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G

rUMAN society has become for the modern world a very
complex reality, far too intricate for the mind of any
one man to know thoroughly. Consequently, it is
rarely understood in its totality, in the basic structure that
makes up its unity. Some know this phase, some that. Yet,
the basic structure of society can be grasped since man can
reflect on his experience and therefore can know the means and
ends of his life in the city. In reality, there are many ways
to discover the basic totality of society, but perhaps the clearest
way open for such a comprehension is by means of an analysis
of the various aspects of law as it was set down and understood
by St. Thomas Aquinas. It would be also possible to begin
with the notion of justice, or of the common good, or of friend-
ship; but these problems, as we shall see, are one; the starting
point alone is different. In this analysis, the most striking
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thing to note about the treatment of St. Thomas is that, within
the context of the problem as he saw it, he implicitly, if not
actually, uses the political definitions and distinctions between
state and society and their functions which have become such
an important part of the thought of such excellent thinkers
as R. M. Maclver, Jacques Maritain, Ernest Barker, J. T.
Delos, and Johannes Messner.!

In treating of law, Aquinas uses several ideas and terms
which shall serve as our basic outline. Here, however, let it be
clear that we do not wish to treat of the essence of law. This
writer accepts the Thomistic doctrine as the true one consistent
with rational psychology and ethics; that is, “ an ordinance
of reason for the common good, made by him who has care
of the community, and promulgated.”* Rather we wish to
inquire about law as it exists in a society, what it commands,
what it does, what effects it has.

The most fundamental truth about human law is that it
deals only with external, human acts® These external acts
must be ordered in such wise that the temporal peace and tran-
quillity of society be maintained. This is accomplished by
regulating and prohibiting anything that could disturb the con-
ditions of concord in society. St. Thomas calls this peaceful
order the end of human law. “ For the end of human law is the
temporal tranquillity of the state, which end law effects by
directing external actions, as regards those evils which might
disturb the peaceful condition of the state.” * Here it is neces-
sary to inject some thoughts on terminology, for St. Thomas
when dealing with the essence of law maintains in several in-

1Ct. R. M. Maclver, The Modern State (London: Ozxford University Press,
1946) , esp. pp. 1-22, and passimy; Jacques Maritain, Man and the State (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1951), ch. 1; Ernest Barker, Principles of Social and
Political Theory (Oxford, 1952), pp. 42 fi; J. T. Delos, O.P., La Société Inter-
nationale (Paris, 1929), ch. 1; J. Messner, Social Ethics (St. Louis: Herder, 1949),
bk. 3.

2 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 90, a. 4.

3Ibid., q. 98, a. 1; q. 91, a. 4.

¢ 1bid., q. 98, a. 1.
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stances that the end of law is the common good.” His idea
seems to be this, that the principle according to which these
external acts are regulated is the objective order of just rela-
tions without which a society cannot at all exist. Consequently,
when speaking of the end of the law as the common good, he
means the common good as a final cause by which particular
external acts can achieve their end. “. .. Actions are indeed
concerned with particular matters: but those particular matters
are referable to the common good, not as to a common genus
or species, but as to a common final cause, according as the
common good is said to be the common end.”® St. Thomas
identifies this common good in other places as the intention
of the legislator, meaning that it is the end for which he acts.”
However, the end of law in the sense of temporal tranquillity
refers to the effect actually achieved by the order of just rela-
tions in an existent society.

The first and minimal requirement of society, then, is the
de facto order of men such that their actions with respect to
one another be at least just. Consequently, law will commmand
the acts of those virtues which have either directly or indirectly
an effect on the external order. Those acts which have a rela-
tion ad aliud in the external order are the acts of justice.® The
precepts of law, therefore, will embody the external acts of
justice. “ For the precepts of every law prescribe acts of
virtue.” * And virtues other than justice are embodied in law
only insofar as their acts have an effect externally so that they
can be considered as relating to justice.”® If any given society
establish and keep established this minimal order, it will have

5Ibid., q. 96, a. 4; q. 90, a. 2.

° Ibid., 90, 2, ad 2.

74, . . Legislatores ad hoc maxime tendere videntur, ut procurent utilitatem
communem.” In Eth., #1666. “ Now the intention of every lawgiver is directed
first and chiefly to the common good.” Summa Theol., I-II, q. 100, =. 8.

8 Summa Theol., II-IL, q. 58, a. 2; et a. 5; III Sent., d. 33, q. 2, a. @, sol. 8, ad 3;
ete.

® Summa Theol., I-II, q. 107, a. 1, ad 2.

1% Ibid., I1-IX, q. 58, &. 8, ad &; 2. 9, ad 2.-
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the basic requirement for a healthy society. The organization
or institution directly concerned with this order is the state
or in St. Thomas’ terminology, the prince. The state, therefore,
is that section of a society which has the external order of just
actions and relations as its direct end. “ For a prince is ordained
to this purpose that he keep justice, and as a consequence
equality. . . .” ™ It is interesting at this point to compare this
doctrine of St. Thomas with some more recent thought on this
subject.

If we remember that law finds its end, as was seen above,
in the external tranquillity and peace and that the state looks
primarily to this order, we will find the best modern thinkers
giving strikingly similar definitions. For instance, Professor
Maclver defines the state as “an association which, acting
through law as promulgated by a government endowed to this
end with coercive power, maintains within a community terri-
torially demarcated the universal external conditions of social
order.” " Professor Barker notes that the “. . . state exists for
the great but single, purpose of law.”** What he means by
this 1s that the area of “ legal action > is that of the state:

. . . legal action is a mode of treating things in general, things of
all sorts and descriptions, religious or moral or educational or eco-
nomic or whatever they may be, so far as they can be brought under
a rule of law and thus made a maiter of compulsory uniformity.
Law touches and treats all acts—so far as acts are amenable to its
touch and treatment.

But it is only external acts which are amenable to such treatment.
A rule of law is an order (ultimately issued . .. by the community
itself, but immediately issued by some organ which declares and
enforces the sense of the community), to do, or to abstain from
doing, a defined and definite external act: an order enforced, in the
last resort, by another external act of physical coercion.™

% Ad hoc enim princeps institutus est ut custodiat justitiam, et per consequens
aequalitatem. . . .” In Eth., #1008.

** Maclver, op. cit., p. 22.

¢ Barker, op. cit., p. 44.

14 Ibid., p. 45.
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The state, however, will be more or less perfect; it can progress
or regress in its duty, for there is a whole range and hierarchy
of just actions stretching from the prevention of murder and
theft to establishing the norms for a universal just price.

The intention of the law is to make all men virtuous, but in
a certain order, namely, by first of all giving them precepts
about those things where the notion of duty is most manifest.

.7 % All problems of the external order may fall within the
competency of the state in some sense at least, but it may very
well be that in any given body of men very few of the factors
that really constitute the good life will be realized.

This total order of just relations in society is called the com-
mon good of the multitude, and it will be the end for which
all civil laws are primarily intended.'* Laws get their meaning
and proportion from this end. “ All laws are posited according
as they are conformed to the political end. . . .”*" This is not
to deny, of course, that states de facto seek different ends and
consequently establish different laws according to the way
different peoples set up for themselves different goals or under-
standings of the common good; that is, virtue, or wealth, or
world domination, or pleasure. However, as a matter of fact,
the only legitimate understanding of the common good will
be the one that aims ultimately as virtue.

* * * * ¥*

Human law, we have held, deals with the precepts of the
virtue of justice. But just how is law related to justice in
reality? A man becomes just by performing just acts which
performance involves both the intellectual act of specification
and the actual volitional exercise of an act according to this
specification.” This means that a man must see the objective
justum (just, or better, right relation) in any of his acts. Now

** Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 122, a. 1, ad 1; cf. a. 2.

18 Ct. III Cont. Gent., c. 80; and Summa Theol., II-11, q. 47, a. 10, ad 2.

" Omnes enim leges ponuntur secundum quod congruunt fini politicae. . . .
In Eth., #1030.

8 Cf. Summa Theol., I-1L, q. 51, a. 2; and In Eth., #250.

99
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these objective justa (right relations) are in part determined
by nature, that is by reason itself, and in part by positive
ordination of society.® These relations which man recognizes
to be de facto existing and operative are facts, and he knows
that he did not make these relations solely by himself. He
must, therefore, take them inte consideration in his every action
so that the action will be proportioned to his end. By seeing
and acting according to these just relations he will be able to
become a just and good man.

Law is just the other side of this same reality. It looks to
what man should do, not from the side of the individual person
himself but from the side of the legislator who establishes these
justa (right relations) and debita (things due) for the common
good and which man in his turn discovers to be factors in his
every action. What a man can discover from reason, therefore,
namely that there are natural limits and guideposts for his
actions in reason; he, ultimately, comes to see as commands of
a lawgiver, either human as in the case of civil law or divine
as in the case of natural or revealed law. In other words, a
man can see from reason that there are ways for a human
being to act, and he can discover in large measure just what
these ways are. He may not know why this is so, but he cannot
escape the fact that it is so.

However, when he progresses and discovers that these limits
were not just accidental or arbitrary (assuming for the moment
just human laws) and further, when he has come to see that
they are commands of a lawgiver who in the case of natural
law not only made the law but also the man himself; then he
sees fully that the moral law is not simply a restriction or
impediment, but a definite order to man’s end, a road by which
he travels and not a pit into which he has fallen.*® Conse-
quently, law commands that act be done which man from his
point of view sees that it is in accord with his nature to perform.

¥ Cf. In Eth., #1004 and 1018.
2 Cf. Dom Odon Lottin, O.S.B., Principes de Morale (Louvain: Editions de
L’Abbaye du Mont César, 1947), Vol. L, p. 125.
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The formal cause of the human act is the dictate of reason
which at the same time is the law as received in the subject
and the ratio juris that man sees must be maintained in the
act. The ratio juris, then, and the law are the same thing except
that the law as such refers to the lawgiver.

The order of strict just relations, therefore, in the same
reality will include the multiplicity of just human actions re-
quired for the existence of society and the basic laws by which
these acts are enforced and ordered.

I answer that, since the precepts of the law are ordained to the
common good . . . the precepts of law must needs be diversified
according to the various kinds of community: hence the Philosopher
(Polit. iv, 1) teaches that the laws which are made in a state which
is ruled by a king must be different from the laws of a state which
is ruled by the people, or by a few powerful men in the state. Now
human law is ordained for one kind of community, and the divine
law for another kind. Because human law is ordained for the civil
community, implying mutual duties of man and his fellows: and
men are ordained to one another by outward acts, whereby men live
in communion with one another. This life in communion of man
with man pertains to justice, whose proper function consists in
directing the human community. Wherefore human law makes
precepts only about acts of justice; and if it commands acts of
other virtues, this is only insofar as they assume the nature of
justice. . ., 22

The principle or end according to which these acts can be
denominated just and good will, then, be the objective common
good of the multitude. The effect of this order will be concord,
the external peace.”® And concord is the result of the effective
establishment of special justice, i.e., commutative and dis-
tributive, among men.”* This is why, incidently, the principle
of revolution is found precisely here, in the failure to establish
justice, for men do not long endure their unequal lot.

We might ask at this point about the actual content of the

! Summa Theol., II-11, q. 57, a. 1, ad 2.

*2 Ibid., I-II, q. 100, a. 2. Cf. also In Eth., #904-5.

23 Ibid., §-II, q. 98, a. 1.

24 Ct. ibid., I-IL, q. 180, a. 2, ad 2; and q. 123, a. §, ad 8.
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order of justa, what exactly does it embrace? The general term
that St. Thomas and Aristotle use for this order is justum
politicum or simpliciter justum.*® The term is used to designate
the order of justice in a perfect and self-sufficient community,
a community looking to the fulness of human life. Such a com-
munity, however, can only be found among free and equal men
so that the primary function of justice and law must always
be the establishment and protection of equality and freedom—
that is, the end and purpose of the justice that the law effects.
Law is the dictate of reason by which the problems of what
is just and what is right are settled, as it were, outside the con-
tingent and turbulent exchange of ordinary human intercourse;
it is the attempt to apply pure reason, reason abstract from
passion and ignorance to human affairs.”®

Justum politicum, however, is a complex notion. It is a com-
plex genus referring to all the just actions in the community
no matter how these acts obtain their rafio of justice. Now
these actions are subject to various divisions according to the
various ways this same reality taken as a whole can be con-
sidered. Thus we can consider the complexus of actions accord-
ing to how the rightness in each action is determined—in this
case, some will proportional, some arithmetical, some will find
their rightness measured in other ways, as in the instances of
the potential parts of justice. Only the first two of these, how-
ever, the justa distributiva and justa commutativa, strictly
pertain to society as such.”” But we can also consider these
self-same actions according to their cause or origin—then some
will be jJust because they are naturally reasonable (justa
naturalia) , others will be just only because the particular com-
munity establishes them as such (justa legalia) ** The legal
justa (right relations) are always determinations of the natural
precepts.”® Therefore, some justa can be distributiva et natur-

28 In Eth., #1004,

2% Ibid., and 1009.

27 Ibid., #1005. That is as regulated by law in a society.
* Ibid., #1018.

2 Ibid., #1023.
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alia, others distributiva et legalia, etc., but always justa legalia
must be in accord with the natural justa.

* * * * *

In the Summa Theologiae, St. Thomas makes a division of
the Old Law which proves very valuable in this regard. He
divides the Old Law into moral, caeremonial, and judicial pre-
cepts according to the type of justa they contain. The moral
precepts are the reasonable principles and their strictly reason-
able conclusions both of which necessarily flow from the nature
of man.** These moralia In turn can be divided according to
the difficulty with which they are known—some are known to
all (do good, avoid evil), some are known by most men ( the
ten commandments), some are known only by the wise (no
divorce) , and some only to God. These precepts embrace man’s
relations both with God and with other men. Those which deal
with man’s relations to God are very general and must be
determined by society to give unity and coherence to the acts
of worship—such positive determinations are called caeremoni-
alia. These sorts of justa, then, will be positive in cause, either
by society in the natural order or by God Himself in the case
of revelation. The determinations which deal with man’s rela-
tions with one another are called judicalia®*

There are, however, four types of relationships that men can
have to one another: 1) prince to people, 2) citizens to one
another, 3) people as a whole to another people, and 4) the
domestic relationships.®® These justa which deal with these
relationships insofar as they are determinations of natural prin-
ciples or conclusions will be positive in character. This, then,
gives a fairly good conspectus of the content of the basic strue-
ture of just relationships in a society, what they must contain
and deal with, the sources from which they will be designated
just.

Were this the sole meaning of the order of just relationships,

8 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 100, a. 1; q. 102, a. 1, ad 3.

8 Ibid., q. 101, a. 1; q. 104, a. 1.
82 Ibid., q. 104, a. 4.
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however, it would produce a barren and rigid society indeed.
But the order of justa is, as it were, the foundation or basis of
something far richer and more significant. Thus when a legis-
lator commands, he primarily and initially commands an ex-
ternal act of justice in some sense, and the order of justa means
exactly the external, objective order and unity of objectively
right relationships existing because of the efficient actions of
men. This suffices to maintain and define the objective and
minimal order of justice. But the legislator—be he the legis-
lator of the natural or the positive law—has in mind not simply
this act of a virtue, but he intends that virtue itself, the habit,
be implanted in the citizen. This does not mean, of course, that
every lawgiver in Washington or in London must recognize
this truth and have it in his mind when making a law. St.
Thomas is speaking about the nature of the law as such, what
it must do from its very nature and what the legislator must
do as a simple consequence of making the law. Consequently,
that about which the law is given is an act of virtue—which
is at the same time the rule of society and the act which is
capable of inducing a habit in the man.

The end, however, to which the precept is ordained is not
simply that the citizen perform the act, but that he acquire
the virtue.

The intention of the lawgiver is twofold. His aim, in the first
place, is to lead men to something by the precepts of the law: and
this is virtue. Secondly, his intention is brought to bear on the
matter itself of the precept: and this is something leading or dis-
posing to virtue, viz., an act of virtue. For the end of the precept
and the matter of the precept are not the same: just as neither
in other things is the end the same as that which conduces to the
end.®®

Therefore, under the strict precept of the law will be the virtu-
ous acts that a man does, whether he does them willingly or
not. The principle intent of the legal structure of society,
none the less, is that man do these acts virtuously, that is,

% Jbid., q. 160, a. 9, ad 2.
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because he sees their worth and not because they are com-
manded by coercion. This virtue, then, is what the legislator
intends, though, strictly speaking, the external order of society
will be maintained if the external commanded acts be performed
from whatever motive.

An act is said to be an act of virtue in two ways, first, from the
fact that a man does something virtuous; thus the act of justice is
to do what is right, and an act of fortitude is to do brave things:
and in this way law prescribes certain acts of virtue.—Secondly, an
act of virtue is when a man does a virtuous thing in a2 way in which
a virtuous man does it. Such an act always proceeds from virtue:
and it does not come under a precept of law, but is the end at which
every lawgiver aims.3*

In this sense, then, the realm of virtue is very definitely a
matter for society.

Thus the existence of habitual moral virtue in the citizens
is itself a common good, the common good of the many.

There is also a human good, not common to many (in the sense
of one common end), but belonging to an individual by himself,
yet useful not to one only, but to many: for instance those things
which all and each one must believe and observe, such as the articles
of faith, the divine worship, and the like.?®

This common good of the many is something which each one
personally possesses, but whose operation and effect is shared
by many. This is also sometimes called the order of (habitual)
justice and virtue®® The effect and end of the whole order
of justa, therefore, will be the making of men good, and in this
way we can see the truth of St. Thomas’ dictum: “. . . He who
seeks the common good of the many as a direct consequence
must also seek his own good.”*" For it is in and through the
order of external just relationships that men can become good,
but their goodness is their own perfection.

¢ Ibid., q. 96, a. 3, ad 2; cf. also q. 92, a. 1. Cf. also Lottin, op. cit., p. 141.

35 JTI Cont. Gent., c. 80.

8 Summa Theol., q. 100, a. 8. ‘

*7 Ibid., TI-II, q. 47, a. 10, ad 2: . . . qui quaerit bonum commune multitudinis
ex consequenti etiam quaerit bonum suum, , . .”
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There are, however, some further things to remember about
this order of society. First of all, there are activities going on
within society which cannot be strictly considered under the
equality and debt due in strict justice. These activities have
a correct measure, of course, but it is a relative one, or a least
one that cannot be legislated accurately. For instance, we
cannot actually give back to God, or to our native land, or to
our parents all that is due to them. We must do something
certainly, but the return will never be equal. Most of these
relationships, in addition to the natural obligation, have further
determinations of the divine or positive law by which certain
definite acts must be placed so that they do in this sense fall
within the pale of the legal and just structure of society, but
the acts as such never fully repay the obligation really due.®

Some human activities cannot fall strictly under justice for
another reason, 1. e., because the thing due is only due from a
certain “ goodness of virtue,” or better, from the exigencies
of virtuous intercourse. Here we must see that some things are
absolutely necessary for human life on the part of the indi-
vidual, such as the virtue of truth in man’s words and actions.
The thing due in this case is not something that can be measured
or determined by a specific law, except perhaps in the case
of civil contracts, yet society cannot exist without this honesty.
Such is also liberality and affability which, while not absolutely
necessary, nevertheless are the perfections of human communi-
cation without which society could not last—though again the
thing due must be left to individual determination.*

¥* * * * 3

None the less, we still have not penetrated to the depth of
the Thomistic social position if we content ourselves with the
making of the good man, or better, if we simply permit the
man to make himself good. So if men are good, they will have
reached their natural perfection in the sense that their lives

38 Ibid., q. 80, art. unic.
8 Ibid., q. 80, art. unic; and III Sent., d. 34, q. 1, a. 2.
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are well-ordered, naturally speaking, should death come. But
in societal philosophy we look to the true perfection that society
itself effects; for there is, as it were, something beyond virtue
and that is friendship. In accord with our intention of exposing
the full meaning of society from the basis of law, we discover
that the principal intention of the law, as opposed to the inten-
tion of the lawgiver, is friendship. This is, ultimately, the most
beautiful and most powerful gift that God has granted to men
—and so it is that when we pass beyond human society we
find that Aquinas conceives of charity as nothing more than
friendship with God.** Surely there 1s nothing which is at the
same time more noble and more humbling than this.

As the Apostle says (1 Tim. 1: 5) the end of the commandment
s charity; since every law aims at establishing friendship, either
between man and man, or between man and God, wherefore the
whole Law is comprised in this one commandment, Thou shalt love
thy neighbor as thyself, as expressing the end of all commandments:
because love of one’s neighbor includes love of God, when we love
our neighbor for God’s sake.*!

As Christians and as men, we cannot find a more truly profound
and gratifying truth than this fact that our whole social and
personal lives are ordained to friendship; for, even from our
own limited experience, it is clear that friendship 1s the perfec-
tion of human living; and, as we believe, of divine living as well.

Human law, therefore, in the mind of St. Thomas has as
its ultimate intention, the friendship of men one to another.
“. .. The principal intention of human law is to create friendship
between man and man. . ..”** The relationship between the
establishment of the order of just relations, the common good
of the multitude, and the existence of human friendship is, then,
a causal one; for friendship presupposes justice even though it
passes beyond it in its own sphere. The purpose of justice is
primarily to establish equality, either proportional or arith-

*° Summa Theol., loc. eit., q. 23, a. 1; and IIT Sent., d. 27, q. 2, a. 1.
** Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 99, a. 1, ad 2.
22 Ibid., a. 2.
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metical, among the members of society. When this equality
is established the function of justice ends, but that of friendship
begins.

And the reason for this diversity is this, that friendship is a
certain union or society of friends, which cannot exist among those
who greatly differ, but it should exist among those who approach
equality. Wherefore, it belongs to friendship equally to employ the
equality already established; but it belongs to justice to reduce
unequal things to equal ones. When, however, equality exists, the
work of justice is complete. And thus equality is the last thing
achieved in justice, but it is the beginning in friendship.**

Both justice and friendship, therefore, deal with the same
reality, that is human communication, so that where there is
justice there is a possibility of friendship. “. . . Justice and
friendship are about the same things. But justice consists in
communication. For every sort of justice i1s to ancther (ad
alterum) . . . . Therefore, friendship consists in communica-
tion.” ** And this must mean that the perfection of human
societal communication s not justice, but friendship.

This conclusion, therefore, shows that the philosophy of
friendship and love is at the root of society; that is, it is the
goal of any real human life in the city (the Aristotelian city,
of course, not the modern monstrosities) . Further, St. Thomas
with Arnstotle distinguishes the kinds of friendship according
to two principles of logical division: 1) according to the kind
of communication the friendship is based upon, and 2) accord-
ing to the end of friendship, i. e., utility, pleasure, or virtue.**
Of course, friendship based upon virtue is the highest of these,
but we should not fail to understand the importance of the
friendship of business relationships or of pleasure even. For
example, commercial society in itself is a horribly cold and
impersonal deity as anyone who has ever walked into say
J. C. Penny’s to purchase a pair of gloves can well testify.

¢% In Eth., #1632.
%4 Ibid., #1658.
%8 Summa Theol., TI-IL, q. 23, &. 5.
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The exchange of money for the gloves is the just communication
involved and of itself it is a very imsignificant and heartless
thing,

But suppose the clerk in the store sees the customer coming
and greets him with a smile and shows a real interest in the
man about to make the purchase. The two have a pleasant
exchange over the purchase or about a million other things, the
customer then leaves and the two never see each other again.
Yet, that exchange was a fine thing, it made something other-
wise distasteful, a pleasant and human thing—society as a
whole benefited as did both men because there was a real friend-
ship based on utility surely, but still a friendship which lessened
the tensions among men. Incidently, this is also a good argu-
ment for private property, especially in the form of human
sized and owned stores where this sort of exchange is more
likely to happen. Also such friendly communications can form
the starting point for the more perfect type of friendéhip and
a more real union among the members of society. In a higher
order Christian charity gives depth and meaning to such friend-
ship. This is not to deny, of course, that men are naturally
friendly with one another in some sense, but it is difficult that
this be more than passing, given human nature as it is since
the Fall *

Philosophically, this type of utilitarian friendship is called
by St. Thomas the * amicitia, quae affabilitas dicitur,” or

{riendliness. It is a potential part of the virtue of justice, having
an object distinct from the other forms of justice, namely, the
external requirements of human order and communication.

And it behooves man to be maintained in a becoming order
towards other men as regards their mutual relations with one
another, in point of both deeds and words, so that they behave

48 Potest énim esse aliqua amicitia cujuslibet hominis ad omnem hominem in
quantum possunt communicare aliqua lege. . . .” In Eth., #1700. *“Quia enim
omnes homines conveniunt in natura speciei, omnis homo est naturaliter omni
homini amicus.” De Perf. Vitae Sp. (Parma; Vol. XV, p. 87), c. 14. Also Summa
Theol., 1I-11, q. 114, 2. 1, ad 2.
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towards one another in a becoming manner. Hence the need of a
special virtue that maintains the becomingness of this order: and
this virtue is called friendliness.*”

There is a very definite distinction, of course, between friendli-
ness and the friendship following on virtue. St. Thomas is
clear on this point, following the position of Aristotle:

The Philosopher speaks of a twofold friendship in his Ethics.
One consists chiefly in the affection whereby one man loves another
and may result from any virtue. . . . But he mentions another
friendliness, which consists merely in outward words or deeds; this
has not the perfect nature of friendship, but bears a certain likeness
thereto, insofar as a man behaves in a becoming manner towards
those with whom he is in contact.*®

Thus friendliness is not the friendship of virtue which stands
at the very summit of societal life, but it has a very vital part
to play m our daily lives.

#* * * * *

However, the perfection of all human communication is
triendship based on virtue. This perhaps sounds a bit unusual,
but the truth of the matter is clear. A man who is, theoretically,
perfectly good will be a very unhappy man without the friend-
ship which follows upon virtue. For as we know, man’s true
happiness is not simply the possession of a good number of
habits but in virtuous activity and indeed in continuous and
pleasing activity. “ But to be happy consists in continuous life
and operation. . . . For he would not be virtuous who would
not delight in the operation of virtue.”** And the peculiar
and distinguishing thing about friendship is that it consists
in the communication of virtue; that is, of all the highest powers
of man: “ The friendship which consists in the communication
of virtue. . . .”* Thus the phrase of God that it is not good
for men to live alone is not solely pertinent to the man-wife

47 Summa Theol., II-T1, q. 114, a. 1.

*8 Ibid., ad 1.

* In Eth., #1894. Ci. also the whole first book of St. Thomas’ Commentary.
5 Ibid., #1798. Cf. also #1946, 1698, 1702, and 1724.
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relationship, but in its own way it is of the very nature of
every human relationship including the divine one:

For no one would choose to live by himself always, that is alone,
even after he had all other things, because man is naturally a
political animal and is born with a natural aptitude to live with
others. Therefore, since the happy man has those things which are
naturally good for man, it follows that he should have those with
whom he may live. It is clear, therefore, that it is better to live
with friends and virtuous men than with strangers and people of
any sort.®t

Consequently, from the communication of virtuous activity,
there is established and secured the society of friends.”

The communication in true friendship, therefore, is prin-
cipally the one wherein man lives most fully since he operates
according to the highest faculty, reason.

. . . He [Aristotle] manifests that in which living consists. And
he says that in all animals to live is commonly determined aceording
to their sense potency. In men, however, it is determined according
to the sense potency as to that which man has in common with
other animals, and according to intellectual power as to that which
is proper to himself. Kvery potency, however, is reduced to its
operation, as to its proper perfection. Wherefore that which is of
greatest importance consists in the operation, and not in the bare
potency. For act is prior to potency. . . . And from this it is clear
that to live for an animal or for a man principally consists in sensing
or in understanding.’®

Thus in one sense, esse (to live) for man in this life is intelligere
(to understand).”* And friendship implies the fact that we
come closest to the being and life of a friend precisely when
we communicate thought and ideas; for being is what we

5t Ibid., #1891.

52 Ibid., #1899; also III Sent., d. 28, a. 1.

52 In Eth., #1902 and 1908,

¢ This statement needs to be understood, however, in the light of Summa Theol.,
I, q. 18, a. 2, ad 1: “. . . Philosophus ibi accipit vivere pro operatione vitae.—
Vel dicendum est melius, quod sentire et intelligere, et huiusmodi, quandoque
sumitur pro quibusdam operationibus; quandoque autem pro ipso esse sic operan-
tium.” The reference is to In Eth., #1808.
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naturally love. “ This, however, is natural, namely, that each
one should love his own being.” ®® If the being of a friend is
good; that is, if he is a good man, the highest manifestation of
his being, his thoughts and his loves, will be most delightful
to us.

Therefore, just as someone delights in his own being and life by
knowing himself, so to this fact that someone delight in a friend,
he must simply know his being.’® . . . If his own being is of its very
nature a thing to be chosen by a happy man, insofar as it is
naturally good and delightful; since, then, the being and life of a
friend are in one’s affections the next thing to oue’s own life, it
follows that a friend is also a thing to be chosen by a virtuous and
happy man.5?

We do need our friends, then, for our very highest endeavors.

So it is that the principal act of friendship is what St. Thomas
calls “ convivere” which consists in the communication of
human ideas and ideals, and hence is the primary human stimu-
lus to contemplation as well as the basic source of the new and
vital thinking required for the continuance and development
of a people.

Which indeed happens by living together according to the com-
munication of words and the consideration of the mind. For in
this manner men are said properly to live together, namely, accord-
ing to the life which is proper to man, and not simply according
as they eat together, as happens in the case of animals.”

The joy and commradeship of friends is, then, found in their
very intercommunication with one another. . . . True friend-
ship desires to see the friend and causes a rejoicing in much
conversation, towards which end friendship is principally or-
dained. . . .” * Thus there is a truth of the deepest and most
profound nature in the observation that: * The supreme and

55 In Eth., #1846,

58 Ibid., #1909.

57 Ibid., #1911.

%8 Ibid., #1910. Ct. also II1 Sent., d. 27, q. 2, a. 2, and Summa Theol., 1-11, q. 28,
a. 1,ad 2.

s JII Sent., d. 27, q. 2, a. 1, ad 11.
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ultimate product of civilization . . . is two or three persons talk-
ing together in a room.” ** Consequently, society is absolutely
dependent for its vitality and existence on its ability to effect
adequate friendships among its people. This is why M. Mari-
tain, following a suggestion of Father Phelan, has well said that
friendship is society’s “ life-giving form.” ®* Of course, friend-
ship cannot be commanded, yet it remains that it is the per-
fection and beauty of society. And so it is that St. Thomas
beautifully remarks about law: “. .. all precepts of law, especi-
ally those ordered to the neighbor, seem to be ordained to this
end, that men love one another.” %

The love of friendship, moreover, is the love required by
society because it alone of its very nature makes a society, a
real relation between persons.

But friendship adds two things (to emor): of which one is a
certain society of the one loving and the one loved in love, namely,
in order that they might have mutual love for one another and
that they might know of their mutual love; the second is that they
work from choice and not from passion. . . . Thus it is clear that
friendship is the most perfect of those things which pertain to love,
for it includes all the foregoing (loves, that is, desire of presence,
dilectio, benevolence, beneficium, concord, amatio). Wherefore in
this category we must place charity which is a certain friendship
of man to God through which man loves God and God man; and
thus there is effected a certain association of man to God.%?

Friendship extends to the persons involved so that the terms
of the relations are real persons and not accidents. This shows
the nature of the real communication must be a mutual sharing
of love and life among rational creatures.

Friendship, however, cannot pertain (directly) to the virtues
nor to any accidents for two reasons: Firstly, because friendship
brings it about that man wishes to be a friend and to have good

% In George Herbert Palmer, Self-Cultivation in English (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Company, 1909), p. 6.

1 Maritain, op. cit., p. 10.

82 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 105, a. 2, ad 1.

S8 I Sent., d. 27, q. 2, a. 1. Cf. Summa Theol., I-IL, q. 28, a. 1.



20 JAMES V. SCHALL

things. Accidents, however, do not have being (esse) per se, nor
goodness per se, but their being (esse) and well-being (bene esse)
belongs to them in substances. Wherefore, when we wish virtues
and accidents to be, this is referred to the substances which we wish
to be or to be well under those accidents. . . . Secondly, because
friendship consists in a certain society, according to which the
ones loved exchange love among themselves and do the same things
and converse together. Wherefore friendship cannot be except to-
wards something which is also capable of acting. And because
activity (agere) does not belong to accidents, but to substances,
therefore it is not possible that friendship be any virtue or acci-
dent.5*

The ultimate and most perfect meaning of society, then, will be
the acts of men who are friends with one another.

Even on the material side of life friendship is necessary that
society be perfected. We have already noted how business
friendships are most valuable. On the other hand, friendships
cause the material welfare of society to be better achieved,
for they automatically provide for the immediate relief of
citizens in distress so that the humiliation and degradation that
may come from say public and therefore impersonal relief is
avoided by the love and aid of friends.®* Thus, as a point of
investigation, is not the need and existence of so much public
aid in our society a good indication of a serious lack of real
friendship among our people? Perhaps people do not have
enough to help others, but that is the fruit of another problem,
the problem of well-divided property in a modern nation.
Aquinas reveals his recognition of these problems when he
remarks that the intention of one of the Old Testament Laws
was “. . . to accustom men to its precepts, so as to be ready
to come to one another’s assistance .. .,” and he then adds
“ because this is a very great incentive to friendship.” % A
society, therefore, should actually have laws which command
men to ald one another in their necessities both in order that

84 JTI Sent., d. 28, a. 1.
5t In Eth., #1936-42.
¢ Summa Theol., I-11, q. 105, a. 2, ad 4. Also read ¢bid., ad 1.
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friendships may arise from such natural aid, and in order that
society will not have to burden itself with an excessive amount
of works which in this life would be much better provided for
by human beings in their own small circle of life.

St. Thomas appears to make a distinction between what
he calls political friendship and the true friendship of virtue.
The problem is the one of the number of {riends a man can
have and of the basis or communication on which the friendship
is founded. Obviously, men are not friends in the strict sense
with everyone in a society. Sheer human limitation prevents
this, for they neither know all of them, nor know them well
enough to be true friends with them. However, citizens of a
given state can be said to be friends none the less. Insofar as
all the citizens of a state agree about the form of their govern-
ment and the nature of the society and culture in which they
dwell; they can be called friends. The best examples of this
are when two men totally unknown to one anocther sit down
together on a train, both completely diverse in occupation,
religion, place of residence, etc. Yet, both find themselves
staunch democrats to the core, and as a result they find it
easy to be friends. The same thing happens when two men of
the same nation chance to meet on a foreign soil; they become
as long lost brothers. Such agreement throughout society St.
Thomas calls concord:

. . . political friendship, whether it be of citizens of one state towards
one another, or among diverse states, seems to be the same as
concord. And so also are men accustomed to speak; namely, that
cities, or agreeing citizens, have friendship with one ancther. For
political friendship is about useful things, and about those things
which belong to human life, about which we say there is concord.®”

And such concord or friendship is something without which
no society can long exist.

Thus all political friendship is a part of the potential part
of justice called friendliness or affability of which we have

8" In Eth., #1836. Cf. also especially #1924.
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treated above, that part, namely, which is concerned with the
particularly political relationships, whereas friendliness includes
all relationships. Concord, when not used as a simple substi-
tute for political friendship, is a term generally attributed to
the whole society or people, designating the effect of political
friendship among the people, though it could also refer to the
existence of friendliness in general.®® The term, peace, adds the
additional note of personal internal peace and order to external

peace or concord.”
9% * * * *

St. Thomas, then, in his understanding of the nature of law
has shown his deep and penetrating grasp of the societal prob-
lem by implicitly, at least, revealing all the necessary distine-
tions modern theorists have come to find in society. He clearly
shows, following Aristotle, that society, the life of the city, is
the area that depends on human friendship; while the state,
the area of authority and justice in the city, aims at the external
order of human actions. And law is the font cut of which these
orders are both kept distinct and ordered to one another. Tt
will be profitable, therefore, to set down some sort of diagram
of all that we have found, comparing the Thomistic terms with
some more modern ones:

Str. Teomas’ TerMS Reavniry CONCERNED Mopern TermMs

1. The end of the Temporal tranquillity and The sphere of the modern
e peace. state.

The common good of the mul-

titude.

The area of strict justice.

law

2. The effect of the To make men personally virtu- The sphere of society; that is,
law or the in- ous and good. all the individual societies—

°8 Cf. above itn. 23.

® Cf. all St. Thomas’ treatise de Pace, Summa Theol., esp. II-I1, q. 29, a. 1.

"It should be remembered that St. Thomas does not restrict himself always
to one and the same term for one and the same reality. He of all authors must
be understood in context. The point here is that he does use these specific terms
for the realities indicated, though he can and does use the same term for one of
the other realities. Cf. ftn. 7.
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St. THoMmas” TerRMS RearLity CONCERNED Mobern TerMS

tention of the The common good of the familial, economic, educa-

legislator. many. tional, fraternal, athletic, re-
ligious, etc., within the order
maintained by the state.™

3. The éntention of The area of habits and virtues. The bond of perfection of
the law. The friendship of men. society. The perfect societal
relation among men.

Thus we can see somewhat better, it i1s hoped, the totality of
societal life as it is found in all its ramifications.

In concluding, however, it might be well to add a few notes
about the function of the Gospel of Christ within the societal
system. Natural justice and friendship, even of the highest
sort, are simply not sufficient to the race of men as they exist
under the present dispensation. Indeed, any intelligent under-
standing of ourselves and of our fellows will tell us that some
thing needs to be added to human beings to overcome the
insufliciency of motivation and the lack of universal love which
we find at the root of all societal friction. Some will, of course,
say that this needs to be proved, but we wonder sometimes
whether such objectors can really be serious. There is the whole
course of history, and if that be not sufficient, there is that
spectacle of potential destruction known as the modern world.™
If more proof be needed, it is difficult to know what it could
be. Here, however, there is no intention of treating the Chris-
tian dispensation from the aspect of eternal salvation and ulti-
mate friendship with God, but rather we wish to treat of it
from its effect on society—although it would be vain to try
to divorce totally the two considerations.

The three major failings of natural society appear to be:
1) the inability to make men good, 2) the inability to extend

"* Remember that it is in these lesser societies that men actually live and act
and hence acquire their perfection. The state is ordered to the maintenance of
these societies intact and not to desiroy them. Cf. Yves Simon, The Philosophy of
Democratic Government (Chicago: U. of Chicago Press, 1951), pp. $6-71.

7*For a very illuminating discussion of the reality of man’s Fall as it actually
is seen in history see Herbert Butterfield’s Christianity and History (London:
G. Bell and Sons Ltd., 1849), 146 pp.
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effective love and friendship to all men, and 8) the inability
to order rightly men’s interior intentions as well as his exterior
dispositions. All societal evils can ultimately be placed under
one or more of these points. Now the Christian law does not
cease at the external act, but it passes beyond to order correctly
man’s interior acts and ideas, placing order at the very root
of the matter.

Thirdly, because man can make laws in those matters, of which
he is competent to judge. But man is not competent to judge of
interior movements, that are hidden, but only of exterior acts which
appear: and yet for the perfection of virtue it is necessary for man
to conduct himself aright in both kinds of acts. Consequently,
human law could sufficiently curb and direct interior acts: and it
was necessary for this purpose that divine law should supervene.”

Also since man 1s a social animal needing other men, this rela-
tionship is most adequately attained by a mutual and sincere
love which binds all men to one another. “. .. Since man by
nature is a soctal antmal, he needs assistance from other men
in order to obtain his own end. Now this is most suitably done
if men love one another mutually. Hence the law of God,
which directs men to their last end commands us to love one
another.” ™

Moreover, the divine law is meant as a help to the natural
law which latter also demands that men love one another.’

Further. The divine law is offered to man in aid of the natural
law. Now it is natural to all men to love one another: a preof of
which is that a man, by a kind of natural instinct, comes to the
assistance of anyone even unknown that is in need, for instance
by warning him, should he have taken the wrong road, by helping
him to rise, should he have fallen, and so forth: as though every
man were intimate and friendly with his fellow-man (VIII Ethic.,
1, 3; 1158a). Therefore, mutual love is prescribed t¢ man by the
divine law.™

8 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 91, a. 14.

"¢ JIT Cont. Gent., c. 117.

% “Sed praecepta moralis ex ipso dictamine naturalis rationis efficaciam habent
. . . quaedam sunt certissima, et adeo manifesta quod editione non indigent; sicut
mandata de dilectione Dei et proximi. . . .” Summe Theol., I-II, q. 100, a. 11.

"8 111 Cont. Gent., c. 117.



THE TOTALITY OF SOCIETY 25

We must also notice that the contemplation of divine things
presupposes peace and tranquillity which are destroyed by a
lack of love.

Again. In order to apply himself to divine things, man needs calm
and peace. Now mutual love, more than aught else, removes the
obstacles to peace. Seeing then that the divine law directs men
to apply themselves to divine things, we must conclude that this
same law leads men to love one another.””

Thus the highest effect of order on earth is true peace out of
which springs true contemplation of God.”® It can be truly
said, therefore, that a society of Christian men will come the
closest to a perfect civil body on earth, since among them the
sources of friction and hatred are most completely recognized
and controlled, while the sources of human and divine love are
most effectively encouraged and in operation.”

In this whole matter of friendship and its perfection in the
communication of thoughts and ideals, of dreams and hopes,
we very often, it seems, permit ourselves to be confused and
deceived. We live cur lives as if these friendships were mere
incidents or side issues to the main problems of human existence.
Yet, the reality is quite otherwise. We live our lives for our
friendships; they are the goals, not the means. Sometimes I
think that the only modern man who really saw this truth as
St. Thomas did was G. K. Chesterton, who in this as in so
many things reflects conclusions which Aquinas propounded
in a more philosophical, though certainly not more interesting
way. Indeed, Chesterton’s book on Charles Dickens is perhaps
the best societal analysis ever written. It may be permitted,
then, to use the concluding lines of this masterpiece for our
own summation of the perfection of friendship in human life:

The hour of absinthe is over. We shall not be much further
troubled with the little artists who found Dickens too sane for

" Ibid.

78 Cf. Summa Theol., q. 29, aa. 1-4; also III Sent., d. 27, q. 1, a. 8, ad 5.

" Cf. Hilaire Belloe, Essays of a Catholic (New York: The Macmillan Company,
1851), pp. 295 and 297.
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their sorrows and too clean for their delights. But we have a long
way to travel before we get back to what Dickens meant: and the
passage is along a rambling English road, a twisting road such as
Mr., Pickwick travelled. But this at least is part of what he meant;
that comradeship and serious joy are not interludes in our travel;
but that rather our travels are interludes in comradeship and joy,
which through God shall endure for ever. The inn does not point
to the road; the road points to the inn. And all roads point at last
to an ultimate inn, where we shall meet Dickens and all his char-
acters: and when we drink again it shall be from the great flagons
in the tavern at the end of the world.®

And again we see that Christianity has not been wrong in
proclaiming that the friendships of men are the very means to
the friendship with our God—he who loveth his neighbor hath
fulfilled the law. So too, when Christ Our Lord wished to show
to His Apostles His deep love for them, He could only say to
them, “ No longer do I call you servants. ... But I have called
you friends, because all things I have heard from My Father I
have made known to you.” ® And here we have it! God sharing
His ideas and ideals with men—this is indeed the highest and
most perfect act of friendship possible to us, His creatures.

James V. SCHALL, S. J.
Georgetown University,
Washington, D.C.

80 G&. K. Chesterton, Charles Dickens (New York: The Press of the Reader’s
Club, 1942), p. 212.

81 John 15: 15. Cf. also St. Thomas’ beautiful passage in Summa Theol., I-IL,
q. 65, a. 5.



A COMPARISON OF THE THOMISTIC AND
SCOTISTIC CONCEPTS OF HOPE

(2]

JHE problem of pure love is a recurrent one in the
various branches of philosophy. Whether it be the
conflict between the ecstatic and physical concept of
love,' as derived from the philosophy of Aristotle and Plato,
or the “egoism “’ and “ altruism™ of psychologists, or the
interested and disinterested love of the theologian, the problem
remains the same. Must man seek his own good in everything
he loves, or can he love something purely for its own sake
without any reference to himself? Theologians take their stand
in the matter according to their answer to whether man could
love God in the impossible situation that He were not man’s
good. St. Thomas says man could not love even God under
these circumstances.? Scotus, on the other hand, because for
him the love of benevolence is an act distinet from the love of
concupiscence, maintains that even if God were not man’s
good, man would be able to love Him according to the affection
of justice.’

Because of the similarities in the nature of charity and of
hope, both being acts of the will tending toward the good, any
radical change in the concept of charity is naturally reflected in

*Cf. Dom Gregory Stevens, 0.S.B., “The Disinterested Love of God,” The
Thomist, XVI (1953), 807-333, 497-541; also, Rousselot’s The Problem of Love
in the Middle Ages.

# Summa Theol., I1-11, q. 26, a. 13, ad 8: “ Dato enim per impossibile quod Deus
non esset hominis bonum, non esset ei ratio diligendi.” Cf. I, q. 60, a. 5, ad 2:
“Non enim esset in natura alicujus quod amaret Deum, nisi ex ec quod unumquod-
que dependet a bono quod est Deus.”

® Joannes Duns Scotus, Liber III Sententiarum, Opera, Tomus VII, P.1.1I,
Durand (Lyons, 1639), d. 27, q. un,, 2: “Haeec virtus (caritas) distincta est . . .
similiter a spe, quia actus elus non est concupiscere bonum amanti, inquantum est
commodum amantis, sed tendere in obiectum secundum se, etiamsi per impossibile
circumscriberetur ab eo commoditas eius ad amantem. Hanc virtutem perficientem
voluntatem inquantum habet affectionem justitiae, voce caritatem.”

27
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the concept of hope. In its widest acceptation, hope is the
desire of something, together with the expectation of obtaining
it. The conflict of ideas as to the nature of charity resulted in
a difference of opinion as to which of these elements actually
determines the nature of hope. This is the aspect of the problem
that will be studied here. Traditionally, that is, according to
the Scriptures, the Fathers and St. Thomas, the element of
confidence or expectation is regarded as the distinctive charac-
teristic of the virtue of hope. Within the last three centuries,
however, there has been a growing trend toward the identifi-
cation of hope with the element of concupiscible love, that is,
the desire of God, not for His own sake, but because in Him we
find our own happiness and perfection. Father Del.etter, in his
study on “Hope and Charity,”* attributes this change of
concept to the combined teaching of the theclogians, Duns
Scotus, an English Franciscan, who lived from 1270 to 1308,
and Francis Suarez, a Spanish Jesuit (1548-1617).

This new concept of hope identifying it with interested love
made the virtue of hope the object of the attacks of many over-
zealous Christians who exaggerated the love of charity peculiar
to the gospel. Although the basic Protestant doctrine of justify-
ing faith, 1. e., joyous confidence in the forgiveness of sin, would
seem to be motivated by self-interest, both Luther and Calvin
very illogically championed the cause of purely disinterested
love and rejected as sinful whatever was done only through
consideration of eternal reward, or ““amor concupiscentige.”®
There is, however, an inner connection between Luther’s doc-
trine of justification and his view of love. Just as justification
1s the exclusive work of God and the will to purify oneself first
by good works before taking refuge in Him is unwarranted
presumption, so Christian love is not strictly concerned with
the love with which we love God, but essentially with the love

¢P. Deletter, S.J., “ Hope and Charity in St. Thomas,” The Thomist, XIII
(1950), 204-248, 325-352.

% Joseph F. Delany, “ Hope,” The Catholic Encyclopedia, VII (1913), 466. Con-
demned by Council of Trent, sess. 6, can. 81, DB 841: “5i quis dixerit, iustificatum
peccare, dum intuitu aeternae mercedis bene operatur: A.S.”
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with which God Himself loves. Luther will not refine and
sublimate self-love but demands its total annihilation. Love,
therefore, has no place in justification, which depends only on
faith.® But this theory of love is less the triumph of absolute
disinterestedness than the negation of our merits in order to
exalt the merit of Christ alone. And because merit and reward
are corresponding terms, the horror with which he regarded the
pursual of meritorious works reflected on the pursual of a
reward.” Justification and salvation, therefore, could be the
object of faith alone and our confidence in obtaining them must
have the absolute certitude that faith requires.®* Such a theory
leaves no place for the virtue of hope as we know it.

The fanatical rigorism of the Jansenists was the result of the
strict application of the principle of completely disinterested
love. Although in opposition to Protestantism, Jansenius per-
mitted the seeking of heavenly beatitude, even considered as a
reward, he Insisted on the absclute disinterestedness of its
motive considering it as a supreme means of glorifying God,
and demanded of every Christian a perpetual act of disintersted
charity.” He reached this conclusion from his interpretation *°
of St, Augustine, who often uses the word “ charity ” in a very
wide sense. He considered the love of hope, therefore, as
morally bad and incapable of becoming good until transformed
by charity into the love of friendship.™

® Anders Nygren, Agape and Eros (London: 8.P.C.K., 1953), p. 681.

7S. Harent, “ Espérance,” Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, V (1924),
col. 658.

® Nygren, op. cit., p. 681.

® Harent, op. cit., col. 658.

10 “The vision of God ought not to be loved by a Christian from any other
species of love; in all the works of Augustine, as in Holy Scripture, there is not
a trace of the idea that one may desire his salvation in virtue of a love different
from that of true charity "—Augustinus, III De gratia Christi, 1, v, c¢. X, p. 224
(Rouen, 1643), cited by Harent, DTC, col. 607.

* Condemned DB 1800: “ Intentio, qua quis detestatur malum. et prosequitur
bonum mere, ut coelestem obtineat gloriam, non est recta nec Deo placens
DB 1803: “ Quisquis etiam aeternae mercedis intuitu licet beatitudinis operatur ”;
DB 1407: “Totum deest peccatori, quando ei deest spes; et non est spes in Deo,
ubi non est amor Dei.”
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The Quietists, on the other hand, conceding the goodness of
hope, denied its necessity. Molinos claimed that hope is alto-
gether incompatible with pure benevolent love.”* Quietism so
concentrated on the imperfection of hope as to forget that the
coming of a perfection removes only those imperfections which
are its opposites. Since the imperfection of hope’s love is not
opposed to the periection of charity’s love,* there is nothing to
prevent us from loving God for two different reasons—both
because He is good in Himself and because He is good for us.**
Fénélon and the Semi-quietists limited the necessity of hope
to the beginning stages of the spiritual life and claimed it is
entirely foreign to the advanced spiritual state.*® The Quietists
conceived of an habitual state of love of God so disinterested
that fear of punishment and desire of reward no longer had any
part in 1t.** St. Paul spoke of a desire to be ““ anathema ” for the
sake of his brethren.”™ St. Thérése of Lisieux tells how reluc-
tantly she recited the verse of the Divine Office, “1 have
inclined my heart, O Lord, to do Thy justifications for the sake
of Thy rewards.” *®

No doubt an act of pure love is possible, but an habitual

*% Delany, op. cit., p. 466. Condemned DB 1832: “In hoc sanciae indifferentiae
statu nolumus amplius salutem ut salutem propriam, ut iiberationem aecternam, ut
mercedem nostrorum meritorum, ut nostrum interesse omnium maximum; sed eam
volumus voluntate plena, ut gloriam et beneplacitum Dei; ut rem, quam ipse vult,
et guam nos vualt velle propter Ipsum.”

** Summa Theol., I, q. 62, a. 7, ad 1; TI-11, q. 18, a. 1, ad 3.

1* Peter Lumbreras, O.P., “ Hope the Self-Secker,” Cross and Crown {June
1951), p. 183.

*® Delany, op. cit., p. 467. Condemned DB 1337: “In hoc statu anima amittit
omnem spem sui proprii interesse; sed nunquam amittit in parte superiore, id est
in suis actibus directis et intimis, spem perfectam, quae est desiderium disinteres-
santum promissionum.”

* M. Molinos, Spiritual Guide, cited by Delany, p. 466. Condemned DB 1827:
“ Datur habitualis status amoris Dei, qui est caritas pura et sine ulla admixztione
motivi proprii interesse. Neque timor peonarum, neque desiderium remunerationum
habent amplius in eo partem. Non amatur amplius Deus propter meritum, neque
propter perfectionem, neque propter felicitatem in eo amando inveniendam.”

** Romans 9 :18.

*®St. Thérése of Lisieux, An Autobiography, trans. Rev. Thomas N. Taylor
(New York, 1928), p. 817.
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state of life in which all actions have only motive is not. Such
a concept is not in accord with reality. The frailty of our nature
makes us incapable of sustaining this most perfect act at its
highest pitch indefinitely.”® St. Thomas himself in his answer
to the Stoics * gives us the clue, Virtue should perfect nature,
not destroy it, and a moral system contrary to nature is useless.
God, the Author of nature, combined the useful with the agree-
able, because even virtuous people do not always experience
the whole force and attraction of virtue. Hope, therefore, is
necessary as the defense of chan’ay and perfection when we are
not conscicus of the fervor of charity, nor the charm of virtue.
In order not to succumb io temptation, man needs to walk by

hoy

pe as he walks by faith. “ He must look forward to the
promised land in order not to fail in the long and difficult
journey through the barven desert.” *

Furthermore, St. Thomas in his Commentary on the Epistle
to the Romans distinguishes the disinterestedness demanded by
the @meusts of the perf@ct from that which St. Paul exemplifies

by | i1 . that the Apostle could not desire to be “ ana-

thema from ﬂrist through sin, which would be contrary to
charity, but only to be d Aﬂv“d of the divine fruition for a
time in order that God night be the more honored by the
conversion of his compatriots.?”® Thus his sacrifice of beatitude
i1s conditional and for a2 time and consists In a transient act.
The sacrifice of the Quietists, however, was absolute and con-
stituted a permanent state.”

The problem of pure love, therefore, is not confined to the
realm of charity. It occasioned a change in the concept of
hope, which, in turn brought upon Chrstian hope a series of
viclent attacks.

** Summa Theol., II-I1, g. 180, 2. 8, ad 2.

* Ibid., I-I1, q. 84, a. 1.

** Lumbreras, op. cit., p. 189.

*2 Cf. Summa Theol., II-11, q. 27, a. 8, ad 1.

?*R. Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P., De Virtutibus Theologicis (Turin, 1949), p. 540.
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I. Turg Exprcrant Hopr or St. THOMAS

As a preliminary observation it may be well to note that
this study does not involve two hopes, but two concepts of one
reality, Christian hope, the essential notes of which are found
in revelation. Variety of concept often follows variety of
approach to a subject, but the differences that result may
be only apparent differences, having their root not in the subject
itself, but in the point of view from which it is seen. In order
to correctly evaluate St. Thomas’ concept of hope, then, the
virtue must be studied in its relation to man’s progress toward
his last end, for the principles of finality are the integrating
factor of St. Thomas’ moral system.?* The act of hope, as
described by St. Thomas, therefore, may not always be verified
by conscious observance of our own psychological states, be-
cause his approach is on the deeper ontological level where real
finality plays. With this in mind, we shall examine especially
the texts of St. Thomas that deal with the act of hope that is
common to hope both as a passion and as a virtue, as well as
the formal object and the motive that specify theological hope.

Hope exists on three different levels: the passion of hope,
which resides in the sensitive appetite, hope which follows
cognition and exists in the rational will, and the theological
virtue of hope which elevates the will to a new mode of acting.
Strictly speaking, hope in the second sense is not a virtue, for
the will does not need a special virtue to give it confidence with
regard to some object within the natural capacity of the one
willing.?* Moreover, since hope pertains to things not possessed
and human power can be frustrated, reliance on it cannot be
sufficiently firm to establish natural hope as a virtue.”® This
study, which is primarily concerned with the theological virtue
of hope, will be limited, therefore, to the consideration of its

2 III Sent., d. 23, q. 1, a. 1: “Prima autem mensura et regula omnium est
divina sapientia; unde bonitas et rectitudo sive virtus uniuscujusque consistit
secundum quod attingit ad hoe quod ex sapientia divina ordinatur.”

25 Summa Theol., II-I, q. 22, a. 1, ad 1.

#¢ Ibid., I-11, q. 62, a. 3, ad 2.
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supernatural aspect and to the act of the passion of hope
insofar as the activity of hope on this level forms the basis for
its supernatural activity and gives much valuable information
concerning its nature. “ For although the virtue of hope has
a stability not found in the passion, it nevertheless remains
true that it is known only by its acts, the exterior characteristics
of which are stamped with the same frailty as those of natural
hope.” #

The Notion of Hope in General

Hope is a complex act that in some sense contains elements
of love, desire, courage and confidence. Hach of these elements
is a response on the part of the subject to certain qualities that
the object hoped for must possess. Because the object of hope
appears as good, the subject tends toward it by love. This love
takes the special form of desire because the good is future, in
the sense that it is not yet possessed. Future is not to be
understood here in its relation to time, for hope and confidence
can have for their object present or even past cbjects, if the
hoped-for event is not known with certainty.”® For example, a
penitent sinner who has been forgiven but not yet absolved,
can still hope that he has been pardoned, because he does not
know with certainty that God has already forgiven him. So
the object of hope is loved because it is good, and desired
because it is absent.

The object that provokes the act of hope, however, cannot be
simply a good that is non-possessed, because hope rises in the
irascible appetite, while love and desire are acts of the concupis-
cible appetite. Love and desire must precede hope, for nothing
is hoped for which is not loved and desired, and thus the action
of the concupiscible appetite is always presupposed in that of
the irascible.”® In order to arcuse the irascible appetite, how-

*"Le Tily, O0.P., L’Espérance, Saint Thomas D’Aquin, Somme Théologique
(Tournai, 1950), p. 6: “KEt si la vertu donne a l'espérance une permanence que
ne comporte pas le sentiment, il reste cependant qu’elle ne se fait connaitre que
par ses actes, dont les caractéres exterieurs sont frappés de la méme infirmité que
ceux de l’espérance naturelle.”

28 Summa Theol., I-II, g. 40, a. 1, ad 2.

* Ibid., I-IL, q. 25, a. 1.
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ever, the object must be not only good and non-possessed; its
pursuit must also have the quality of arduousness that calls
forth in the subject ““a certain effort, and a certain raising of
the spirit to the realization of the arduocus good.”*® Hope,
therefore, has a formal relation to difficulty, for at this point its
object takes on a character essentially different from that of
the object of desire. Although difficulty, as such, can only
impede the action of hope as a tendency toward good, it is a
necessary quality of the good sought by the irascible appetite,
the nature of which is to overcome difficulties, as it is the nature
of the concupiscible to delight in good. And even for the
concupiscible appetite, the difficulty, if it is conquerable, adds
to the object a greater value, “ un piquant gout,” ** because of
the effort involved in attaining it.

Hope, by a certain “ erectio animi,” or courage, fortifies the
soul against the discouragement that difficulty and uncertainty
tend to evoke. This response to the arduousness of its object is
the characteristic of hope that finds frequent and apt expres-
sion in the “ Lift up your head! ” of the Psalms. It differs from
the courage inherent in the moral virtue of fortitude, because
it is affective rather than effective. This follows from the
difference in their objects: hope tends toward the difficult
object to be attained, “ arduum consequendum ”; fortitude,
toward the difficult feat to be performed, “ arduum facien-
dum.” ** That is, hope braces the soul against its own weakness
and despondency, rather than disposes it to attack exterior
cbstacles. Then, too, the courage of hope strengthens the soul
in the pursuit of good, while that of fortitude assists in the
attack against evil. When hope is intense, this courage pro-
duces daring ** which, though not a part of hope, is numbered
among its effects.’* Thus the soul responds to a difficult good
that it does not possess by desire and courage.

30 Ibid.

% Le Tilly, op. cit., p. 196.

32 De Potentia, q. 6, a. 9, ad 11: “ Ad undecimum dicendum quod objectum
spei est arduum consequendum, non autem arduum faciendum.”

88 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 45, a. 3, ad 2.

8t Ibid., ad 3.
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The act of hope is not complete, however, unless the soul
sees the difficult good as possible of attainment and can thereby
tend toward it with confidence, for no man hopes for what is
impossible, no matter how much he may desire it.** The
ultimate formality of the act of hope, therefore, arises from the
possibility of its object, because a future difficult good that is
impossible of attainment, evokes not hope, but its opposite,
despair. Only when the object is seen as possible does it give
rise to hope.*® Possibility gives to the object its actual good-
ness and draws the irascible appetite in pursuit; it constitutes
the arduous good formally as an object by explaining and lmit-
ing its other qualities, and makes it an object absolutely
irreducible to any other species.*

This last quality of the object of hope also indicates a relation
with that which makes it possible. Possibility supposes a force
capable of vanquishing the difficulties which oppose the posses-
sion of the object. With regard to the possibility of hope, a
two-fold movement can arise, depending on whether the hoped-
for good is possible to the subject by his own power or by
another’s. In the first case, the movement is one of simple hope
(sperare) ; in the second, it is better characterised as expec-
tation (expectare) ** This, however, is not a specific difference,
because the fact that the subject looks for help outside himself
contributes nothing new to the act, neither energy to the
tendency, nor certitude to the result. Neither does it affect the
object. Expectation differs from simple hope only by an acci-

38 Ibid., q. 40, a. 1.

2 [IT Sent., d. 26, q. 2, a. 3, ad I: “Sed quia voluntas est possibilium et
impossibilium; neque aliquis operatur propter aliquid quod est impossibile adipisci,
quamvis illud appetat: ideo oportet quod voluntas ad hoc quod operari incipiat,
tendat in illud sicut in possibile et haec inclinatio voluntatis tendentis in bonum
aeternum quasi possibile sibi per gratiam, est actus spei.”

37 1e Tilly, op. cit., p. 197: * Clest cette possibilité qui donne & 'objet sa bonté
actuelle, et & la difficulté D'attrait special qui ebranle Virascible vers la poursuite.
La possibilité, caractere dernier de l'objet, le constitue formellement comme objet,
explique et limite ses autres caractéres, et fait de lui un objet absclument irreductible
4 toute autre espéce.”

28 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 40, a. 2, ad 1.
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dental determination in the subject, who keeps his eye not only
on the good he hopes for, but also on the person from whom he
looks for help.*® The distinction is important, however, insofar
as it serves to constitute the theological virtue of hope as
expectant hope, because its object far exceeds the power of
the subject and makes him look outside himself for the assist-
ance that will make the object possible.

The possibility of the object, moreover, enables one to hope
for 1t with confidence, which is so closely allied to hope that it
is often used interchangeably with it. “ Such confidence we
have, through Christ towards God, not that we are sufficient to
think anything of ourselves, as of ourselves, but our sufficiency
is from God.”* St. Thomas, however, assures us that con-
fidence itself does not denote a virtue, but rather a certain mode
of hope, i.e., hope strengthened by a strong opinion.** This
strong opinion may be based on our faith in another’s promise,
(whence its name, “ confides ), or it may denote the hope of
having something because of what we have observed in our-
selves or in others.*?

St. Thomas is careful to specify that the cbject must be
possible or probable, but not necessarily certain.*® It is this
quality of mere possibility which gives to the certitude of hope
its unique character. It is not the same as the absolute certitude
of faith,** which banishes doubt from the intellect, although
hope is certain because faith is certain. The certitude of hope
is rather an affective certitude which is opposed to mistrust or
hesitation.*® The contrast between the certitude which faith
imparts and that derived from hope can be observed in the

% Ibid.

L I1 Cor. 3: 4-5.

*t Summa Theol., II-I, q. 129, a. 6, ad 3.

“ Ibid., a. 6.

¢ Ibid., I-1L, q. 67, a. 4, ad 3.

** Council of Trent, sess. VI, cap. 13, DB 806: “ Nemo sibi certi aliquid absoluta
certitudine polliceatur, tametsi in Dei auxilio firmissimam spem collocare et reponere
omnes debent.”

¢S IIT Sent., d. 26, q. 2, a. 4: “ Quia certitudini fidei opponitur dubitatio; certi-
tudini autem spei opponitur diffidentia vel haesitatio.”
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firmness by which a Catholic believes that if he dies in the
state of grace he will be saved, and hopes that he will die in
the state of grace. In other words, the certitude of hope
consists in the firmness and determination of the will to attain
salvation ** and not in the determination of a judgment that he
will be saved.*” This limitation is necessary in the certitude of
hope, not because there i1s any uncertainty or deficiency in
God’s power or mercy, in which hope places its trust and on
which we can rely with absolute confidence, but because man is
able through his free will to place an obstacle to the reception
of grace. In other words, while the promise of the assistance of
grace is absolute, the promise of salvation is conditional.*®
The genus of hope, therefore, is established from the essential
qualities of the hoped-for object.** Tf the object lacks any of
these special characteristics, it will evoke not hope, but some
related act. An evil object will call forth fear. Joy follows if
the good is present to the subject. If the good is future, but
easy to attain, simple desire is the response of the soul. How-
ever, if the difficulty is so great as to be considered impossible
of attainment, 1t will be despaired of rather than hoped for.
The object of hope, whether 1t be considered as a passion or a
virtue, must be a future good, difficult, but possible to attain.®

¢ Harent, “ Espérance,” DTC (1924), col. 613.

“"On this point the Council of Trent (Sess. VI) denied the Protestant conten-
tion that we can and must be altogether certain of our salvation. The horror
with which the initial Protestant position regarded the pursual of meritorious
works was reflected in their denial of any hope of reward. They therefore identified
faith and confidence (fiducia) and made hope rather an act of the intellect than
of the will. Since man could not hope for blessedness through good works, the
only thing left was to believe most firmly in the divine mercy and promises. Hope,
then, had to have the absolute certitude of faith. Joseph F. Delany, “ Hope,”
Catholic Encyclopedia (1918), VII, 466.

8 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 18, a. 4, ad 3.

*® Itid., I-I1, q. 54, a. 2; Garrigou-Lagrange, op. cit., p. 13: * Habitus et actus
specificantur et specie diversificantur ab objecto formali.”

& Ibid., q. 40, a. 1.
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The Essence of Theological Hope

The theological virtue of hope, with which we are mainly
concerned, differs from the other species in the genus of hope
in that it seeks a supernatural good in contrast to the sensible
good of the passion of hope and the moral good of the virtue
of magnanimity. Moreover, the pasion, if not regulated by the
virtue of fortitude, gives way either to temeraricusness or to
pusillanimity. No one, however, can use Christian hope badly,
for it is not a passion to be regulated, but a virtue which regu-
lates, and which attains not a merely sensible, arduous good,
but the Supreme Good, God, in Whom alone man, by his
supernatural vocation, is destined to find true happiness. The
eminence of such a goal requires that man be equipped with
principles other than those he has by nature, for effects can
be proportionate only to their causes and principles.”” Neither
the sensitive passions nor the natural virtues of the intellect
and will are sufficient to produce acts that will enable man to
attain the Infinite Good, an object which far surpasses the
capacity of his nature. In order that man may achieve this
supernatural destiny, God infuses into his soul the virtues of
faith, hope, and charity, which orient him to the supernatural
life in the same way as his natural inclinations direct him to his
connatural end.”* The intellect and the will are thus con-
ditioned to an elevated mode of activity proportionate to the
Supreme Good which is their object. On this level, hope,
though it retains the essential notions of the passion of hope,
is an act of the will under the influence of grace, tending toward
the divine good, future because of the divine will, arduous
because of the divine eminence and possible because of divine
help.*®

Light will be shed on the nature of hope as a virtue by
investigating its special role in the theological trio. St. Thomas

8 Ibid., g. 63, a. 8.

52 Ibid., q. 62, a. 3.

5% Joannis a S. Thoma, Tractatus de Spe, Cursus Theologicus (Paris, 1886), VII,
Q. 17, disp., IV, a. 1, n. 8.
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bases the * deduction ” of three distinct virtues on two prin-
ciples: the faculty from which the acts of the virtue proceed
and the mode by which they adhere to the object. By the first
deduction, he considers the intellect ordained to supernatural
beatitude by faith; and the will, by hope and love. Faith gives
us knowledge of our supernatural goal, presenting it as both
good and possible of attainment, while by hope the will tends
toward the good seen as possible and becomes conformed to
it in the union of love Although in the natural order, the
very nature of the will suffices to direct it toward its end, both
as to the mtention of the end and its conformity to it,*® when
the will strives for its Supernatural End, no power of its nature
1s adequate and the human appetite needs a virtue to enable
it both to tend toward this end and to be conformed to it.*
Moreover, these two acts are distinet, since the soul can tend
to God by hope without being united to Him by charity,®
for the act of hope is to expect future beatitude, whether from
merits already possessed or from merits to be acquired i the
future. This latter act, springing from unformed hope, is not
presumption, for by it one hopes without charity to obtain
salvation through charity, but not to obtain beatitude without
charity.”®

Elsewhere, St. Thomas gives the special function of the three
virtues, which each in its own way unite us to God, as:

Faith is necessary, which causes the end to be known; and hope,
through which one is confident of attaining the last end, as some-
thing possible for the agent; and charity, which makes the end
appear as a good for him who strives after it, inasmuch as it causes
him to love it; otherwise he would never strive after 1t.5°

This manner of deduction makes us see the two sources from
which hope takes its origin. It has an origin of knowledge

** Summa Theol., q. 62, a. 3.

% Ibid., ad 1.

58 Ibid., ad 1 and 8.

57 Ibid., q. 65, a. 4.

*8 Garrigou-Lagrange, op. cit., p. 7; also I-I, q. 62, a. 4, ad 2.
52 JII Sent., d. 2%, q. 1, a. 5.
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derived from faith which makes us know the supernatural end
to which God has called us and the supernatural helps promised
to those who ask for them. In this sense, faith is the foundation
of hope ® as it is the foundation of the whole process of justi-
fication. The judgment of possibility which faith supplies pro-
duces the confidence that is so characteristic of hope.

More important still, hope has origins of affection, by which
we desire God for ourselves, for good is never hoped for unless
it be desired and loved. Thus, knowing God by faith and desir-
ing the good that comes through Him, the soul begins to love
God ** and obey His commandments. The formal motive of
charity, God loved for his own sake, ennobles the imperfect
love of concupiscence by referring it to His greater glory and
purifying it of all disordered love of seli. Then the soul by
hope relies upon Him more and more, abandoning itself to His
infinite goodness and mercy as a friend; *2 it thereby comes to
love Him more, not only because of the benefits He bestows or
promises, but also because He is good in Himself and better
than His gifts. Thus there is a mutual interaction between
hope and charity.”® Hope by making the soul dependent on
God’s goodness leads it to love Him for His own sake. Charity,
on the other hand, perfects hope, not only by making 1t meri-
torious, but also by freeing it from its imperfections by which
it confides too much in human help or remissly in divine.

The second “ deduction ” St. Thomas makes of the theologi-
cal virtues brackets faith and hope according to their imperfect

9 Hebrews 11 :1.

8t Summa Theol., I-1I, q. 62, a. 4, ad 3.

%2 [bid., I1-I1, q. 17, a. 8, corpus et ad 2.

%* L’Abbé Combes in his penetrating analysis, “ The Spirituality of St. Thérése,”
(New York: Kenedy, p. 31) thus describes the reciprocal influence of the theological
virtues in the life of the young Carmelite, whose genius in spiritual science I’Abbé
Combes compares to the genius of St. Thomas in metaphysics and theology: “ The
trial was continuous and in two phases: the first, in which her faith and her hope
defended, enlightened, purified, strengthened and preserved her love; the second,
the shorter, in which her love, now arrived at its perfection and unshakably centred
in its divine object, in its turn saves her faith and her hope. Thus did Thérése
attain, . . . to a condition analogous to her starting point, but now purified from
all mere sentiment and very nigh to heaven.”
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mode of adherence to the object and further highlights the
perfection of charity in this respect. Faith and hope adhere
to the object as to a principle from which certain things
accrue to us. Thus, faith makes us adhere to God as the source
of truth, and hope makes us adhere to Him as the source of
good. But by charity we adhere to God for His own sake.®
By this deduction is seen the real superiority of charity. This
deduction 1s very near the heart of the question whether hope
is a species belonging to the genus of concupiscible love or
whether it is a distinet genus in its own right, merely pre-
supposing the desire of God. If St. Thomas in this article
meant to establish the mode of adherence to the object as the
absolute distinction between hope and charity, he would seem
to approve of the inclusion of hope in the genus of desire,
especially if one considers 1t In conjunction with article 8, where,
in giving the order of hope and charity according to their
generation, he elaborates upon the perfect love of charity and
the 1mperfect love te which hope pertains. This latter article,
however, connects hope with imperfect love for the purpose of
establishing the superiority of charity and does not necessarily
identify the two. Article 6, however, does present the mode
of adherence to the object as a means of distinguishing hope
from charity, but St. Thomas clearly specifies that by hope the
subject adheres to the object in a mode peculiar to the virtue of
hope, that is, by reliance on divine assistance to attain the
good, and not merely by desire of that good. By hope we
tend to God as the source of perfect goodness, and so God 1is
the final cause of our hoping. But hope, which, even as a
virtue, regards a difficult object, is formally caused by trust
in divine assistance, which makes the object possible. This
deduction, therefore, does not mean that hope is the acquisition
of happiness or the desire for it; hope is rather reliance on
God’s help to attain this beatitude. The union with God
produced by hope is the confidence we have in His helping
power.*®

8t Summa Theol., II-IL, q. 17, a. 8.
8 Ibid., a. 6, ad 8.
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It is this close connection of hope with concupiscible love
that occasioned the attacks of Protestants, Jansenists and
Quietists against this virtue. In opposing these heresies, it was
necessary that the desire for a supernatural reward, whether
as hope or as concupiscible love, be established theologically
and canonically as both good and necessary. The love of con-
cupiscence which pertains to hope is in no way inordinate since
it desires no created reward, but only the possession of God,
and this only as ordained to God. By it I desire God for
myself (mihi) but for the sake of God (propter Deum). 1t is,
nevertheless, distinct from charity, although it tends to God
as the last end and for God’s sake. Charity loves God formally
for His own sake (formaliter propter Dewm); concupiscence
loves God finally for His own sake (finaliter propter Deum) .
In other words, by concupiscible love, I desire salvation only as
it is good for myself (ut bene sit solum mahi) , while by charity,
I desire salvation not only as good for me, but also that God
may be glorified (non solus ut bonum nobis, sed ut bonum
Deo) .*° Thus the love of concupiscence for God has a two-
fold relation to charity: antecedently, by which we desire God
as our highest Good, and consequently, as a secondary act of
charity, by which we desire God in a perfect manner, referring
our salvation to Him as a friend, loved more than ourselves.*
St. Thomas therefore says: “ Hope presupposes a desire and is
intermediate between love and desire.” *

God is loved by the love of concupiscence for the sake of
something else (propter aliud) only in the sense in which the
less perfect subject loves the Supreme Good by which he is
perfected (propter finem cuz) . This is the sense of the words of
the Creed: “ Quz propier nos homines descendit de coelis.”
The Incarnation is greater than our redemption and cannot be
ordained to it as a means subordinated to an end. But in
God’s mercy, the Incarnation is ordained to our redemption as
an eminent cause to its effect and to us as a perfectible object

% Garrigou-Lagrange, op. cit., p. 321.
* Ibid., p. 386.
S8 JII Sent., d. 26, 9. 2, a. 8, q. 2.
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on which God bestows His favor.®® Thus, the love of chaste
concupiscence seeks a reward, not so much as a reward, but, as
Billuart says, we wish to see God that we may glorify Him
eternally, being so disposed, that even if there were no beatitude
to be hoped for, we would love and serve Him none the less.”

These two “ deductions ” of the theological virtues show a
clearcut distinction between faith and hope, by reason of the
active principles from which they proceed. But the distinction
between hope and charity is not nearly so decisive, since both
are acts of the will tending toward the Infinite Good. The
ultimate specification of hope, therefore, can be arrived at only
by a consideration of its formal object. As a theological virtue
its object can be nothing less than God Himself,”* which it has
in common with faith and charity. The specification of their
“ habitus,” therefore, will be determined not by a real difference
in their objects, but by the different aspects under which God,
the Supernatural End, is viewed and attained by them.™

The Specification of Hope

Hope as expectation has a two-fold object: the good for
which one hopes (quod) and the help by which that good
becomes possible (quo).” Hope is directed toward eternal
beatitude and all things necessary to attain it, e. g., grace, our
daily sustenance. But everything created that is sought, even
the beatific vision itself, is sought only that we might possess
God Himself. Therefore, God to be possessed 1s the principal
object, which arouses the movement of hope, orientates it and

®® Garrigou-Lagrange, op. cit., p. 320: “Sic Incarnatio altior est redemptione
nostra, et ideo ad redemptionem non ordinatur, ut medium subordinatum, ad
finem cuius gratia, sed ex misericordia ad redemptionem ordinatur ut causa enimens
ad effectum et ad nos ut ad finem, cui Deus vult gratiam scil. ad finem perfectibilem,
non perfectivum.”

" Cited by Garrigou-Lagrange, op. cit., p. 471: “intendimus videre Deum, ut
eum in aeternum glorificemus, sic affectu, ut si nulla esset beatitudo speranda,
nihilominus diligeremus illum atque illi serviremus.”

“* Summa Theol., I-11, q. 62, a. 1.

" Ibid., II-11, q. 17, a. 6, ad 1.

“ Ibid., a. 7.
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terminates it. It differs specifically from the object of charity,
which is God lovable in Himself, and from that of simple desire,
in that hope regards its object not merely as our Supreme
Good that is infinitely desirable, but as the supreme arduous
good ™ which is impossible to any created power. Whatever
makes this arduous good possible, therefore, will provide the
ultimate formality of Christian hope. Divine assistance provides
the essential reason for hoping; it thereby animates, sustains,
directs, and therefore specifies, hope.”” This intrinsic relation
of the tendency of hope to the means by which its object is
obtained can be observed in a sick man who desires health
because it is good, but hopes for it because he relies on effective
medicines or skillful doctors.

Just as faith does not have the aspect of a theological virtue
unless it adheres to the testimony of the First Truth, so hope,
also, takes its specification as a virtue from the fact that it
relies on the help of divine power to attain eternal life. Tt
would be a vicious act, and opposed to the virtue of hope, to
rely upon human help or one’s own power (as did the Pela-
gians) to attain the perfect good. Garrigou-Lagrange expresses
this principle in modern terms:

The formal object of faith is the First Truth, by reason of which
oune gives assent to those things which are believed, and which con-
stitute the material object of faith, so the formal object of hope is
the help of divine power and mercy, on account of which the motion

of hope tends toward the hoped-for goods which are its material
object.™®

“IIT Sent., d. 26, q. 2, a. 2, ad 2: “ Kt secundum hoc spes est in homine
principium omnium operationum quae ad bonum ardunm ordinantur, sicut caritas
omnium quae in bonum tendunt, et sicut fides omnium quae ad cognitionem
pertinent.”

" Summa Theol., II-II, q. 17, a. 1: “Inquantum igitur speramus aliquid ut
possibile nobis per divinum auxilium, spes nostra attingit ad ipsum Deum, cujus
auxilio innititur ”; and a. 6: ““Spes autem facit Deo adhaerere prout est nobis
principium perfectae bonitatis: inquantum scilicet per spem divino auxilio innitimur
ad beatitudinem obtinendam.”

% Garrigou-Lagrange, op. cit., p. 323.
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In other words, we hope to obtain God by the help of God, just
as by faith we believe in Him because of Him.”

Hope, therefore, is characterised by our reliance on God’s
help (Deus auxilians) , for we are not able to hope for beatitude
with firm confidence except from him who we know is able and
willing to give it. God alone can give eternal life and He must
be willing to do so, for He promised to give it to those who
believe in Christ ”® and He commands us to strive for it., For
as the Council of Trent says, rephrasing St. Augustine, “ God
does not command the impossible, but commanding, urges us
to do what is possible to our own power, and to ask for what
is not, and then He helps that it may be possible.” ™ In other
words, the only reason for hoping that we shall enjoy beatitude
is because God can give and wishes to give it to us.

Moreover God is the only source of this assistance that
brings us to beatitude, for the order of the agent must corre-
spond to the order of the end, and only the supreme and super-
natural agent can lead us to the ultimate supernatural end.
God’s help may be transmitted to us by the sacred humanity
of the Savior and by Mary, the Dispensatrix of all grace, but
the formal motive of theological hope is God always willing to
help (Dieu toujours secourable), according to His goodness,
mercy, fidelity, and omnipotence. All these perfections in this
order are supposed by the formal motive: Deus auxilians.®
However, since this help has the character of an efficient cause,®
which implies the performance of an action and the bestowal of
active assistance,® it is to Divine Omnipotence especiaily that
we have recourse in the very act of hope. All presupposed
things are not sufficient, however, if God is not positively

" R. Bernard, O.P., La Charité, Saint Thomas D’Aquin, Somme Théologique,
p. 315.

78 John 3: 16.

" Cited by Council of Trent, DB 804.

8 R, Garrigou-Lagrange, 0. P., La Synthése Thomiste (Paris, 1946), p. 518.

81 Summa Theol., 1I-11, q. 17, a. 4.

82 e Tilly, op. ¢it., p. 206: “ c’est & la toute-puissance que nous avons recours,
car il s’agit & proprement parler d’une action & produire, d'un secours actif & nous
apporter.”
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helping and thus, formally, hope depends on the helping
Omnipotence of God.®

This concept of the motive of hope as Deus auwilions, God
always able and ready to help us, is the support especially of
souls who are subject to the trials of the passive purification
of the spirit as described by St. John of the Cross, for when
all secondary motives are obscured, the supreme motive is
brought into relief and the soul is led to rely completely on
God, who dees not abandon those who hope in Him. Contrary
to the doctrine of the Quietists, in this night of the spirit souls
are not asked to sacrifice either the hope or the desire of salva-
tion; nstead, with St. Paul, they must “ hope against hope.”
This thesis also has a very intimate connection with the efficacy
of divine help. So much so that Molina says that the Thomistic
doctrine of grace, efficacious of 1tself, destroys hope.®* In spite
of the Molinists, however, there is nothing to fear for our
liberty in the intrinsic efficacy of God’s help, which adapts
itself to the mode of free election proper to the human will.
Although God works in us both to will and to accomplish,®
He does so without doing violence to our nature. In fact, the
eficacy of divine help, far from destroying hope, adds a new
motive of confidence, so that “ hope makes us tend to God as
a certain good or end to be obtained and as a kind of help
Erricacious in assisting.” ®°

This dual regard of hope, tending toward the good as well as
toward the necessary help that makes the good possible, occa-
sions the difference of opinion as to what constitutes the virtue
of hope. On the one hand, with respect to its object quod, hope
is a movement of love, of search for the perfect good of the

8 R, Garrigou-Lagrange, Q. P., De Virtutibus Theologicis (Turin, 1949), p. 325:
“Bed formaliter innititur spes in Deo auxiliante, quia omnia praesupposita non
sufficerent si Deus non esset insuper positive auxilians. Non sufficit quod Deus
possit dare auxilium, sed requiritur quod velit auxilium dare et hoc constat prout
impossibilia non jubet.”

® Ibid., p. 324.

5 Philippians 2: 13: “Deus est enim qui operatur in nobis velle et perficere

pro bona voluntate.”
8 Summe Theol., IL-11, g. 17, a. 6, ad 3.
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subject. Perceiving by faith its connaturality with the object,
hope obeys the attraction of love and seeks possession of the
loved object. The arduousness of the object provokes the
irascible appetite and becomes a new incentive to love if the
helps are sufficient to triumph over the obstacles.

On the other hand, with respect to its motive, hope evokes
confidence. Overcoming the natural fear of a possible inade-
quacy between the means and the end in the face of a difficult
work, the subject abandons himself to the One Who will aid
him and confides in His powerful help. Although confidence in
natural assistance always includes some uneasiness with regard
to the outcome, reliance on the help of Omnipotence appeases
the hesitation of the appetite and gives it firmness and the
absolute tranquillity of certitude. Hope is absolutely certain
because that which constitutes its formal motive, the divine
Omnipotence and Mercy, cannot fail. The possibility of defec-
tion, due to human freedom, produces in the subject a certain
uneasiness which 1s accidental to the act of hope but essential
to the special action of the Holy Spirit i the gift of fear.®” The
very consideration of his frailty, however, impels man to vely
still more firmly on Omnipotence, and thus he grows i hope.

It is clear, then, that hope, as St. Thomas sees it, although
related to love and desire, is characterised by a firm reliance on
the help of God to attain beatitude. For he says that, with the
knowledge of God’s providence over human affairs, * stirrings
of hope arise in the soul of the believer that by God’s kelp, he
may gain possession of the goods he naturally desires, once he
learns of them through faith.” ®* Hope does not merely desire
the Good; 1t ewpects it through divine Mercy and relies on
Infinite Power to obtain it.

The anchor which for centuries has been the traditional
symbol for the virtue of hope graphically portrays this very

$"Le Tilly, op. cit.,, p. 244: “ Cet élément de crainte n’empéche pas la certitude
pratique, parce qu’accidental au mouvement d’espérance mais il determine une
certaine inquiétude et laisse dans lespérance une imperfection que vient combler
une motion spéciale du Saint-Esprit dans Pexercice du don de crainte.”

88 St. Thomas Aquinas, Compendium of Theology, trans. Cyril Vollert, S.J.
(St. Louis, 1948), p. 313.
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quality of firm reliance. Just as the ship riding at anchor is
able to withstand the shifting forces of tide and current, so the
soul that hopes in God stands with unshaken confidence against
the obstacles from within and without that threaten its salva-
tion. The anchor gives no indication of the urgent forward press
of desire; it speaks only of the subject’s trust and dependence
on a force outside itself.

- Father De Letter gives a well-documented exposition ** to
prove that the pre-Thomistic concept of hope was essentially
the same as that of the Scriptures and of St. Thomas. Both
the Greek and Latin Fathers, as well as the great Scholastic
Doctors unite with St. Thomas in seeing hope as “ trust in God,
reliance on Him from whom we expect the reward of the future
life . . . trust (which) makes the soul stand up, gives it courage
and firmness.” * They all agree that the essence of hope is, as
Peter Lombard says: ‘ The certain expectation of future beati-
tude, coming from God’s grace and from the merits that precede
either the hope itself (which in the order of nature comes after
chanty), or the hoped for thing, that is, the eternal beati-
tude,” **

II. Ture ConcurisciLe Hopre OF ScoTUs

The concept of concupiscible hope, as mdicated by Scotus
and developed by Suarez, differs from the Thomistic concept
in three respects: the habitus from which it springs, the nature
of its object, and its motive. The act of hope, according to
the Scotistic-Suarezian concept, has no proper habitus; it is
merely the most difficult and noblest act of the habit of con-
cupiscible love. The object of the habitus is good as such;
arduousness acts only as the mode or condition that distin-
guishes hope from other acts that flow from the same habitus.
The motive of hope is the Goodness of God toward us; the
Omnipotence of God moves only extrinsically to the act as a

2 P, De Letter, S.J., “ Hope and Charity in St. Thomas,” The Thomist, XIIL
(1950), 206-212.

°® Ibid., p. 209.

% Sententiarum Liber III, d. 26.
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prerequisite condition. This is the notion of hope that, due
to the mfluence of Suarez, has been most commonly accepted
by theologians until the recent Thomistic revival.®?

Only the barest outline of this concept is found in Scotus who
gives merely a statement of the principles that hope is desire,
that its object is good, and its motive the Goodness of God
toward us. He makes no attempt to reconcile these principles
with the traditional concept of hope. Perhaps the explanation
of Scotus’ stand can be found in the nature of the theories he
was refuting.

At the time that Duns Scotus wrote his Commentary on the
Sentences in which he treats of hope, theologians were involved
in a controversy as to whether or not hope is a theological
virtue distinct both from faith and charity. This difficulty
arose from the consideration of the act of hope, which, accord-
ing to accepted tradition, was °° expectare,” to expect. And
because expectation seems to include the certitude of the
mntellect and the desire of the will, the conclusion was reached
that hope 1s a composite act resulting from the habits of faith
and charity. The object of Scotus, then, was to refute the
opinion of Ockham that hope is nothing more than, while
believing, to desire beatitude. This he does in the first part
of the tract and then proceeds to develop the concept of hope
as he sees it, Three characteristic notes may be observed in his
approach to the subject.

First of all, in spite of the fact that at the head of the tract
is mscribed the definition of Peter Lombard that hope 1s the
virtue “ by which spiritual and eternal goods are hoped for,
that 1is, expected with confidence,” *® Scotus always uses the
verb desiderare, to desire, instead of expectare, to expect, to
designate the act of hope. He evidently does this to avoid the
erroneous connotations attached to expectation. Lycheti, his
commentator, however, claims that it was the common opinion

% De Letter, op. cit., p. 348.
% Joannes Duns Scotus, In Liber III Sententiarum, Opera, Tomus VII, P.I.II
(Lyons, 1639), d. 26.
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of the Doctors, except for a few Thomists ** that the act of
hope 1s * to desire.” ¥

Secondly, Seotus’ concept of hope is derived not so much
from the consideration of the role that hope plays in the
achievement of man’s last end, as from the observation of the
various psychological factors that enter into its act. For ex-
ample, when he establishes hope as a virtue, he does so by
referring to the testimony of human experience as to the exist-
ence of such an act,” and then proving that the circumstances
of this act, of which all men are conscious, are the circum-
stances due a virtuous act. Suarez, too, arrives at the nature of
hope more by the experimental observation of psychological
facts than by consideration of the role it plays in man’s orienta-
tion to his last end, as, for instance, when he proves that * to
expect ” is nothing more than “ to desire,” “ if we attend to the
common way of conceiving things.”

Thirdly, the nature of hope is arrived at by the negative
process of determining what it is not and from these principles
determining what it is. This is seen most clearly in the passage
in which Scotus distinguishes hope from charity. All three
distinctions are made by asserting that charity is thus and so,
and since hope lacks these special characteristics, hope is not
charity. The deduction thus made gives very little positive
information as to what really constitutes hope.

Although Scotus himseli does not explicitly use this line of
reasoning, both Harent *® and Suarez *° in explaining Scotus’

ot Ibid., p. 636.

°® Later, however, Suarez, in refuting the objection that to conceive hope as
desire is against the common opinion (III, n. 12, “ Nam videtur hoc esse contra
communem modum conecipiendi de spe ”’), does so, not by denying that hope is
commonly held to be expectation, but by claiming that “to expect” is the same
thing as “ to desire.”

% Scotus, II1, d. 26, n. 10: “ experimur in nobis hunc actum, scilicet desiderare
bonum infinitum inesse nobis bonum.”

°7 Franciscus Suarez, De Triplici Virtute Theologica, Opera Omnia, Tomus XI
(Venice, 1742), Sect. 111, n. 12.

?8 Harent, DTC, col. 640.

°® Suarez, op. cit., n. 14; also n. 21: “Ex quo tandem concluditur esse spem:
quia virtus haec Theologalis est cum proxime versetur circa bonum, et increatum,
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position, justify the first of these factors, the identification of
hope with desire, by a process based on the second and third
tactors. They argue in this manner: We experience in ourselves
the desire to possess the infinite goodness that is God, the
author of grace, as He is revealed to us by faith. This is not an
act of the intellect and therefore, cannot be an act of faith.
This act tends toward God that He might be good to us and
therefore cannot be charity, which tends to God as He is Good
in Himself. This desire, however, because it has God as its
object, must proceed from a theological virtue. If it is not the
act of hope, then there must be a fourth theological virtue,
which conclusion would be opposed to revelation, for the
Apostle explicitly speaks of “ these three.” ' Therefore, the
desire of God as our highest good is hope.

Having thus established the existence of the act of desire of
God, and having identified it with hope, Scotus proceeds to
examine its circumstances. Its object is good; therefore it is an
act of the will. The fact that the object 1s an absent good, and
therefore imperfectly possessed, merely qualifies the love as
desire. Because the good that is desired is a supernatural good,
God Himself, the act must proceed from a theological virtue.
But these circumstances are not sufficient to distinguish hope
from charity because they are common to both virtues.
Charity, too, is an act of the will tending toward the Infinite
Good, which in this life is imperfectly possessed and therefore
the object of desire.

The Specific Difference between Hope and Charity

In seeking the ultimate principle of distinction between hope
and charity, Scotus rejects the opinion of Henry of Ghent, who
based the difference in the distinction between the concupis-
cible and irascible powers of the will and claimed that charity
rose in the concupiscible part, the “ potentia,” and hope in the

et non est fides, neque charitas; ergo spes; nam secundum veram Theologiam, non
sunt nisi tres virtutes Theologicae.”
11 Cor. 13: 18.
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irascible part, the “wois.” Scotus does this, not because he
rejects absolutely such a distinction in the will, for he uses this
very distinction in specifying the moral virtues, but because
hope, thus considered as the force, vis, emanating from the
power, charity, would thereby be superior to charity, which
is contrary to revelation. “ And the greatest of these is
charity.” ** Under this aspect, hope would be endowed with
all that charity has and possess in addition something that
charity does not have. Scotus, therefore, preferred to distin-
guish hope from charity by the two kinds of love operative in
them. He feels that -the difference between these loves is so
great as to justify the infusion of two distinct virtues. These
two loves, the love of friendship and the love of concupiscence,
although materially the same and directed toward the same
object, Infinite Good, are distinct moral species, because of
their “ finis cus,” the one to whom the good is referred. The
love of friendship loves the good for its own sake; the love of
concupiscence loves the good as it is good for the subject.
Scotus defends this referring of the good to self as a virtuous
and commendable act because the act of willing terminates
immediately and primarily in the Infinite Good and only
secondarily desires that good for itself. Not all referring of
the will’s object to another object is the love of use, which
would be repugnant with respect to God, the Highest Good.***
God cannot be referred to self as to a proper and principal end,
for the end is always of greater importance than the means
ordained to it. But God can be loved and desired as our good
in the same way that “ matter desires its form, not to make
itself the ultimate end of form, but to become enriched by
the form, a completed principle of being and operation.” '
Thus, when God came down from heaven to redeem us, the
proximate end of His coming was the good of mankind, but
ultimately, both the Incarnation and man enriched by its

19 Tbid.

192 Seotus, IIX, d. 26, n. 14.

19 P, Lumbreras, O.P., “ Hope the Self-Seeker,” Cross and Crown (June 1951),
p. 180.
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benefits are referred to God.*** Thus, there is no subordination
of God to self in the act of concupiscible love. God is loved
above all else as the Highest Good, but loved in order that
His Goodness may be in us. As Scotus puts it, ““ the will sees
the object as an abundant good from which flows the lesser
good which contributes to its own perfection.” ** The aspect
of the object is thus changed from an objective good, one that
is lovable in itself, to an advantageous one, which is lovable
for another. This change, however, takes place in the dis-
position of the subject and effects no real change in the formal
object. It does, however, put concupiscible love outside the
limits of charity, for to desire the Infinite Good as my good
is not an act of friendship.’*® Charity, as the supreme habitual
love,*” cannot be the imperfect love of concupiscence.

Scotus places these two loves in the will according to its
twofold tendency, the ““ affection of justice ” (affectio justitiae) ,
whose object is the objective good, and the ° affection of
advantage ” (affectio commodi), whose object is the useful
good. These terms he borrows from St. Anselm.'® In the
rational appetite, the affectio commodi is the natural tendency
of the will to seek its own perfection; the affectio justitiae is a
free act of choice that follows cognition. The superiority of
the latter lies in its love for the inner values of other goods as
known in the light of reason, independent of, or even contrary
to, the good of the ego, while the former of necessity seeks the
good of the ego. On the supernatural level, the affectio commodi
is perfected by hope, by which it seeks its proper supernatural

04T Cor. 8: 22-23: “ Omnia enim vestra sunt, vos autem Christi, Christus autem
De1.” Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, La Synthése Thomiste, p. 519.

19 Seotus, I, d. 26, n. 14.

1% Ibid., d. 27, n. 17: “ Desiderare bonum mnfinitum esse bonum meum, non
est amor amicitiae.”

107 Seotus, IT, dist. 6, q. 2: ““ supremus amor habitualis.”

198 St Anselm, De Casu Diaboli, Cap. 4 and De Concordia, Cap. 9. “It (Charity)
arises from supreme affection of justice and honesty, the other (concupiscible love)
from the affection of benefit to self; i.e., the one from excellence of reason and
free will; the other, more from the inclination of nature.” Quoted also by Suarez,
I, n. 5.
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perfection. The affectio jusiitioe, on the other hand, is per-
fected by charity which loves the object in proportion to its
intrinsic supernatural value.**® Hope and charity, therefore,
are distinct, not only by reason of their acts, which are love
and desire, but also by reason of the twofcld affection of the
will which they perfect.*® Thus Scotus presents hope as the
habit of supernatural concupiscible love, the primary act of

which 1Is t6 desire.,

evident sadness of a despairing man shows that he still desirves

beatitude, even though he has ceased to hope for it, Scotus
replies that one who has despaired wills beatitude only com-
ditionally, that is, if it were possible. His sadness rises from
the conviction that it has ceased to be possible to him, and
therefore, he does not will it absciutely, nor does he hope for
it. Therefore, while it is true that to hope is to desire, to
desire conditionslly is not the same as to hope.*”*

And when it is objected that the two kinds of love are not
really distinet since all love of friendship includes love of
concupiscence, because a friend wills good to his friend, and the
love he has for the good things he wishes for his friend is a love
of concupiscence, he answers that such desires are merely reflex
acts of the habit of charity and do not, therefore, spring from
the habit of concupiscible love** And this, he adds, is the
perfect way of desiring beatitude, not for one’s own sake, but
for the love of God."™*®

1% Santa Barbara Mission, The Virtues According to the Franciscan School,
(Santa Barbara, 1947), p. 32.

110 Seotus, 111, d. 27, n. 18: “ Ita erunt distinctae virtuies non {antum ex actibus,
qui sunt amare et desiderare, sed etiam ex susceptivis, quae sunt voluntas, secundum
illam duplicem afiectionem affecta.”

22 Tbid., n. 20.

312 Ibid., n. 21: * Principium enim actus recti est principlum omnium actuum
reflexorum tendentium in finem ultimum sub eadem ratione.”

112 rom this principle Suarez concludes that one can, by the virtue of charity,
hope for the neighbor’s salvation, if the act proceed from the love of friendship.
The act of hope, therefore, can be elicited either by the virtue of hope or by the
virtue of cherily, depending on the kind of love that motivates it: * efficaciter
proximo bonum supernaturale ut bonum ejus, ad gloriam Dei, et sperare illud ex
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Moreover, the fact that the will has two acts of desire, the
one elicited by hope and the other by charity, does not make
either virtue unnecessary or incompatible with the other, for
the will is perfectly capable of loving what pertains to the end
alt the same time that 1t enjoys the end itself.***

From all that has been sald, it 15 evident that for Scotus the
specifying quality of the object of hope is its goodness. The fact
that the good is arduous,*® or absent,*® or good for the
subject,”” does not affect the formality of the object. But
since good as such is the object of the act of desire elicited both
by hope and by charity, the real distinction between these
virtues must be sought in the mode by which they tend to
their common cbject. Charity seeks the good for its own sake
according to the “ affection of justice ”; hope seeks the good as
the source of the subject’s good according to the  affection of
advantage.” Scotus thus places the Goodness of God toward
us *** as the motive of hope, since the fact that God is good
to us provides the ultimate reason for hoping, that is, for
desiring that that very Goodness may be in us.

eodem motive; sed illud desiderium, sine dubio, est chariiatis; ergo et haec spes
charitas erit.” (Suarez, IV, n. 16.)

11% Scotus, II1, d. 27, n. 21: “{orte est necessarium . . . amentem ordinate illud,
quod est ad finem, utendo simul frui fine.” Perhaps in this principle can be found
the solution to the apparent incompatibility between hope and perfect contrition.
Since perfect conirition must be motivated by perfect love, it would seem at first
glance to exclude any self-seeking and consequently become impossible to make
concomitantly an act of hope with an act of perfect contrition. This is one of the
difficuliies consequent upon the identification of hope with concupiscible love.
According to the traditional concept, hope is essentially reliance on God’s Power,
and the desire of beatitude which precedes it can be motivated by the pure love
of charity. There is, therefore, no opposition between expectant hope and perfect
contrition. In fact, the closer we are united to God by charity, the more we
confide in His help, for we always hope for more from our {riends. (Garrigou-
Lagrange, De Virtutibus Theologicis, p. 317.)

118 Scotus, d. 27, n. 18.

119 Ibid., d. 26, n. 12.

1% Ibid., n. 13.

118 Modern theologians use the termn “ relative Goodness of God ” as the motive
of hope, to distinguish it from the motive of charity which they designate the
“ absolute Gioodness of God.”
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The Scotistic Concept of Charity

The effects of such a distinction will be even more profound
i the realm of charity than in hope. Scotus distinguishes a
three-fold aspect of the object of charity: God as the desirable
good of the lover invites to love; God as beatifying good of the
lover completes the act of love without specifying it; and God
Himself, considered under no relative aspect, in Whom the act
of charity terminates.’™ Desire and joy, therefore, are con-
ditions that will always accompany the act of charity but,
according to the Scotistic formula, they do not enter into its
formal constitution. Such is not the case with St. Thomas who
holds that charity loves God for what He is, the last end, Who
alone deserves to be loved for His own sake, and the only
source of happiness.’® In this respect, St. Thomas makes the
classic disinction between the end of charity and the nature of
charity in the loving subject. Although God’s gooduness to us
cannot be the end of charity, it is a necessary condition to
charity, since if God were not our good, there would be no
relation between His goodness and our faculty of loving, and
the love of God would be impossible to us.*** Thus His good-
ness is a twofold cause of our love: first, as being the reason for
love; and secondly, as being a way to acquire love.**? There-
fore, by charity we desire the favors He bestows, the rewards
He promises, because by them we are disposed to advance in
His love.r®® For Scotus, moreover, the act of the love of friend-
ship will be a distinct act from that of the love of concupiscence,
and any desire for union compatible with it is altruistic to the
point of excluding from the object of desire the enrichment
following on the acquisition of our supreme good. St. Thomas,
on the other hand, holds that the love of friendship, by one and
the same act, loves the friend and desires His company. Well-

11® Seotus, III, d. 27, q. un., n. 7.

320 Summa Theol., I, q. 60, a. 5, ad 4; II-1, q. 23, a. 5.
2 Ibid., I, q. 60, a. 5, ad 2.

122 Ibid., T1-I1, q. 27, a. 1, ad 8.

19 Jhid 8. 3.
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wishing alone does not constitute charity; return of love is
essential, and hence the wish for it canmot be excluded.'®
Surrender to the friend is only one aspect of love; such an act
implies and virtually includes the possession of the beloved.'®

This difference of concept, in charity as in hope, seems to
derive from a difference of viewpoint in St. Thomas and Scotus.
As Father De Letter points out: *** “ Psychologically they
(love of desire and love of benevolence) may appear isolated,
but in reality (that is, ontologically) , union with God is both
supreme surrender and supreme enrichment.” While Scotus
regards the act of charity as a psychological phenomenon by
which the mind is able to concentrate on one of the aspects to
the exclusion of the other, St. Thomas sees the attainment of
the Last End by charity as a metaphysical reality necessarily
mplying a double relation of the love of friendship to the
object and to the subject.®” In this sense charity is prompted
by the divine goodness, lovable for itself and as it establishes
a friendly communication of divine life and eternal beatitude,
and the desire of sharing in this beatitude is subordinate, but
essential, to the act of charity,'*® both in order that charity may
preserve its character of friendship and because unless a man
loves his own perfection, he does not rightly love God.>*
Whence charity is formally the love of benevolence and of
friendship, but concomitantly and consequently occasions a
certain love of concupiscence, by which we wish God for our-
selves, referring the whole to God as a friend.**® St. Thomas
refers to this concupiscible element in charity again when he
speaks of the twofold joy which arises in charity: i.e., Joy in
the divine good considered in itself, and joy in the divine good
as participated by us. He says that the former proceeds chiefly

12¢ Ibid., a. 2.
125 Cf, Father De Letter's treatment of ““ Charity According to St. Thomas,”
op. cit.

126 [pid. p. 231 f1.

127 Summa Theol., TI-11, q. 27, a. 8.

128 Ibid., q. 26, a. 8, ad 3; also II-II, q. 28, ad 4.
120 Ibid., q. 25, a. 4, ad 8 and a. 7.

13 Garrigou-Lagrange, op. cit., p. 386 {f.
































































































































































































