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SRATHER DILLON: The subject we are going to discuss
{ is the role of moral philosophy in the curriculum of the
Catholic college. Because of the general nature of the
problem, we are going to treat it by way of a dialogue where
the various questions that arise can be considered in order.
For the purpose of discussion I am going to maintain that a
course in moral theology in a Catholic college eliminates the
need of having a separate course in moral philosophy. Dr.

* This article is based on a discussion held at a meeting of the North Central
Regional Conference of the American Catholic Philosophical Association at the
St. Paul Seminary, St. Paul, Minnesota. The article follows substantially the dis-
cussion as it took place at the time; there has been some condensation of the
matter presented, and some of the questions raised from the floor have been com-
bined or rephrased. The authors have left the article in dialogue form for two
reasons: 1) the topic. lends itself readily to this manner of presentation; 2) the
authors thought that others, in seeing this method tried out, might wish to make
use of it at other conference meetings.
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QOesterle will take the position that a course in moral philosophy
should be given in a Catholic college along with a course in
moral theology. We are taking these positions for the purpose
of the discussion; actually we are in agreement on all the funda-
mental points. We think, however, that in presenting the topic
by the method of question and answer, we shall be able to
bring out the general issue more fully and may dispose others
to raise questions which they think should be faced.

A word now about the problem itself. While we shall con-
sider several questions in the course of the discussion, it should
be kept in mind that most of what we shall say will come under
two general headings. First, what is the nature of moral phi-
losophy? In discussing this question, we shall have to face an
allied problem: what is the relation of moral philosophy to
moral theology? Second, what reason is there for a course
in moral philosophy in the curriculum of a Catholic college?
This question is raised with the assumption that Catholic col-
leges already have a course in moral theology. I should add
here that we are discussing the ideal situation, that is, a cur-
riculum 1n which adequate provision and time could be made
for both moral theology and moral philosophy. Whether such
a plan obtains in fact in particular circumstances or not will
not alter the solution of the problem in any case.

In order that in the course of the discussion we may both
be quite clear on what we mean by moral philosophy and
moral theology, I think that we can do no better than begin
with definitions. What do you mean, Professor Oesterle, by
moral philosophy?

Dy, Qesterle: By moral philosophy, I mean that science
which considers human actions as ordered to each other and
to an end. This is how St. Thomas refers to moral philosophy
at the beginning of his commentary on Aristotle’s Ethics T
think that we should notice at once that moral philosophy is
broader than ethics. Moral philosophy can be divided into
three parts, a division, no doubt, familiar to all. The first part

1] Ethic., c. 1, lect. 1, nn. 2-3.



MORAL PHILOSOPHY IN THE CATHOLIC COLLEGE 451

of moral philosophy, ethics, considers the actions of the indi-
vidual human being as ordered to an end. The second part,
originally called economics, considers the human actions of
many as ordered to the end of family life. The third part,
called politics, considers the human actions of many as ordered
to the end of civil or political life. Let us notice that this
division follows from the definition of moral philosophy as a
science which considers human actions as ordered to each other
and o an end, and since there are three distinct ends of human
actions, there are three parts of moral philosophy. I think
that it is appropriate now to ask for the meaning of moral
theology.

Fr, D: Let me begin by saying that moral theology is not a
specific kind of theology different from another specific kind
called dogmatic theology. Theology is one science. All con-
clusions at which theology arrives are attained under the same
formal object, virtual revelation. By “ moral theology,” then,
T mean those parts of theology which by reason of their matter
are practical. In other words, moral theology considers God
as supernatural end, and man as ordered to that end—not in a
general way, but as God is attainable in the Beatific Vision.
In all of theology God is the principal and formal subject,
Whom we consider either in Himself or as He is cause. In
the moral part of theology, we consider the matters that have
regard to God as final cause toward which all human acts are
are ordered, e.g., the ultimate end of man, virtue, practical
parts of the tract on the Sacraments, grace, law, etc.

Now most of the questions which a moral theologian would
put to the moral philosopher would center about the following
general question. Since the coming of Christian revelation,
which provides us with all that is necessary to arrive at an
ultimate end, what advantage—in fact, what need or use—is
there for a science of human conduct based on reason alone?
However, since this general question implicitly contains several
questions, let me take them up singly.

The first question which arises concerns the kinds of knowl-



452 DAVID A. DILLON AND JOHN A. OESTERLE

edge moral philosophy and moral theology are, as well as the
certitude attained by each. Moral philosophy, as we all admit,
proceeds by the light of reason and arrives at a knowledge and
certitude obtainable by reason alone. Whatever certitude moral
philosophy may attain is only human certitude. And because
it is human, it is fallible. Moral theology, on the other hand,
has all the advantages of moral philosophy without the limita-
tions. Moral theology is also a science proceeding by reason,
but it has, in addition, the light of revelation. Moral theology,
in fact, is frequently defined as a science based at once on
reason and revelation. This notion of moral theology seems
to indicate a knowledge which has not only a higher light, but
possesses a greater certitude than moral philosophy, which must
proceed by reason alone. Briefly, then, my point is that moral
philosophy proceeds by reason alone, whereas moral theology
proceeds by reason and revelation.

Dr.O: I am not sure that T understand what you mean when
you say that “theclogy proceeds by reason and revelation.”
I have heard this explanation given before, but I am not sure
what it really tells us about moral theology. 1 think it con-
tains an ambiguity. Just what does it mean to say that moral
theology proceeds by reason?

The word reason can be used in several senses. You can
take reason to mean the mere potency or power of reason. But
this meaning of reason tells us nothing distinctive about moral
theology—or about moral philosophy, for that matter. The
word in this meaning simply designates a power we have as
human beings. In another sense, reason can be taken to mean
the reasoning process, by which we proceed in a discursive,
probative manner. If this is what you mean by reason when
you say, “ moral theology proceeds by reason and revelation,”
you have nothing here that distinguishes moral theclogy from
moral philosophy. Reason in this meaning is common to all
science. There is, however, a third sense of reason, namely, as
it means “ proceeding in the light of natural reason.” But in
this meaning of the term, reason belongs to moral philosophy
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and not to moral theology. And it is precisely in this sense
that we distinguish the one from the other: moral philosophy
proceeds in the light of natural reason; moral theology pro-
ceeds in the light of revelation. Now it is this sense, the only
sense of reason which matters for our discussion, that you can-
not use when you say that moral theology proceeds by reason
and revelation.

Fr. D: Your clarification of terms is, I think, a help to our
problem. Nevertheless, it seems to lead to another question,
namely, a question concerning the matter which the two sci-
ences treat. From the definitions given of moral philosophy
and moral theology, and from the treatment St. Thomas gives
in the Ethics of Aristotle and in the Secunda Pars of the Summa
Theologiae, it is evident that both moral philosophy and moral
theology more or less treat the same matter. As a matter of
fact, if you page through the Ethics and the Secunda Pars, you
cannot help but be struck by the similarity of treatment of the
ultimate end of man, human acts, virtue, vice, efc. Now, given
such similarity of matter, is there any point to having moral
philosophy? Is there any need of moral philosophy when the
matter is covered in moral theology?

Dr. O: 1 should like to reply to this point by saying, frankly,
that I do not think it is much of an argument. The argument
can be turned just as easily the other way. If, as you say, the
matter is the same in both, you could just as easily eliminate
moral theology on the ground that the same matter is covered
m moral philesophy. In other words, it seems to me that the
argument from the matter of a science proves nothing either
way. It ignores completely any formal differences between sci-
ences. With the same argument, you could destroy the dis-
tinction between theology and metaphysics, since they have
the same matter. In short, I do not think that there is any
point to such an argument.

Fr. D: 1 am interested in hearing you put the matter this
way because, In conceding that there is no real difference of
matter in the two sciences, you avoid what is important about
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this argument. Let me state it this way. The real point of
the argument lies in the contrast between St. Thomas the
theologian and St. Thomas the commentator on Aristotle’s
Ethics. You must be aware of the opinion common today that
St. Thomas’ commentary on the Ethics is necessarily deficient
and cannot be considered as a true and complete moral science.
St. Thomas and the theologians of his time received and com-
mented on the Ethics of Aristotle as historical data, containing,
indeed, many relevant truths, but inadequate as a complete
science of human conduct. According to this opinion, St.
Thomas, in his commentary, restricts himself to the role of the
faithful commentator, explaining and manifesting Aristotle’s
doctrine, but not intending then to set forth his own personal
doctrine nor attempting, by way of a commentary, to create a
system of what could be called Thomistic ethics. Hence, we
cannot use this commentary without great care. We must
realize 1In using it, that St. Thomas is speaking merely as a
commentator, satisfied simply to bring out the teaching of
Aristotle. Because of the mnecessary limitation of a purely
natural ethics, such as Aristotle’s, it would be wrong for us to
conclude that a commentary by St. Thomas should be accepted
as a true and complete treatment of the science of human con-.
duct. And it would be unfair, furthermore, to St. Thomas
the theologian or philosopher to ascribe to him personally what
he sets forth only as a commentator on Aristotle.

Dr. 0: You seem to be implying that there is a difference
between St. Thomas the commentator and St. Thomas the
teacher of doctrine. It seems to me, rather, that 1t is unfair
to St. Thomas to imply that what he teaches doctrinally is
opposed to what he sets forth as a commentator. Let us con-
sider a significant point or two in this respect.

St. Thomas often refers to Aristotle as * the Philosopher.”
What does he mean by this? Does he intend this name to be
merely a polite designation or does he call him this because he
regards Aristotle as pre-eminent among philosophers? I think
that it is quite evident from St. Thomas’ own writings that he
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means it in this latter semse. This seems clear also from the
very way in which St. Thomas uses the philosophy of Aristotle.
He uses it as the primary source of true philosophy, as his con-
stant references indicate. He is not interested in Aristotle in
some personal sense, but in the completely objective sense that
in Aristotle the fundamental doctrine of philosophy is laid out
and best formulated.

Now, what is the sense in which we must understand St.
Thomas to be a commentator on Aristotle? As commentator,
does he merely repeat uncritically what Aristotle is saying? Is
it not more in accord with the facts to say that St. Thomas is
setting forth and explaining the doctrine of a recognized master?
Anyone who is familiar with the commentaries of St. Thomas
knows that he does more than merely report what Aristotle is
saying. Nor is it true to say that St. Thomas is interested in
Aristotle as an historical figure. His interest in Aristotle is
strictly philosophical. To suppose that St. Thomas is merely
repeating Aristotle while reserving his own personal opinion—
whatever that may mean—seems to me to be a very novel and
curious view. Such a view is the one that stands in need of
proof. The facts, rather, bear out the view that, if one wishes
to speak of the philosophy of St. Thomas, one finds it primarily
in his commentaries on Aristotle.

It is worth noting, I think, that the notion of a commentator
as one setting forth, explaining, and developing the doctrine of
a recognized master has always been the accepted one through-
out the scholastic doctrine. St. Thomas himself is a good ex-
ample of this. He is a commentator on Sacred Scripture. No
one would hold that St. Thomas, when commenting on Sacred
Scripture, was reserving private or personal views. As a com-
mentator and teacher in philosophy, he intends simply to set
forth the truth. e is critical in the best sense of the term,
that is, besides explaining Aristotle, he gives further reasons
when he sees the need for them, and when he has reason to
depart in some way from Aristotle, he clearly indicates that he
is doing s0.?

?A familiar instance occurs in the passage in Aristotle on the proof for the
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Question: 1 should like to oppose the argument based on
St. Thomas’s quoting Aristotle as “ the Philosopher.” In the
first place, this is a nickname taken over by St. Thomas from
Arabian philosophers and used throughout the Middle Ages
even by those philosophers who disagreed with Aristotle.
Hence, if you reason in this way, you should conclude that
because St. Thomas quotes Averroes as “the Commentator,”
he must accept Averroes’ opinion and interpretation of Aris-
totle, which is definitely not true. I question, then, the validity
of this argument. Secondly, I suggest that as regards the dis-
tinction between St. Thomas as a philosopher and St. Thomas
as interpreting Aristotle’s doctrine, no general rule can be set
a priort. Each case must be judged on its own merits and
according to coherence with the rest of the Thomistic doctrine.

Dr. O: T do not see how we can regard St. Thomas’ calling
Arnstotle “ the Philosopher ” primarily a verbal matter or a
historical matter. The point I wish to emphasize is that St.
Thomas is teaching the same doctrine as Aristotle 1s teaching.
There is no other reason why he is writing a commentary. St.
Thomas himself was a teacher. A teacher loocks for scientific
treatment of the subject he teaches. He then seeks to manifest
it for his students.

It is in this way that St. Thomas regards Aristotle’s Ethics
as, indeed, he deals with all of Aristotle’s works. Merely pro-
posing Aristotle’s writings for their historical interest would
be to waste his students’ time if they were supposed to be
learning ethics. The mere fact that St. Thomas takes Aris-
totle’s Ethics as the text to comment upon in order to teach
ethics to his students shows that he intends to manifest and
teach ethics. This was, in fact, the customary way of teaching
in the Middle Ages. There is nothing in St. Thomas’ com-

eternity of time, in the X1 Metaphysics, c. 6 (Commentary of St. Thomas, lect. 5,
nn. 2496-2499). Aristotle appears there to be holding the eternity of time. “Ex
hoc igitur processu manifestum est quod Aristoteles hic firmiter opinatus est et
credidit necessarium fore, quod motus sit sempiternus et similiter tempus.” St.
Thomas goes to some length to show that, regardless of whether Aristotle intended
to offer a demonsiration argument, a proof for the eternity of time can never be
demonstrative. St. Thomas argues this point on grounds of reason alone.
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mentary to suggest that he supposes the ethics of Aristotle is
different from his own; there cannot be two sciences of ethics.
It is quite foreign to the spirit of both Aristotle and St. Thomas
to suppose that there is literally an “ Aristotelian ” ethics and
a “ Thomistic” ethics. They are both simply interested in
developing the science of ethics.

Question: But can you ignore the historical meaning of the
term “ the Philosopher? ” Is St. Thomas using the name in
any way essentially different from other scholars of his time?

Dr. O: The fact that there is also a historical meaning to
“ the Philosopher ” as applied to Aristotle only manifests the
preeminent position of Aristotle even for those who disagree
with him. Now it seems to me that even a superficial reading of
St. Thomas’ commentaries on Aristotle shows that St. Thomas
is not primarily interested in Aristotle as a historical figure.
Likewise, even a superficial reading of the commentaries shows
that St. Thomas was not merely presenting Aristotle’s
“ opinions,” but, rather, that he was presenting what he con-
sidered to be philosophical truth so far as it is attainable.

With respect to the designation of Averroes as “the Com-
mentator,” St. Thomas recognized this title for what it literally
meant and treated him accordingly. But by the very fact
that Averroes was also a commentator, 5t. Thomas could de-
part from him when the truth of doctrine so required. It is
the philosopher who is the recognized master, not the com-
mentator.

I should like to make one more observation here. There seems
to be a growing tendency to belittle the importance of Aristotle
both as a philosopher and in his relation to St. Thomas. We are
supposed to believe, it would seem, that Aristotle was unaware
of the most basic principles and truths in philosophy, espe-
cially in Metaphysics, even to the point of not knowing the
formal object of Metaphysics or that act is limited by potency.
Such a position also makes a point of opposing St. Thomas to
Aristotle on these central truths. Now, one need not be forced
into the opposing extreme of uncritically idolizing Aristotle in
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holding that such views cannot be maintained in the face of
Aristotle’s own writings. Nor need one, in denying essential
opposition between Aristotle and St. Thomas on fundamental
points, overlook the reliance of St. Thomas on philosophers
other than Aristotle. But if there is one thing that is unmis-
takably clear from St. Thomas’ extensive writings, it is his
unequivocal acceptance of Aristotle as the best teacher and
guide in philosophy. One simply does not add to the glory
of St. Thomas by opposing him to Aristotle. Thomists, in
the good sense of the term, will follow the lead of St. Thomas
in laying hold of the basic truths of philosophy in the teaching
of Aristotle. '

Fr, D: 1 think that in general the point you make is well
taken. It does seem difficult, as you point out, to imagine St.
Thomas writing a commentary on a doctrine, yet all the while
not agreeing with his own commentary. However, what you
have been saying raises another problem. I have noticed that
in your references to moral philosophy you have been speaking
of moral philosophy as if it were a complete and independent
science of human conduct. You seem to be assuming that no
change has occurred in moral science since the time of Aris-
totle, as if the Gospel had not intervened in the meantime and
the science of human morality had not undergone a revolu-
tionary development under the influence of Christian revela-
tion. Now, if moral philosophy is to have a place in the cur-
riculum of a Catholic college, it must have existence as an
imndependent science of human conduct. The objection I now
put to you is that it does not seem possible to establish this
independence of moral philosophy. Let me explain a lhttle
further.

Moral philosophy, if it is to be called a true moral science,
must be subalternated to moral theology, since the natural end
is subalternated to the supernatural end. If we were discuss-
ing a problem of purely speculative science, we might readily
admit that the appearance of Christian revelation would have
caused no essential change. However, in the matter of moral
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science, we are faced with an entirely different object and con-
sideration. The object is human or voluntary action; this object
demands a consideration not only of nature and definition, but
also of end. Since the end is the principle in practical science,
ethics does not consider man purely in his essential nature, but
also with regard to his ultimate end. The knowledge of man in
relation to his true and real ultimate end cannot be adequately
considered by purely natural ethics, since man has not been
ordered by his Creator to a natural end. Natural ethics will
never be able to form a true science of human conduct since it
pretends to order man to an end that does not in fact exist.
Briefly, then, my point against moral philosophy as a science
reduces to the following: moral philosophy lacks a knowledge
of that true ultimate end toward which man de facto is ordered.
Lacking this, it cannot do what a moral science should do,
namely, order man to his true end.

Dr. O: 1 agree that we now begin to face the real problem
of moral philosophy as a science and its role in the curriculum
of a Catholic college. The important question at issue is that
of the subalternation of moral philosophy, that is, whether
moral philosophy is an independent science or whether it must
be dependent in some way upon moral theology. Subalterna-
tion is a technical term in philosophy. I think we should dis-
tinguish at once the three meanings in which the term is used.

In one meaning we can speak of subalternation of one sci-
ence to ancther in terms of the end. We distinguish a higher
end from a lower end insofar as the higher end is a more uni-
versal good. Such subalternation is one of dependence in terms
of control and directions. The less universal good is thus sub-
alternated to the more universal good. It is in this way that
we speak of the subalternation of military science to political
science, because the political common good is higher than the
military common good. This meaning of subalternation is a
loose meaning, because the notion of subalternation properly
implies a dependence of one science upon another with respect
to manifesting truth. For this reason, and also because we are



460 DAVID A. DILLON AND JOHN A. OESTERLE

not here concerned with a difference between a more universal
good and a less universal good, this meaning of subalternation
cannot apply in the case we are considering.

Secondly, one science can be subalternated to another in
terms of the subject it considers. This occurs when the sub-
ject of the subalternated science adds some extrinsic and acci-
dental difference to the subject of the evidence to which it is
subalternated. The case of music or harmony is a familiar
mnstance of this kind of subalternation. We add to the notion
of number in mathematics the extrinsic and accidental dif-
ference of sound, and so obtain the complex subject which
harmony treats, numbered vibration. In this way, harmony
is subalternated to mathematics. But this kind of subalterna-
tion cannot apply in the case we are considering, since the sub-
ject of moral philosophy is not complex; it does not have some-
thing accidental added to its subject.

There is, thirdly, subalternation in terms of the principles
of a science. This occurs when the subalternated science de-
pends upon a superior science for the evidence of its own prin-
ciples. Now it might seem that this kind of subalternation
would apply in the case we are considering. But let us notice,
first of all, that the subalternated science has to lack per se evi-
dent principles in its own domain, and must, therefore, depend
essentially upon a higher science for the evidence of its own
principles. This is certainly not the case in moral philosophy.
Let us notice, secondly, that in a practical science the end
serves as the principle of the science. But it is precisely in
terms of ends that moral philosophy and moral theology differ.
Moral theology considers an ultimate end known in the light
of revelation, a supernatural end. Moral philosophy, as both
Aristotle and St. Thomas teach, considers an ultimate end
known in the light of natural reason, a natural end. In terms
of these diverse ends, each science is constituted independently
in its own order.

Question: But are you not begging the question in stating
the matter this way? The question at issue is whether two
such independent ends exist?
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Dr. O: Let me answer that question, at least partially for
now, by saying that there are certainly two independent ends
in the sense that moral theology has its own end and so has
moral philosophy. The ultimate end of man that can be known
in the light of reason alone is the one that is discussed in moral
philosophy. This end is not, and cannot be, subalternated to
any further end known by reason. There is simply no other
ultimate end which reason alone can know. To suppose that
the end known by reason in moral philosophy is subalternated
to the end known by revelation in moral theology is to attribute
the evidence for the principles of moral philosophy to revela-
tion. No one could hold such a position. Furthermore, the
principles of moral theology are inevident to human reason,
based as they are on revealed truths. They could not, there-
fore, give evidence for the principles of moral philosophy.

However, the statement that human reason knows an end
ultimate in the natural order in no way denies that there could
be a more ultimate end in a higher order. Human reason
alone does not affirm or deny this; it simply cannot know. But
it can be said that moral philesophy is imperfect compared to
moral theology, and perhaps it is this that is meant when the
independence of moral philosophy as a science is called into
question. Nevertheless, this comparison with moral theology
does not impair the legitimacy of moral philosophy as a natural
science, nor does it imply its subalternation as a science to
moral theology.

It seems to me that this introduction of subalternation into
the question of the status of moral philosophy as a science has
only served to confuse the matter. If I am not mistaken, the
confusion on this matter once led some theologians to subalter-
nate moral theology to moral philosophy! I shall moderately
embarrass Fr. Dillon by asking him whether such a peculiar
situation ever happened in the history of theology.

Fr. D: 1 have to admit that this curious theory was held by
some sixteenth century theologians and, it might be added,
some notion of it, if not its terminology, has found its way into
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modern manuals of theology. These theologians noticed that
while many theological demonstrations contained two revealed
premises, other demonstrations were deduced from one premise
of faith and from one known by the natural light of reason.
They thought that theclogical demonstrations of this latter
kind constituted a distinct species of theology because of the
natural truth of one of the premises. This kind of theology,
they said, was subalternated to the natural science from which
the natural truth was taken. For example, if the conclusion
was about moral matters, the science was subalternated to
natural moral science.

Question: 1 should like to return to this question of the
meaning of subalternation. I would agree to the kinds of sub-
alternation so far mentioned. However, is it not possible to
speak of still another meaning of subalternation, namely, one
referring to the disposition of the agent? The distinction
earlier made with regard to the notion of direction seems quite
important for our general problem. Don’t we have to draw a
distinction between the way moral science directs man to an
end and the way prudence directs man to an end?

Dr. O: The point of my answer was to take subalternation
in the accepted and only possible senses it has in terms of sci-
ence, and show that in none of these is moral philosophy sub-
alternated to moral theology. However, if we put the question
in terms of what the true ultimate end of man is, rather than
of science, I agree that we have to make a distinction that is
often ignored or confused. It is one thing to speak of the
ultimate end insofar as end is considered in science. It is quite
another to speak of an ultimate end to which your actions or
my actions are ordered.

Now the end that science considers specifies the science and
gives the illumination for drawing conclusions in that science.
It is in this way that we determine any practical science. How-
ever, end in the sense of an end toward which our actions
are directed and ordered does not fall under science as such.
Actions as directed to an end fall under the virtue of prudence.
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It is certainly true to say, then, that in the order of action
man should act only for a supernatural end as his ultimate end.
In fact, were he to act for any other end as ultimate, such an
end would be opposed to the supernatural end and, for that
reason, wrong. Yet this point in no way denies the fact that
where there is an ultimate end knowable by reason, such an
end can specify a science, for the end is to practical science as
the formal object is to speculative science.

Fr. D: 1 also agree that the distinction between end of the
science and end of the agent is an important distinction. How-
ever, I do not think that you have answered fully the ques-
tion raised. How does the notion of direction apply to this
distinction? Would you clarify the difference between the way
moral science directs a man to an end and the way prudence
directs man’s actions to an end?

Dr. O: 1 should like to begin answering this by locating
moral philosophy as knowledge and by distinguishing it from
speculative knowledge, on the one hand, and from purely prac-
tical knowledge, on the other. Take the three ways in which
any knowledge is characterized: the object, the mode, and the
end. If you are dealing with a non-operable object in a specula-
tive mode, and with an end that is speculative, you have a
purely speculative science, for example, metaphysics. How-
ever, you can deal with an operable object in a speculative
mode and for a speculative end. For example, the object can
be a house, which is clearly an operable object, but your knowl-
edge of it may be restricted to defining it for the sake of under-
standing it. This kind of knowledge is sometimes called radi-
cally practical knowledge. These two instances are clearly in
the speculative order.

You can also consider an operable object in a practical mode
even though the end remains speculative. This kind of knowl-
edge is called formally practical knowledge. It is here that
moral philosophy is found because, in moral philosophy, you
are dealing with an operable object in a practical mode with
the end remaining speculative. There is still the case where
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you can have an operable object treated in a practical mode
and for a practical end. This last case is completely practical
knowledge and is found in prudence. It is particularly these
last two cases we must distinguish from each other. In moral
philosophy, the knowledge is of movements and operations that
can be applied, and where the end concerned is the end of sci-
ence. In prudence, in completely practical knowledge, the
knowledge is of movements and operations that you actually
intend to apply, and where the end concerned is the end of the
agent.

Let us notice, then, that both moral philosophy and prudence
have principles that direct execution, but which are realized
differently. Moral philosophy directs man remotely to the
ultimate end, whereas prudence directs man prozimately to the
ultimate end. Let us notice, too, that moral philosophy re-
tains a speculative note. The truth of moral philosophy is
still speculative, the truth of knowing things universally, e. g.,
how virtues are obtained, how virtues have a mean, ete. The
completely practical knowledge of prudence concerns practical
truth, which consists in ordering actions in accordance with a
rectified appetite. The measure of truth in the completely prac-
tical order is the well-ordered man.

A sign of the legitimacy of this distinction between principles
as directing in moral philosophy and principles as directing in
prudence is found in the example of the man who knows moral
philosophy well but is still a bad man in his action. He can
know the speculative truth of moral philosophy but still per-
form evil actions. His will is not rectified in his actions.

Question: How is it possible for a person who does not know
the true ultimate end to have formally practical knowledge
that is still true?

Dr. O: He could have true formally practical knowledge in
the order of reason.

Question: Is it knowledge of the happiness that man is
ordered to?

Dr. O: Tt is not of the happiness that man is actually ordered
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to; it is knowledge of happiness that reason by itself can estab-
lish. This is what Aristotle and St. Thomas are talking about
in the Ethics.

Question: But then this knowledge has no value for concrete
action as such?

Dr. O: Yes and no. The answer to this rests on the distine-
tion between end or happiness so far as it can be known in the
order of natural reason, and end as known in a higher order,
the order of revelation. These ends are not opposed, but sub-
ordinated. Even with regard to a supernatural end, what we
know by reason alone of human action is of value and is even
necessary.

Question: Would you say, then, that it is possible to have
two perfect moral sciences, moral philosophy and moral the-
ology, but only one perfect virtue of action, prudence, and
that this perfect virtue is supernatural prudence? Then could
you not also say that you can consider an end ultimate in the
order of reason, but that as far as actions are concerned, every-
thing must fall under the supernatural end?

Fr. D: Would you agree to that statement of the position?

Dr. O: Yes. In terms of science, moral philesophy is dis-
tinct from moral theology, a distinction arising from diverse
ends. But in terms of the agent, there is actually only one ulti-
mate end toward which he is ordered, the supernatural end,

requiring the infused virtue of prudence as the proportionate
means.

Fr. D: There is another point to clear up here. We agree
that man is ordered to a supernatural, not a natural, end. How-
ever, you say that moral science or moral philosophy directs
man remotely. Precisely in what does this direction consist?

Dr. O: My point originally was to-insist that moral phi-
losophy does direct man in his actions, but that this direction
was remote and not proximate. It is remote because moral phi-
losophy, being formally practical knowledge, considers truth, a
truth that is speculative only. Now it is evident that such
speculative consideration, e. g., of the notion of the virtues, of

2
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their distinction, of what the mean in each virtue consists, ete.,
does direct us in our action. However, it is remote in the sense
that such knowledge does not direct any concrete action.

Question: I should like to return to the question of prudence
as a virtue. If there are two moral sciences, moral philosophy
and moral theology, what happens when we consider prudence
in the natural order? Your own statements seem to be imply-
ing that there is no natural prudence because it would have
to order actions to a natural ultimate end, and there is no
ultimate end in fact in the natural order.

Dr. O: As far as moral philosophy is concerned, you can
consider natural prudence, that is, you can define it, state its
mean, its subjective and integral parts, etc. However, as to
having and exercising a virtue, the natural virtue of prudence,
given a supernatural end, is only a disposition. The true and
perfect virtue must be supernatural because there is only one
actual end of action, the supernatural one.

Fr. D: There is another important point that must be taken
into consideration before we can accept the value of a natural
ethics such as Aristotle’s. This point concerns not simply the
ultimate end, but also the agent who 1is being ordered to that
end. Granted that one can know an end that is ultimate as
far as reason is concerned, it is nevertheless true that the man
known by purely natural ethics is not the man whom we are
actually ordering to any end. Man, as we know (and let it be
emphasized, by revelation) , is in the fallen and redeemed state
of nature, a fact that Aristotle did not and could not know by
reason alone. Hence, while the Ethics of Arnstotle might be
valid for man in the state of pure nature, such a man actually
does not exist. I do not mean to deny the many valuable and
useful truths in the Ethics of Aristotle; nevertheless, they are
truths that depend on the sole consideration of human nature
as such, and not as it is in the fallen state.

Now, a complete moral science must take into account not
only the essence under discussion, but also the state; not only
human nature as such, but also sin and grace. The Ethics
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of Aristotle considers the object, human nature, but lacks
knowledge of the true existential conditions in which man actu-
ally finds himself: fallen and redeemed nature. Even if ethics
can consider an end known by reason, it nevertheless remains
true that ethics is not a speculative, but a practical science; it
orders man to real, not to hypothetical conduct. It could not
be a real science of human conduect unless it could consider man
in a state where actual conditions were realized. But actually
the conditions of the state of pure nature are entirely hypo-
thetical. Consequently, natural ethics cannot be a truly prac-
tical science of conduct. To summarize, then, an adequate
science of ethics will have to take account of human nature
not ounly in its essence, but also in the existential conditions in
which human nature is actually found. Moral theclogy does
this; ethics does not, and cannot.

Dr. O: Let me first ask a question. On what did Aristotle
base his Ethics? Since ethics is a practical science, and since
Aristotle certainly knows what a practical science is, he could
only be basing his Ethics on experience. As all who are familiar
with his text know, Aristotle constantly appeals to experience,
to the facts of the matter, and to men as they are in the con-
crete order. Consequently, Aristotle could only know fallen
man, man as he actually is, not that Aristotle knew man form-
ally as fallen, but that what he observed about men in experi-
ence necessarily is true of fallen man. The facts of experience
would be the same for Aristotle and for a moral theologian even
though only the moral theologian would have the formal reason
for those facts, facts revealing a certain disorder in man’s
actions.

As a matter of fact, I cannot understand how anyone could
think that Aristotle would be considering anyone else than
fallen man. The only possible way in which one might be led
to think that Aristotle was not considering fallen man is if one
thought that ethics were a speculative science. Presumably,
one might then suppose that ethics is simply deduced from
the definition of man, as though it were possible to deduce
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man’s actions from the very general knowledge we have of
man’s nature. But, of course, this is not the way Aristotle
regards ethics. Both Aristotle and St. Thomas teach that
ethics is a practical science in the sense of what we call formally
practical knowledge. For Aristotle, then, his Ethics, being a
practical science, does take account of men existing concretely.

Fr. D: Do I understand you to say that Aristotle in some
way recognized that man was in a fallen state?

Dr. O: The man that Aristotle observed was certainly in the
fallen state, and Aristotle also observed the fact of disorder in
man. Furthermore, he was also aware of a certain proximate
reason for this, namely that men follow their senses. Obviously,
however, he could not know the proper reason for man’s dis-
order, original sin. He did not, as I said before, know man
under the formality of fallen nature, which has meaning only
with regard to the supernatural end, known only through
revelation.

Question: It seems that Plato, too, recognized this—the ex-
ample of the charioteer and the horses. Does that not indicate
that Plato, as well, knew that there was something wrong in
man’s nature? He also could not know the reason for it, but
he was aware of the fact that there was a disturbance of some
kind.

Dr. 0: Yes, I think Plato, as well as Aristotle, was aware of
a certain disorder in man.

Fr. D: There remains, I think, a final question. Is it neces-
sary that both moral theology and moral philosophy be taught
in a Catholic college? I am going to presume that moral the-
ology certainly should be taught, and I am going to take from
your former remarks the admission that moral philosophy is
an imperfect science,

Dr. O: T should interject here that it is imperfect only as
compared to moral theology.

Fr. D: Now if in the curriculum of a Catholic college there
exists already a course in moral theclogy, is there any advan-
tage in requiring or including a course in moral philosophy?
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Given the fact that moral science proceeding from revelation
is quite adequate for directing man in his actions, can we not
say that moral philosophy has only the value of letting the
student see some parts of ancient philosophy?

Dr. O0: 1 would maintain that moral philosophy has a dis-
tinct place in the curricalum. We have to take account of the
fact that the natural light of reason and the supernatural light
of revelation, being generically different, are in diverse orders.
There are things we know through one that we do know through
the others. Revealed knowledge does not eliminate the need
of acquiring natural knowledge. There are things that we have
to find out according to reason, and the knowledge in moral
philosophy is no exception to this rule. In fact—and this is
my first reason for having moral philosophy in the curriculum
of a Catholic college—there are things we have to know in
moral philosophy before we can study moral theology properly
as a science. It can be said without exaggeration that a moral
theologian who does not know his ethics is not properly a
moral theologian.

Furthermore, let us consider what we mean when we say
that moral theology judges and approves moral philosophy.
Moral theology can certainly exercise this sapiential function.
But in order for the moral theologian to be able to judge and
pass upon the truth of moral philosophy, he must know the
truths of moral philosophy, and know them in the light of
reason. No one can judge or approve what he does not know.
Hence, the moral theologian must know moral philosophy as a
philosopher, both to be a moral theologian and to exercise the
sapiential relation of moral theology to moral philoesophy.

There is still another reason that we can give for having
moral philosophy in the curriculum. It is an extrinsic reason,
but an important one, I think, both for the priest and the
layman. A knowledge of moral philosophy is of great use in
talking to those outside the Faith who do not have the benefit
of revealed knowledge. Through moral philosophy, we are able
to talk reasonably with them; we can manifest to them the
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truths of the natural moral order. In this way, we can elimi-
nate some of the objections they have against natural moral
truths, and such a discussion with them, on grounds of reason
alone, may serve to dispose them toward the Faith. .

Question: Could you give me an instance of one thing that
is treated in moral philosophy which a moral theologian has to
know first of all as a moral philosopher?

Dr. O: Take, as an example, the notion of virtue. The vir-
tues we know about through revelation are infused virtues.
But first the theologian must know what virtue itself is, what
its relation is to the voluntary, to the passions, and in what
the mean of virtue consists, etc. All these things we must
acquire as natural knowledge.

Question: Couldn’t one get that knowledge in theology, for
example, in the Secunda Pars of the Summa Theologiae?

Dr. O: You might get it in a course in moral theology, but if
80, you are considering matter that belongs properly to moral
philosophy and should have been studied there. When this
matter does appear in moral theology, as it does in the Secunda
Pars, it is there to be judged and approved in the light of moral
theology. But, to understand truths about virtues, the pas-
sions, the voluntary, free will, human acts and their circum-
stances, we must know these and similar things by reason.
Moral theology does not reveal the definition of virtue or what
& human act is.

Consider how the moral theologian proceeds. As Fr. Dillon
has mentioned, most demonstrations have as premises, one re-
vealed truth and one known by reason. Revelation itself does
not need natural knowledge but the theologian needs matural
knowledge, if he is to bring out of revelation the truths virtually
contained in it. Furthermore, the premise known by reason
must be understood by the theologian in the science in which
it is found. There is, for example, no definition nor division of
the passions in the Gospels.

To summarize, then, there are at least two basic reasons for
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having moral philosophy in a Catholic college. The first rea-
son is for the benefit of the moral theologian, who must have
this knowledge to know and teach moral theology. The second
reason is that moral philosophy is needed for the moral theology
course, or its equivalent, that is required in all Catholic col-
leges. On the college level, students should be expected to
have a rational basis for the important truths of the Faith
which they hold, perhaps especially, in these times, in moral
matters. Moral Philosophy accomplishes this important func-
tion for the college student.

Davip A. DiLrow JoEN A. OEsTERLE

The Saint Paul Seminary, College of St. Thomas,
Saint Paul, Minnesota. St. Paul, Minnesota.



THE MEANING OF EXISTENTIALISM

CHD

There is no sanity in those whom anything in creation displeases.
St. Augustine, Confessions.
But, friends, let me open my whole heart to you: if there were
gods in existence, how could 1 endure not to be a god.
Nietzsche, Zarathustra.

L

A\HE purpose of this essay is to discuss briefly and
tentatively, though in a strictly philosophical way, some
B principles and distinctions drawn from the thought of
St. Thomas Aquinas which provide a perspective for the proper
appreciation of the importance of Existentialism.
Existentialism is a name which covers a multitude of intel-
lectual sins, and is often assumed by cheap revivals of the
perennial philosophical errors and sophisms, absolute scep-
ticism, nominalism and the like. It has become more a specu-
lative fashion than a distinct philosophical movement. Then
again, even from the most sincere and responsible exponents of
Existentialism, it is difficult to arrive at any clear definition of
its meaning; for, so they say themselves, if it 1s taken as a
formal philosophical doctrine, if it is universalised or systema-
tised in any way, it loses its whole raison d’étre. How to define
the essence of a philosophical movement which denies in fact
that there are any essences to be defined or that the process
of definition itself is of any value! Apart from this, there are
radical differences between all the best known Existentialists.
For Kierkegaard, Christianity is the centre of any true “ Exis-
tentialism,” as it is also for Gabriel Marcel. But for Sartre,
and it would seem also for Heidegger, atheism is an integral
part of an “ Existential ” philosophy. Then again, each of the
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main contemporary Existentialists has shown himself anxious
to dissociate himself from the others. Sartre, for example, has
criticized Heidegger severely; Jaspers has announced his oppo-
sition to them both, and Marcel maintains a wholly independent
position.

In spite of all this we can propose a loose kind of definition
of Existentialism which will serve as a preliminary definition
for our enquiry here. The essence of Existentialism, we may
say, lies in its insistence upon the primacy of subjectivity.
First, in the speculative order, the order of thought, this pri-
macy of subjectivity means the rejection of all * systematic”
thought—of the abstract and the necessary and the universal—
for the sake of the individual and singular and unique and
ineffable experience of the subject. The lived experience of
the subject is the only valid criterion of truth. So Jaspers
says, “1 cannot verify anything save through my personal
being, and I have no other rule than this personal being itself.”
Or, as Gabriel Marcel puts it in a striking epigram, “ We do
not study problems of philosophy, we are those problems.” Or
again Kierkegaard, “ Does not the vanity of our age come from
the fact that, with all its knowledge, lost in the objectivism of
its theories, it forgets those two little things which are so simple,
the meaning of existence and the meaning of inwardness?

Secondly, in the practical or moral order, the order of moral
action and choice, this “ primacy of subjectivity ” means the
rejection of any a priori morality and the affirmation of the
complete freedom, the complete gratuitousness of the liberty
of the subject. It affirms man’s capacity to determine bhis
destiny, to “ make ” himself what he is. (In this sense, but in
this sense only, he “makes,” as Sartre says, his nature or
“ essence ’; and in this sense again his “ essence,” or what he is,
is posterior to his “ existence.”) Further, it affirms man’s re-
sponsibility for his moral action, face to face with moral situa-
tions which are never the same but which demand always a
new and unique moral choice. * Preparation for becoming
attentive to Christianity,” so Kierkegaard says in his Post-
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script, ““ does not consist in reading books or in making surveys
of world history, but in deeper immersion in existence.”

How does this radical subjectivism escape the absurdity of
absolute scepticism and solipsism? How shall we understand
a statement such as Marcel’s, © To think, to formulate, to judge,
is always in the last resort to betray? ” What value has the
Existentialist method? These are questions this essay will be
concerned to answer. For the moment all that needs to be
remarked is that there is, so I believe, an element of truth in
Existentialism which deserves to be saved and restored into
the scheme of Christian wisdom. I believe that the Existen-
tialist movement does represent good and genuine philosophical
intentions, from which the Christian philosopher can learn
valuable lessons, but that it has not the philosophical means,
the conceptual equipment, to formulate those intentions ade-
quately. The Existentialists have, so to speak, bitten off more
than they can chew.

Maritain remarks, apropos of the novels of Marcel Proust,
that it would take a man of the moral integrity of a St. Augus-
tine to treat the subject-matter of those novels as it ought to be
treated (both artistically and morally). Similarly, in the case
of Existentialism, it needs, so I think, a philosophy of the specu-
lative strength and subtlety of Thomism to realise what I have
called its philosophical intentions. Only in that way will its
true meaning be made explicit and only in that way will it be
able to preserve and develop its true value.

II.

There are two ways of approaching a philosophical doctrine.
One way, which may be called “a posteriori,” consists in a
detailed collation and comsideration of texts.! Here, how-
ever, I plan to approach Existentialism in an “ a priori ” way,
that is, by showing what it must necessarily mean—from the

* The best objective account of the different Existentialist doctrines is that given
by Régis Jolivet in his book Les Doctrines Existentialistes, De Kierkegaard &
J-P. Sartre. See especially pp. 73, 74 for a summary of the main Existentialist
themes, and also the very penetrating remarks in the conclusion to the book.
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very exigencies of reality and of thought—if it is to mean
anything at all. (This is Aristotle’s method in the Metaphysics
when he deals with the history of his philosophical prede-
Cessors) .

Let us attempt, then, to delineate, in this so-called a priort
way, the conditions of human existence—those conditions which
arise from the very fact that a determinate thing, man, is in
existence, in the world and in history—conditions which con-
stitute what the Existentialists call “ the fundamental human
situation.” 2 In this way, as I have said, we will penetrate
to the heart of Existentialism by showing what it must and
can only mean,

The first condition of human existence, an exigency arising
from the fact of man being an existent or a thing exercising
being, is his creatureliness or contingency. This means that
man is distinguished, along with the rest of creation above
him (the angels) and below him (irrational and inanimate
creatures) , from the Pure Actuality, the pure self-sufficiency
and necessary existence which is God. While man exists, he
does not necessarily exist. This man Charlesworth actually
exists; he is in being; he exercises the act of existence; he 1s not
nothing. But he can not-exist; he is capable of not being; he
need not necessarily have been. “I am He Who Is; you are
one who 1s not,” sald God to St. Catherine of Siena.

If, then, man is not his own cause of being, not his own
raison d’étre, he must depend for his existence upon a neces-
sary existent, which, as the Scholastic philosophers say, is God.
These two notions, non-necessity and dependency, are implicit
in the idea of contingency.

2 We use these terms, “ conditions” and “situation” in much the same sense
as Sartre. “ What is common to all men,” he says, “is not a nature but a condition,
that is to say, an ensemble of limits and constraints: the necessity of dying, of
working in order to live, of existing in a world inhabited by other men. And this
condition is at bottom only the fundamental human situation or, if one prefers, the
ensemble of abstract characteristics common to all situations.” Reflexions sur la
question Juive, p. 76. We may inquire here in parenthesis, whether the notion of
“ nature,” which Sartre is so concerned to get rid of, does not re-enter his argument
and philosophy by the back door! For what is a “nature” except precisely “the
ensemble of abstract characteristics common to all situations ”’?
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Man shares this condition of contingency with the rest of
creation, and, when he contemplates himself and the existents
around him in the world, he comes to have a sense of the
gratuitousness of being. I, this rose and my Juliet, we exist,
yes, but we need not necessarily be. The stories and the poetry
of mankind are filled with this sentiment, half-way between joy
and sorrow—joy at the being and the goodness of things, and
sorrow at their change and passing. “ Yea man, like grass are
his days; the wind passes by and he is gone,” says the Psalmist.
But, as we noted before, at the same time as he experiences his
own contingency, man experiences his dependency upon An-
other, upon God. The recognition of this dependency gives
rise to the fundamental human attitude of worship or “ latria ”
or “religion,” using that word in its strict scholastic sense,
that is, as a species of justice, a satisfaction to God for His
creation of us and in recognition of our dependency upon Him.

The Existentialists have described this primary condition of
contingency very completely. Heidegger especially has shown
in a most dramatic way how this intuition of being and con-
tingency, the sense of the existent being posited between noth-
mgness and nothingness, gives rise to a sentiment of “ anguish ”
(Angst) and is the beginning of all philosophy. “ Anguish re-
veals Nothing,” he says in his essay What is Metaphysics, and
Nothing is the primary philosophical concept. Thus, in the
same essay he says that the fundamental question of meta-
physics is, “ Why is there any Being at all. Why not far rather
Nothing? ” ® Again, his analysis of “death,” in his work
Being and Time, shows the contingency of man’s existence in
a most radical and brutal form. “ As soon as a man is born,”
he says, “ he is old enough to die.” Man’s being is a being-for-
the-end (Sein-zum-Ende). Man is a being destined of his very
essence and constitution towards death (Sein-zum-Tode).
Heidegger even speaks of the “ necessity of the non-necessity
of existence,” so as to emphasize the absolute contingency of all
human existence.

2 What is Metaphysics, pp. 336, 380. (W. Brock’s translation). See also An
Account of Being and Time, p. 58.
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In much the same way Sartre makes the “ étre-en-sot ’ sub-
ject to an absolute contingency, a contingency deprived of its
foundation in the Necessary Being of God and, therefore, as
Sartre willingly admits, irrational and absurd.*

IIT.

The second condition of human existence arises from the fact
that man is a corporeal creature, one whose specific form is
received and limited in matter. Man is a part of the material
world and of the biological species. He is, as the Thomists
say, individuated by matter, and therefore an “individual.”
Although each man is a person, that is to say, a rational and
free existent subsisting as a whole complete in itself and with
a destiny unshareable with any other, he is not a person in
the sense that God is a person nor in the sense that the angelic
creature is a person. St. Thomas says,

What makes Socrates a man can be communicated to many;
whereas what makes him this particular man is only communicable
to one. Therefore, if Socrates were a man by what makes him to
be this particular man, as there cannot be many Socrates, so there
could not be many men. This belongs to Ged alone, for God
himself is his own nature.

Man is thus distinguished from the divine personality in
that his nature and personality are distinct, whereas God’s
personality and nature are identical; and he is distinguished
from the angelic creature in that he is an individual person, one
among many other individuals in the species and in the world.

To sum up, man is a person because he subsists independently
and exclusively and because he possesses a rational nature and
is free. At the same time he is not a self-sufficient person, that
is to say, not his own final end—for God alone, at the highest
degree of personality, is self-sufficient and His cwn end. Nor,
further, does any man exhaust the whole perfection of the
species man, as the angelic creature does in its species. Man

¢ L’Etre et le Néant, p. 34. ® Summa Theologiae, I, q. 11, a. 8.
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is at once individual and person, at one a “part” of the
universe and of the species and subject to their material
laws, and a self-subsistent whole having a unique destiny above
and beyond the species and the material world. * Let us then
take our compass,” says Pascal in his Pensées, ““ we are some-
thing, and we are not everything.”

These observations are of the utmost importance for an
adequate analysis of the human situation. For instance, it is
true that each man, insofar as he is an individual, is exclusive
of other individuals. By virtue of his materiality he is sepa-
rated and divided from other men and has, to a certain extent,
to maintain himself against them. This is the source of that
experience which everyone suffers from time to time and which
is exactly described in Seneca’s aphorism, “ Every time I go
among men I return the lesser man.” But, then, man is not
merely an individual; he is a person and can transcend his
individual exclusiveness and isclation through love. He can
enter into communion through the transcendental values of
truth and goodness and beauty with other persons and with
God, the Supreme Person. In fact, we can say in Karl Jaspers’
very fine words, “ What I am, I can become only with the
other. . . . The act of opening myself to the other is at the
same time, for the I, the act of realising itself as a person.”

We can conclude by saying that just as contingency condi-
tions man’s being or existence, so individuality conditions man’s
personality. The second metaphysical condition, then, which
constitutes the human situation is the condition of individu-
ality. “For what is man in nature,” says Pascal, who, in
many ways, is a precursor of the Existentialists, “ a Nothing in
comparison with the Infinite, an All in comparison with the
Nothing; a mean between nothing and everything.” All the
contemporary Existentialists have dwelt on this condition of
individuality. Thus they point to the repression of the inde-
pendence and uniqueness of the person by the biclogical and
social collectivity. So Jaspers says, “ Society, insofar as it is
organisation, appears as an anonymous mass and the levelling
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and usury of personality.” So, too, Heidegger, in Being and
Time, sees collective life as the primary form of * inauthentic
existence.” The impersonal “one” (Das Man) continually
oppresses the personal “1”; the “I” is continually submitted
to the necessity of subordinating itself to others in the common
obligations of daily life and even in ideas.

However, seen from another point of view, Heidegger, and
Sartre too, seem to conceive the “I” or the person in the
‘manner of a pure “individual.” For them the human ego is
closed in upon itself and is incapable of all real communion
with other existents. The “ Dasein,” says Heidegger, is in a
constant state of fear arising from its being “in the world,”
among other men and menaced by them. (We are reminded
of Thomas Hobbes’ Leviathan and the “ state of warre ” which
exists among men, in that each self-seeking individual is in
conflict with the others) .

For Sartre, the human existent is a pure individual exclusive
of all others by its very constitution. . . . “‘The other’ con-
stantly menaces my existence; he continually objectifies my
proper subjectivity. . ..” “To be seen (by the other),” Sartre
says in L’Etre et le Néant, ““ constitutes me as a being without
defence for a liberty which is not mine. It is in this sense that
we can consider ourselves as slaves, In the measure in which
I am dependent on the liberty of the other, which is henceforth
the condition of my being, my transcendence is denied; I be-
come a means towards ends which I know nothing of; I am in
danger.”

Iv.

Those two conditions of contingency and individuality are,
as we have said, ontological or metaphysical conditions, exigen-
cies that arise from the very metaphysical constitution of the
human existent. They are conditions or limitations of the
human situation certainly, but they are not, strictly speaking,
imperfections, not deprivations of some ontological good due
to man by virtue of the metaphysical necessities of his existence.

But now we have to take account of another kind of con-
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dition which affects man’s existence. And this condition is
not only a limitation but an imperfection, a radical deprivation
of the good due to man as man, a condition which vitiates and
frustrates his desire to achieve the good proper to his nature.
The effect of this condition is to imprison man in his own sub-
jectivity, to enclose the ego in upon itself and to frustrate it
from transcending itself either through knowledge or love. To
put this in another way, man can only transcend himself, or
realise all the ontological potentialities and energies and de-
sires within him, or become what he ought to be, by the con-
templation of absolute truths which do not depend upon him
for their truth, and by the disinterested love of absolute goods
which do not depend upon him for their value. But at the
same time that man experiences an attraction to these abso-
lutes, he also experiences a contradictory attraction towards
solipsism; that is to say, instead of serving these absolute goods
man tends to make them serve him. He makes them subject
to his own egocentricity. He attempts to make them dependent
upon him, in the sense that only what he thinks is true and
what he wills is good. Caught between these two attractions
the ego is divided and alienated from itself and is subjected
to a kind of spiritual schizophrenia; the actual “ de facto ” self
(what I actually am) is separated from the real or “ de sure ”
self (what I ought to be). So, as St. Paul expresses it, “ Praise-
worthy intentions are always ready to hand, but I cannot find
any way to the performance of them: it is not the good my
will prefers, but the evil my will disapproves that I find myself
doing.” Or, as the poet T. S. Eliot says, “ Between the inten-
tion and the act there falls a shadow.”

The fact of this frustration and division within the very
heart of man cannot be demonstrated scientifically or philo-
sophically, that is, in terms of the ontological exigencies and
necessities of human existence (as we have seen the conditions
of contingency and individuality can be so demonstrated).
Therefore, although as a state it is universal or general to all
men, it is not what we have called a metaphysical condition of
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human existence, but rather what can be called an existential
condition, that is to say, a condition arising from the state of
actual historical existence in which man is placed.®

Nevertheless, while it cannot be demonstrated or explained
in terms of natural causes, this existential frustration of which
we have been speaking is a fact which really affects human
existence to its depths and radically conditions the human situa-
tion. Every man who looks within himself without hypocrisy
recognises that he is in a state of division and moral depriva-
tion, and, confronted with this fact, experiences a profound
sense of “ anguish ” or “ despair.” The testimony, too, of all
those concerned with the mystery of man, the great observers
of mankind, like Virgil, Socrates, Confucius, St. Augustine,
Dante, Shakespeare, Goethe, Dostoevsky, Nietzsche, all points
to the fact that man is implicated in “ some great aboriginal
calamity,” as Newman puts it.

It is hardly surprising that the Existentialists have dwelt
upon this condition with special emphasis. “To exist,” says
Kierkegaard, ““is necessarily to suffer despair and anguish.”
In his work Being and Time, Heidegger denies that any analyses
of the human situation can give us any evidence of the fact of
“ original sin.” In a sense, as we have seen, he is right, in that
we cannot know or demonstrate the cause of the fact of “ origi-

¢ This existential state is not explicable in terms of the intrinsic metaphysical
constitution of man. Nor, far less, is it explicable in terms of extrinsic causes,
economic or social. In fact, those social philosophies such as Rousseau’s “ Social
Contract ” and Marx’s theory of economic determinism, which attempt to prove that
the evil that men do is due to extrinsic social and economic causes, themselves
presuppose that man is already in a state of disorder which affects his very
metaphysical condition as a man. Thus, the whole Marxian process of class
differentiation and conflict depends for its initiation upon the fact that at the
beginning of history one man committed the “original sin” of “exploitation.”
(See especially the beginning of Marx’s Capital, and also Lenin’s State and
Revolution). Similarly with Rousseau’s original “theft” which gave rise lo

private property and the whole structure of social organization. (See the Social
Contract and Essay on Equality.)

The usage of the word “ existential ” in the text is to some extent arbitrary. The
distinction between metaphysical and existential conditions corresponds roughly to
Heidegger’s distinction between the * ontological ” and “ ontic,” or between the
“ existential ” and the “existentiel.”

3
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nal sin ” in terms of the metaphysical necessities of man’s exist-
ence. Nevertheless, we can know that man is in such a state,
and Heidegger’s own notion of * anguish,” which is a funda-
mental condition of the * Dasein ” or individual human existent,
implies that man is in a “fallen > and frustrated state. So also
the condition of the “ Dasein ” which Heidegger terms * guilt ”
has the same implication. One of his commentators notes,

Tts basic ontological meaning is found to be a “ deficiency,” a lack
of something which ought to be and can be the ground of a
“nullity ” (Nichtigkeit). That the Dasein is “ guilty ” (schuldig)
does not result from one special fault or wrong done, but reversely,
such fault is possible only on the basis of an original Being-guilty
of the Dasein.”

V.

As we pointed out before, this condition of human existence
which we have been attempting to describe is not only a limita-
tion of the human situation but a deprivation or imperfection.
And the question which has now to be asked is this: what is
the relation between this existential condition and the meta-
physical conditions which we delineated before? Does this
existential state contradict and nullify man’s metaphysical
situation? Can he escape from the conflict and frustration
which affects his very being? Or is man in a state of irrevocable
“ absurdity,” as Sartre pretends? Or again, can he escape from
this existential dilemma only by denying all the natural ener-
gies of man as “ corrupt ” and escaping into “ Faith,” a super-
natural order radically discontinuous with the whole order of
nature? This seems to be the position of Kierkegaard, and it
is summarized in Sartre’s words, “ Something has happened to
man; something historical; the Fall and the Redemption. Chris-
tianity as a historical religion is opposed to all metaphysics.”

It is impossible, as we have said, to explain through natural

" Werner Brock, dn Account of Being and Time, p. 83. See also Heidegger's
notion of “werfallen,” which Brock describes as “the potentiality of the Dasein
of falling a prey to the things in the world and of becoming alienated to its own
authentic possibilities, intentions and endeavours.” Loc. cit., p. 42,
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causes this existential state in which man finds himself. In
fact, the only explanation that can be given of it is in terms
of the Christian theological doctrine of “ original sin,” the doc-
trine of the “ Fall,” according to which the whole of mankind
is involved in the consequences of the First Parents’ sin of pride.

Now I believe that it is through an examination of this doc-
trine of ““ original sin ” that we will be able to show how man’s
metaphysical condition is reconciled with his existential state,
and thus in turn be able to discover at once the central error
of Existentialism and, on the other hand, its real meaning and
intention. The father of Existentialism, Kierkegaard, as we
know, was profoundly influenced by the Lutheran doctrine of
original sin, and though he did not carry this doctrine to its
ultimate conclusion in rejecting the entire metaphysical order
as we call it, the whole order of nature, of “ natural reason ”
and all its works—philosophy, science, natural morality and
the whole political sphere—this influence, present in the origins
of Existentialism, has been continued and developed, though
on a secular level, in the thought of contemporary Existen-
tialists.

Both because of the very nature of the question, and because
of the historical development of Existentialism, we need to
understand the doctrine of “ original sin” in order to discern
the true meaning or intention of the Existentialist movement.

VL

And here I would like to cite some texts from St, Thomas’
Summa Theologiae which bear directly upon this whole ques-
tion. In the first text St. Thomas is considering whether origi-
nal sin corrupts the good of human nature. He replies,

The good of human nature is threefold: first, the principles of which
human nature is constituted and the properties that flow from them,
such as the powers of the soul, etc. Secondly, man has from nature
an inclination to virtue which is a good of nature, and third, the
gift or grace of ° original justice.

As to the first good of human nature, St. Thomas demonstrates



484 MAX. CHARLESWORTH

that it was neither destroyed nor diminished by the Fall, for,
as he points out with admirable simplicity,

Sin cannot take away from man the fact that he is a rational
being, for then he would no longer be capable of sin. Therefore, it
is impossible for the good of nature to be destroyed entirely.

Man would cease to be man if his nature or essence were cor-
rupted in its very intrinsic constitution: a self-evident solution
which the theclogians of the Reformation, because of their
implicit nominalistic philosophy, were unable to appreciate.
Secondly, with respect to the good of “ original justice,” which
consisted in the special gift of sanctifying grace to man, and
in the perfect subjugation, in the “ state of innocence,” of the
lower powers, the senses and passions, to reason—° God supply-
ing by grace that which nature lacked for this purpose "—
St. Thomas teaches that man, as a result of sin, forfeited this
gift of grace altogether. But the second good of human na-
ture, the inclination or disposition to virtue or to good acts,
although not destroyed entirely, was diminished.

Human acts produce an inclination to like acts. Now from the very
fact that a thing becomes inclined to one of two contraries its
inclination to the other contrary is necessarily diminished. Where-
fore, as sin is opposed to virtue, from the very fact that a man sins,
there results a diminution of the good of nature which is the
inelination to virtue.

As St. Thomas explains, this diminution or incompetence of
fallen nature means that man is unable to achieve the whole
good proportionate to the capacity of his nature in its integrity.

Man’s nature may be looked at in two ways: first, in its integrity,
as it was in our First Parents before sin; secondly, as it is corrupted
in us after the sin of our First Parents. Now in both states human
nature needs the help of God as First Mover, to do or to will
any good whatsoever. But, in the state of integrity, as regards the
sufficiency of operative power, man, by his natural endowments,
could wish and do the good proportionate to his nature, such as
the good of acquired virtue; but not surpassing good, such as the
good of infused virtue. But in the state of corrupt nature, man
falls short of what he could do by his nature, so that he is unable
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to fulfill it by his natural powers. Yet, because human nature is
not altogether corrupted by sin so as to be deprived of every
natural good, even in the state of corrupted nature it can, by virtue
of its natural endowments, work some particular good, such as to
build dwellings, plant vineyards and the like, yet it cannot do all
the good natural to it so as to fall short in nothing; just as the
sick man can of himself make movements yet he cannot move
himself perfectly with the movements of one in health, unless by
the help of medicine he be cured. And thus in the state of perfect
nature, man needs a gratuitous strength superadded to natural
strength for one reason, namely, in order to do and to wish super-
natural good; but in the state of corrupted nature he needs it for
two reasons, namely, in order to be healed, and furthermore, in
order to carry out works of supernatural virtue which are meritori-
ous. Beyond this, in both states man needs the divine help, that
he may be moved to act well.®

If all the implications of this analysis are understood, we
may see, then, how what we have called the metaphysical con-
ditions of the human situation (conditions pertaining to the
order of “ nature in its integrity,” insofar as these metaphysical
conditions, constituting properly what the theologians call “ the
state of pure nature,” are the obediential foundation for the
“ state of nature in its integrity,” that is, as perfected by the
preternatural gifts) and the existential conditions (those per-
taining to the order of “ corrupted nature”) of the human
situation are at once distinguished and reconciled.

And we may also see that the only true philosophy of man,
the only true humanism comprehending the actual situation
which man is 1n, is a Christian humanism or “ existentialism.”
¥or, in order to achieve all the good possible to his nature
“per se,” in order to overcome the conflict between his meta-
physical self and his existential self, man needs the aid of God’s
grace. The order of Divine Revelation and Grace is not a kind
of superstructure accidental to the order of nature or discon-
tinuous with it; on the contrary, for human nature to achieve
its full perfection even merely as human nature it needs to be

8 Summa Theologiae, I, q. 85, aa. 1, 2, 3; q. 82, aa. 2, 4; q. 83, a. 4; I-II,
g. 109, a. 2.
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subordinated to the restorative influence of supernatural grace.
To use the words of P. Ricoeur in his study of the philosophy
of Karl Jaspers, “ An integral philosophy in the world and
before God is possible only on the basis of a specific conciliation
which is the essence of religion, that is, on the basis of a per-
sonal relation with God, disrupted by sin, reconstructed by
pardon, and hidden in the heart of prayer.”

VIL

In the light of this discussion we may discern, on the one
hand, where the fundamental confusion of Existentialism lies,
and, on the other hand, wherein consists its true meaning and
value. Undoubtedly, as we were at pains to show before, man
is radically conditioned by his existential state; he really exists
in a state of deprivation and conflict and frustration. But,
while in such a state, his metaphysical capacities and energies
still remain, else he would cease to be a man., As St. Thomas
says, “ Sin cannot take away from man the fact that he is a
rational creature, for then he would no longer be capable of
sin. Therefore, it is impossible for the good of nature to be
destroyed entirely.” Therefore, although man is not composed
of two persons, a “ metaphysical ” person and an * existential ”
person—for only the individual person in this actual concrete
state exists—neverthless we have to distinguish between his
metaphysical state, constituted by the exigencies of his nature
as such, and his existential state, constituted by the effects of
the “ Fall ” within him. That is to say, we must distinguish
between the metaphysical conditions or limitations of the
human situation, contingency and individuality, and the exis-
tential condition or imperfection which we have described.

For, if we confuse these two kinds of conditions, man’s limsta-
tions come to be viewed as imperfections or deprivations, that
is to say, the limitations of contingency and individuality are
seen as imperfections or deprivations of the good due to man
as man, and vice-versa, man’s imperfection becomes a meta-
physical condition of his situation, so that the human existent,
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of its very being, is constituted in a state of frustration or
“ absurdity ” as Sartre calls it. Further, if man’s metaphysical
limitations of contingency and individuality come to be con-
ceived as imperfections, then this implies, in the first place,
that the attribute of “Pure Act” or “Aseity” (as the
Thomists call the absclute self-sufficiency of God) is in some
way due to the human existent by virtue of its very meta-
physical constitution, but is again in some way arbitrarily de-
nied to it. Moreover, with respect to the limitation of indi-
viduality, it would mean that man had some metaphysical
right not to be an individual, that the perfection of the angelic
nature were due to man and that he had a right to rebel against
the limitations placed on his knowledge and action by virtue
of his corporeal nature, by virtue of being “ individualised ” by
matter.

Thus, if an attitude such as that of “ anguish ” or “ despair,”
which, as we saw, was valid and appropriate before man’s exis-
tential condition—his “ fallen” or “ corrupted ” state—if such
an attitude is taken up before man’s metaphysical situation,
then this implies that we have a right to protest, Promethean-
wise, against our very creation, our dependence upon God and
our place in the universe. Man’s metaphysical condition is
made to bear the blame, so to speak, for his existential state.
God is made responsible for the “ Fall ” and its effects. Man is
created by God in sin, in a state of contradiction from which he
can never escape.

Now it is, so I believe, this same confusion between the
metaphysical and existential condition of the human situation
which lies at the centre of Existentialism. Thus, for instance,
Sartre explicitly identifies the metaphysical condition of man’s
individuality with “ original sin.” “ Original sin,” he writes in
L’Etre et Le Néant, “is my being posited in a world where
there are other people.” And he says the same in his now
famous aphorism from Huit Clos, . . . “ L’Enfer, c’est les
autres” “ Hell is other people.” Again, for Sartre, “ aseity,”
the self-sufficient necessity of God, is in some way due to the
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human existent and the very notion of God becomes meaning-
less. So, as he says in one of his plays, “ If God exists, then I
do not exist; if I exist, then God does not exist ”: an echo of
Nietzche’s famous blasphemy, “ If there were gods in exist-
ence, how could I endure not to be a god.”

Similarly, as we have already seen, Heidegger envisages
“anguish” as a state arising from the very metaphysical
exigencies of the “Dasein ”; it is evoked by the solitude, the
“ existential solipsism ” of the “ Dasemn ” or individual human
existent in a world full of fear and menace. Again, in his
work What is Metaphysics, “ anguish,” appropriate, as we
have seen, before man’s existential state, is seen to be evoked
by the experience of the contingency of being. There is also
something of this confusion in Kierkegaard’s doctrine of
* despair "—*“ To exist is necessarily to suffer despair and
anguish.” ® Perhaps also the Existentialists’ rejection of all
“ abstractive ” thought (knowledge through a universal con-
cept) has its basis in the fact that man’s individuality and
corporeality is seen as a defect, thus implying in turn that the
mtuitive mode of knowledge appropriate to a spiritual person,
such as the angelic creature, is due to man in some way.*

In fact, this confusion between the metaphysical and exis-
tential conditions of the human situation is a direct result of

? Although for Kierkegaard man can transcend this state. He distinguishes
between two kinds of “ despair.” First, there is what we may call an “existential
despair This is an attitude which is a means of salvation—it snatches a man
from mimself, insofar as he is finite, and leads him to recognize his need of an
absolute beyond himself; it makes him see his own insufficiency and so leads him
to God. But there is also what we may call a “ metaphysical > despair, a demoniacal
and blasphemous despair, which encloses man in his misery and insufficiency and
becomes an attitude against God. See Kierkegaard, Either/Or. '

1% A remarkable and extreme form of this confusion can be found in Alexander
Yelchaninov’s Fragment of a Diary. (See A Treasury of Russian Spirituality, edited
by Fedotov.) “A subject of my constant reflections and observation: the psy-
chology of sin—or, to be more correct—the psychic mechanism of fallen man:
instead of intuition, rational processes; instead of a fusion with objects, five blind
senses (truly external”); instead of the grasping of a whole, analysis. Primitive
men with primitive instinets, although inecapable of analysis and logic, are much
closer to the image of Eden. How sinful an operation we perform upon children,
developing in them all the traits of the fallen soul.”
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the special method of inquiry or analysis which the Existen-
tialists use. Most of the contemporary Existentialists have
been profoundly influenced by the method of Husserl’s phi-
losophy of “ phenomenology.” Jolivet explains this philosophi-
cal method as follows:

Two principles are implied in this point de départ: a negative
principle, consisting in the rejection of everything which is not
apodictically justified, that is to say, justified in such a way that
the contrary woilld be absolutely inconceivable; a positive principle
consisting in making appeal to an immediate intuition of things
(i.e. of “ phenomena ”) such that this intuition and it alone can
be the primary source of all certitude?

This method rejects all metaphysical “ presuppositions,” and
all pretentions of universalising or systematising, and concen-
trates upon a purely subjective or “ phenomenological ” analysis
of the human situation. As Marcel says in his book The
Mystery of Being, “the phenomenological method consists in
accepting our everyday experience and asking ourselves what
implications we can draw from it.” The only valid means of
knowledge is that of pure introspection and its conclusions are
only valid for the singular individual and particular existent
who is the object of that introspection. Thus, of its very
nature, the Existentialist method lacks any criterion to dis-
tinguish between what belongs to the ontological constitution
of man, that is to say, what belongs in a necessary or “ de wure ”’
way to him and what belongs * existentially ” or in a “de
facto ” way to him. Jolivet makes this point very clear,

No empiricism, even existential, can furnish the means of effecting
the transition from fact to right, from accident to essence. . . .
Bound, by definition, to the description of existence, the experiences
or notions that the Existentialist doctrines give us cannot be
universalised without abuse. These are only facts and nothing more,
and these facts can be in conflict with each other . . . without us
having, existentially speaking, any means of choosing between
them. . .. A radical nominalism is here at work obstructing every
attempt to pass to the universal.’?

12 Jolivet, Les Doctrines Existentialistes.
12 Ibid., pp. 836-7. Regarding Heidegger’s analysis of the “ Dasein,” Jolivet points
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When I look within myself I find a confusion of contradictory
tendencies and desires. I must evaluate them and decide be-
tween them if I am to act at all. But how to decide and how
to evaluate which are essential and which accidental, which
good and which bad, which are “ authentic,” to use Heidegger’s
terms, and which lead the individual to “ inauthenticity? ” In
fact, if this method of the Existentialists is taken to its logical
conclusion, it ends in the absurdity of solipsism, according to
which I can know nothing save the fact of my own existence
and my subjective states.

VIIIL.

On the other hand, error depends upon the truth to give it
plausibility and we can appreciate something of the good inten-
tions of the Existentialists in that they have adopted this
purely subjective method of analysis in reaction against the
excessively rationalistic influence of certain philosophical sys-
tems. For, if the error of the Existentialists consists in merging
the metaphysical order into the existential order, the opposite
error is to deny the existential order for the sake of the meta-
physical order.

The “ system-philosophy ” of the 18th and 19th centuries,
the a priori ethics of Kant and Hegel, the social systems and
Utopias of Saint-Simon, Condillac, Comte and the scientific
positivism of the present age, all ignore the existential situation
which man is in, and attempt to construct a purely abstract
philosophy of man. As a result they are concerned only with a
“ homo possibilis,” a man who might have been, but not man
as he is, actually and existentially. Xant’s a priori ethical
system, for example, leaves the existential order cut of account
altogether; it legislates for man in a “ state of pure nature,” as
the theologians call it. Thus Kant says in his Foundation of a

2

out how Heidegger continually passes from the “ontic” or “existentiel ” order (i.e.
the order of singular concrete being) to the “ontological ” or “existential” order
(i.e. the order of being in general). Les Doctrines Existentialistes, Ch. II. This
is to say, in our terms, that Heidegger confuses the existential conditions of the
human situation with its metaphysical conditions.
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Metaphysic of Morals, “ All moral concepts are completely
a priori and have their source and their basis in the reason, and
these concepts cannot be abstracted by any empirical and
therefore contingent knowledge.”

It is against such systems and such views of the human
situation that the Existentialists have revolted, and rightly so.
Gabriel Marcel’s personal testimony is typical. He writes,

I rebelled at a very early period against the fashion of a kind of
idealism which exaggerated the part of construction in sensible
perception, to the point of appearing to judge as insignificant and
to relegate to the sphere of non-being all the concrete and unpre-
dictable detail which does not only constitute the decoration or
ornament of experience, but gives it its savour of reality.'?

And, though the Existentialists go to the opposite extreme in
their reaction against these over-rationalistic philosophies,
nevertheless their insistence upon the reality and importance
of what we have called the existential conditions of the human
situation and their researches into that existential state are of
the utmost value for the counstitution of an adequate and true
philosophy of man.

Further, seen in this light, the “ phenomenology ” or sub-
jective analysis which the Existentialist philosophers hold to
be the only valid form of knowledge, has a certain real value.
For, though we can know by formally philosophical means
(that is to say, by necessary and universal knowledge) what
man’s nature or metaphysical constitution is and the moral
potentialities of that nature, nevertheless such knowledge is not
sufficient to constitute a true moral philosophy or philosophy
of man. For moral philosophy is a practical science, its knowl-
edge is for the sake of directing man in his moral action. But
that action takes place in the concrete here and now, by this
individual person in the actual circumstances in which he is
placed. Thus while a formal philosophical inquiry into the
nature of man is necessary for the constitution of an adequate
moral philosophy, it is not sufficient but needs to be completed

8« Régard en Arritre.” (Existentialisme Chrétien, pp. 308-9) .
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by an inquiry into the actual existential state in which man is
placed.

Thus St. Thomas speaks of the “ practical syllogism,” whose
major premise is a dictate founded upon man’s metaphysical
nature (i. e. that which he shares universally with other men),
and whose conclusion is a dictate commanding this or that
particular act to be done here and now, valid only for this
individual man. Now, for that passage from the apprehension
of a universal and necessary dictate of the moral law to a par-
ticular and free moral decision and act there must be inter-
posed a minor premise concerned with a statement of fact,
either particular or general. “ Every man ought to love his
parents ” (a dictate of the universal moral law derived from
the metaphysical necessities of man’s nature) : But this man is
my father (a statement of fact): Therefore I must love this
man (mdividual decision and choice) .

It is here in the minor premise of the “ practical syllogism ”
that the existential conditions of the human situation must be
taken mto consideration. As we saw before, every man shares,
so far as he is a man, in the effects of the “ Fall” or, in other
words, is affected equally by the deprivation and frustration of
this existential state which we have described, so that there is
thus a certain universality or, more properly speaking, gen-
erality about this state. Nevertheless, however generalised this
condition may be, it is not a metaphysical conditon and it
remains upon the level of fact or upon the level of the minor
premise of the “ practical syllogism,” subordinate to the major
premise or the dictate drawn from the metaphysical exigencies
of man’s nature. To illustrate this we may take a simple
example from the social order. Every man ought to work in
a way befitting him as a rational being, that is, every man
ought to have control or ownership of the means of production.
(Discovered from an analysis of the capacities of man’s nature
as a rational animal 1. e. it is because man has the power of
reason that he can ordain means to ends, or engage in “ work ™) .
But it has been found by the general practical experience of
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mankind that * private property,” that is, one man to one
means of production or piece of “ property,” is the most prac-
ticable way of man exercising his moral right to work and
ownership—having regard to the actual concrete condition in
which men exist in common.'* Therefore particular and spe-
cific laws for the institution of * private property ” should be
enacted.

Now, on the level of fact, based on man’s existential state,
we have to rely upon a kind of experimental, subjective, non-
philosophical and non-systematic inquiry, which is precisely
the kind of inquiry which the Existentialists use; Marcel, for
instance, speaks of his philosophy as a “ superior empiricism ”
which is primarily concerned with “ that exigency of the indi-
vidual and concrete which I bear in myself.” And it is on this
level that the observations of the Existentialists are of value.
In the same way as the great observers of mankind, Dos-
toevsky, Pascal, Goethe, St. Augustine, etc.,”> who proceed by
way of intuition or “ connaturality ” with the human heart,
they afford us the most precious light on the human situation
and provide us with a body of knowledge which is comple-

% Cf. the pragmatic reasons which Aristotle gives in favor of “private property ”
in his Politics; reasons which St. Thomas adopts in his discussion on property in
his Summa Theologiae.

This is the sphere of what St. Thomas calls the “ Tus Genfium * (in his Treatise
on “Law” in the Summa Theologize) in contradistinction to “ Natural Law ” on
the one hand and to the “Ius Civile” or “Civil Law” on the other. The
“ Natural Law ” determines the ends of man’s moral action, (discovered from the
exigencies of man’s nature). The “ITus Gentium ” determines the general means
to one of those moral ends, namely, the social common good, (means discovered from
the generalized experience of mankind). The “ Ius Civile” determines the specific
and particular means to achieve the social good with regard to special social
circumstances. It is in this way that I believe St. Thomas’ notion of “Jus
Gentium ” ought to be viewed. Many of the difficulties of the “ Treatise on Law,”
which has always been a happy hunting ground for St. Thomas’ exegetes, are
resolved if it is remembered that it occurs within the general framework and context
of the “ Treatise on Human Acts” in the Summa, and if it is interpreted in terms
of St. Thomas’ discussion of “ prudence.”

15 Karl Jaspers says that the novels of Dostoevsky comstitute an authentic
philosophical work. In the same way, many of the Existentialists have chosen
to expound their philosophy in the form of autobiographies or novels or diaries
or plays.
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mentary to that metaphysical knowledge of man which an
Aristotle or a St. Thomas gives us in his psychological and
ethical treatises.

Seen in this way the findings of the Existentialists are of
value and can, I believe, be integrated into an authentic phi-
losophy of man, a truly Christian humanism. Moreover, it is
only in this way, being set within the perspectives of Chris-
tian wisdom and subordinated to an adequate formal philoso-
phy of man such as Thomism provides, that Existentialism will
escape the errors of subjectivism and solipsism which are, so
to speak, congenital to it, and preserve and develop its own
true intention. So long as the Existentialists keep to their own
proper sphere—the delineation of the existential conditions of
the human situation—their conclusions are valid and valuable.
But if they confuse the existential and metaphysical orders and
deny the need for a formal metaphysical knowledge of man then
they fall into the philosophical absurdities we have already
described.

IX,

We may conclude and sum up by considering a question
which is often asked about Existentialism, namely, whether it
1s, of its very nature, atheistic.

As we have said, if the existential order is confused with the
metaphysical order, then the human situation comes to be
seen as one of radical comtradiction and “ absurdity.” We
demand a reason for our existence, but there is no reason. But,
we protest, surely that is absurd and unthinkable? Exactly
so, says Jean-Paul Sartre; man is conceived in contradiction
and absurdity; his life and the whole of creation is intrinsically
irrational!

Now, two contrary attitudes may be taken up before this
state of existential  absurdity ” in which man is placed. The
first attitude is that of those who reject in foto the meta-
physical order, the order of nature, precisely because of its
very absurdity. Human nature and the objective world is
essentially irrational and evil, therefore, away with it, root
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and branch! All the metaphysical desires and energies of the
human heart must be denied and eradicated. The only solu-
tion and hope lies in the supernatural order, the realm of grace
which is radically discontinuous with the whole order of nature.

This is the theological position of Lutheranism and Cal-
vinism, and it is, as we have already noted, the philosophical
position of Kierkegaard and, though less explicitly, of Marcel.*®
Thus, aceording to this point of view, an authentic analysis of
the human situation would lead one necessarily to theism and
an acceptance of the supernatural order—though at the cost of
rejecting the metaphysical order, or order of nature, and all
its works.

The second position consists In accepting the * absurdity ”
of man’s estate and using this same absurdity to deny the
possibility of the existence of God and the whole order of
Revelation and grace. Faced with the evil and ontological
contradictoriness of existence how can we believe that a per-
sonal and provident God exists? Man’s condition is one of
absurdity and must be accepted as such; he must live the con-
tradiction. This is the position of Sartre and, so far as one can
make out, of Heidegger, though the latter has himself denied
any implication of atheism,

Is Existentialism, then, necessarily atheistic? Undoubtedly
Sartrean Existentialism is atheistic, and necessarily so. But
the real question is whether Existentialism is atheistic by virtue
of its very intrinsic meaning or “ intention ”?

To this we can reply that it is not, as such, necessarily
atheistic, for, through a reconciliation of the existential and
metaphysical conditions of the human situation, such as we
have sketched out from St. Thomas’ thought, Existentialism
could be an authentically theistic and “ Christian ” philoso-
phy—open to the influence of Revelation while respecting the
capacities of “nature” at the same time.

[13

¢ “The ideal conditions of verification . . . are not applicable to this spiritual
realm (of faith) which transcends them and is only accessible to a personal
discovery. The objective control does not decide either for or against this
unverifiable absolute which is unknown to it.” Journal Métaphysigue, p. 80.
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In fact, as we said before, a true Existentialism, a philosophy
which would take account of all the capacities and desires and
energies of man, and of his existential state, must acknowledge
not only the facts of man’s creation and dependency upon God,
but equally the facts of sin and grace—and therefore must
end in acceptance of a supernatural order.

Max., CHARLESWORTH
University of Melbourne
Melbourne, Australia



THE DISINTERESTED LOVE OF GOD

ACCORDING TO ST. THOMAS AND SOME OF HIS
MODERN INTERPRETERS

(Continued)

i~ N considering the Jove of God in man, one must remember
the specific nature of the moral order, as distinguished
from the merely physical. There is a danger of resting
the “ physical theory ” of love on an “implicit monism of
nature and of the natural appetite.” *** There can be no ques-
tion of a supposed identification of moral with metaphysical
finality, or of an imagined failure by St. Thomas to distinguish
sufficiently the moral from the physical realm, or of a total
integration of the rational appetite with the universal deter-
minism of nature.® This is not to say, however, that the
moral order will be cut off from the natural order; that the
former is not based upon the latter. The human will rests on
the basis of a natural appetite; but it is its own master, and
determines its own actions. Yet this very power of self-deter-
mination, of liberty depends on the primary natural ordina-
tion to an ultimate end. This end is pursued in the manner
appropriate to a spiritual being, by reason and the rational
will—thus, in a truly moral activity.

*2° Louis-B. Geiger, O. P., Le Probléme de Pamour chez Saint Thomas d’Aquin,
“ Conférence Albert-le-Grand, 1952” (Montréal, 1952). Unfortunately, this im-
portant and excellent work was not in print at the time of the preparation of the
first of my articles. As it is the most important book on this subject since that of
Pére Rousselot, comaments on it will be made below in the appropriate sections.

*2* Jean Rohmer, La Finalité Morale chez les Théologiens de Saint Augustin &
Duns Scot (Paris, 1939), p. 112; cf. pp. 110 ff.
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I. Tere Humany Wi

A. The Will as a Faculty and as an Inclination

Man loves God by his will. It is advisable, then, to consider
the teaching of St. Thomas on the nature and activity of the
will in order fully to understand the question of love. We shall
consider first the will and its objects, and then the principal act
of the will, which is love.

By the word “will” (woluntas), St. Thomas means either
the intrinsic principle, the power or faculty from which pro-
ceeds the appetitive act, or else that act itself, considered
either: a) generically, to include all acts, or b) specifically, to
designate that act which is directed to the end.'”

Considering the will as a faculty, we note that St. Thomas
often compares the intellect and will in their respective rela-
tions to their objects.’*® The intellect is, primarily, a faculty
which assimilates to itself its object; in other words, the intel-
lect is perfect when the object understood is present secundum
esse wnilentionale, to the mind and assimilated to it. The will,
on the other hand, goes out towards the external object, and
tends to assimilate itself to it.*** The operation of the cognitive
faculty is perfected in the mind itself, though it is the extra-
mental object that is known.'”® The intellect is thus a passive
faculty to whose act the object is compared as to its principle
and formal cause, while the will is an active faculty, to whose
act the object is compared as to its term or end, and which
thus spontaneously is proportioned to and tends towards its
object.’* But since there are no purely active or passive facul-

22 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 8, a. 2; q. 12, a. 1, ad 4.

128 Cf. the list of texts in Roland-Gosselin, “Le Désir de Bonheur et I'Existence
de Dieu,” Rév. des Sc. Phil. et Théol., XIII (1924), 163, n. 1.

12¢ “ Hoc autem distat inter appetitum et intellectum, guia cognitum est secundum
quod cognitum est, in cognoscente; appetitus autem est, secundum quod appetens
inclinatur in ipsam rem appetitam “—Summa Theol., I, q. 16, a. 1; f. I-I1, q. 18,
a. 5, ad 1. .

125 De Verit., q. 10, a. 9, ad 7; cf. q. 4, 2. 2, ad 3; and V.-M. Kuiper, 0.P., “Le
* Réalisme * de Hegel,” in Rév. des Sc. Phil. et Théol. (1931), especially pp. 238-241.

128 Qumma Theol., I, q. 77, a. 8; vide. Alex. Horvath, 0. P., De Voluntate (Rome,
1930), p. 5, n. 1.




































































































































































































































































































































