The poet-pupil of the philosopher
who defined the state as the actualization of the concrete
freedom of the citizens comprising it (as parts of a whole)
declared that the “ Maestro ”” had once whispered to him that
there is no God. And when that other Hegelian-disciple Marx
retranslated his master into economic terms he uncovered what
had heretofore been the hidden denial of God in the arch term-
juggler’s System. Though Hegel is conceded to be the inventor
of a false philosophy—not by any straightforward falsification
of obvious truths but by subtleties that seemed to take account
of the unifying nature of truth—Hegel’s influence is still
rampant except in Catholic teaching. The unsoundness of his
System was discovered and denounced by Soren Kierkegaard
at about the same time (in the mid-nineteenth-century) that
Heine felt called on to warn his public against that German
rationalist, Hegel. What Kierkegaard found unendurable in his
own search for a philosophy of life and faith was Hegel’s blithe
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placing of philosophy over and above revealed religion; but
though in his own trinity of values Kierkegaard reversed the
order, making religion superior to art and philosophy respec-
tively, he was still a subjectivist product of his age.

Hegel’s metaphysical inventions found their modern expres-
sions in various forms as his philosophy of the “ self-determining
spirit 7 swept the western world. Its twin stresses on the indi-
vidual and the state appear, with emphasis now on the one
and now on the other, indistinctly glamorized philosophies of
self-reiance and national self-expression. One of many like
instances appears in W. E. Henley’s noted poem Invictus, ending
with the idea that nothing matters, neither laws nor punish-
ments, besides the “ unconquerable soul ”: “I am the master
of my fate: I am the captain of my soul ! This shows the
individual in all the extravagance of Hegelian freedom un-
limited. Another example, also from the poets, is in the works
of Walt Whitman where the stress falls both on the individual
and (equally) on individuals in terms of an evolving mystical
community; for Hegelianism had long since spread to the
New World, and the whole tenor of Leaves of Grass is evidence
of it.

I

In the writing of Edward Carpenter in England, a British
disciple of Whitman, we learn of “ the brotherhood of nations
and of men ” soon to come on earth. In this new community,
the Union-Now dream of the last-century cleric, the property-
proud individualist was to be replaced by one who represented
true citizenship; and this true citizenship came by virtue of the
conscious collective application of principles of equality and
freedom which Carpenter declared were manifest in each indi-
vidual as “the inward Man.”? Moving toward that new
brotherhood, mankind, as envisioned by Edward Carpenter

2 Oivilization: Its Cause and Cure (London Swan, Sonnenschein, 1902), Essays
on Modern Science. Carpenter’s Whitmanesque poems are in “ Towards Democracy.”
All that was needed to reform political economy was to “let a new axiomatic
emotion spring up (as of justice or fair play instead of unlimited grab),” this
writer held.
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(true to the Hegelian social-evolution-idea atmosphere of the
day) , had to pass through the horrors of a capitalist civiliza-
tion; for the opposing terms of the Carpenter dialectic were
present in a terrible dual self-consciousness in which man’s
feeling of oneness with his neighbor warred with a competitive
business urge. And though this evolutionary middle-state would
give way to the ideal society or true democracy yet it remained,
like Edward Bok’s view of poverty in a young man’s life: a
good thing to grow away from. Rousseau did not hold more
fondly to the thought that our civilization is a great evil than
did this English political “ seer,” though to Carpenter it was
a necessary step in the progress toward the future community.
As fervently as any Communist, and with the same kind of
religious zeal, the Britisher looked forward to the coming of
the order of which he sang in these words:

The brotherhood of nations and of men

Comes on apace. New dreams of youth bestir
The ancient heart of earth—fair dreams of love
And equal freedom for all {olk and races.

That hopes of impending revolution were astir in the hearts
and minds of Carpenter’s countrymen appears from the fact
that his treatise, Civilization: Its Cause and Cure, first pub-
lished in 1889 went through several reprintings even down into
our own century. The widely-read work (purporting to show
how * civilization ” had wrecked man’s instinctive social-unity
purpose, evidenced in his first Eden innocence and appearing
in the evolving existences on this planet before man’s own
advent) advocated the acceptance of the “inward Man ”
theory as that which alone might bring health, happiness, social-
unity—including a unity with the lesser animals, the earth
and the starry heavens themselves. Its use of the idea of the
natural goodness of men plus its espousal of the ideal of social
unity combines Rousseau with the political teaching of Hegel.
Its brotherhood is one of Edenites.

Yet Carpenter, a Cambridge product and a clergyman of
the Church of England, in his thoroughgoing mystical socialism,
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represents the same trend manifest in German nationalism
overtly in its politics from Bismarck on. In their reorganization
of education after the great defeat by the Allies in 1918, for
all the touted democracy of the Republic’s aim, we find a
prominent educator saying officially that “ only unreserved de-
votion to the state can be the objective of civie imstruction,”
and “ the state is a moral community to which other groups,
cultural or otherwise, subordinate themselves.”?® Another
phrasing of the same idea is that, as a “ great trust,” the state
is “ the living organism which has been handed down from the
dim past.”* If, at first glance, German nationalism seems to
contradict the Carpenter theory, a second lock shows that
this “living organism ” for the Germans is no more and no
less than the culminating stage in those evolving stages of
Carpenter’s evolution-theory of political organization; indeed
it is the same as the last classless society of Communist aspira-
tions. In short, it represents the realized civitas Dei, the perfect
community of perfect persons, of which a word later on. And
this state-myth had been operative assuredly at the time over
three thousand German university professors and secondary-
school teachers signed a manifesto on October 10, 1914, two
months after the first World War began, containing this state-
ment: " We firmly believe that the salvation of the whole of
European ciilization depends on the victory of German mali-
tarism.” ® 'That is, the Germans’ victory to these educators
was essential to the maintenance of all Europe’s welfare since,
Hegelian-taught as they were, civilization was actually believed
by them to have reached its crowning height in the German
nation.

IIx

Hegelian individual freedom, almost of the unlimited type
Henley sang, is the Marxists’ goal in their ultimate classless

3 The Reorganization of Education in Prussia (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1927), pp. 19-20.

* Ibid.

5 Essays and Addresses by John Burnet (New York, 1930), Chapter “ Kultur”
reprinted from Burnet’s Higher Education and the War (London, 1917), p. 169.
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society. That freedom is to follow the passing of the violent
state of the dictator which arises just to destroy the capitalist
stage. For this Marxist plan for a classless future of perfect
freedom for each person is precisely the same succulent bait
proferred by Hegel in his stress on individual rights which
forms so important a part of his philosophy of the state. In
practice, as both Germany and Russia have shown all too
clearly, these rights are transformed into merely the “ rights ”
of being expendable by the state. Hegel had of course been
influenced (through Kant) profoundly by Rousseau’s Contrat
social with its volonté de tous theory of government, a theory
that is not only fundamentally false but caricatures the truth
of political sovereignty. This theory, in fact, repeats on a large
scale the Protagorean doctrine, which Socrates once blasted,
that “ man is the measure of all things.”

The social-contract notion rests on the seriously mistaken
theory that man’s nature left to itself is as simple and innocent
as it is wise and reasonable. Carpenter’s ““inward Man > prin-
ciple presupposes such unspoiled human nature even in the
face of the fact that the Anglican cleric should have known that
man’s Eden innocence and pure-reason function fell together.
Only through the Redeemer may man reach again to the living
Spirit behind his laws, that Spirit Who is the one only Source
of Christian political sovereignty.

Hegelianism’s metaphysical ground is actually based on a
far-off pagan cosmology, that of Empedocles and Mani, Never-
theless his philosophy of the state, along with all our modern
theories which are based on that philosophy, grossly caricatures
the Christian teaching of the Mystical Body of Christ as repre-
sented by the Church and its members. In St. Paul’s teaching
m the twelfth chapter of his first letter the Corinthians reference
is made to the members of this Body which, like those of the
physical body, must mutually help one another for the good
of the whole. (It should be noted in passing that the analogy
used here is a kind of reverse one; to understand physical organ-
isms we first analogize them after the manner of a community,
each member showing diversity in its functioning, each “ will-
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ing ” the good of the whole.) For in St. Paul’s picture of the
Christian community each member has the mind of Christ;
thus it applies only to the Mystical Body and is not in any sense
representative of the ordinary human groupings made up as
they are of variously imperfect and differing minds.

In the philosophy of the super-state—though a reciprocal
relation between the rights of the person and his duties toward
the whole of which he is a part is declared to obtain—the
relationship is really expressed well in the old limerick about the
“ young lady from Niger who smiled as she rode on a tiger,”
for the “rights” are almost at once swallowed up in the
“ duties ” and the end of that ride is inevitable:

They came backﬁ from the ride
With the lady inside,
And the smile on the face of the tiger.

All individual responsibilities in the super-state are shifted to
the central “ social mind.” Attempts to tie up totalitarianism
with the vocabulary of Christian unity referred to above, appear
in the use of the Nazi term Gemeinschaft (communion) for
the Third Reich. In the Nazi sense Gemeinschaft meant the
fellowship and solidarity of the Nordics; the Volksgemein-
schaft, so often on Hitler’s lips, was held indeed to represent an
earthly Gemeinschaft der Heiligen (communion of saints) , the
main sense in which the German term for community had been
used before Hitler.

But the Volksgemeinschaft was merely the projection of the
arbitrary subjectivist will of the litlle Austrian paper-hanger on
a political group; and what it really represented was precisely
the same thing invoked in the Hegelian Staat philosophy. Nor
does it differ in its metaphysico-political aspects from the
theory acted on by the imperialists of the Bismarck-Wilhelmian
regime or the Marxists’ doctrines or Edward Carpenter’s demo-
cracy-prophecies. Each and all are merely the personifying
and deifying of what has been named variously, * der Staat,”
“ Volksgemeinschaft,” *the Proletariat,” and *the inward
Man.” All are special forms of Hegel’s super-state.
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It was stated earlier that Kierkegaard was a reactive product
of Hegel, and thus himself a thorough-going subjectivist. In
the swift descent of Kierkegaard’s “ existential ” philosophy
into Sartre’s atheism appears the ease and directness of the
descent of subjective idealism into nihilism. This course also
is obvious in the Marxian materialism inte which Hegel’s
speculations plummeted when the Hegelian economist turned
his subjectivist teacher “ right side up.” These various theorists
(without realizing it) show what happens when subjectivism
is carried to its logical end. For Hegel’s *“ Absclute ” in phi-
losophy is simply human reason; and its complete inability
alone to save man from himself is witnessed repeatedly in
history.

Not only in political spheres does the Hegelian fateful egg-
hatching go on. In a recent deliverance we find Lin Yutang
popularly philosophizing as follows: “ The soul is the function-
ing of man’s personality . . . the existence of the human soul
is to be sought in cur tears and laughter.” ® This is subjectivism
with a vengeance—a sentimental vengeance, for the sentimental
is simply “the despair of materialism ” (to use Heine’s apt
phrasing) . On the other hand we read in an excerpted chapter
from Albert Einstein’s recently written book, which is repre-
sented as the garnering of the wisdom of his * later years,” that
the Good, the True, and the Beautiful are to be sought within
man’s mind.” A corollary to this man-centered humanist’s
thesis (which places the existence of the soul not in tears and
laughter so much as in * science ) is the ruling out of a personal
God. His arguments against actual miracles are on a plane
with those against belief in the Hebraic-Christian God; that is,
by all our laws of logic and scientific experience they are utterly
false, being based wholly on the type of rationalism that the
great Greeks exploded twenty-five hundred years ago. Against
the Protagorean contention that “man is the measure of all
things,” final proof was provided by Aristotle (the father of
logic, who made science itself possible) not only that God exists

8 The Saturday Review of Literature, July 8, 1950.
" The Fortnightly (London), August, 1950.
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but that our very use of language is incontrovertible witness
of His continually activating Presence.

So much for Lin Yutang and Einstein. And even in such a
writer as Arnold Toynbee, who has lately tried to restore some
of the lost Christian thinking to our era, we find the taint of
the Hegelian modern mind. In what follows, a short résumé
of his teaching will be given for contrast with the fundamental
thought of a lesser known but far sounder historian-philosopher,
last century’s Frédéric Ozanam. Ozanam’s position will be
reviewed in turn as exemplifying the truly Christian view of the
events of history. (For he saw all things through the First
Truth by which everything else is true.)

v

Toynbee’s well-known view of history (his rout-rally-rout
account of phases) is nothing but Hegel’s, applied to specific
events by a magistral hand.* (The Toynbee shibboleths, or
* justice ” and “ freedom,” have the old Hegelian-balance ring.)
This modern historian’s dynamic picture with its arrays of
images and symbols is intended to present an evolvement where
a higher synthesis replaces two opposing cultures in the various
challenge-response rhythms he purports to see in the course
of man’s life (or lives) on this earth. In this view the devil
is represented in a Faustian sense as God’s helper; indeed
Toynbee portrays history as a series of bouts between God and
the Adversary. For example, the first of the bouts is supposed
to have been in the natural order with a runaway comet acting
the enemy role as it sideswiped the sun and threw out our planet
among others. In all planes this writer sees the process going on
until “ matter ” has somehow become “ spirit ” and civilization
has grown godlike en masse. In short he accepts natural and
cultural evolution as axiomatically true.

His progressively “ spiritualized ” culture, or plurality of cul-
tures running in parallel courses, has unfortunately little more

8G8ee 4 Study of History (London, 1935-1989); also Ciwilization on Trial (New
York, 1948).

3
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of realizable spiritual content than the ethics of the hive and
the herd. For though Toynbee often uses the phrases of a
believer in soul who is also very sure of God, his creed is
reducible to one of the most primitive myths, being actually
an Empedoclean or Manichean type of materialism. These
pagan philosophers, it is remembered, taught that good and
evil, love and strife, are the begetters of motion and life. Hegel’s
thesis-antithesis rationalism is—as suggested above—actually
based on their cosmic fables, and Toynbee has echoed him in
this. Most clearly is the anti-Christianity of Toynbee’s teach-
ing shown in his pronouncement that religion is just a product
of mingling cultures in the course of human progress.

It is true that Toynbee advocates that man enlist his
strength on the side of God and recognize the Adversary for
‘what he is—one who would destroy all wherever possible. As
Mephisto says of himself: Jch bin der Geist der stets verneint!
* Thus the British historian hints at a total collapse of civil-
ization—with perhaps the insect world taking over—if man
does not fight actively for and with the Spirit of God; and he
holds that Spirit represented in its present form in Christianity
(with, of course, certain Toynbee modifications). However,
Toynbee is actually expressing a dialectic materialism of pre-
cisely the same order, because based on the same pseudo-
philosophy, as that of Karl Marx. No less than Hegel’'s own,
Toynbee’s is masked as a defense of Christianity; but it is
really set for its destruction. '

In Toynbee, then, we have the latest popular philosophizing
enemy of the true philosophy in modern culture. As I tried to
show in a brief sketch ® a few years back, Toynbee’s concept is
a deadly one; and his world picture is as different as possible
from that of Frédéric Ozanam, the great Sorbonne scholar and
founder of the Society of St. Vincent de Paul. We find, in fact,
that Hegel’s later contemporary, Ozanam, provides a philoso-
phical antidote to the poison of the German’s subjectivistic
philosophy of history.'

°Tn “ Two Historians: Ozanam and Toynbee,” America, January 24, 1948.

19 See Ozanar’s Works (Paris, 1862-1865); also Dante and Catholic Philosophy
(New York, 1913).
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Ozanam’s world-history outline was never completely filled
in; he died before he had finished the project which he had
intended to bring up to date. But we find his account of civil-
ization from a Christian view a truly Christian one and his
basic philosophy undergirding that view is itself as complete
as it is rewarding, Ozanam (1813-1853), who, incidentally,
was almost an exact contemporary of the Danish theologian,
Soren Kierkegaard (1818-1855), had not been brought up in
the destructive atmosphere of Hegelianism that darkened the
latter’s life and thought. Even as a very young man he saw the
grave moral and philosophical ills of the nineteenth century;
but he also saw them to be resolvable through the Church.
Under its aegis, and at the age of twenty, he started his great
Society with its worldwide application of Christian teachings
in the form of an activating charity for all types and conditions
of men. His earlier essay “ Reflexions sur la doctrine de St.-
Simon went directly to the point as it appealed to the young
men of his age as to an army to fight for Christian truth as
taught and observed in the Church. Here, in the writing of
Ozanam at the age of eighteen, we see the presage of the mature
philosopher of civilization and the founder of the vast, active
organization of charity whose hundreds of thousands of mem-
bers continue his labor of Christian love. This task, he said to
the young everywhere, was theirs to do: “ This work [of the
Church] is for you young people.” It was “for” them in a
double sense as his youthful essay shows in these words, calling
his friends to the Faith of their fathers:

You have experienced the emptiness of physical satisfaction and hungered
after truth and justice, seeking them in the schools of philosophy or running
for them to the modern apostles who have nothing to say which can fill the
void in your hearts. Behold, now, the religion of your fathers offers herself
to you freely. Do not turn away, for she, too, like yourselves, is generous
and young. She does not grow old with the worid but, always new, puts
herself in the forefront of human progress to conduct it to perfection.

When Ozanam died on September 8, 1853, at the age of forty,
he closed a career of extraordinary brilliance and accomplish-
ment. At Lyons and Paris he was known as a leader in
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academic circles, though today he is remembered chiefly for
the Society he founded in 1833 which past creed, race, nation,
carries on its works of mercy to the poor everywhere. In Panis,
where he was the Professor of Foreign Literatures in the
Faculty of Letters, his lectures on the philosophy of history were
crowded with eager listeners. For Ozanam was one of those
“ persuaded ” ones who, as Joubert says, “ persuade, as the
indulgent disarm,” since none gives faith unless he has it. In
lumine tuo videbimus lumen.

The compendious outline of his plan to write a complete
history of mankind is given us in his three important and
indispensable reference works for the historian: The History
of Ciwilization in the Fifth Century, Franciscan Poets in the
Tharteenth Century, and Dante and Philosophy. Besides these
books there are such essays as the one already cited and the
“Two Chancellors of England: Thomas & Becket and Bacon.”
The success and failure respectively of these two men appear in
their different philosophies, the one an exponent of the Christ-
ian, the other of the rationalist attitude. This second essay is
of particular import to us; for it is on that very basis of Chris-
tianity versus rationalism that Ozanam differs from Toynbee,
and thus succeeds in his interpretation of history where the
modern historian has failed.

Vv

That Christian historian, the centenary of whose death should
be celebrated with some notice of his philosophical acumen
as well as of his great work in practical charity, foresees no
possibility of collapse for civilization in the way Toynbee has
painted it. How could he? Just as he had seen the Church’s
work to be “for ” the young in a dual sense, so he came to see
through all his historical researches the Church playing a sig-
aificant double role in civilization. First, it indoctrinated with
the Christian truths; and second, it preserved all that had been
good in antiquity. As he saw the Church in the first five
centuries preserving ancient treasures in the creation of a
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literature of its own suited to the times, he reverently applauded
the wisdom motivating such preservation. Not only did
Ozanam never tire of manifesting the falsehood of the perennial
charge that the Church stifled the legitimate humanity in
men (voiced loudly in his era by the earlier English historian,
Gibbon) by citing the Church’s protection of whatever was of
worth in ancient culture, but he also saw in that protection a
wise safeguard against the paganism in the depths of human
nature which forever sinks into secularism whether in law, art
or philosophy; and it is just by the light of Christianity that
paganism and/or secularism is seen as a definite backsliding.

For Ozanam not only had a great respect for the individual
mind which must know reasons but he saw in that mind what
he called “the secret bonds by which the ages are knitted
together.” “ The human intellect,” he observed in one of his
celebrated lectures at the Sorbonne, “ has had this honor: the
ruin of the ancient world and the irruption of invading hordes
have not been able to prevail against it.” But, he added with
equal insistence, it can be only by the light of Christianity that
such an intellect might go, as he said, into the moral catacombs
under the soil of paganism to learn the meaning of history.
How different from Ozanam’s stress on the individual thinker
is Toynbee’s grandiose story of the rout-rally-rout process in
civilization! Here as little account of the individual in the life
of cosmic challenges and reponses is to be found as in Hegel’s
evolutionary theory of peoples and ideas. Ozanam’s interpre-
tation of historic progress, on the contrary, holds firmly to the
belief that each man is answerable in his place and time for
himself and social conditions; and he is answerable during all
these centuries of error where wandering replaced—and in this
century that replacing is far more obvious than in Ozanam’s
day—advancement in various social orders. But God’s Hand on
society never permits its total collapse; He can only wait until
society may be brought back over whatever dark painfilled path
it has erred to realization of His laws. (The swiftness with
which Hegelianism has wrecked the western world, rendering
man helpless, is, in this sense, good.)
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Over and over the great Christian scholar reiterated in this
form and others the truth he had voiced in his earlier essay
about the Church’s role in civilization: “She does not grow old
with the world, but, always new, puts herself in the forefront
of human progress to conduct it to perfection.”” For the
Christian, even as he tries to obey the command, “Be ye
perfect! ” knows that it is God’s world. And, because of that
most real Presence in history, mankind can never err irremedi-
ably. The Light, in Ozanam’s words, always burns on some-
where; and where it burns is the forefront of civilization and
not elsewhere.

In his panoramic vision of the centuries of Christianity,
Ozanam saw illustrated the process which he knew to be con-
tinuous to the very end of time: that of God’s militant Church
in the maintenance of its establishment on the earth. “The
world,” he told his students at the Sorbomne, “ was never
left without some luminous center where it might relight its
torches,” adding that in the time-span of his survey of Christi-
anity n its early centuries the Gospel failed in the East only to
dawn on the North; and when Italy’s great schools were cut
off by the Lombard invasions, literary zeal rose in the heart of
Ireland’s monasteries. In Italy itself, following the Lombard
conquests, Christian letters would have been lost, Ozanam
writes (in his work on “ Dante and the Thirteenth Century,”
reviewing God’s work. in history up to that period),'* had it
not been for monasticism which was organized on the very eve
of danger. * What is there astonishing,” he says,” in the fact
that the monks preserved antiquity? They were themselves
antiquity.” Ozanam mentions further that heroic priest, St.
Gregory the Great, the pontiff “ raised up to meet the perils
of those evil days,” two centuries before Charlemagne was
crowned Emperor of the Romans at the hand of Leo IIT; later
in the thoughts of Gregory VII the French historian discerns
“ the genius for government which emancipates and enlightens,”
and in the German emperor’s visit to him at Canossa * the
triumph of civilization over the barbarian world.”

1! Translated by Lucia D. Pychowska (New York, 1918). Cf. footnote above.
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Thus in history Ozanam might trace the course of learning
just as Bossuet traced in history the course of religion and
empire. When three men, Lanfranc, St. Anselm and Peter
Lombard, went to northern Europe to inaugurate the revival
of learning there, it was, the historian contends, only one of
the many directive acts of Providence which “ watched over
the destiny of art as well as over the mutations of the
nations,” Lanfranc in giving greater exactness to dialectics,
and St. Anselm in his writings which invigorated metaphysical
discussion, and finally Peter Lombard’s lending to theology
the form of his Sentences which later “ seemed to be fixed
forever in the Summa of St. Thomas “—each of these men had
his task marked out for him. Thus the Church taking her stand
on the truths that men ought to believe and weighing their
deeds with the weight of eternity saw to it also that while
barbarism might usurp, it could never rule exclusively.

Today Ozanam would rejoice as he rejoiced in the past at
the preservation of tradition in the Church and hence in Chris-
tendom. In today’s Armageddon where those believing in
God are called on to defend themselves against the armed
might of those who do not believe in Him we find the Roman
Church, as in the era Ozanam writes of, as well as in Ozanam’s
own times of Christian social adjustment, preparing for a
concord of the priesthood and the government and developing
even in the midst of their discords.** Thus Hegelianism, which
has affected so profoundly the modern mind, itself may be
seen by some future OQzanam not only as a usurpation of the
ever-present barbarism in the human mind—which it, of course,
is—but also as the doctrine whose darkuness of deeds came to
throw into new relief the regenerative thought in the Gospel

12 That concord means, of course, the Christianizing of government. Ozanam’s
solution te social and governmental problems, Thomas P. Neill tells us in his new
book, They Lived the Faith (Milwaukee, 1951), “ was not understood until after
the publication of Leo XIII's Rerum Novaerum in 1891.” Dr. Neill adds that
QOzanam’s views were the ones followed by the Church when it was possible to
separate the wheat of democracy from the chaff of Liberalism: “His social and
economic views can be found in Rerum Novarum, his political views in Leo XIIT’s
ralliement policy” (p. 163) “ God,” says Ozanam, “leads the world thither.”
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of Christianity. For so the Church’s struggle against paganism
and heresy goes on that minds may be set free, as Ozanam
saw; since only those times which have faith neither in God
nor in-man, only impious ages, believe in an eternal night. In
Mr. Chudoba’s observation quoted at the beginning of this
paper—that in the present war between two wholly differing
philosophies of life the Church seems to stand quite alone—
we see the power and the glory as well as the potential kingdom
of God on earth in that solitary, blessed vigil which extends to
the gates of Hell and beyond.
M. Warrcoms Hess

45 QGrosvenor St.,
Athens, Ohio.



NATURAL NECESSITATION OF THE HUMAN
WILL

GO

I. Tor ExisteNceE oF NaTUurRAL NECESSITATION OF THE
Homan Wiy

1. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

N examination of the teaching of St. Thomas Aquinas on
the natural appetite or natural necessitation of the hu-
. . man will will be valuable for several reasons. First of all,
it should result in a collection and coordination of the scattered
teachings of St. Thomas on this point. Although St. Thomas
does teach formally and explicitly about the natural necessita-
tion of the human will in his Summa Theologica and De
Veritate,* nevertheless much of his teaching on this subject is
to be garnered only from incidental remarks he makes while
discussing other topics. The student engaged in studying these
other topics, which are often more important, is sometimes left
with a confused notion of the natural necessitation of the will.
These pages will help to dispel the confusion. Secondly, a
knowledge of the Angelic Doctor’s views on the natural appe-
tite of the human will is not only worthwhile for its own sake,
but is invaluable for an understanding of related problems. For
instance, in refuting the attacks of the determinists upon the
free will of man, it is essential to know to what precise extent
the human will is determined, and in what way. Then again,
there is the important related problem of man’s natural desire
for the vision of God, and the question whether any proof for
the existence of God can be drawn from this desire. A general
review of the teaching of St. Thomas regarding the natural
appetite of the human will provides the requisite background
for the study of these more specialized problems.

* Cf. St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, I, q.82, aa.1,2 and De Veritate, q.22,
aa.5,6,7.
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With these purposes in mind, therefore, an attempt will be
made in the following pages to assemble the relevant texts of
St. Thomas and to group them so as to bring out the fact,
extent, and nature of the necessitation of the human will. Such
an examination will be timely, too, inasmuch as the whole ques-
tion of the proper interpretation of the doctrine of St. Thomas
about this necessitation has been raised recently in an inquiry *
which reaches conclusions quite contrary to those of the tradi-
tional commentators on the writings of the Angelic Doctor. In
the course of this study, the opinions of the most famous com-
mentators will be presented. In any question of interpretation
of St. Thomas, the presumption stands in their favor. We shall
strive to discover whether, in the present case, this presumption
is sufficiently justified so that we may still abide by their inter-
pretation, or whether, on the contrary, the traditional inter-
pretation must be discarded in favor of the new one.

2. GENERAL PROOFS FOR NATURAL NECESSITATION OF THE
HUMAN WILL

In proving that the human will is naturally necessitated, St.
Thomas makes no appeal to our introspective experience of
the fact; just as neither does he do so to prove that man has
free will, beyond making a vague general statement, which may
include introspective evidence, that “ manifest evidences indi-
cate this, whereby it is apparent that man freely chooses one
thing, and refuses another.” * Cajetan, indeed, alludes briefly
to our experience of natural necessitation: . . . happiness in
general, which we experience ourselves to desire naturally.” *
But St. Thomas passes over this because, just as in the case of
free will, he is more interested in giving an objective proof
that will present not only the existence of the fact, but also

?William R. O’Connor, “The Natural Desire for Happiness,” The Modemn
Schoolman, XXVI (January, 1949), pp. 91-120.

2 St. Thomas, De Ver., q. 24, a. 1. All future references will be to works of St.
Thomas, unless otherwise indicated.

¢ Cajetan, Commentaria in Summam Theologicam, I, q. 82, a. 1, n. 7. (Leonine
edition.)
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the reason why it must exist. In doing so, he employs three
arguments.®

The first argument is a proof from analogy. It is drawn from
the parallel or proportion between the intellect and the will.
Examples of this first proof may be seen in the following
passages:

The movement of the will follows the act of the intellect. But
the intellect understands some things naturally. Therefore, the
will, too, wills some things naturally.®

Just as the intellect naturally and of necessity adheres to first
principles, so, too, the will naturally and of necessity adheres to
the last end.”

This argument is presented at least once (in the first example
above) as a separate proof; but it is more often® given as a
sort of conclusion of the other proofs, which are more basic.
For the argument from the parallel between the intellect and
will at once brings to mind the question: why the parallel?
Although such a parallel is observable in several other aspects
of the intellect and will and hence may be supposed to hold
good, too, for natural necessitation, still the parallel must,
in the latter case, have its proper cause. St. Thomas proceeds,
therefore, to explain this fundamental cause in his second
proof. The reason why both intellect and will have natural
operations is that both are natures. As distinct powers ordered
to their proper operations, they are certain specific things in
the genus of nature, for they are intrinsic principles of operation,

Perhaps the best explanation of the second proof is given by
St. Thomas in his De Veritate, in a somewhat lengthy passage
which really constitutes a polysyllogistic argument. It begins
as follows:

For the evidence of this, it must be understood that in ordered
things the mode of the first thing must be included in the second,
and there must be found in the second not only what belongs to it

5 Cf. Cajetan, loc. ¢it., n. 6.

8 Summa Theol., I-1I, q. 10, a. 1, sed contra.
TIbid., 1, q. 82, a. 2.

8 Ibid., a. 1; and LI, q. 10, a. 1.
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according to its own proper notion, but also what belongs to it
according to the notion of the first mode .

Having laid down this general principle as his major premise,
St. Thomas proceeds to prove it by two examples:

. . . just as it belongs to man not only to use reason, which
belongs to him according to his proper difference, which is rational,
but also to use sense or food, which belongs to him according fo
his genus, which is animal or living. And we see likewise in sensible
things that since the sense of touch is the basis, as it were, of the
other senses, there is found in the organ of each sense not only the
property of that sense whose proper organ it is, but also the prop-
erty of touch; just as the organ of the sense of sight not only
senses white and black, inasmuch as it is the organ of sight, but
also senses hot and cold, and is corrupted by excesses of them,
according as it is an organ of touch.

The next step in the reasoning process is to lay down the
minor premise, its proof, and the obvious conclusion:

Now nature and the will are ordered in this way, that the will
itself is a certain nature, for everything which is found in beings
is a certain nature. And therefore one must find in the will not
only what is of the will, but also what is of nature.

To complete his polysyllogism, St. Thomas adds to this con-
clusion ancther minor premise and deduces the desired conclu-
sion concerning natural appetite, which he immediately pro-
ceeds to distinguish from free will:

But this belongs to every created nature, that it be ordered by
God to good, naturally desiring it. Wherefore there is in the will
itself a certain natural appetite for the good suitable to it; and,
besides this, it has the ability to desire something according to its
own determination, not of necessity; this belongs to it according
as it is will.®

The same argument is elsewhere given briefly and in 2 general
form applicable to more than the will: “ Each power of the
soul is a certain form or nature and has a natural inclination
towards something. Hence each power desires by natural
appetite that object suitable to itself.” *°

¥ De Ver., q. 22, a. 5. 1 Summa Theol., I, q. 80, a. 1, ad 3.
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A wvariation of this argument appears in another passage of
St. Thomas. Here the fundamental principle is still that the
will is a nature, but the implicit minor premise is a truth which
is axiomatic with St. Thomas; namely, that nature is deter-
mined to one thing. The latter truth replaces the statement
that God inclines all natural things to good: “ The will of the
rational creature is determined to one thing to which it is
naturally moved . . . because natural action is always pre-
supposed to other actions.*

Another variation of this second proof uses the minor premise,
i the first part of the polysyllogism, that nature 1s the first
principle in every thing. This premise is evident from the very
definition of nature.

It is necessary to posit natural dilection in the angels. For the
evidence of this, it must be considered that the prior is always
preserved in the posterior. But nature is prior to the intellect,
because the nature of anything is its essence. Hence that which is
of nature must be preserved alse in those beings having an intellect.
But this is common to every nature, that it have some inclination,
which is natural appetite or love.:?

There is in the angels a certain natural love and a certain elective
love; and the natural love is the principle of the elective love,
because what belongs to what is prior always has the notion of a
principle. Since, therefore, the nature is the first thing in every
being, what belongs to the nature must be the principle in every
being. This is evident in man, both as to the intellect and as to
the will. For the intellect knows principles naturally, and from such
knowledge in man is caused the knowledge of conclusions, which
are not naturally known by man, but through discovery or through
teaching. In like manner, the end is related to the will in the same
way as a principle is to the intellect.’®

Nature is said in many ways. For sometimes it denotes the in-
trinsic principle in movable things, and such a nature is either
matter or a material form . . . In another way, any substance or
any being is called a nature; and according to this, that is said to
be natural to a being which belongs to it according to its substance;
and this is what is essentially in a thing. But, in all beings, those

3 De Malo, q. 16, a. 4, ad 5.
12 Summa Theol., I, q. 60, a. 1.
12 Ibid., a. 2.
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things which are not essentially in them are reduced to some thing
which is essentially in them, as to a first principle. And therefore
it is necessary that, taking nature in this way, the principle, in those
things which belong to a being, always be natural. And this is
manifestly apparent in the intellect, for the principles of intellectual
knowledge are known naturally. In like manner, too, the principle
of voluntary movements must be something naturally willed.**

The Angelic Doctor’s third proof rests on the premise that
the principle of all movements must be something immobile.
This premise is susceptible of several interpretations. For in-
stance, the First Mover is immobile in the sense that He is in
no way a subject of movement. But clearly this is not the
sense intended here, for St. Thomas does not mean to imply
that the will is not the subject of both necessary and free move-
ments. In ancther way, even the subject of a movement may
be called immobile, inasmuch as it perdures throughout the
movement, whereas the terms of the movement do not. Taking
our idea of movement chiefly from local motion, we are perhaps
accustomed to picture to ourselves the terms as permanent and
the subject as passing from one term to the other. But from
the metaphysical point of view, it is more correct to say that
the substance remains, in itself, immobile, while the former
accident disappears or is removed and the new accidental term
is introduced. Viewed in this way, the subject of a movement
can be called immobile: ““ Every movement presupposes some-
thing immobile. For when a change as to quality is made, the
substance remains immobile; and when a substantial form is
changed, the matter remains immobile.” **

Yet neither can this interpretation suffice for the present
case. The will is indeed the immobile subject of all its own
movements, both necessary and free ones alike. But the neces-
sary movements are distinct from the free ones, and the mean-
ing of St. Thomas is that the necessary movements themselves,
or rather the will considered not in itself alone but precisely as
already moved necessarily, constitute the immobile principle of
the free movements. This third interpretation alone suffices to

* Ibid., I-1L, . 10, a. 1. ¥ Ibid., 1, q. 84, a. 1, ad 3.
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distinguish free movements from naturally necessitated ones,
and to prove the need to postulate the existence of the latter.
For there can be no free choice about means to the end unless
there already exists, as its immobile principle, necessitation as
to the end, at least in general. The will adhering to the last
end in general can be called immobile because its movement
towards that end has already been irrevocably finished. It is
incapable of further movement in that direction because its
potency along that line has been exhausted, since it adheres to
the end in such a way that it is unable not to will it, or to will
its opposite. But in willing a means, the potency of the will is
not so exhausted that it is incapable of willing other means, or
of revoking its choice, for it chooses freely. That the will thus
necessarily willing the end is the principle of the elective move-
ment towards means is evident, for there can be no willing of
means until the end has been willed.

This seems to be the meaning of such statements of St.
Thomas as the following:

The principle of voluntary movements must be something natur-
ally willed.?®

Now just as is the order of the nature to the will, so is the order
of those things which the will naturally wills to those things with
respect to which it is determined by itself, not by nature. And
therefore just as the nature is the foundation of the will, so the
appetible object which is naturally desired is the principle and
foundation of other appetible things.!”

It seems, therefore, that the foregoing interpretation is the
proper one for the premise that the principle of all movements
must be something immobile, insofar as it is used in the third
proof for natural necessitation of the human will. The move-
ments in question are free ones, and their immeobile principle
is the will as necessitated naturally with regard to the end. St.
Thomas presents this third proof in conjunction with the other
proofs:

¢ Ibid., 1-I1, g. 10, a. 1. 1" De Ver., q. 22, a. 5.
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A thing is said to be necessary from this, that it is immutably
determined to one thing. Hence, since the will is indeterminately
related to many things, it does not have necessity with respect of
all, but with respect of those things only to which it is determined
by natural inclination . . . and because every mobile thing must
be reduced to something immobile, and every undetermined thing
to which the will is determined must be the principle of desiring
those things to which it is not determined; and this is the last end.?®

In like manner, neither is natural necessity repugnant to the
will. Indeed, just as the intellect of necessity adheres to first prin-
ciples, so the will must of necessity adhere to the last end, which
is happiness. For the end is in practical matters what the principle
is in speculative matters. For what pertains naturally to a being,
and Immovably, must be the foundation and principle of all the
. other things, since the nature of the being is the first thing in every
being, and every movement arises from something immovable.®

8. THE SPHERE OF NATURAL NECESSITATION

The three proofs of St. Thomas establish the conclusion that
there is something which the will, of its very nature, wills neces-
sarily, and not freely. This conclusion does not mean that it is
necessary for the will to will; that is, to bring forth its act. The
object which necessitates the will is not its own act, but the
last end in general. Moreover, it is precisely with regard to its
own act that the will has freedom, not necessitation: * the will
is mistress of its own act, and it belongs to it to will and not to
will.” 2 Nor does this conclusion mean that the will must bring
forth an act of love or desire for the last end in general. For
that very act is finite and particular; it may be directed towards
a last end, but it itself is not the last end, and hence it cannot
necessitate the will. What this conclusion does mean is that if
and when the will does produce an act, there is a certain object,
namely the last end in general, at which that act must neces-
sarily in some way terminate, regardless of the fact that it may
simultaneously terminate freely at some particular good. We
shall have occasion later to discuss more fully this temporal

3 Ibid., a. 6.
1 Summa Theol, I, q. 82, a. 1.
20 Ibid., I-IL, q. 8, a. 8, sed conira.
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simultaneity of natural and free willing. For the present, it
suffices to point out that when we say the will wills something
necessarily, we refer to a necessity of specification or determina-
tion of object, not to a necessity of exercise of the act by the
subject. The will always remains free as to the exercise of the
act; that is, as to efficiently eliciting or imperating an act.
Nevertheless, with regard to specification on the part of the
object willed, there is necessity in the will as to a certain object,
so that the will, free to elicit an act or not, must nevertheless,
if it does elicit an act, elicit one directed to this object and not
to its opposite. St. Thomas clearly teaches that the necessity
which is natural to the will is a necessity of specification: “If,
therefore, the will be offered an object which is good universally
and from every point of view, the will tends to it of necessity,
if it wills anything at all, since it cannot will the opposite.” **
Nor can it be urged that this natural necessity is also one of
exercise. This would mean that the will is always actually
willing what it naturally wills; and this 1s contrary both to
experience and to the teaching of St. Thomas, as the following
passages show:

The will is moved in two ways: first, as to the exercise of its act;
secondly, as to.the specification of its act, derived from the object.
As to the first way, no object moves the will necessarily, for no
matter what the object be, it is in man’s power not to think of it,
and consequently not to will it actually. But as to the second
manner of movement, the will is moved by one object necessarily,
by another not.2?

The first good is per se willed and the will per se and naturally
wills it; yet it does not always actually will it, for it is not necessary
that those things which are naturally suitable to the soul always
actually be in the soul, just as principles which are naturally known
are not always actually being considered.>

. . . beatitude, which the will is unable not to will, in the sense,
namely, that it may will its opposite.2*

Man of necessity wills beatitude . . . Now I say of necessity as
to the determination of the act, because he cannot will the opposite,

1 Ibid., q. 10, a. 2. 2 De Ver., q. 22, a. 5, ad 11.
2% Loc. cit. 2 De Malo, q. 6, ad 7.
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but not as to the exercise of the act, because one is able then not to
will to think of beatitude, because even the very acts of the intel-
lect and will are particular . . . Thus, therefore, as to some things
the will is necessarily moved on the part of the object, but not to
all things; but on the part of the exercise of the act, it is not moved
of necessity.*

St. Thomas has based his proof for natural necessity on the
fact that nature is determined to one thing, and hence to one
activity, since action follows being, and hence to one object.
But an object can necessitate only by way of specification, not
exercise. The chief commentators on St. Thomas agree with
him in this teaching:

As the desire of beatitude is natural objectively, so is it not in our
power objectively; and as it is free elicitively, so is it in our power
elicitively. Hence in desiring beatitude in general we merit not by
reason of the natural object, but by reason of the act chosen.?

An object necessary as to specification is given for this life also
. . . But as to exercise, nothing necessitates the will, if it proceeds
with advertence, except God alone, seen clearly.?

St. Thomas understands by natural desire . . . an act elicited by
the will which is natural and determined as to the specification of
the act, but not as to the exercise . . . the sense of his words is
that, if the last end and beatitude in general be proposed to the will,
the will is indeed able to elicit and not to elicit an act about that
object; but if it elicits an act about it, that act will be pursuit, and
the will cannot flee such an object.?®

2% Ibid., corpus.

2¢ Cajetan, Comment., I, q. 82, a. 1, n.'18. Cf. also ¢bid., I-II, q. 13, a. 8, n. 1:
“ Note that the author attributes to choice each freedom, namely as to the exercise
of the act and as to the specification, as is clear in the text, intending to manifest
from this the difference between the simple act of the will and choice. For the
simple act of the will, namely volition or willing, which was treated above, is not
universally free as to the specification of the act; for it is terminated at some object
necessarily, so that it cannot be terminated at the opposite, as is clear from what
was said above. But choice is always free, both as to the exercise of the act and
as to the specification.”

2" John of St. Thomas, Cursus Philosophicus, Pars IV, q. XII, a. IV (Reiser
edition; Turin: Marietti, 1937), I, 401216-36.

28 Sylvester Ferrariensis, Commentaria in Summam Contra Gentiles, I, cap. 5,
n. V, 8. (Leonine edition.)
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The will, then, has a certain natural necessity as to the
specification of its act. This necessity is distinct from coactive
necessity; that is, from that coercion which is violence, Kor
the source of a violent action is external, and the one suffering
violence confers nothing towards the action, since the latter is
against its nature or intrinsic principles. This means that in
the case of a rational being, the violent action or movement is
contrary to the inclination of his will:

Necessity is twofold: namely, coactive necessity—and that can
in no way befall a willer—and the necessity of natural inclination
. and by such necessity the will wills something necessarily . . .
Now although the will wills the last end by a certain natural inclina-
tion, it is in no way to be conceded that it is forced to will it. For
force is nothing else than the induction of a certain violence. But
the violent, according to the Philosopher, is that whose prineiple
is outside, the patient couferring no energy; as when a sione is
thrown upwards, for it is in no way, so far as it is a question of
its own accord, inclined to this notion. But since the will itself is a
certain inclination, because it is a certain appetite, it cannot happen
that the will will anything and its inclination be not towards that
thing; and so it cannot happen that the will violently and forcedly
will anything, if it will it by natural inclination. It is clear, there-
fore, that the will does not will anything necessarily by a coactive
necessity; yet it wills something necessarily by a necessity of natural
inclination.?®

The natural necessity of the human will, therefore, is distinct
from coercive necessity. Unlike the latter, it is compatible with
free choice:

Liberty, according to Augustine, is opposed to the necessity of
coaction, but not of natural inclination.s°
The will, inasmuch as it is rational, is related to opposites, for

2 De Ver., q. 22, a. 5. Cf. also Summa Theol., II1, q. 14, a. 2: * Necessity is
twofold: one, indeed, of coaction, which is done by an extrinsic agent, and this
necessity, indeed, is contrary both to nature and to the will, each of which is an
intrinsic prinicple. But the other is natural necessity, which follows natural
principles, for example the form, as it is necessary for fire to heat, or the matter,
as it is necessary for a body composed of contraries to corrupt.”

3 De Ver, q. 22, 2. 5, ad 3 in contrarium. Cf. Summa Theol., I, q. 82, a. 1, ad 1:
“The words of Augustine are to be understood of the necessity of coercion. But
natural necessity ‘ does not take away the liberty of the will,” as he himself says.”
















































































































































































































































