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STATEMENT OF THE THESIS

immisceability among the three major approaches to

the study of human nature: the philosophical psycho-
logical, the empirical psychological and the psychoanalytic.
This is not to say that every writer or researcher felt himself
obliged to remain within the confines established for his disci-
pline, but only to acknowledge that a hard core of the prac-
titioners of one approach labored in ignorance and even disdain
of the labors of those who used other approaches. Since the
war, the situation seems to have changed. As a result of
practical collaboration, psychologists and psychoanalysts have
begun to find common interests; as a result of the generally
felt need for broader contexts of thought, philosophy is be-
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PREVIOUS to the last war there seemed to exist a certain
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ginning to win acceptance with students of a more empirical
cast of mind. This situation should be welcome to Thomists,
especially to those who see no formal line of distinction between
the philosophical and empirical approach to any object of
science. For them, any truth is grist for the mill, no matter
how or by whom discovered, a challenge to the integrating
power of the fundamental Thomistic principles and an oppor-
tunity to enrich their science by a further application.

Within this context, I should like to suggest that it would
be profitable for students of St. Thomas to investigate the
writings of Sigmund Freud. I do not mean this in the merely
superficial sense, that, because Freud is widely read and dis-
cussed, we also should know something about him, if only to
be abreast of current thinking. Nor do I mean it in the more
praiseworthy but still inadequate sense, that because the
Freudian methods of therapy have proved useful in curing
some types of mental disturbances, we should understand
enough of the matter to be able to use them or recommend
their use. I mean the thesis in a more formal sense, that,
namely, there are Freudian concepts which can be integrated
into the content of Thomistic psychology, where they would
provide valuable elaborations in the speculative order, ‘

A number of objections immediately come to mind. In what
sense does St. Thomas’ psychology need addition or elabora-
tion? And if it needs some kind of development, why lock to
psychoanalysis, and, if one must look to psychoanalysis, why
to Freud?

To take up the second question first, it would seem evident
that psychoanalysis, even as a study of human nature, has
made great contributions to our understanding of man, un-
covering truths which were previously hardly suspected and
certainly greatly undervalued. If, then, we hold, as we do, that
there is no need to defend the profundity and accuracy of St.
Thomas’ psychology, it would seem hard to believe that there
is no substantial area of agreement between the two points of
view, no intersection of their respective insights. For it seems
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hard to allow that there could be two profound penetrations
into human nature which were entirely disparate, entirely
unprofitable for speculative analysis and comparison.

This is not to assert that only psychoanalysis has provided
material interesting to the Thomist psychologist. It would
certainly be useful to integrate also the findings of empirical
psychologists, especially, for instance, Gestalt schools. How-
ever, since empirical psychology initially turned its attention
to the problems of external sensation, and even to the more
physiological aspects thereof, and has consequently effected its
greatest contribution in these areas in which philosophical
interest is relatively thin, while psychoanalysis has from the
beginning plunged into the areas of deeper perceptions and
basic motivations, in which areas philosophy is also more
intensely concerned, psychoanalysis seems to hold out at present
a promise of greater immediate rewards to the philosophical
investigator.

Granting, then, the value of a philosophical study of psycho-
analysis, why Freud? For all his genius and influence, it is
widely admitted that Freud had some fundamental limitations,
even within the field of psychoanalysis itself, so that subsequent
psychoanalysis has found itself not only making substantial
additions to his theories, but also correcting them in basic
principles. It would follow, then, that a Thomist, looking for
materials and insights in psychoanalysis, ought to look at
more contemporary forms of the discipline rather than at the
more purely Freudian position. There is no doubt that the
developments since Freud and aside from Freud cannot be
neglected, and simply because they present in toto a fuller and
more accurate picture than did Freud. Nevertheless there is
a certain justification in beginning the philosophical study with
Freud, not only because of his historical priority, but also
because his is the greatest single contribution to psychoanalysis,
and the basis of later developments, and also because, even
when a master has been corrected by his school, his original
insights often contain more than his followers have perceived.
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In one sense, therefore, ignoring later developments, it seems
not invalid to begin in the beginning with Freud’s own theories.

To return now to the first objection, why and in what sense
can it be said that St. Thomas’ psychology needs elaboration?
To answer this objection, it would be best to appeal to St.
Thomas himself. In his commentary on Aristotle’s De Sensu
et Sensato, he expounds his notion of a complete psychological
science, dividing the science into three stages of investigation.?
In the first, the soul itself is treated more or less abstractly.
In the second, the living composite or animate thing is con-
sidered in general, and in the third, each species of living thing
is specially treated. Now St. Thomas himself wrote two ex
professo psychological works in the first stage, the Commentary
on De Anima and the Disputed Question De Anima. In the
Commentary, he consistently notes the points at which the
investigation is broken off, to be taken up again in other books,
as developments of the second stage.” He has also two works

1“And as diverse genera of sciences are distinguished according to the way
in which things are separable from matter in diverse ways, so also in the single
sciences, and especially in natural science, the parts of the science are distinguished
according to the diverse mode of separation and concretion. And because universals
are more separate from matter, therefore, in natural science we proceed from the
universals to the less universal, as the Philosopher teaches in the first book of
the Physics. Whence he begins to treat natural science from those things which
are most common to all natural things, namely, motion and the principle of motion,
and then he proceeds through the mode of concretion, or application of common
principles, to certain determined mobile things, among which are living bodies.
Concerning these he also proceeds in a similar way, distinguishing this consideration
into three parts. For first, he considers the soul in itself, as in a certain abstraction.
Secondly, he considers those things which pertain to the soul according to a certain
concretion, or application to the body, but in a general way. Thirdly, he makes a
consideration applying all these things to each species of animal and plant, deter-
mining that which is proper to every species. The first consideration, therefore, is
contained in the book De Anima.” St. Thomas, De Sensu et Sensato, lect. 1, # 2.

2“ And he (Aristotle) calls it a ‘history ’ (namely, his tract on the soul) because
he treats of the soul in a certain summary, not carrying it out to the final investi-
gation of all that pertains to the soul itself in this tract. For this is the sense of
‘history.”” I de Anima, lect. 1, # 6.

“Finally then he concludes with an epilogue what was said ‘figuratively,” that
is, in a kind of summary, for each of the senses. For he determines these in a
special way in the book De Sensu et Sensato.”. II de Anima, lect. 23, # 550.
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in the second stage, the commentaries on De Sensu et Sensato
and De Memoria et Reminiscentia, and none in the third.
These, of course, represent by no means the total of his psycho-
logical doctrine, for he constantly expounds problems in psy-
chology throughout his writings, and in some books, especially
in the Summas, in the Commentary on the Sentences and in the
De Veritate, he develops theses in psychology at great length.
Nevertheless, if we only consider the titles of the works of
Aristotle, which St. Thomas cites, in the Commentary on De
Sensu et Sensato, as developments of psychology in the second
and third stages, it will be immediately evident that there are
many subjects which St. Thomas did not treat explicitly, and
not hard to deduce that there are more. Thus he mentions
Aristotle’s works on death and life, on health and sickness,
on youth and age and the causes of longevity, on sleep and
waking, on the causes of movement in animals and on the
habits and parts and generation of animals.® Many of these
subjects are, of course, assigned, in the modern scheme of
sciences, to biology or physiology rather than to psychology
properly speaking, but their relations to psychology have not
been overlooked, and they appear also in psychological texts.
In any event, they belong to psychology according to St.
Thomas’ mind, although he did not treat of them except here
and there and in passing. For this reason it seems safe to say
that there are tracts of Thomistic psychology as yet unfinished,
and, having said this, we turn again to the material offered in
psychoanalysis to see if anything of value can be found.

It should be made clear from the beginning, as it will be
developed more at length shortly, that the psychologies of St.
Thomas and Freud are radically and essentially opposed, and
that, moreover, we are following St. Thomas, These two men
could hardly have been more in opposition, nor would it serve

“He (Aristotle) determines this (the organ of appetites) in the book De Causa
Motus Animalium. For in this book (De Anima) he intends to determine con-
cerning the soul in itself.” III de Anima, lect. 15, # 831.

See also II, lect. 9, # 349 and III, lect. 14, # 807.

® De Sensu et Sensato, lect. 1, ## 2-6.
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our purpose to neglect or misunderstand the nature of this
opposition. We can, in fact, hardly expect any benefit from
the work of integration until the shape of the dichotomy is
made clear. Therefore we must proceed in two steps, first, by
outlining the incompatibility, and then by studying the useful
compatibilities.

It should also be noted that the problem before us will be
fairly definitely limited in scope. What we desire to do is to
examine as precisely as possible the concepts of man, or of
human nature, as held by St. Thomas and Freud respectively.
For the sake of manageability we must exclude as far as possible
the greater part of their philosophy and theology, as well as
the use of psychoanalysis as a technique for investigation and
as a therapy. The burden of the discussion must be confined
to a comparison of what Freud called his metapsychology with
St. Thomas’ notion of human nature.

Tae CONTEXTS.

Nevertheless, the broader aspects of a philosophy cannot be
entirely excluded from consideration even when the particular
point at issue is deliberately confined, and especially if the
point is the nature of man.* For a philosopher’s concept of
man is necessarily influenced by his general metaphysics, or
better, by his outlook on all reality, his Weltanschauung. His
concept of man is a part of a greater complex of thought, belief,
feeling, opinion and so on, and willy nilly gains or suffers from
this context.

We consider then briefly, first, the general outlook of St.

* We are not going to take seriously Freud’s frequent assertion that he was not a
philosopher and had no desire to philosophize. In fact, although he exerted himself
enormously in the accumulation of data, and in this respect deserves the commenda-
tion of empirical science, he was also and perhaps more intently concerned with
the analysis of these data, in the investigation and determination of the causes
of the facts he uncovered and organized, constantly searching for more and more
exact theories to embrace these facts, and not adverse to extending a theory, once
he had evolved it, to the explanation of major problems in religion, art, ethics, etc.
Indeed it was largely for this penchant for speculation that his work was so long
criticized or disregarded by more strictly empirical psychologists.
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Thomas. For St. Thomas the fundamental division of the uni-
verse is in terms of act and potency. Act is that by which things
are, by which they are determined, formed. It is being in the
fullest sense, the prime requisite for action, and action itself.
Potency is that which is not yet, that which is therefore unde-
termined, as yet unformed, and therefore the principle of change
and motion in things. It is being in a tentative and possible
sense, the prime requisite for becoming.

Seeing potency in every part of the visible world, and under-
standing that potentiality is never realized except by and
through and for actuality, St. Thomas inevitably moves from
the visible world to the invisible, where the principle of all
things is found in the Pure Act who is God. All lesser things
must therefore have come forth from God; all things with
potentiality in themselves, and change and becoming, are
derived things. But by their very change and becoming they
may become more actual, approaching therefore more closely
to the Pure Act from which they first proceeded. The summa-
tion, therefore, of all truth is in this: that all things have come
forth from God and seek to return to Him, and this under His
guidance and by His inspiration.

In the material world, man is unique, in that he possesses
a spiritual principle, in virtue of which he is an image of God,
and in the strength of which he can make more and more perfect
this image, by God’s grace, knowing and loving Him. In the
beginning, each man is potential in this respect—the clean
tablet on which nothing is written—but in the end, he is, as it
were, deified by his contact with God, and this is his God-given
destiny.

For Freud, the outlook is quite different. For him, the funda-
mental nature of the universe is that of a blind and purposeless
mass of energizing matter. Evolving through space and time,
the interactions of moving parts of matter have fortuitously
produced certain more or less unified masses of matter and
energy which we call living things. Among them are ourselves.

The basic law of these living things is the law of the material
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universe—to move, to discharge energy. In man this law -
appears as the pleasure principle, for it is pleasurable to dis-
charge energy and painful to contain energy undischarged.
Man is bound to the law of maximum pleasure, which is found
in the constant and unfettered release of the energies which
are constantly building up within him.

There is no purpose nor destiny to man, unless you count as
purpose the various twists and turns of human effort, by which
men try to avoid whatever hinders the discharge of energy.
But in the true sense of final causality, of destiny, there is
nothing—all causality is efficient, the propulsion from behind
seeking the path of least resistance.

Here, then, is the fundamental conflict between St. Thomas
and Freud. St. Thomas looks on the universe and sees God,
who created the material and spiritual worlds, and guides them
in every detail through His providence. In the world is the
ensouled animal, man, who is given a high destiny by God,
namely, to find his fullest unfolding and realization in the
return to God, by God’s grace, through the knowledge and
love and service of God, until he meets God face to face,
becoming thereby to a degree himself deified.

Freud sees no God and no spiritual being; he sees only
matter. There is neither purpose nor destiny, but only blind
and random release of material energies. Of this whole man is
no more than a homogeneous part, a product of the mass of
energizing matter not essentially different from any other part.

AnTiNOoMIES IN THE CONCEPT OF HUMAN NATURE.

In the light of this basic dichotomy, it is small wonder that
the thoughts of St. Thomas and Freud seem entirely incom-
patible. Moreover, we' can spell out the opposition in more
specific antinomies within the limits of the special point we
are considering, the nature of man.

Freud is, as has been said, monistic; he posits a monolithic
materialism in human nature. Man is matter and ruled by
material forces, wholly and entirely and indeed mechanistically.
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This is an outlook which Freud absorbed from his earliest
teachers and from which he never departed. Freud is also
voluntaristic, not in the sense that he posits the existence of
a will as a free spiritual faculty, nor even in the sense of positing
a will as any kind of distinct human faculty. He is voluntaristic
in the sense that the Germanic philosophy of his time was
voluntaristic, as positing motive energy, impulse to action, the
constant propulsion from within, as the essence of human
activity. And because he is a materialist with a mechanistic
bent, and a voluntarist in the sense described, he is also a
determinist, holding that each individual is necessarily and
ineluctably propelled in each single action and in the whole
course of his life span of activity.

St. Thomas, on the contrary, is a dualist, holding indeed for
an animality in man, but not denying the spirituality. And
while man must move in obedience to the laws of animal
nature on the part of his animality, he must also obey the laws
of spiritual nature on the part of his soul. Man’s life, then,
is a tension and a balance, between laws and energies of two
sorts; a balance which should redound wholly to his advantage,
but which can also lead to stress and conflict. Furthermore, the
essence of human activity is not internal propulsion—St.
Thomas is not voluntaristic in this sense. For him there is
in man, besides the natural appetites which impel him from
within, the elicited appetites which follow perceptions and
are governed by them, and these latter appetites are the more
important ones. There are sense responses for sense knowledge
and spiritual responses to spiritual knowledge, and in this latter
field is found the appetite which can be called simply the
appetite of man, the will. Since the will, moreover, follows
reason, which is the highest power of perception in man, and
commands, all else being equal, the lower appetites, a unity
under reason is effected in man’s activities, in virtue of which
man can rightly be considered as a predominantly rational
being. For St. Thomas, then, appetites follow knowledge both
in the sense of being elicited by knowledge and in the sense of
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being ultimately ruled by rational knowledge. Freud, on the
other hand, speaks of appetites as things independent of knowl-
edge, arising and developing to their full stature without refer-
ence to an eliciting perception, and only attaching themselves
to images and ideas after they have reached maturity, and
for the sake of easier discharge of their psychic energy.

As a consequence of his dualistic conception of man, and of
the realization that the appetites are governed by the percep-
tions which elicit them, St. Thomas can substantiate man’s
sense of his personal freedom with sound arguments, for an
appetite ruled by a rational power, with its capacity to per-
ceive and weigh universal values, is an appetite free to elect
among finite values. While Freud, then, leaves nothing in man
to chance and nothing to free choice, everything being pre-
determined by the force and direction of the basic impulses
arising from his biological substrates, St. Thomas holds that
much in man is of free election, some is from basic impulse and
some fortuitous. ‘

St. Thomas, therefore, is hierarchic, for he defines an order
of specifically different powers and energies in man, some
ruling and directing others, some of more value than others,
and all clearly distinct one from the other even while all are
ordained to work together in a close harmony. There are the:
orders of spiritual and material, as have been mentioned, and
the orders of cognitive, appetitive and executive. In another
sense, there is the speculative order, ordained to contemplation
and admiration of the truths of things which cannot be pro-
duced, and the practical order, ordained to action and manipu-
lation, in those things subject to man’s disposition.

For Freud, on the contrary, there is no real hierarchic
diversity in man. There is only one basic energy, undifferen-
tiated and indeterminate in itself, which suffers an accretion
of special “ faculties ”—if we can call them faculties—as reac-
tions to external realities. There is, therefore, for Freud only
one real value—the release of the basic energy, in accordance
with the pleasure principle, by which man is oppressed and
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by whose pressure is constructed the illusory structure men
call values. For St. Thomas, of course, the structure of objec-
tive values is real, a hierarchy towards which men respond and
strive according to their several capacities; a hierarchy, indeed,
which corresponds, according to divine providence, with the
nature with which man has been endowed.

RECONCILIATIONS

Enough has been said to show that St. Thomas and Freud
are not only basically in opposition in matters of religion and
ethics, as is generally presumed, but also in the fundamental
principles in which the nature of man is conceived. The dicho-
tomy is radical, built up as it is on a series of flat contradictions.
And yet I should like to suggest and defend now the proposition
that St. Thomas would have found much in psychoanalysis,
and even in some of its fundamental coneeptions, which would
not have sounded strange to him. To express this in another
way, I do not believe that Freud’s valid observations necessarily
involve the philosophical positions in which he developed them,
but rather integrate, and even more effectively, into Thomistic
psychology. As a first step in the defense, I should like to
analyse some of St. Thomas’ psychological ideas which do not
seem alien to psychoanalytic conceptions.

Let us take up first that element in human nature which
is today called the unconscious. It was Freud who first realized
in an adequate way the significance of the unconscious in man
and who first devised effective techniques for exploring it. How
did he conceive the unconscious? The basic notion, of course,
as the name indicates, is that of a part of man’s psychic nature
which is totally impervious to introspection, to reflection or
consciousness. What goes on there is a sealed book, no matter
how significant its contents. What goes on there is unconscious
not only in the sense in which habitual knowledge and memories
are kept unconsciously, i.e., as latent, but in the sense that
there is ordinarily no possibility at all of resurrection or recall.
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a. The ld.

In this unconscious sphere is the Id. For Freud, this is the
primary part of human nature, the part man has from the
beginning and the part which governs all the rest; first, there-
fore, in time and nature. Within the Id arise continuously the
basic instinets, which are physical or physiological energies
transmuted into psychic impulses, which thereupon seek in-
exorably for release according to the pleasure principle. The
release is found through motor activities and motor activities
are associated with images and ideas. Thus it comes about
that appropriate images and ideas, i. e., those which have once
successfully effected a release of energy, and pleasure, draw to
themselves the basic psychic impulses, become “ cathected ”
with psychic energy. It happens, however, that some of the
methods used to obtain pleasure actually result in pain, if the
method used meets with opposition or punishment in reality.
The images then to which the instinctual impulses have at-
tached themselves excite pain in the consciousness even in
anticipation, and are henceforth rejected from consciousness.
In these rejected images we find the beginnings of the true
unconsciousness.” Rejected images and ideas, still cathected by
psychic energies, are massed in the unconscious, where they are
continuously active—unconscious thought—constantly com-
bining and dividing among themselves, and displacing their
emotional charge from one to another, all for the sake of finding
some image which will be acceptable to consciousness and conse-
quently able to constitute a mode for releasing instinctual
energies. The Id, then, is dynamic, constantly generating im-
pulses; amoral or bestial, insofar as it seeks pleasure regardless
of the customs or morals obtaining in outside reality; extra-
spatial and extra-temporal, because the limitations of space
and time have no meaning to the basic impulses; and illogical,
containing even contradictory impulses simultaneously.

5The affective elements in the Id, while not manifest to consciousness, are not
considered part of the unconscious, strictly speaking, because they are unknowable
in themselves. The unconscious in the true sense embraces those elements which
are knowable in themselves, the images and ideas, which have become unknowable
because of some psychic interference.
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Where can such a conception fit into St. Thomas scheme
of things? At first sight, nowhere. St. Thomas, has, of course,
a finely worked out notion of the nature of passions, but these
passions are responses to sense perceptions, susceptible to the
rule of reason and the imprint of virtue, and certainly available
to introspection. To the degree that this represents the whole
of his conception, it bears slight resemblance to the instincts
of the Id. But it is not the whole. In his Commentary on the
Sentences,® we find St. Thomas describing sense appetites in
another way, saying: “ The irascible and concupiscible name
the sense appetite insofar as it is complete, and distinct in
different parts, and tending to reason; whence in man the
irascible and concupiscible obey reason. But sensuality names
the sense appetite insofar as it is incomplete and undetermined,
and more depressed; and therefore it is said that there can be
no virtue in it, and that it is perpetually corrupted; and from
its very indetermination it has a certain unity.” Again he
says:” “ Sensuality names the sensitive part imsofar as it is
more depressed into the flesh, as it does not follow the rule of
the will, but moves by its own motion, and therefore there
can be no virtue in it.” This is the part of man which is the
source of the actus primo primi, the fomes peccati, the part
of man from which erupt sudden and violent appetites.® This
same doctrine is repeated in the De Veritate.®

Moreover, a likeness can be seen in the primary divisions of
sensuality, as seen by St. Thomas and Freud. St. Thomas
divided the sense appetites into the irascible and the con-
cupiscible; Freud held for the libido, or life instinct, and the
destrudo, or instinct of aggression and death. St. Thomas even
uses the term libido in the precise sense of concupiscence
unsubjected to reason.'

$1I Sent., d. 24, q- 2, a. 1, ad 3.

*Ibid., q. 3, a. 2, ad 3.

8 Summa Theol., 111, q. 27, a. 3. De Verit., q. 25, aa. 4-7.

° Ibid., a. 5.

1 “Libido moreover signifies an inordinate concupiscence which is not totally
subjected to reason.” Summa Theol., 111, q. 27, a. 8.
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Finally, although Freud (while he denied it explicitly) often
treated the libido as nothing more nor less than sexuality, which
is a far cry from St. Thomas’ notion of concupiscence, yet
St. Thomas acknowledges sexuality as the strongest and most
rebellious part of concupiscence, pointing out that even when
used normally and virtuously it overthrows the use of reason,"
and that the generative organs are so unruly that they are like
separate animals in man.”* He speaks of no other part of
sensuality in such striking terms.

If we can accept, then, a substantial identity between the
sensuality of St. Thomas and the instinctual part of Freud’s
Id, we can begin to elaborate that notion in Thomistic psy-
chology, for Freud examined in detail what St. Thomas men-
tioned more or less in passing. We can, moreover, go on to
make a comparison between the conflict of sensuality and reason
which St. Thomas often notes, and the conflict between the Id
and the Ego of Freud. Not, of course, that Freud’s Ego, with
its principle of reality, bears much comparison with St. Thomas’
concept of the power of reason. The Ego is a derivation from
the Id itself, superimposed, as it were, on the Id, drawing its
energy from the Id; its sole function is to devise or discover
means for obtaining the pleasure the Id seeks in ways com-
patible with external reality. This is a far cry from reason,

it« . . thus in conjugal intercourse, though the pleasure be in accord with
reason, yet it hinders the use of reason, on account of the accompanying bodily
change.” Ibid., I-1I, q. 34, a. 1, ad 1. “Now there is a loss of reason incidental
to the union of man and woman both because the reason is carried away entirely
on account of the vehemence of the pleasure, so that it is unable to understand
anything at the same time, as the Philosopher says, and again because of the
tribulation of the flesh, . . .” Ibid., Suppl, q. 49, a. 1.

124 As Augustine says, it is in punishment of sin that the movement of these
members does not obey reason. . . . But . . . we must consider the natural cause
of this particular member’s insubmission to reason. . . . This is the case with these
two organs (namely, the heart and the generative organs) in particular because
each is, as it were, a separate animal being, insofar as it is a principle of life;
and the principle is virtually the whole. For the heart is the principle of the
senses; and from the organ of generation proceeds the seminal virtue, which is
virtually the entire animal. Consequently they have their proper movements
naturally. . ..” Summa Theol., I-1I, q. 17, a. 9, ad 3.
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a power in its own right, superior to sense power, ordained
to grasping the essence of reality. But granting all this, the
conflict between the two elements is not dissimilar, as a conflict
between the impulses in the order of sensuality and especially
of the flesh, and the rule of reason, or reality. Nor are the
effects of the conflict dissimilar, as each man recognized: dis-
tortion of reason, repression of appetite with the possibility of
sickness both mental and physical.*®

b. Unconscious knowledge.

So much, for the moment, for the instinctual impulses of
sensuality; what about the notion of unconscious ideas and

1% « Moreover, from the fact that the soul imagines something and is vehemently
affected towards it, a change takes place sometimes in the body, which leads to
sickness or health, without the action of the physical principles which naturally
cause sickness or health in a body.” III Cont. Gent., c. 99.

“Since there is in man a two-fold nature, intellectual and sensitive; sometimes
man is such and such uniformly in respect of his whole soul: either because the
sensitive part is wholly subject to his reason, as in the virtucus; or because reason
is entirely engrossed by passion, as in a madman. But sometimes, although reason
is clouded by passion, yet something of the reason remains free, 'And in respect
of this, man can either repel the passion entirely, or at least hold himself in
check so as not to be led away by the passion. For when thus disposed, since
man is variously disposed according to the various parts of the soul, a thing appears
to him otherwise according to his reason, than it does according to a passion.”
Summa Theol., I-II, q. 10, a. 3, ad 2.

“In evidence of which it should be noted that according to the order of nature,
on account of the tying together of the powers of the soul in one essence, and
(of the union) of the soul and the body in one composite being, the higher powers
and the lower powers and the body overflow from one to the other whatever
superabounds in any one of them, and thus it is that the body becomes cold or
hot, or sometimes sick or healthy, and even dies, on account of some apprehension
of the soul; for it sometimes happens that death comes from joy or sorrow or
love. . . . And likewise a change in the body redounds to the soul. For the soul
joined to the body takes on the complications of the body, becoming insane or
docile and so on. . . . Likewise there is a redundance from the higher powers to
the lower ones; when a passion in the sensual appetite follows from an intense
motion of the will, and the animal powers are withdrawn or impeded from their
acts by intense contemplation. And on the other hand, there is a redundance from
the inferior powers to the superior ones; as when reason is clouded by a vehement
passion in the sensual appetite so that it judges as if simply good that thing which
affects a man by passion.” De Verit., q. 26, a. 10.

“Tf, on the other hand, the strength of the evil be such as to exclude the hope
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images? Does St. Thomas have any place for cognitive ele-
ments which are formally unconscious, that is, strictly uncon-
scious in Freud’s sense? We are not, of course, speaking now
of principles quo, structural elements or cognitive instruments
by which man thinks or imagines, such as the faculties them-
selves, the impressed species, the active intellect—these are
all certainly unconscious. But can there be unconscious objects
of thought, actually existing in man unconsciously? Again, at
first glance, it seems mnot, for St. Thomas sees every act of
knowledge as the object of some other act, up to the act of
the intellect which is known by the intellect itself. Where then
is there room for unconscious knowledge, and hence for uncon-
sciously motivated appetites and actions?

I believe that there is, in fact, ample room for these concepts
in St. Thomas’ psychology. For one thing, while he establishes
a full range of consciousness in theory, he puts many limitations
on it when he considers it in actual operation. For instance,
any cognitive power can focus on only one element of its present
object clearly at one time; the rest is known only confusedly.**
Couple this limitation with the fact that an intense act on
the part of one power may impede even completely the per-
ceptive power of other faculties, and the possibility of uncon-
scious cognition becomes greater.’® Moreover, it would seem

of evasion, then even the interior movement of the afflicted soul is absolutely
hindered, so that it cannot turn aside either this way or that. Sometimes even
the external movement of the body is paralyzed, so that a man becomes completely
stupefied.” Summa Theol., I-11, q. 87, a. 2.

*# “ Therefore it is to be noted that all intelligible forms are of one genus. . . .
For all refer to the same intellective power. And therefore all can be together
at once in potency in the intellect, and similarly in incomplete act. . . . In order,
however, that it actually understand, it is necessary that the species according to
which it understands be in perfect act, and therefore it is impossible that it actually
understand by diverse forms together at the same time. , . . It should be noted,
however, that a thing can be one in one way and many in another way, as the
continuum is one in act and many in potency. And if the intellect or a sense
bears on such things as they are one, they are seen all together; if, however, as
they are many, that is, each part being considered by itself, then the whole cannot
be seen at one time.” De Verit., q. 8, a. 14. See also I Cont. Gent., c. 55.

15“When the mind is intent, in its act, upon distant things whick are far
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that the passions themselves are never known directly, but only
indirectly through the bodily commotion they cause, and this
commotion is known only to the sense of touch, which is the
least discerning of the senses. And finally, the acts of man
(actus hominis) are unconscious, and yet provoked by an
image.'®

Another Thomistic thesis which seems to involve unconscious
thought or imagery to an even greater extent is the thesis on
habit formation. St. Thomas speaks several times of the process
by which a series of actions can become so ““learned ” that it
is performed unconsciously.’” Such a series of actions, however,
depends on a series of imperating passions, for the execution
of physical motion is through the sense appetites. There is,
therefore, efther an unconscious pattern of images eliciting
these passions, or else they operate without images. Moreover,
what is true of habitual action is true also of habitual passion,
for the responses of the sense appetites are subject also to

removed from the senses, the intensity of its application leads to abstraction from
the senses. . . .” Summa Theol.,, II-11, q. 173, a. 3, ad 2.

“Or we may say that the reason why one power in hindered in its act when
another power is intensely engaged is because one power does not alone suffice
for such an intense operation, unless it be assisted by receiving from the principle
of life the inflow that the other powers or members should receive.” Summa Theol.,
Suppl., 82, 3, ad 4.

¢ “ Such like actions are not properly human actions; since they do not proceed
from deliberation of the reason, which is the proper principle of human actions,
Therefore they have indeed an imaginary end, but not one that is fixed by reason.”
Summa Theol., I-11, q. 1, a. 1, ad 3.

17“TIn a work of virtue, both election and execution are necessary. Now discre-
tion is required for election; for executing whatever is already determined, prompt-
ness is required. For a man who is actually executing a work does not have to
think much about the work; for this, as Avicenna says in his Metaphysics, would
rather hinder than help him, as is plain in the citharist, who would be greatly
impeded if he had to give thought to touching each single chord, and similarly
for the writer, if he had to think about the formation of each letter. And hence
it is that passion preceding election impedes the act of virtue, insofar as it impedes
the judgment of reason, which is necessary in electing; however, after the election
is perfected by the pure judgment of reason, a consequent passion helps more than
it hinders, because if it disturbs the judgment of reason in some way, nevertheless
it makes for promptness in action.” De Verit., q. 26, a. 7, ad 3. See also II Physics,
c. 14, #268.
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habituation. But, as we know, passion affects judgment—
unconscious passion, then, would unconsciously affect judgment
—and St. Thomas holds that this process can go so far as to
destroy man’s apprehension of all but the primary laws of
nature.’® If an opinion can be hazarded at this point, it would
be that the most promising openings to a Thomistic “ depth
psychology * lie here.

¢. The Super-ego.

Returning again to Freud, we find another important element
of the unconscious, the Super-ego, which Freud equates with

18¢« . . through the act of the sense appetite it happens that an animal actually
imagines those things which were previously stored in memory. Moreover, this
can also happen in man through an act of the intellectual appetite, insofar as the
higher appetite moves the lower.” De Madlo, q. 16, a. 11, ad 4.

“Now it is evident that the apprehension of the imagination and the judgment
of the estimative power follow the passion of the sensitive appetite, even as the
verdict of the taste follows the disposition of the tongue: for which reason we
observe that those who are in some kind of passion, do not easily turn their
imagination away from the object of their emotion, the result being that the
judgment of the reason often follows the passion of the semsitive appetite. . . .”
Summa Theol., I-11, q. 77, a. 1.

“ And through certain passions being aroused in the sensitive appetite, the result
is that man more easily perceives the movement or sensible image which is brought
in the manner explained, (i.e., an image is aroused in the imagination by a bodily
change as happens in dreams) before the apprehensive principle, since as the
Philosopher observes, ‘lovers are moved, by even a slight likeness, to an appre-
hension of the beloved.’ It also happens, through the rousing of a passion, that
what is put before the imagination, is judged, as being something to be pursued,
because, to him who is held by a passion, whatever the passion inclines him to,
seems good.” Summae Theol.,, I-II, q. 80, a. 2. See also De Vent., q. 12, a. 4,
ad 3; Summa Theol., I-II, q. 77, aa. 1, 8, 7,

“So, then, this very inclination of sensuality which is called the fomes, in other
animals has simply the nature of a law . . . But in man, it has not the nature
of law in this way, rather it is a deviation from the law of reason. But since,
by the just sentence of God, man is destitute of original justice, and his reason
bereft of its vigor, this impulse of sensuality, whereby he is led, insofar as it is a
penalty following from the divine law depriving man of his proper dignity, has
the nature of law.” Summa Theol., I.I1, q. 91, a. 6.

But as to the other, i.e., the secondary precepts, the natural law can be blotted
out from the human heart, either by evil persuasions; just as in speculative matters
errors occur in respect of necessary conclusions; or by vicious customs and corrupt
habits, as among some men, theft, and even unnatural vices, as the Apostle states,
were not esteemed sinful.” Summa Theol., I-II, q. 94, a. 6.
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conscience or the sense of morality. It would be too great
a distortion of St. Thomas’ views to allow this equation. The
Super-ego is a badly eviscerated conscience, lacking the heart
of true conscience which is to make an objectively valid judg-
ment of what is morally good to do here and now. The Super-
ego is at once too objective, insofar as it is nothing more than
the wholesale introjection of some authority’s expressed will,
and too subjective, insofar as it is a fixed formation unrespon-
sive to personal criticism and evaluation. And yet, if we examine
St. Thomas’ views on the generation of an act of faith, especially
on the part the will plays in this act, and apply these ideas to
purely human faith, considering how much is accepted as the
norm for action without any understanding of the proper
reasons, and how much the great emotional rapport of a child
for his parents may confirm:and solidify these norms in his
mind, we can see how, even in St. Thomas’ terms, there is room
for an unreasoned and unreasoning ethical imperative heavily
charged with more or less unconscious emotion, and how this
might pass for conscience in many. In short, it seems possible
to recreate the Super-ego in Thomistic terms, even though it
would not correspond to conscience or morality. And if Freud’s
insights into the operations of the Super-ego give us some ideas
about the genesis and nature of erroneous or badly formed
and childish consciences, we have gained valuable psychological
material for application to moral questions.

d. Other Freudian concepts.

Before concluding I should like to mention briefly some
other Freudian concepts which seem susceptible to Thomistic
interpretation. The idea, for instance, of sublimation, by which
libidinous energies which cannot be directly discharged in any
manner acceptable in the light of the prevailing ethics of the
society in which one lives, and which are therefore transformed
into the energies which produce science, art, politics, religion,
and so on, would not be valid as such to the mind of St. Thomas.
Nevertheless, the idea of the soul’s energies being concentrated
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in one field of endeavor, and thereby weakened in another, is
quite in accord with his thought, as it is indeed with common
sense. The element of truth in the notion of sublimation is
a part of ordinary as well as philosophical tradition.?* Other
ideas which have gained immensely from Freud’s study and
interpretation, but which are not radically novel, are susceptible
to inclusion in any valid psychological system. Examples of
these ideas are the notion of fixation, by which an object of
love or libido so attaches the energy of the psyche that the
further and normal development or maturing of the individual’s
personality is impeded and stunted, and the notions of con-
densation, displacement and substitution, which do much to
illuminate the subleties of the imagination, especially the
creative imagination. The activity of censorship in the mind,
and the consequent repression of images and ideas, fits in well,
it seems to me, and gains a certain additional elucidation from
St. Thomas’ idea of the redundance of appetites, especially
the redundance of the will to the senses. For when reason,
with its wider range of apprehension, sees the unacceptability
of some idea or image, and the will following reason moves in
repugnance to that idea and its derivatives, the sense appetites
respond with a concurring repugnance, and the normal associa-
tions of the imagination, which are strongly affected by the
passions, are necessarily impeded.

CONCLUSION.

The ideas outlined above are offered by way of suggestion
and introduction, in the belief that the analogies between the
concepts of St. Thomas and Freud deserve to be studied. I
should like, therefore, tc conclude in terms somewhat like these:
that many of Freud’s observations and deductions about human
nature are valuable additions to our concept of man, even to
a concept which is essentially Thomistic, that many psycho-
logical theses which St. Thomas has presented in their general

1° The devil finds work for idle hands.
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principles can be enlarged with Freudian material. This does
not mean that Freud’s concept of man was essentially correct,
and far less does it mean that his ideas on religion, morality,
art, politics, ete., were valid or even valuable. It does mean
that Freud contributes to the rounding out of the concept of
human nature, and that he does this in a unique way. For
Freud gave emphasis to a part of human nature which was
largely undervalued before his time. He gave due weight to
the unconscious forces at work in men’s minds, and, even more
importantly, offered ingenious and effective ways of exploring
this unconscious. He also detailed with remarkable insight and
thoroughness the interworkings of mind, senses and appetites,
and pointed out the often surprising influence of sexuality in
seemingly unrelated spheres.

While we surely regret the serious errors in his work, and
even more the harmful influence of some of these errors, we
cannot refuse to accept the content of truth, for such an
approach was no small part of St. Thomas’ own strength.

MicrAsL Stock, Q. P.
Dominican House of Philosophy,
Dover, Mass.



THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL KNOWLEDGE

[ ]

The action by which man achieves his ultimate
goal is neither making, nor doing, but contemplating.*

considered in any consideration of theoretical and prac-

tical knowledge. If it is true that man is ordered to
contemplation as his ultimate end, and if contemplation con-
sists in theoretical and not practical knowledge, then the dis-
tinction between theoretical and practical knowledge is a
crucially important one. At the same time, it is of equal
importance to appreciate the complementary relation also
obtaining between these two kinds of knowledge and to grasp
the consequences which follow from seeing one as ordered to
the other.

The distinction between theoretical and practical knowledge
is a fundamental matter and, to a certain extent, a simple
problem. Nevertheless, at the present time as well as in the
past, this distinction has been ignored, confused or denied. The
unhappy consequences which have followed have affected man’s
understanding of the nature of knowledge itself, the divisions
of knowledge, and, by no means least important, the sort of
education which human beings should have if they are to be
developed in a truly liberal manner. It is of importance, then,
to examine precisely what theoretical and practical knowledge
mean and how they differ from each other. The point of
emphasis which I should like to make in particular is that,
although the two are differentiated from each other by the
two ends of knowledge and action, nevertheless the distinction
is not to be construed so absolutely that the two are viewed

THIS sentence makes the most important point to be

* The Saint Xavier College Self Study. A Progress Report. (Chicago, 1953),
p. 18.
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as wholly in opposition. This opposition is sometimes carried
to the extreme of denying one for the sake of the other. It
is just such an extreme that tends to be revealed in the history
of philosophical thought on the problem. As a result of spirited
argument between strongly partisan advocates of one or the
other kind, it is not easy to tell whether practical knowledge
has more often been banished for the sake of theoretical knowl-
edge, or whether concern for practical knowledge has been so
overwhelming that theoretical knowledge is dismissed as ab-
struse, vain, and even meaningless.

Rash attacks are often made against positions rashly taken.
Exaggerated and exclusive claims for theoretical knowledge
were made, in one form or another, from Descartes through
Kant and Hegel to the present day. The primary aim of
Descartes in his Discourse on Method * was to apply to all
branches of knowledge a wholly a priort mathematical method,
starting from an intuition and proceeding exclusively by deduc-
tion. This conception of knowledge would obviously suppress
all practical knowledge.

Immanuel Kant can hardly be charged with seeking to
eliminate practical knowledge from the domain of science. In-
deed, there is some justice to the remark of Turner that “ Kant,
whose express purpose was to deliver philosophy from scepti-
cism, might well look back at Hume, the sceptic, and exclaim,
‘ There, but for the categorical imperative, goes Immanuel
Kant!’”3 But if Kant was aware to a great extent of the
distinction between theoretical and practical knowledge, never-
theless his understanding of theoretical knowledge had the
inevitable effect of severing its relation to the real order. Prob-
ably from Kant, as from no other single writer, arose the con-
ception of theoretical knowledge as “ speculation ” in a pejora-
tive sense of the term—a spinning of theories in the mind.
Kant himself, of course, sought to place theoretical knowledge,

2 The full title of Descartes’ work is Discourse on the Method of Rightly Con-
ducting the Reason and Seeking for Truth in the Sciences. Cf. Descartes. Selec-
tions, edited by R. M. Eaton (New York, 1927), pp. 1-37.

3 W. Turner, History of Philosophy (Boston, 1929), p. 548.
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particularly metaphysics, on an objective, critical basis, but
the effect was otherwise for many of those who came after him.
And they had some justification for their position in reading
in Kant sentences like the following: “ Theoretical cognition is
speculative when it relates to an object or certain conceptions
of an object which is not given and cannot be discovered by
means of experience.” *

In Hegel, even more idealistic in the philosophical sense of
the term than Kant, the theoretical is elevated at the expense
of the practical. Despite Hegel’s professed interest in areas
of practical philosophy, the theoretical approach is always
paramount and action is always subordinated to thought as,
indeed, it must be for one who claims * the rational alone is
real,” and “ all becoming is a development of thought.” * Once
the utter primacy of the thinking spirit is asserted, the precise
character of practical knowledge with its ultimate relation to
action and appetite is hopelessly lost.

In contemporary times, the theoretical often continues to
vanquish the practical completely or, to say the same thing in
a reverse way, the practical has become theoretical. This
tendency has become particularly noticeable in the area of moral
philosophy, the domain of practical science par excellence. In
an influential work in the moral field early in this century,
G. E. Moore proposed an aesthetic contemplation, i.e., a
purely theoretical consideration, of goodness and beauty; as
a consequence, the analysis of the good became separated from
achieving the good in action, the end to which moral and
practical knowledge should be ordered.® Quite recently, J. M.
Keynes analyzed the effect Moore’s doctrine had on Cambridge
students, remarking that “ Nothing mattered except states of
mind. . . . These states of mind were not connected with action
or achievement or with consequences.”” A. C. Ewing wrote,

¢ Critigue of Pure Reason, trans. M. Miiller, Transcendental Logic, Second
Division, Book II, Chap. III, Sect. VII.

* Cf. Hegel’s Introduction to The Science of Logic in The Philosophy of Hegel,
edited by C. J. Friedrich (New York, 1953), pp. 177 f.

¢ Cf. G. E. Moore, Principia Ethica (London, 1908).

7J. M. Keynes, Two Memoirs (London, 1849), p. 83.
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barely over a decade ago, that ethics “is a discussion of what
good is, not of what things are good, and it is therefore neither
an attempt to commend certain values (good things) nor to
give advice on the solution of concrete moral problems.”® If
ethics cannot be understood as a practical science, distinct
from theoretical science by its object and mode, then there is
no recognition of the domain of practical science at all. This
tendency to conceive moral philosophy in terms of a purely
theoretical investigation has been intensified by contemporary
analysts who restrict the domain of practical science to prob-
lems of purely logical analysis and semantics.

But if in the minds of some all knowledge has become theo-
retical, in the minds of others no knowledge is legitimate unless
it is ordered to some practical end. This view, perhaps more
familiar to us in the United States, holds that purely theoretical
knowledge is at best an extravagant waste of time, and at worst
dangerously deceptive. This view is an ancient one, widely
held, for example, in early Roman philosophy, which was wholly
practical in aim, subordinating theoretical inquiry to practical
problems of conduct. And early in the period of modern
philosophy, Francis Bacon tells us:

Although the roads to human power and to human knowledge lie
close together, and are nearly the same, nevertheless on account of
the pernicious and inveterate habit of dwelling on abstractions, it
is safer to begin and raise the sciences from those foundations which
have relation to practice, and to let the active part itself be as the
seal which prints and determines the contemplative counterpart.
... Now these two directions, the one active the other contempla-
tive, are one and the same thing; and what in operation is most
useful, that in knowledge is most true.®

The continued empirical and often practical bent of English

“A. C. Ewing, The Definition of the Good (London, 1947), p. 212. Ewing
seems to recognize that as a science ethics cannot be practical in the sense that
prudence is practical. But, like many others, Ewing leaps from the wholly prac-
tical order to the purely theoretical order, overlooking the precise sense in which
ethics, though dealing with theoretical truths, is still a practical science.

*F. Bacon, Novum Organum, Book II, Aphorism 4. Cf. Burtt, The English
Philosophers from Bacon to Midl (New York, 1989), pp. 89-90.
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philosophers, such as Locke and Hume, are too well known to
dwell upon.*

In contemporary times, John Dewey has been the apostle
of the practical ordering of knowledge. True enough, his
proximate philosophical antecedents in large part are found in
William James, whose pragmatism emphasized the purely utili-
tarian aspect of knowledge: ideas are true to the extent they
give us satisfaction in action.'* Dewey pushes this utilitarian
approach to knowledge further, and it is not without consider-
able significance that his philosophy has come to be called
“ instrumentalism.” Knowledge is primarily, if not exclusively,
an instrument for dominating our environment, for achieving
practical results.”

Dewey’s discussion of theoretical and practical knowledge in
his Quest for Certainty shows little, if any, appreciation of what
theoretical knowledge properly 1s. Indeed, at times he views
man’s attempt to engage in contemplation as nothing more
than a distrust he feels in himself, and as a desire to get beyond
and above himself. The fear of uncertainty has driven man
to retire within himself in pursuing purely theoretical knowl-
edge. “ Hence men have longed to find a realm in which there
is an activity which is not overt and which has no external
consequences. ‘ Safety first * has played a large role in effecting
a preference for knowing over doing and making.” **

Dewey asks the question: “ What is the cause and the import
of the sharp division between theory and practice? ”** The
question is a good one in the sense that it implies that the
division between theoretical and practical knowledge has been

10 Cf. especially Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Section I.

* Ctf. W. James, The Meaning of Truth (New York, 1909).

12 Cf. Ferrer Smith, O.P., “A Thomistic Appraisal of the Philosophy of John
Dewey,” The Thomist, XVIIT (April), 127-185. Dewey “ dedicated his philosophic
life . . . to the implementation and exploitation of the practical and the extirpation
of what he considered the obstructionist chimeras resultant upon any affirmation
of the speculative.” (p. 128)

** J. Dewey, Quest for Certainty. Cf. Intelligence in the Modern World, edited
by J. Ratner (New York, 1939), p. 279.

1 Ibid., p. 278.



THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL KNOWLEDGE 151

made too sharp, too absolute. Yet the question itself is a
theoretical question, not a practical one, and Dewey is not a
theoretical thinker. His answer is to subject theoretical know-
ing to practical considerations. “To say that the object of
philosophy is truth is to make a moral statement which applies
to every inquiry. . .. To assert that contemplation of truth
for its own sake is the highest ideal is to make a judgment
concerning authoritative value.” ** This observation has the
effect of turning a speculative interest in knowledge into a
moral attitude. And to the extent that Dewey envisages purely
theoretical knowledge, he contrasts it unfavorably with prac-
tical knowledge, regarding it as less adequate and even defec-
tive,® ,

What remains implicit and perhaps vague in the instru-
mentalism of John Dewey becomes explicit and thorough-going
in communistic philosophy, particularly in dialectical material-
ism as formulated by Marx and Engels, Lenin and Stalin. The
radical subordination of theoretical knowledge to practical
knowledge, of all knowledge to action, constitutes the basic
thesis of the philosophy of communism,

Engels remarks: “ Communism, insofar as it is theoretical,
is the theoretical expression of the position of the proletariat
in this struggle (between the proletariat and the bourgeiosie)
and the theoretical summing up of the conditions for the
emancipation of the proletariat.” **

1% 1bid., p. 302.

%« What is sometimes termed ‘ applied * science, may then be more truly science
than is what is conventionally called pure science. For it is directly concerned with
not just instrumentalities, but instrumentalities at work in effecting the modifica-
tions of existence in behalf of conclusions that are reflectively preferred. Thus
conceived the characteristic subject-matter of knowledge consists of fulfilling objects,
which as fulfillments are connected with a history to which they give character.
Thus conceived, knowledge exists in engineering, medicine and the social arts more
adequately than it does in mathematics and physics. Thus conceived, history and
anthropology are seientific in a sense in which bodies of information that stop
short with general formulas are not.” Dewey, Experience and Nature, as quoted
by Ratner, op. cit., p. 945.

"F. Engels, “The Communists and Karl Heinzen,” in Karl Marx, Selected
Works, prepared by the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute, Moscow, edited by V.
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The extended essay of Engels, entitled Ludwig Feuerbach,
is perhaps the best single description of the doctrinal views of
dialectical materialism, containing an evaluation of Hegel, a
criticism of the materialism of Feuerbach, and an exposition
of the main tenets of dialectical materialism.”* In the 1888
edition of Ludwig Feuerbach, Engels added, as an appendix,
eleven theses on Feuerbach written by Marx in 1845. The
content of these theses brings out clearly how Marx views
the complete ordering of all thought to action. The following
remarks are particularly relevant.

The chief defect of all hitherto existing materialism—that of
Feuerbach included—is that the object, reality, sensuousness, is con-
ceived only in the form of the object or contemplation but not as
human sensuous activity, practice, not subjectivity. Thus it hap-
pened that the active side, in opposition to materialism, was de-
veloped by idealism—but only abstractly, since, of course, idealism
does not know real sensuous activity as such. Feuerbach wants
sensuous objects, really differentiated from the thought-objects, but
he does not conceive human activity itself as activity through
objects. Consequently, in the Essence of Christianity, he regards
the theoretical attitude as the only genuinely human attitude, while
practice is conceived and fixed only in its dirty-Jewish form of

Adoratsky (New York, 1933), p. xv. To this remark of Engels, Adoratsky adds:
“The struggle of the proletariat cannot be successful without a revolutionary
theory which completely reflects and explains the whole complicated process of
historical movement and serves as a guide in changing the world. Scientific com-
munism includes practical revolutionary activity as an indispensable constituted
part. But this activity must be guided by scientific theory. Marx considers it the
task of science ‘to reveal all the forms of antagonism and exploitation’ in order
to assist the proletariat to abolish them. Thus, in the hands of Marx, Engels and
Lenin, science serves the proletarian revolution; it accomplishes the greatest work
of history.” (@ibid., p. xv.)

15 In mentioning Hume and Kant in this essay, Engels observes that what is
decisive in their views has already been said by Hegel, so far as this was possible
from an idealist standpoint, and adds: “The materialistic additions made by
Feuerbach are more ingenious than profound. The most telling refutation of this
as of all other philosophical fancies is practice, viz., experiment and industry. If
we are able to prove the correctness of our conceptions of a natural process by
making it ourselves, bringing it into being out of its conditions and using it for
our own purposes into the bargain, then there is an end of the Kantian incompre-
hensible ‘thing-in-itself.’” (ibid., p. 432).
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appearance. Hence he does not grasp the significance of “revo-
lutionary,” of practical-critical, activity. (Thesis I).

The question whether objective truth can be attributed to human
thinking is not a question of theory but is a practical question.
In practice man must prove the truth, i.e., the reality and power,
the “ this-sidedness ” of his thinking. The dispute over the reality
or non-reality of thinking which is isolated from practice is a purely
scholastic question. (Thesis IT).

But the most revealing line on the outlook of Marx’s thought
is the last thesis: “ The philosophers have interpreted the
world in various ways; the point however is to change it.”*
(Thesis XI).

A revolutionary outlook is certainly a practical matter. If
one is planning a revolution, Marx, Engels and their modern
disciples are skilled guides to follow. With such an aim, it
is not surprising that all knowledge is to be subjected to action.
And within the limits of practical objectives, especially when
divorced from any measure by theoretical truths, it must be
acknowledged that in many respects the Marxist understanding
of practical knowledge is highly effective and powerful. Tt is
equally a thorough subordination of the theoretical to the
practical. But if man is not ordered primarily and ultimately
to a wholly practical end, to an utter transformation of reality
that involves a destruction of the natural order itself, then the
Marxist doctrine is fundamentally wrong and radically perverse.
The Marxist position, significantly coming as late in the history

** These quotations are taken from Karl Marz, Selected Works, pp. 471-478.
Stalin adhered to the same view: “ Theory is the experience of the labor movement
in all countries, taken in its general form. Of course, theory becomes immaterial
if it is not connected with revolutionary practice, just as practice gropes in the
dark if its path is not illumined by revolutionary theory. But theory can become
the greatest force in the labor movement if it is built up in indissoluble connection
with revolutionary practice, for it, and it alone, can give to the movement con-
fidence, the power of orientation and an understanding of the inner connection
between events; for it, and it alone, can help us in our practical work to discern
how and in which direction classes are moving not only at the present time, but
also how and in which direction they will move in the near future. Lenin himself
said and often repeated his well-known thesis, that: ¢ Without a revolutionary
theory there can be no revolutionary movement.”” (ibid., p. xx.).
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of thought as it does, is the most thorough ordering of theory
to practice that human thought has ever advanced. It is the
logical consequence of all positions placing man’s end within the
limits of his own practical manipulation. The ultimate conse-
quence, which Marx and his followers have no hesitancy in
taking, is the denial of the transcendance of God and the order
of creation, and the accompanying effect of making man a
technological god and the order of creation a product of human
technological transformation.

The only answer to the thorough-going doctrine of Marxism
is to begin with a right understanding of the distinction between
theoretical and practical knowledge, to see a fundamentally
complementary relation between the two, and to grasp the sense
in which it is impossible, so far as knowledge is concerned,
to depart entirely from the theoretical order. Having given
a brief survey of what some notable thinkers have had to say
on the subject, let us now approach theoretical and practical
knowledge from as objective and analytic a position as possible.

* * *

The starting point is the recognition of the fact that human
Intellectual knowing is conceptual knowing. It is impossible
for us to know anything intellectually except by the production
of a concept serving as the indispensable sign and likeness of
an object2® It is such intellectual knowing that is divided
into theoretical and practical knowledge.

As we have already noted, theoretical and practical knowl-
edge are distinguished from each other in terms of their ends.
Aristotle remarks, simply, “ For the end of theoretical knowl-
edge is truth, while that of practical knowledge is action.” *
Basically, the distinction between the two amounts to no more
than this; nevertheless, the little excursion we have taken into
some history of thought on the matter suggests that we should
examine the distinction carefully and comprehensively.

# 71 exclude, of course, the unique situation with respect to the Beatific Vision
in which the divine essence is united immediately to the created intellect without
the intermediary of even a concept. Cf. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., I, q. 12, a. 9.

# Metaphysics, Book II, 993 b 20. Cf. also On the Soul, Book III, 438 a 14-21.
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Let us approach this same distinction from another point
of view. Let us consider theoretical and practical knowledge
from the standpoint of the object known, a consideration that
leads to some far-reaching consequences.

In theoretical knowledge, the object known is a non-operable
one, which is to say that it is an object about which nothing
can be done in terms of any transitory activity. In such knowl-
edge, the object is primary. In seeking to know what a flower
is, for example, I must study and analyze the flower itself. Con-
trary to Kant, I must seek to know whatever I can about the
flower in itself, and not merely know my knowing of it. The
flower as an object is the measure of my knowledge of the
flower; my knowledge is not the measure of the flower. I do
not impose my knowledge on the flower; in a literal sense, the
flower imposes itself upon me and I must submit to it in order
to know it. There is, in other words, a given order of reality
which I must accept and understand. Theoretical knowledge
consists in knowing this real order.

In practical knowledge, the contrary is the case. The object
is an operable one. As a knower, I am the measure of such an
object and the object must conform to me. If T wish to make
a chair, I have a certain idea of such an object and I impose
this conception on the appropriate matter. In the work which
is achieved, I am the measure and the cause, and the finished
product depends primarily on me.

In the Summa Theologiae St. Thomas discusses the distine-
tion between theoretical or speculative knowledge and practical
knowledge in connection with the question on God’s knowledge.
The essential doctrine on theoretical and practical knowledge is
thus summarized in the context of discussing God’s knowledge,
and because the distinction is treated both formally and com-
prehensively, the major part of the article will be quoted.

Some knowledge is speculative only, some is practical only, and
some is partly speculative and partly practical (aliqua vero
secundum aliquid speculativa et secundam aliquid practica) .

In proof whereof it must be observed that knowledge can be
called speculative in three ways: first, in relation to the things
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known, which are not operable by the knower; such is the knowledge
of man about natural or divine things. Secondly, as regards the
manner of knowing——as, for instance, if a builder were to consider
a house by defining and dividing, and considering what belongs
to it in general: for this is to consider operable things in a speculative
manner, and not as they are operable, for operable means the appli-
cation of form to matter, and not the resolution of the composite
into its universal formal principles. Thirdly, as regards the end;
for the practical intellect differs from the speculative by its end,
as the Philosopher says. For the practical intellect is ordered to the
end of operation; whereas the end of the speculative intellect is
the consideration of truth. Hence if a builder were to consider how
a house can be made, but without ordering this to the end of
operation, but only toward knowledge, this would be only a specu-
lative consideration as regards the end, although it concerns an
operable thing. Therefore, knowledge which is speculative by reason
of the thing itself known is merely speculative (speculativa tantum).
But that which is speculative either in its mode or as to its end
is partly speculative and partly practical (secundum quid specu-
lativa et secundum quid practica); and when it is ordained to an
operative end it is strictly practical.

In accordance with this, therefore, it must be said that God has
of Himself a speculative knowledge only; for He Himself is not
operable.

But of all other things He has both speculative and practical
knowledge. He has speculative knowledge as regards the mode; for
whatever we know speculatively in things by defining and dividing,
God knows all this much more perfectly. .. 22

Because there has been considerable confusion on the dis-
tinction as well as the relation between theoretical and practical
knowledge, let us summarize in outline form the full division
of theoretical and practical knowledge as indicated in the article
in the Summa Theologiae by St. Thomas.*

** Summa Theologiae, I, q. 14, a. 16. The article is entitled *“ Whether God has
a Speculative Knowledge of Things? ” The translation is taken from the Basic
Writings of Saint Thomas Aquinas, edited by A. C. Pegis (New York, 1945), I
have added the Latin phrases in parentheses where I have thought the English
did not fully catch the original text.

23 Cf. also De Veritate, q. 8, a. 8.
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THEORETICAL PrAcCTICAL
1. Theoretical absolutely In no way practical

Theoretical on part of object,
of mode of knowing, and of end
of knower.

This is knowledge of an object which is non-operable with
respect to the knower, e. g., our knowledge of natural or divine
things.

2. Theoretical formally Radically practical

Theoretical on part of mode of Practical on part of thing
knowing and of end of knower.  known (object).

This is knowledge of an operable object by way of definition
and division (resolutive mode) rather than in an operable way
(compositive mode) , e. g., an artist’s knowledge of a house by
defining it through genus and difference.

3. Theoretical relatively Formally practical

Theoretical on part of knower. Practical on part of object and
of mode of knowing.

This is knowledge of an operable object in an operable man-
ner—how to make or do something (compositive mode), but
purely for the knowledge, and without the intention of ordering
the knowledge to operation, e. g., scientific knowledge of how
to become temperate or to build a house.

4. In no way theoretical Absolutely practical

Practical on part of object,
mode of knowing and end of
knower.

This is knowledge of an operable object, in an operable way,
and with the intention of making or doing something, e. g., the
knowledge which an artist has when he proposes to make a
statue, or which a man has in performing a moral act. This
is the knowledge of art and prudence, and needs a principle of
exercise—intention.
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In the article quoted from the Summa, it is important to
note that the knowledge God has of Himself is purely theoreti-
cal. God could not have a practical knowledge of Himself,
for He would have to know Himself as an operable object,
which implies the absurd consequence that He would have to
make Himself. This consequence, however, in effect has been
taken, as it logically must be by anyone who holds the primacy
of practical knowledge.

From this brief, but basic, presentation of theoretical and
practical knowledge in St. Thomas, let us note two funda-
mentally erroneous positions concerning the division of theo-
retical and practical knowledge.

The first position flows from an idealistic approach to knowl-
edge. In an idealistic theory of knowledge, whether the knowl-
edge in question is theoretical or practical, the knowing subject
is always primary and the object secondary. It is such a view
that provokes the unfavorable and widespread belief that theo-
retical knowledge is a form of a priori mental construction with
the consequent imposition of such mental construction upon
reality. In the idealistic approach to knowledge, there is a
radical confusion between the theoretical and practical kinds
of knowledge. The idealistic approach is theoretical by inten-
tion but practical with respect to mode of knowing and opera-
tion: the knower becomes the measure of reality. As Hegel
has insisted, the rational alone is real; all being is thought
realized and all becoming is a development of thought.*

The second position is the Marxist approach, an opposite
extreme although similar in one important respect. The
thorough-going Marxist principle is to revelutionize the existing
world by transforming practically all existing reality. This, of

# Cf. also Hegel’s Introduction to The Science of Logic. For example: “Pure
science includes thought insofar as it is just as much the thing in itself as it is
thought, or the thing in itself insofar as it is just as much pure thought as it is the
thing in itself. Truth, as science, is pure self-consciousness unfolding itself, and it
has the form of self in that what exists in and for itself is the known concept,
while the concept as such is that which exists in and for itself.” Quotation taken
from The Philosophy of Hegel, edited by C. J. Friedrich (New York, 1958), p. 185.
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course, is a completely practical ordination of knowledge and
an outright denial of the legitimacy of knowledge for its own
sake, which is to say, theoretical knowledge. Nevertheless—
and this is the respect in which it has a similarity to the
theoretical mode of procedure—Marxism recognizes the object,
to some extent at least, as a measure, for Marx and his followers
never cease to berate the primacy of the knower in any form of
idealism. Yet the object, for Marxism, is only a potential some-
thing, an indeterminate thing not yet formed. The end of
knowledge, therefore, is to make the object (reality) over in the
likeness of the knower. This is a radical paraphrase of the
knowledge of God Who creates reality in the likeness of Him-
self. The Marxist understands himself like a god, but a god
who has practical knowledge only. This is a mild way of saying
that, for Marxism, the existing order of things must be over-
thrown in a thorough revolution—and this order of things
extends from matter in its least formed state to man himself.
The technique of brain-washing and mass purges takes on
considerable significance in this context. In a word, the supre-
macy of the practical order in Marxism means that the given
natural order of creation is only matter for the art of dialectical
materialism, an art that does not imitate nature, but destroys
it in order to impose a perverted human reconstruction of
reality.

Let us conclude by emphasizing three important points
concerning the division of theoretical and practical knowledge.

First of all, from the standpoint of knowledge itself, theoreti-
cal knowledge is superior and more perfect. We know primarily
in order to know, that is, to understand what is true. Further-
more, all sciences either are theoretical or are ordered to theo-
retical sciences. All sciences, theoretical or practical, attain
theoretical truth. Consequently, we are educated, in the proper
and formal sense of the term, primarily to understand and not
to act. We may learn by doing in some respects but we do
ultimately to learn—to know theoretical truths. In a society
and culture largely pragmatic and practical in ordering and
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outlook, such a view is not well received, but the truth of this
position does not depend upon a given cultural situation at
a given time; it depends upon the nature of human beings, a
nature that is essentially characterized by rationality. Being
rational specifies being ordered to knowledge. And just as the
ultimate end of all created things is their assimilation to God,
so for man this assimilation consists in knowledge of God.
This knowledge, natural or supernatural, can only be theoretical.
To suppose that such knowledge is practical is to suppose that
God is something to be made or somehow subject to our action.

Secondly, practical knowledge necessarily depends on theo-
retical knowledge and is ordered to it. Within the domain of
knowledge itself, it is impossible to leave wholly the theoretical
order, for even in a practical science we are still concerned with
theoretical truth and with what the natures of things are.
Practical knowledge is ordered to theoretical knowledge in the
sense that our final end is knowledge and not action.

Thirdly, the division of knowledge into theoretical and prac-
tical is not, however, an absolute division and can be easily
exaggerated. We should not suppose, as has sometimes been
assumed, that this division implies two orders of knowledge
absolutely distinct and wholly separated from each other. The
division of theoretical and practical knowledge is not a division
based on being as such, but is a division based on a finite way
of knowing. In God, there is no real distinction between theo-
retical and practical knowledge with respect to what He knows
of Himself; His knowledge is uniquely theoretical. In man,
while there is a division of knowledge into theoretical and
practical, it is a division manifesting the ordering of practical
knowledge to theoretical knowledge, culminating in the knowl-
edge of God.

St. Thomas explicitly teaches, and the point is confirmed by
a sound analysis of knowledge, that all science is ordered to
theoretical science and thus to the knowledge of God.

Furthermore, that which is capable of being loved only for the
sake of some other object exists for the sake of that other thing
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which is lovable simply on its own account. . . . Now, all practical
sciences, arts, and powers are objects of love only because they are
means to something else, for their purpose is not knowledge but
operation. But the speculative sciences are lovable for their own
sake, since their end is knowledge itself. Nor do we find any action
in human affairs, except speculative thought, that is not directed
to some other end. . .. So, the practical arts are ordered to the
speculative ones, and likewise every human operation to intellectual
speculation, as an end. Now, among all the sciences and arts which
are thus subordinated, the ultimate end seems to belong to the one
that is perceptive and architectonic in relation to the others. For
instance, the art of navigation, to which the end, that is, the use,
of a ship pertains, is architectonic and preceptive in relation to the
art of shipbuilding. In fact, this is the way that first philosophy
is related to the other speculative sciences, for all the others depend
on it, in the sense that they take their principles from it, and also
the position to be assumed against those who deny the principles.
And this first philosophy is wholly ordered to the knowing of God,
as its ultimate end; that is why it is also called divine science. So,
divine knowledge is the ultimate end of every act of human knowl-
edge and every operation.?®

The distinction between theoretical and practical knowledge
is based primarily on a finite manner of knowing and in terms
of two basic kinds of objects: a necessary, non-operable object
and a contingent, operable object. This is the way things are
and the way we know. We exist ultimately to know, not to do,
and with respect to what we know, we know ultimately in
order to know and love God. This truth is the basis for ordering
all knowledge to theoretical knowledge, and is likewise the basis
for all educational theory and practice. Thus we return to the
starting point, but perhaps with more understanding and
appreciation: The action by which man achieves his ultimate
goal is neither making, nor doing, but contemplating.

Joun A. OESTERLE
University of Notre Dame
Notre Dame, Indiana

* Summa Contra Gentiles, Book III, Chap. 25. Image Book Edition (New
York, 1956), pp. 100-101.
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HE problem of value cannot be relegated to a pigeon
hole marked “ ethics ” and dealt with when philosophi-

cal questions considered more fundamental are already
settled. Failure to grasp the full bearing which the problem has
on all analysis largely accounts for the high degree of antipathy
to “ essence ” curiously shared by certain exponents of linguistic
analysis and certain champions of atheist Existenzphilosophie.
Books like Professor J. O. Urmson’s Philosophical Analysis and
G. Bergmann’s The Metaphysics of Logical Positivism, reflect
our increasing awareness that earlier positions of the linguistic
movement were as metaphysical as the traditional philosophies
they attacked. The recent translation of Sartre’s major work
L’Etre et le Néant mto English may serve indirectly to make
it more clearly understood that contemporary linguistic analysis
still rests on metaphysical foundations (as sympathetic critics
have already been pointing out). But much more important
is the hint given by Sartre’s dubious handling of “ essence”
and “value” that the metaphysical assumptions underlying
what Bertrand Russell has labelled “The Cult of Common
Usage ” are self-stultifying and self-contradictory. L’Etre et le
Néant should be prescribed reading for those linguistic phi-
losophers who prescribe most earnestly the therapies of Ludwig
Wittgenstein for dis-solving philosophical problems.

Both the admirers of Wittgenstein and the devotees of Sartre
have set themselves the task of exorcising superstitions about
“essence.” But whereas the latter would decry an “ essentialist
fallacy ” as a tragic misunderstanding of the human situation,
the former would regard it as a tiresome, but very natural
misconception of the way words work. Sartre attacks thinkers
like Diderot for suppressing the role of God but retaining the
concept of a fixed, preconceived human nature; Wittgenstein
teases those who share St. Augustine’s belief that all words are

162
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the labels of ostensible entities. To call for a verdict of * essen-
tialist fallacy > the Sartrian has to make open assertions about
the kind of world we live in; but many linguistic philosophers
hold they are simply pointing to facts that must, on reflection,
be admitted by sensible folk of any conviction. Let us take
three examples of the linguistic approach.

The slim volume Aesthetics and Language* claimed in all
innocence on its baby-blue cover to offer “a fresh, unbiased
scrutiny of the linguistic confusions of traditional aesthetics.”
The first contributor, Professor W. B. Gallie, launches an attack
on Croce and Idealist thinkers. These, we learn, are typical
victims of “the essentialist fallacy” in presupposing that a
word like Art must stand for some one thing. The aesthetician’s
only valid functions, he concludes, must be of a piecemeal
nature, like upholding the differences between the art forms
and assessing the applicability of comparisons and analogies.
Any budding metaphysicians who seek the essence of Art are
thus summarily dismissed. Mr. T. D. Weldon in his book The
Vocabulary of Politics claims that political theory, too, has
been vitiated by “ the primitive and generally unquestioned
belief that words . . . such as ‘ State,”  Citizen,” ‘Law’ and
‘ Liberty ’ have intrinsic or essential meanings which it is the
aim of political philosophers to discover and explain.” (p. 11)
But actually “ to know their meaning one need only know how
to use them correctly, that is, In such a way as to be intelligible
in ordinary and technical discourse.” (p. 19) The assumption
that all words are proper nouns produces “ the illusion of real
essences ” and its uglier step-sister * the illusion of absolute
standards.” And compare the famous statement of the later
Wittgenstein (‘ Philosophical Investigations’ I's. 116) : “ when
philosophers use a word—' knowledge,”  being,” ‘ object,” ‘1,
¢ proposition,” ‘name —and try to grasp the essence of the
thing, one must always ask oneself: is the word ever used in
this way in the language game which is its original home?—
What we do is to bring words back from their metaphysical
to their everyday usage.”

* Blackwell, 1958.
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The plausibility of these three examples rests on two founda-
tions, one legitimate and one which the “ essentialist ” is en-
titled to challenge. First, it takes a desperately dogged ostrich
to deny that words like ““ art,” “law ” and “ being ” are used
in a wide number of ways. Second, (if I may adopt Mr. R. M.
Hare’s pet pair of terms), it is all too easy to graft onto a
largely descriptive sense of *“ meaning ”— the way we do use
and understand words ”—a largely evaluative sense with a
value something like this: “the way we should and would
understand words if our concepts were appropriate to reality.”
Consider two examples of this latter sense. A brash Londoner
tells his country cousins: “ You don’t know what comfort
MEANS until you've lived in TOowN.” A passionate convert
affirms he never knew what happiness, (or gratitude, or fellow-
ship), meant until a Billy Graham rally changed his way of
life. This sense hardly fits Weldon’s ? claim that to know words’
meanings it is enough to be able to use them “in such a way
as to be intelligible in ordinary and technical discourse.” But
what ground is there for saying that, in effect, the three phi-
losophers cited play on the evaluative connotation of “ mean-
ing? ¥ Simply this: all three imply that once we understand
how we do use words, we already have the answer to the
question “ how should we use them?” Otherwise they could
not conclude so confidently that once we understand the work-
ings of our language we will have no right to claim that a
legitimate puzzle or mystery remains; hence that we will no
longer be justified in asking for the essence or the real meaning
of the word we queried. Rather similar chains of argument
have been employed against ethical “ Naturalism,” against
traditional Christian equations between goodness and being or
goodness and the real object of human desire, and against the
concept of God as an ens necessarium. Those who currently

? Weldon’s confusion might similarly lead him to condemn Xierkegaard for
writing: “a precise and correct linguistic usage associates therefore dread and
the future. (Concept of Dread, p. 82). “ Correct linguistic usage ” for Kierkegaard
must mean here “a usage appropriate to reality.” Fowler’s “ English Usage” and
Dr. Gallup are hors de combat.
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purvey such arguments may claim the support of G. E. Moore
or Kant or Hume but their chief strength is to exploit the
ambiguity of “ meaning ” (and so derivatively of “ logical ),
to dissuade us from the legitimate procedure of positing new
entailment relationships to meet levels of experience which
transcend the coarsest common sense. Not that all advocates of
linguistic therapy should be tarred with the same brush. Pro-
fessor Gilbert Ryle, for instance, declines to play upon this
ambiguity,® and insists that philosophy is concerned with
“use ” not “ usage ”: “ appeals to prevalence are philosophically
pointless.” But Ryle’s more overtly evaluative and teleological
sense of ““ use ” hardly delivers him from the “ liberal ” dileroma
to be discussed later.

The charge of “ essentialist fallacy ” like the charge of
“naturalist fallacy ” can, therefore, sometimes be met with the
simple retort: “but I am not looking for a meaning in the
descriptive sense you imply.” Such a course would not have been
immediately open to Plato for he is often guilty of extreme
confusion about “ meaning.” But take another analysts’
whipping boy, the target of positivists and crypto- positivists
from Carnap onwards. The appeal to metaphysical insight to
justify mis-usage would be far more open, for example, to
Heidegger—though he specializes elsewhere in obscurity on the
question of value—if someone made such a charge against his
essay On the Essence of Truth. For there he first expounds a
variety of popular and traditional meanings of *truth”
(*“ Existence and Being,” pp. 321-25), expounding what Witt-
genstein would call their “family resemblances.” He then
expresses himself dissatisfied with the inadequacy of popular
opinion and feels called upon to soar to heights of metaphysical
speculation in search of the essential meaning of truth. Perhaps
indeed the feature that makes leading existentialists most
repugnant to many linguistic philosophers is their typically
“ essentialist ” procedure—despite their dramatized rejection of
the role “ essence ” plays in systems like those of Plato and

#“ Ordinary Language,” Philosophical Review, 1953
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Aquinas. The analyst may complain that Plato’s search in The
Republic for the essence of Justice was barely more philo-
sophically primitive and linguistically inept than Heidegger’s
redefinition of Truth; or than Kierkegaard’s writings on Truth
as Subjectivity and on “ Angst ” as dread of nothing (closely
followed by Heidegger and Sartre); or than Camus’ on the
Absurd or than Marcel’s and Buber’s on “ Thou.”* Indeed
the link with Plato i1s there. Not that they literally seek a
mwapdderypo dvakeipevov év 7§ ovparvd but, like Plato’s Republic,
existentialist writers always imply and frequently assert that
the world we live in and our thoughts about it confront us as
a vocation and a challenge (evaluative terms) to reshape our
concepts and so reorientate our outlook. This implication and
the light shed by considering evaluative uses of meaning should
make it clearer that the * essentialist fallacies” of traditional
philosophy arise not always from misreading of the loom of
language but sometimes quite legitimately from the traditional
view of the world as a continuum of fact and value.

Michael Foster has spoken of a ““ humanist ” view,” Miss Iris
Murdoch of a “liberal ” or neutral view of the world as being
presupposed by most exponents of linguistic analysis. Accord-
ing to the latter view, as she put it in a broadcast talk on
* Ethics and Metaphysics,” morality does not “ adhere to the
stuff of the world.” This would certainly explain both the
disjunction of is and ought in so many current analyses of
ethics and the obscuring of the evaluative connotations of
“essence.” It would not, of course, justify the way some
analyses play on the ambiguity of “ethics” and “ meaning ”
in order to gain certain benefits from their “ neutral ” accounts
of these terms—a sleight of hand necessary to maintain the
appearance of talking about the same “morals ” and “ mean-
ing ” as the man in the streets.

“For an extreme example of “ essentialism” cf. the pre-war Sartre’s Husserlian
enquiry: “is the imaginary function a contingent and metaphysical specification
of the essence consciousness’ or should it be described as a constitutive structure
of that essence? ” (The Psychology of Imagination, p. 201 ff.)

° Cf. Faith and Logic (edited by B. Mitchell), pp. 192 ff.
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It might, however, be thought to follow that there are two
self-consistent accounts of philosophy:® the traditional view
whereby man’s indisscluble (but “ transcendable ) bewilder-
ment in the labyrinth of words reflects the value-ridden, voca-
tional character of the world he meets in experience; and the
“liberal ”” view of a neutral world where philosophy progresses,
in Mr. Stuart Hampshire’s words, towards becoming * a proper
empirical study of the forms of language.” But though the
traditional view can at least be made self-consistent (while
it will remain unsympathetic and unacceptable to many), the
“liberal ” view does suffer from an inner contradiction which
may without gross exaggeration be labelled an “ essentialist
fallacy.” There is a certain degree of analogy with the self-
contradictory procedures of atheist existentialists like Camus,
Sartre and Simone de Beauvoir (or the Heidegger of Sein und
Zeit) who devalue the world but still cling to a vocational
account of philosophy. But there is more illumination in first
considering how and why Sartre openly entertains something
like an “essence” of man in the back parlor after loudly
proclaiming the defenestration of “ human nature” into the
main street.

Sartre asserts in L’Etre et le Néant® (p. 76): “il & ensuit
que ma liberié est Uunique fondement des valeurs et que rien,
absolument rien ne me justifie d’adopter telle ou telle valeur.
... En tant qu’étre par qui les valeurs existent je suis injusti-
fiable.” Miss Murdoch in her book Sartre (pp. 47-48) discusses
his dubious shift from a technical, descriptive account of certain
value terms in Being and Nothingness to a highly evaluative,
popular account in his later works What is Literature? and
Existentialism and Humanism. But Sartre, (not so unlike the
most self-righteously “ neutral ” linguistic philosophers), has
already surrendered more significantly to objective value in
that earlier work. Miss Murdoch may be correct in saying

¢ Certainly Miss Murdoch implied that both are legitimate metaphysical com-
petitors in her broadcast and in contributions to symposia in Supplementary Volume
XXX of the Aristotelian Society and in a special Oxford number of “ The Twentieth
Century ” for June, 1955. " Being and Nothingness, p. 38.
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that concepts hke * étre-en-soi” and “ étre-pour-autrui ™ are
hypothetical or mythological and do not constitute “a meta-
physical theory of human nature.” But what are we to make
of his frequent insistence on certain interpretations of empirical
phenomena as correct or incorrect, notably that man is to be
seen as a free agent however oppressive his circumstances ®
and that the self is to be seen as a unity and not a collection
of occurrences whatever some psychologists may say?® This
laying down of an interpretation or “ seeing as” for man’s
ambiguous self-experience as the right one is all too like what
is involved in positing an “essence.” M. Naville replies in
the concluding discussion of Existentialism and Humanism that
Sartre has repudiated “human nature” but given almost
exactly the same job to the phrase “ human condition.” And
the stupifying expression “ ontologie phénoménologique ” does
not obviate the harsh reality that Being and Nothingness
repudiates ““ essence ” and gives much of its job to “ structure.”
Indeed Sartre is here forced to objectify his value judgments
on the interpretation of experience in order to establish a basis
for philosophizing and to make his account of value as an
illusory aspiration sound at all plausible. For philosophy must
presuppose that our experience can be rendered to some extent
intelligible (evaluative term) and, as F. C. Copleston pointed
out: ““the theory of forms presents us with a world which is
not simply and solely a Heraclitean flux but a world shot
through, as it were, with intelligibility.” ** Man can pose like
Sartre or Hare as the autonomous arbiter who allots value
(and so intelligibility) to the world: but in order to prevent the
chaos from overwhelming every basis for philosophy he must,
however implicitly, recognize his own free selthood. And this
is to raise value to the status of fact, to realise “ heteronomy.”

¢ Especially Pt. IV, Ch. I, ii.

® Ibid., Ch. 11, ii. Nor is the seeing—as of essence—value heteronomy avoided,
only made extraordinarily immediate, by posting a pre-reflexive cogito. (EN, 16 f.)
The de-reified “ process” of a so-called “ non-egological consciousness,” (Recherches
Philosophiques, 1936), would still seem a substance—in nonsensical disguise—to a
Humean atomist. And rightly. 1 Agquinas, pp. 88-89.
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Hume’s greatest achievement was to show, not entirely wit-
tingly, that the problems of causality and selthood are value
problems, problems of right interpretation in a sense of right
that science cannot in principle discuss; hence that without
yielding ground to something like intuitionism and objective
value, philosophy is eventually driven from scepticism to hy-
pocrisy or silence. The self cannot be descriptively “ reduced ”
to a “bundle of sensations ” except by a presupposing a self-
deceiving self that performs such a reduction. The self cannot
be descriptively reduced to “ freedom choosing freedom,” to
a “ concept,” to a “ working hypothesis,” etc., because these
words presuppose, for their very significance, a stable self that
receives the attribute ““freedom,” or that conceptualizes and
hypothesizes.” Admirers of Hume and Nietzsche at their most
sceptical may protest against making the self an “ instantane-
ous kernel ” of heteronomy; but they are even more determined
than Sartre to have their cake and eat it, i.e., to go on talk-
ing. “Wowvon man nicht sprechen kann dariiber muss man
schweigen ”: ** linguistic analysis has ignored, in its search for
“ neutrality,” the major insight of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus.
What bearing does this have on the suggestion that the
“ humanist ” and “liberal ” outlooks of analysts involve some-
thing which might be called an * essentialist fallacy? ” A fallacy
is likely to be involved when a metaphysical viewpoint is
simultaneously embraced as an integral part of an analytical
procedure and excluded by the procedure’s corollaries. It is
typical that Wittgenstein in his long discussion of * seeing
as ” ** concerns himself with ambiguity and conceptual com-
plexity—and not at all with ultimate justification for an out-
lock. It is typical of many analysts, but really suicidal, for

1* This point is illuminated by Wittgenstein’s curious insistence in the Philosophical
Investigations that pots and roses cannot literally “ think > or * feel ” because, such
verbs depend for their significance on the background of human personality; by
Ryle’s discussion of the “systematic elusiveness of ‘I°” in The Concept of Mind:
and by Marcel’s discussion of thought and intelligibility, Metaphysical Journal,
pp. 102-117.

2 Cf. Jacques Maritain’s remark that the only legitimate course for sceptics who
deny all possibility of knowing any truth is absolute silence.

1BP.1, IT, xi.
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G. J. Warnock to write of Berkeley:** “He did not think of
himself as inventing simply a new way of looking at the world,
but rather as expounding the rght way, the only way in which
one sees things as they really are. But this, I think, is only
to say that he, like other metaphysicians, had his illusions.”
Foster and Miss Murdoch have made sound cases that the
approach of many linguistic philosophers is only compatible
with a “ humanist ” or a “ liberal ” outlook—but are such out-
looks compatible with themselves? Of course, it follows from
the popular disjunction of fact and value that there is no right
way of looking at the world; yet, without positing a humanist
or liberal outlook as the right one, so many “ analytical ” chains
of argument are not even dubious; they simply cannot get
started.

Much as they might hate to be mentioned in the same breath,
certain advocates of linguistic analysis and atheist Existenz-
philosophie are led by their denial of “ essence ” and objective
value into fallacies and tangles far more self-stultifying than
Plato’s. If a Republic of Letters is to bear investigation, it
must cease to support itself by purveying what is officially
forbidden fruit on an unofficial black market. The tradition-
alist can afford to face the charge of * essentialist fallacy™
unmoved if he reaffirms the challenge of the world as a con-
tinuum of fact and value; reaffirms the Socratic challenge of
philosophy as vocation to reveal vocation; reafirms that man’s
indissoluble bewilderment in the labyrinth of words reflects the
essence of the created world he meets in experience. George
Herbert caught that essence more clearly than any philosopher
in his poem * the Pulley,” where God says of man in the world:

Yet let him keep the rest,
But keep them with repining restlessness;
Let him be rich and weary, that at least,

If goodness lead him not, yet weariness
May toss him to My breast.

Duke University, Joan Kineg-Farvow
Durham, North Carolina

** The Revolution in Philosophy, p. 122.



“INTEGRATED” KNOWLEDGE OF NATURE

(o

N a previous article,® I discussed the relationship of the
I philosophy of nature to natural science, considered from
a Thomistic standpoint. In that article,? I suggested the
possibility of an “ integrated knowledge of nature,” a knowledge
produced by the philosophy of nature in employing the natural
sciences as instruments with which to prolong its penetration
of the real.

The purpose of this article is to offer some general considera-
tions concerning such “ integration.” The remarks made below
should be taken to apply primarily to modern physics in rela-
tion to the Thomistic philosophy.

Before any such integration can take place, it is necessary
to reflect philosophically on natural science in order to see its
intrinsic structure and its precise relation to the world of real
being. This is the task of the philosophy of science.

It is necessary, therefore, to see, in at least a summary way,
what the philosophy of science does: what are its problems?
what are some of its general conclusions? But because we
advance in knowledge, not by simply forgetting the old in the
face of the new, but rather by a process of organic growth, of
assimilation of the new into the solidly established whole of
knowledge that we already possess, we shall attempt to view
the philosophy of science in the framework of the traditional
Thomistic logic and metaphysics, so far as this is possible.

I. Tug NATURE AND DIVISIONS OF THE PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE

Let us first say that the philosophy of science is a philo-
sophical analysis of scientific knowledge. By scientific knowl-

*“The Philosophy of Nature and Natural Science from a Thomist Viewpoint,”
The Thomist, XX, 8 (July, 1957).
? Loc. cit., pp. 342-343.
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edge we here mean the knowledge of modern natural science
(physics, chemistry, astronomy, biology, etc.). As we have
said above, we shall here confine our discussion to physics,
which is the heart and model of modern natural science.

Now scientific knowledge presents two aspects for our study.
Science is an ordered knowledge in the intellect. As such it
is the subject of logical analysis. But science also refers to
reality. As such it is the subject of metaphysical criticism.
What is the structure of scientific concepts, of scientific laws,
of scientific theory? How does reasoning proceed in science?
These are questions of logic. What does this structure of knowl-
edge actually reveal to us about reality? This is a question of
metaphysics. The metaphysician, the wise man who knows the
causes of all things, is alone qualified to order all the sciences,
assigning to each its proper domain of being.?

But the metaphysical criticism of scientific knowledge is of
necessity reflective. The first movement of the intellect 1is
toward being itself. This intellectual movement is not one
single deductive advance from the first principles of meta-
physics to the last details of the physical universe. Rather,
we make several—many—movements, none of which taken by
itself is adequate to exhaust the intelligibility of being. We
cannot deduce the laws of nature from metaphysies (but neither
can we grasp metaphysical principles by the study of a par-
ticular kind of reality, as Mr. Gilson has shown in The Unity
of Philosophical Experience) .*

Metaphysics can only wait until other sciences of reality
have already come into being before it can criticize them and
assign to each its proper domain of study in the whole of things.
Nor can we expect each science to perform a work of self-
criticism. Each science sees reality only through its own aspect
of reality. Physics has no vision of the human soul. Astronomy
does not see ethical realities. It is mecessary for the science

3 But this task of the metaphysician can only be accomplished if he knows the
science which he would order.
¢New York: Scribner’s Sons, 1954.
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which studies being in itself, the being into which all reality is
ultimately resolvable, to accomplish this work of criticism.

This task of metaphysics has been described by Alfred North
Whitehead in the following terms:

Philosophy, in one of its functions, is the critic of cosmologies.
It is its function to harmonize, refashion, and justify divergent
intuitions as to the nature of things. Tt has to insist on the serutiny
of the ultimate ideas, and on the retention of the whole of the
evidence in shaping our cosmological scheme.®

Just as metaphysical criticism is a work of reflection on
already existing knowledge, logical analysis presupposes that
we already have a knowledge to analyze. The logic of physical
science is not imposed on this science in an a prior: manner.
Rather, it is discovered by a reflection on the actual movement
of the intellect in physics toward the reality.

To summarize, sciences such as physics are taken up with
the things, with reality. Reflection must come from elsewhere.
It may be the same man who is a physicist and a philosopher
of science, but we ought not to confuse his physics with his
philosophy, even with this philosophy of physics. The philos-
ophy of science itself is properly a special part of metaphysics
and of logic, insofar as it is both a eritique of scientific knowl-
edge and a logical analysis of this knowledge.

II. LoGicaL ANALYSIS IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE

There is a temporal priority of logical analysis over meta-
physical criticism in the philosophy of science. For logical
analysis concerns the intrinsic order of knowledge, while meta-
physical criticism concerns the extrinsic order of knowledge
with respect to reality. Since modern science exhibits two quite
distinct levels of knowledge in itself, as we shall see, it is well
to see first the intrinsic character of this knowledge before we
proceed to criticize it. Here would seem to be a deficiency in
what is undoubtedly one of the best treatments of modern

® Science and the Modern World, Mentor Books (New York, 1956), p. viil.
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natural science in the scholastic tradition, namely, that of
Jacques Maritain.® He is concerned chiefly with the meta-
physical side of the philosophy of science, with, perhaps, insuffi-
cient attention to a preliminary logical analysis.

A reflection on the structure of scientific knowledge reveals,
as I say, two distinct levels of knowledge. At the base there is
always what we may call phenomenal insight. We have some
observations, some data, some phenomena. But linking these
phenomena into a unity of knowledge is the theoretical level
of physics. We may exhibit the interrelations between these

two levels in a diagram.
\h
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The p s here represent the various phenomena. Let the left
hand group represent the phenomena of falling bodies (as
observed by Galileo) . Let the right hand group represent the
phenomena of the motion of the planets (as known to Brahe
and Kepler). A then is the set of laws of falling bodies laid
down by Galileo. 5. is the set of laws of planetary motion laid
down by Kepler. Both A. and k. are beyond the phenomena
themselves. They represent a theoretical interpretation of the
phenomena. The actual laws of the phenomena are not %, and
hs; these are only abstract idealizations and interpretations.
Finally, L. is the Newtonian law of gravitation which links A
and h. togther. Again this is not itself an observable; it is
only a construction of the mind.

Such is the structure of physical science. But this structure

®See Les Degrés du Savoir (Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1932); La Philosophie
de la Nature (Paris: Téqui, 1937); Quatre Essais sur L'Esprit (Paris: Desclée
de Brouwer, 1939); Scholasticism and Politics (New York: The Macmillan Com-
pany, 1940); “Philosophy and the Unity of the Sciences,” Proceedings of the
American Catholic Philosophical Association, XXVII (1953).
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poses serious logical problems. If the & and L levels are con-
structions of the mind, then it is quite possible that other struc-
tures are equally suitable for unifying the facts. The Newtonian
law of gravitation is then not a necessary inference from the
data. While the theoretical constructions are so formulated
as to imply the phenomena that we actually observe, the phe-
nomena that we observe do not necessarily imply the theoretical
constructions. Any attempt to reason from the phenqmena
to the truth of the theory as some kind of description of the
nature of reality results in a fallacious reasoning of the following
type:
If T, then P.

But P.
Therefore T.

Reasoning of this kind would allow us to argue: If this man
has typhoid, then he has a fever. But he has a fever. There-
fore he has typhoid. Nevertheless, in science our reasoning
is basically of this form. Quite apparently, the meaning of
“truth” as applied to a physical theory is not the ordinary
meaning.

The problem of assigning rules for such reasoning is the
central problem of the philosophy of science from the point of
view of formal logic. From the viewpoint of material logic, we
have many more problems. We may ask for the criteria for
the relevancy of data to the science in question. We may
examine the methods of concept formation—giving special
attention to the operationalist view of concepts in science 7 and
to the possible contributions of our own a prior: attitudes ® in
the formation of such concepts. We may inquire concerning
the methods of verification and the requirements of a good
theory. We may examine the relative place of mathematical
and physical models in relation to the deduction of phenomena.
We may seek to determine, from a logical point of view, pre-

"P. W. Bridgman. The Logic of Modern Physics (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1927).

®A. 5. Eddington. The Philosophy of Physical Science (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1949).
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cisely what a scientific law is and what its place is in the struec-
ture of scientific knowledge. Other questions may, perhaps, also
be added.

But we cannot here discuss all these logical problems. In the
light of our distinction between the two levels within scientific
knowledge, we shall now move to the metaphysical criticism of
science.

III. MErapaysicAL CRITICISM IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE

Before proceeding to a properly metaphysical criticism of
physical science, we should say a few words concerning the
inadequacy of the positivist eritique. If, as we have said above,
a critique can only be properly made by a science which has
for its object being in itself, then the ignorance of this being
precludes the very possibility of a critique. But to know being
is to see, with the intellect, an intelligible depth of which the
sensible is only an appearance or manifestation. However, it
is precisely this intelligible depth which the positivist does not
see. Jacques Maritain has said:

If positivism, old and new, and kantism do not understand that
metaphysics is authentically a science, a knowledge of achieved
and completed type, it means that they do not understand that
the intellect sees. For them, sense alone is intuitive, the intellect
having only a function of connexion and of unification.®

Because positivism does not see this intelligible depth of
reality, its “ critique ” must end by simply distinguishing be-
tween the phenomena and the intellectual constructions which
unify the phenomena. Phenomena represent the ultimate term
of our scientific knowldge and, indeed, of all our knowledge,
for the positivist. Theoretical constructions are thus only our
own arbitrary devices for what Mach called an “ economy of
thought.”

But for the Thomist metaphysician the case is far different.
He sees that various levels must be distinguished from each
( ® Scholasticism and Politics, pp. 50-51.
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other in reality as well as in our scientific knowledge of reality.
The diagram that we saw above concerning the structure of
scientific knowledge must be supplemented in order to see the
complete picture.

L,
THEORETICAL
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KNOWLEDGE
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The phenomena which are at the base of scientific knowledge
are also the ultimate actuality of things. But these things
contain a depth of intelligibility which itself can be seen through
philosophical insight. The phenomena are manifestations of
substantial natures, which in turn depend for their very exist-
ence on the Supreme Cause. The ontological dimensions of
essence and existence lie beyond the dimension of appearance,
and await the gaze of the philosopher.

Thus, what modern natural science studies is seen to be only
an aspect of reality, the sensible manifestation of reality in the
sphere of operation. Its concern is to construct theoretical
unities to link together the phenomena. It does not seek to
penetrate beyond the observable phenomena in the formation
of its concepts. Maritain calls this kind of knowledge, which in
the last analysis is restricted to what is observable, perinoetic.®®
The scientist as a man may be interested in knowledge which
is not so limited, but science itself is only interested in reality

1% This “ perinoetic knowledge” is what I called “phenomenal knowledge of
nature ” in the preceding article cited above (The Thomist, July, 1957, XX, 3,
p. 841). In the present article, T have restricted the term “ phenomenal ” to apply
only to that level of perinoetic knowledge which is intuitive with respect to the
phenomena, as opposed to the non-intuitive theoretical level.



178 JOSEPH J. SIKORA

as observable. The theoretical structures of science do not
constitute the essence of reality; in their construction we are
not looking into the ontological dimensions of the real.

But while both the phenomenal and theoretical knowledges
of modern science are perinoetic, they are so in entirely different
senses. Our phenomenal knowledge is an intuitive grasp of
reality—not in its intelligible depth but in its sensible appear-
ance. But our theoretical knowledge is a construction of the
mind, and this construction is in itself non-intuitive with respect
to reality.

But when we consider this reality, the appearance of which
is being studied in modern science, from a philosophical point
of view, we may proceed in either of two directions. Either
we may concern ourselves with its existence and seek to discover
the principles of existence—here we are in metaphysics; ** or we
may concern ourselves with its motion, its constant becoming,
and seek to discover the principles of motion—ithis is the
philosophy of nature.

IV. SCIENCE AS AN INSTRUMENT OF THE
PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE

Now if it is true that the philosophy of nature studies the
principles of motion, of operation in the mobile universe, while
these modern sciences study the manifestations of mobile being
in the sphere of operation, then it is clear that metaphysics
will judge these modern sciences to be employable as instru-
ments of the philosophy of nature in its penetration of mobile
being. Not that the philosophy of nature requires these sciences
in order to achieve its central core of knowledge about the
general principles of motion. This may be gained in complete
ignorance of the special sciences—all we need to have is some
evidence of motion, preferably some simple cases. See Aris-
totle’s Physics, Book One, chapter seven, where matter, form,
and privation are explained with an analysis of some simple
cases of motion.

11 1t is not the concern of this article to discuss in detail this highly controversial
question of the object of metaphysics.
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But the philosophy of nature will use these sciences in
different ways, depending on whether we think of the theoretical
or the phenomenal level of science. Clearly, the manifestations
of mobile being in the sphere of operation can tell us more
about the principles of mobile being when these manifestations
are studied in a detailed way. But the corresponding theoretical
constructions represent nothing real in themselves and can only
“ suggest ” philosophical constructions, “ myths” about the
detail of the nature of things.* I say “myths,” not in any
derogatory sense, but rather in the sense of “likely stories.”
An historical example of such myth is the Témaeus of Plato—
who unfortunately resorted to myths without even attaining
to the unshakeable philosophical knowledge of the nature of the
physical universe which was possible and which Aristotle
reached soon afterwards. Another example of such philosophical
myth is the treatise of Aristotle On the Heavens. Aristotle
unfortunately did not realize the mythical character of his
constructions here. He thought he was describing in detail the
nature of the physical universe. Today this book is regarded
as outmoded physics. It would be more proper to regard it as
an outmoded philosophical myth.

Thus there are two levels in the philosophy of nature. We
obtain unshakeably certain knowledge about the principles of
mobile being up to a point, and then we construct “ philosophi-
cal myths.” This second level of the philosophy of nature is
most precarious. It inevitably becomes necessary for us to
rethink our philosophical myths.,** The philosophical myths

1% Such philosophical myths, expressing what the real nature of things might be
like, must be carefully distinguished from the theoretical perinoetic constructions
of modern science, which have as their aim the wunification and prediction of
phenomena without direct concern with the nature which produces these phenomena.
This is not to deny, however, that philosophical myth and scientific construction
may be and often are commingled in the concrete discussions of the scientist; for
the scientist is also a man, and to that extent also a philosopher. The distinction,
nevertheless, remains a key point in any philosophy of science which desires to
preserve the distinctive originality of modern science in its approach to the physical
world.

13 See Maritain, La Philosophie de la Nature, p. 141.
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appropriate to Newtonian physics are not appropriate to Ein-
steinian physics or to the physics of Heisenberg. Thus the
philosophy of nature is permanent in its essence, but it con-
stantly elaborates itself in new mythical extensions.

Can we give some examples of the extension of the philosophy
of nature in and through modern science? First, we may point
out some permanent acquisitions, some additions which tran-
scend the level of myth. We have become aware, through the
work of science, of an exceedingly fine microstructure in the
physical universe. The facts accounted for by the modern
atomic theories and by modern quantum theory also, when
viewed philosophically, point out that things in the universe
do not at all have the crude continuity ascribed to them in
the earlier period of the philosophy of nature.

Similarly, we have become aware of the presence of life on a
much smaller and varied scale than the ancients had dreamed of.

Then too, the telescope has revealed to us the fine structure
of the heavens. No more do we think in terms of some seventy
or so crystalline spheres. Now we see a diversity of galactic
and extra-galactic nebulae, of galactic and globular clusters, of
multiple stars, such as would astound our ancestors. Not that
we are at all certain as to what this diversity really is (we
often attribute far more certitude to astronomy than it really
possesses) ; but at least we know that it is there.

We have also come to see the dominant character of the
relative in the physical universe, the difficulty, if not the im-
possibility, of finding absolute standards with which to quanti-
tatively measure physical reality.

Philosophical myths about the physical universe are be-
coming more and more difficult to construct, with the evolution
of more and more complex scientific theories. Where, not too
long ago, it was not too difficult to construct such myths on
the basis of mechanistic philosophy, it is extremely difficult to
do so now. On the other hand, Whitehead’s suggestion that
now we need an interpretation of science in terms of a “ phi-
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losophy of organism ”** is full of meaning for Thomism. For
Thomism is a philosophy which recognizes the organicity of
matter on the level of living things as coming from a unitary
form from which will flow many activities. It is equally able
to account for an organicity on the level of non-living things if
we ascertain the presence of such organicity.

The modern physical models of the atom readily suggest an
application of the concept of organism. It is possible for the
Thomist to construct an ideal essence from which would flow
just such an organic structure. This ideal essence would itself,
of course, be only mythical.

The diversity of parts of an organism is due to the naturally
diverse accidental dispositions of matter in the diverse parts of
the extended being. We may, perhaps, apply this notion of
organism even to the entire space-time continuum as visualized
in Einsteinian general relativity, a continuum which is con-
stantly changing in the states of its diverse parts in space and
time. Indeed, matter itself might even be metaphysically
assimilated to this philosophically interpreted space-time con-
tinuum, in a way not yet explained, on the lower levels of
material existence. Once again, we are speaking of a mythical
essence,

V. Tue ConNveERTIBILITY Or MAass AND ENERGY FROM THE
VIEWPOINT OF THE PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE

Energy and mass are, of course, terms designating only
certain operational manifestations of mobile being. In them-
selves they say nothing about substance. The philosophical
difficulties which have arisen concerning the transmutation of
mass into energy and vice versa are due to a faulty mythical
interpretation of mass as corresponding to the substantial being
of things. This faulty mythical interpretation was made in a
background of mechanistic philosophy. We may leave it to
the mechanists to worry over the change of a substance into
an accident while we make our own new philosophical myth

i Science and the Modern World, p. 65.
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in which the ontological counterparts of the scientific “ energy ”
and “mass” will be peculiar properties of matter, which are
more or less correlative; that is to say, matter will possess one
or both, but never neither. Mass will designate a passive
potency and a resistance to change; energy will designate an
actuation of this passive potency, which tends to continue
receiving this actuation.

This latter is more properly termed kinetic energy. Potential
energy may pbe thought to be the operational manifestation of
a passive potency surrounded by actuating factors which are
not yet, however, fully actuated themselves. Since these factors
have not yet been fully actuated, they too will to this extent
pertain to the level of passive potency. Thus, this whole context
of unactuated potentialities will manifest itself as potential
energy. As we have indicated, the resistance to change inherent
in this passive potency will manifest itself as inertia on mass.
The actuation once received and tending to continue will mani-
fest itself as kinetic energy.

Such philosophical interpretations of mass, potential energy,
and kinetic energy would allow us to account readily for the
operational transmutation of mass into kinetic energy, since
mass is here seen to be intimately related to potential energy.
Each is but one face of the same passive potency, potential
energy corresponding to the order of this potency toward act,
and mass to the resistance which this potency offers to actua-
tion, because of the act that it already has.

Bnt what are we to say of the nature of these actualities and
potentialities? It would seem that the philosophical cause of
mass is some kind of passive quality, more or less receptive in
diverse things. The actuality which is operationally manifested
as kinetic energy may be regarded as a quality inhering in the
moving subject, or it may be regarded as the continuous recep-
tion of actuality from some other physical reality—a reality
operationally manifested, perhaps, as our space-time continuum,
but which would really be what underlies the real successive
and extended flux to which the concept of space-time continuum
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is to be applied. The former interpretation of kinetic energy
seemed more consonant with Newtonian physics, the latter with
Einsteinian physics, the former again with quantum physics.
Perhaps, both Interpretations may be employed, to account for
different physical processes.

But let us repeat that what we have said here concerning the
philosophical interpretation of mass and energy and their
equivalence should be ranked on the mythical level of the
philosophy of nature.

VI. Cavurions iN THE Use or MODERN SCIENCE
BY PHILOSOPHY

As we have indicated above, modern science of itself is not
concerned with the real causes of phenomena. Thus in itself
it does not speak of the nature of things. Before it can be
used as an instrument to deepen our penetration of the nature
of the physical real, we must first possess that which will
sharpen and use it—we must first understand something of
metaphysics, of logic, of the philosophy of nature.

It is possible, but dangerous, to attempt this use of science
without deep philosophical insight prior to the work., This
would really mean the use of science as an instrument of our
spontaneous, unreflective, imperfect knowledge of common
sense. This would be to invite serious mistakes in the elaborated
ontology which we would evolve. Common sense is not cog-
nizant of all the necessary fine distinctions between reality and
beings of the reason which are founded in the real, nor is it
clear about even the general nature of things. The proper use
of scientific knowledge for further speculation concerning the
nature of physical reality, even on the mythical level, requires
careful logical analysis and metaphysical criticism and a firm
grasp on at least the general nature of physical reality—the
meaning of matter, form, and privation, the meaning of motion,
of time, of place, etc.

JosepH J. S1KORA

Loyola University,
Chicago, Illinois



GRAVITY AND LOVE AS UNIFYING
PRINCIPLES

[ 4

If we were stones, or waves or wind or anything of that
kind, we should want, indeed, both sensations and life,
yet should possess a kind of attraction toward our own
proper position and natural order. For the specific gravity
of bodies is, as it were, their love, whether they are carried
downward by their weight or upward by their levity, for
the body is borne by its gravity, as the spirit by love,
whithersoever it is borne.!

tational force accounts for a mutual attraction between all
bodies. It accounts for their natural movement towards
each other. However, it required the brilliance of Isaac Newton
to perceive that the same type force which accounts for a falling
leaf or a crashing waterfall also explains why the planets remain
in their proper heavenly orbits” This latter problem is not
our concern here. On the other hand, in the contemporary
world love, as applied to the area of human relationships, to the
area of man’s relation to the world and to God, accounts for
the attraction between things and for their coming together.
It does this in a very fundamental way, for it is the most basic
of all the emotions and it is more than an emotion. Attraction
toward an object and desire for unity result wherever there
is love. This is not disputed by modern science. Nevertheless,
to the modern mind love and gravity are basically different
concepts about completely distinet characteristics of objects.
Saint Augustine in the succinct passage I have quoted has
perceived the similar role the two ideas have in our explana-

I N contemporary science, and in popular conceptions, gravi-

! Saint Augustine, The City of God, Bk. xi, 28, Translation by Marcus Dods
(New York: Random House, 1950), p. 373.

2 Explaining the motion of the planets requires use of a) Newton’s universal law
of gravitation and b) Newton’s first law of motion.

184
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tions. In short, each explains the existence of attraction. They
cause diverse things to tend toward umion with each other.
This is why the law of love, beginning with the early Greek
philosopher, Empedocles, and developing through Aristotle,
Augustine and Aquinas, was the universal law controlling
tendency toward union. It could apply as well to the inorganic
world, the plant kingdom, the animal kingdom, to man and
to God. At the same time they were clearly aware that the
loves in all cases were not completely the same, Saint Thomas
summarizes the question in this manner:

Now in each of these appetites the name “love” is given to the
principle of movement towards the end loved. In the natural
appetite the principle of this movement is the appetitive subject’s
connaturalness with the thing to which it tends, and may be called
natural love: thus the connaturalness of a heavy body for the center
is by reason of its weight and may be called natural love: in like
manner the aptitude of the sensitive appetite or of the will to some
good, that is to say, its very complacency in good is called sensitive
love or intellectual love.?

Again, Aquinas says:

Natural love is not only in the powers of the vegetal soul, but in
all the soul’s powers, and alse in all the parts of the body, and
universally in all things because as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. IV):
Beauty and goodness are beloved by all things; since each single
thing has a connaturalness with that which is naturally suitable
to it.*

These passages occurring in the Thomistic treatment of the
emotions are deeply significant because they proclaim the
reality of unconscious love. This unconscious love exists not
only in the inorganic world and in the plant kingdom where
the beings in question have no consciousness but also this
unconscious love accounts for some of the activities of brutes
and men. Natural unconscious love accounts for a man’s actions
at times when he is not exercising his highest powers and is
therefore not conscious of the motives for his actions.

# Summa Theologica, I.II, q. 26, a. 1. English Dominican translation (New
York: Benziger Brothers, 1947). ¢ Ibid., ad 3, emphasis mine.
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Let us now consider briefly why Galileo, Newton and their
ardent followers of the seventeenth and succeeding centuries,
developed concepts of the reasons for motion which were so
radically different from those just cited. The reasons are numer-
ous and complex and no exhaustive -historical explanation will
be attempted here. Suffice it to mention a few significant points.
First, we may say that the mathematical method of Galileo
and Newton enabled them to say things about motion which
the preceeding analysis could not reveal. Newton could say
that the force of attraction between two bodies increased in
direct proportion to the masses of the bodies. He could say
that it decreased in inverse proportion as the distance squared
between the bodies increased. What is more, he could measure
the forces and assign numerical values to them. This ability
was indeed significant, for it enabled classical and contemporary
physics to make predictions about the movements of bodies.
It also was a significant starting-point for acquiring knowledge
of nature not merely for its own sake but also for controlling
natural forces.

Isaac Newton saw this, but he was also wise enough to
realize that his explanation of the forces in nature was leaving
something out. In fact, he realized that nothing was being said
about the very causes of his principles. Thus, Newton, himself,
says:

. . . to derive two or three general principles of motion from phe-
nomena and afterward to tell us how the properties and actions
of all corporeal things follow from the manifest principles would
be a very great step in philosophy, though the causes of these
principles were not yet discovered. And, therefore, I scruple not
to propose the Principles of motion above mentioned, they being of
very general extent, and leave their causes to be found out.’

Newton was keenly aware that he was not revealing the root
causes of the motions or tendencies he was studying. Tt is
very unfortunate that most of his followers in classical physics

® Isaac Newton, Optics, as quoted by Dampier, History of Science (Cambridge:
The University Press, 1949), p. 170.
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overlooked this defect which Newton perceived. The success
of their method in enabling man to predict future events and
control the forces of nature blinded them to the possibility that
the method was not as deeply rooted in reality as its success
might indicate. Newton knew he was leaving something out
of his explanations, but, at the same time, his limited knowledge
of Greek and medieval philosophy did not lead him to believe
these systems contained what he needed. To quote him again,
“To tell us that each species of thing is endowed with an
occult specific quality by which it acts and produces manifest
effects is to tell us nothing.” ® It is one of the objectives here
to show what was missing from Newton’s explanation, and
how this missing element was present in Augustine and
Aquinas.

It is necessary to realize that these occult qualities which
Newton is blithely dismissing are precisely the appetites or
natural tendencies which Augustine and Aquinas relate so in-
timately to love. They are what make natural movements
possible and intelligible. The fact that these tendencies are
directed toward natural good ends which are loved is the only
thing which makes any action or movement intelligible in
traditional philosophy. This insight tells one nothing of the
numerical magnitude of love, but without this insight motion
is not intelligible.

Probably the greatest stumbling block for the classical
physicist is the fact that one cannot always, or even often, point
out In a precise manner where or what the ends of particular
things in the physical world are. The traditional philosophy,
despite this difficulty, still holds to its position firmly and with
justification. The alternative is to despair of the fundamental
rationality of motions in the external world. This is precisely
the despair of some modern scientists who examine the founda-
tions of Newtonian physics. There are several reasons, how-
ever, why these difficulties are not felt by a greater number of
competent scientists. Perhaps the most significant one is the

¢ Ibid.















































































































































































































