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SOME MORAL ISSUES IN PSYCHOANALYSIS

(o )

moralist to condemn the use of psychoanalysis, on the part

of the practitioner as well as the patient, as seriously
sinful without reservations or distinctions. This extreme opinion
has been rendered untenable by the late Pope Pius XII, who,
in a series of three allocutions from 1952 to 1958, gave both
explicit and implicit approval to the work of psychotherapy,
including the methods of psychoanalysis. Keenly aware, as
he always seemed to be, of the problems currently agitating
religious, moral and intellectual circles, His Holiness spoke out
clearly in defence of the new methods which had been devised
and were being devised to restore or safeguard mental health
and alleviate forms of suffering almost incurable a few genera-
tions ago. In effect he blessed the work of psychotherapists,
even of those who were striving to heal mental and emotional
disturbances by involved probing into the more deeply hidden
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recesses of the mind, into psychological dynamisms not clearly
or explicitly known to scientists and moralists until recently.
He blessed this work and he encouraged it, as he was accus-
tomed to encourage all sound scientific research, and at the
same time he laid down certain broad principles which ought
to guide it. These were not indeed scientific principles whose
formulation belongs to the scientist, but moral principles which
guide all human activity, even scientific research.

In these three allocutions, the Holy Father spoke on a variety
of moral problems which might arise in psychological research
and clinical work—the scope of science’s legitimate interests,
the many inalienable rights of individuals, the good of the com-
munity, the various obligations of researchers and doctors, and
the like—but the problems which interest us here in particular
are those which arise especially in the psychoanalytic session,
and which involve questions of personal purity and moral
integrity. The particular purpose of this enquiry is to examine
some of the moral problems which the patient might face in
the course of psychoanalysis.

In his first allocution in 1952,* Pope Pius XII condemns the

extreme position of some psychoanalysts who hold that there
are no limits whatsoever to the probing allowed, or, as they
say, required in a psychoanalytic session. Condemning the
basic postulate of this position, that, namely, the therapeutic
_purpose is superior to morality, he asserts the existence of
limits imposed by the moral law on the emotions, memories
or experiences which patients may allow to be aroused in them-
selves in a psychoanalytic session. In particular he condemns
the theory of pansexuality as a fundamentally false position,
unjustified theoretically and injurious in practice. By way of
positive direction, he urges the usefulness of indirect treatment
of psychie disorders through the training of the conscious mind
—a position also defended by many contemporary psycho-
analysts. The Holy Father says:

Science itself, therefore, as well as its research and acquisitions,

1 September 14, 1952. Address to the First International Congress on the Histo-
pathology of the Nervous System. The Catholic Mind, LI (18538), 805-318.
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must be inserted in the order of values. Here there are well-defined
limits which even medical science cannot transgress without vio-
lating higher moral rules. . . .

In this connection, the basic considerations may be set out in the
following form: “ The medical treatment of the patient demands
taking a certain step. This in itself proves its moral legality.” Or
else: “ A certain new method hitherto neglected or little used will
give possible, probable or sure results. All ethical considerations
as to the licitness of this method are obsolete and should be treated
as pointless.”

How can anyone fail to see that in these statements truth and
falsehood are intermingled. . . .

As for the patient, he is not absolute master of himself, of his
body or of his soul. He cannot, therefore, freely dispose of himself
as he pleases, Even the reason for which he acts is of itself neither
sufficient nor determining. The patient is bound to the immanent
teleology laid down by nature. He has the right of use, limited by
natural finality, of the faculties and powers of his human nature. . ..

Moreover, in exercising his rights to dispose of himself, his
faculties and his organs, the individual must observe the hierarchy
of the orders of values— or within a single order of values, the
hierarchy of particular rights—insofar as the rules of morality
demand. . ..

Here is another example. In order to rid himself of repressions,
inhibitions or psychic complexes, man is not free to arouse in him-
self for therapeutic purposes each and every appetite in his being,
appetites whose impure waves flood his unconscious or subeonscious
mind. He cannot make them the object of his thoughts and fully
conscious desires, with all the shocks and reprecussions such a
process entails. For a man and a Christian there is a law of integrity
and personal purity, of self-respect, forbidding him to plunge so
deeply into the world of sexual suggestions and tendencies. Here
the “ medical and therapeutic interests of the patient ” find a moral
limit.

It is not proved—it is, in fact, incorrect—that the pansexual
method of a certain school of psychoanalysis is an indispensable
integrating part of all psychotherapy which is serious and worthy
of the name. . ..

We speak this way because today these assertions are too often
made with apodictic assurance. Where instincts are concerned it
would be better to pay more attention to indirect treatment and
to the action of the conscious psyche on the whole of imaginative



146 MICHAEL E. STOCK

and affective activity. This technique avoids the deviations we
have mentioned.” 2

It is worthy of note that the Holy Father has not condemned
unconditionally the techniques of psychoanalysis which may
arouse emotions, even strong emotions, of a sexual nature or of
any other kind which might ordinarily prejudice moral in-
tegrity. He condemns the thesis that each and every such
emotion must be raised, and this “ without further considera-
tions.” Evidently, he is not excluding the possibility that some
such emotions might be licitly tolerated in some circumstances.

In summary, His Holiness establishes on the one hand the
morally unacceptable position taken by pansexuality, and on
the other, a method of psychotherapy which is eminently safe
from the moral point of view, and, in between them, the possi-
bility of the use of some methods which are not, from the moral
‘point of view, entirely without danger.

In his second allocution on this topic,® the Holy Father
repeats in substance what he has already said.

A word also on the method sometimes employed by the .
psychologist to liberate the ego of its inhibition in the case of
aberration in the sexual domain. We refer to complete sexual
initiation, which would not pass over anything in silence, leave
nothing in obscurity. Is there not therein a harmful overestimation
of knowledge in these matters? . . .

What has just been said of inconsiderate initiation for thera-
peutic purposes is valid also for certain forms of psychoanalysis.
One should not come to regard them as the only means of relieving
or of curing psychical sexual troubles. The trite principle that
sexual troubles of the unconscious, as all other inhibitions of identi-
cal origin, can be suppressed only by their being brought to the
level of consciousness, is not valid if it is generalized without dis-
tinction. The indirect treatment also has its efficacy and often
suffices to a large extent. As to the use of the psychoanalytic
method in the sexual domain, Our allocution of September 13,
already cited, pointed out the moral limits. In truth, one cannot
consider as licit, without further consideration, the evocation to

* Ibid., pp. 806-808.
® April 18, 1958. Address to the Fifth International Congress of Psychotherapy
and Clinical Psychology. The Catholic Mind, LI (1958), 428-485.
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the level of consciousness of all the representations, emotions and
sexual experiences which lie dormant in the memory and the uncon-
scious, and which are thus actualized in the psychic. If the protests
arising from a sense of human and Christian dignity are heeded,
who would risk making the claim that this manner of treatment
does not imply both immediate and future moral danger, when,
even if the therapeutic necessity of unlimited exploration be
affirmed, this necessity is not, after all, established? ¢

Here again His Holiness condemns the extreme position of
pansexuality in theory and in practice, and counsels the safer
method, but again in terms which do not unreservedly exclude
psychoanalytic explorations of the mind but rather condemn
only those explorations which are unreserved. In this same
allocution, the Holy Father also touches on another point which
may concern us here, the morality, namely, of permitting
material sins.

Respect for God and His holiness must always be reflected in
man’s conscious acts. When, even without subjective fault on the
part of the person involved, these acts are in contrast to the divine
model, they still run counter to the ultimate finality of his being.
That is why what is called “ material sin” is something which
should not exist, and which constitutes in the moral order a reality
which is not indifferent.

From this a conclusion follows for psychotherapy. In the presence
of material sin it cannot remain neutral. It can, for the moment,
tolerate what remains inevitable. But it must know that God
cannot justify such an action. With still less reason can psycho-
therapy counsel a patient to commit material sin on the ground
that it will be without subjective guilt.®

In his final allocution on this subject,® the Holy Father
again returns to the question of personal moral integrity, this
time to consider somewhat more precisely the limits which
might be morally justifiable in psychoanalytic sessions. He
asserts as one example of a clearly immoral procedure the sub-
jection of reason and responsibility to intinct and passion, i.e.,

4 Ibid., pp. 481-482.

* Ibid., p. 484.

¢ April 10, 1968. Address to a Congress of the International Association of
Applied Psychology. The Pope Speaks, V (1858), 7-20.
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any method which would result even temporarily in the loss
of rational control over the sense appetites. This he condemns
as an action immoral in itself and therefore never permissible.
Thus he says:

It is contrary, therefore, to the moral order for man freely and
knowingly to subject his rational faculties to his lower instincts.
When tests or psychoanalysis or any other method reach that
point, its use becomes immoral and unquestionably must be denied.
Naturally, it is the duty of your conscience to determine, in par-
ticular cases, what courses of action are thus to be rejected.”

At the same time he acknowledges the permissibility, accord-
ing to the principle of double effect, of allowing certain evils,
even moral dangers, for a proportionately grave cause.

It may also happen that certain actions expose one to the danger
of violating the moral law: for example, the use of tests runs the
risk in certain cases of arousing immoral thought, but the use of
these tests becomes moral when proportionate motives justify the
danger risked . . . It is quite impossible to avoid all danger. Such
a demand would paralyze every undertaking and would seriously
harm the interests of everyone; and so morality permits this risk
on condition that it be justified by a motive proportionate to the
importance of the goods threatened and to the proximity of the
danger which threatens them.®

We have cited at some length the words of the Holy Father
on this problem of moral issues in psychoanalysis because they
are evidently the foundations to be used in making moral
judgments in this somewhat novel area. Since, however, it is
not the custom for the Roman Pontiffs to consider moral prob-
lems down to their finest details, but rather to leave the particu-
lar applications to the periodicals and manuals, these questions
should not be left to rest at this stage. When a-patient or an
analyst seeks moral guidance, it should be forthcoming even
in detail. Accordingly there have been many commentaries on
the three allocutions mentioned above, and some have precised
further on the question Pope Pius XII considered.

7 Ibid., p. 18.
® Ibid., pp. 18-19.
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Father Gordon F. George, S.J. amplifies the description
of the pansexual method condemned by Pope Pius as the
method so colored by sexual theory that it is determinedly
and constantly aimed at real or supposedly sexual roots of psy-
chic disorder. As a result of the theoretical bias, a psychoanalyst
would bring the patient back again and again to sex, suggest
sexual interpretations to all dreams, encourage free associations
to sexual contents and ultimately, whether implicitly or ex-
plicitly, influence the patient to give free rein to sexual im-
pulses. These would be the practical results of the false theo-
retical position. It is evident that they must fall under the
papal condemnation.

Father John Ford, S.J.,*° similarly notes the Holy Father’s
rejection of the errors involved in any pansexual theory of
psychoanalysis, and then, and more importantly, carries the
discussion several steps further, undertaking to examine and
clarify some of the moral problems which might arise in the
course of psychoanalytic treatment even when it is carried out
without any of the aberrations of pansexuality. For it often
happens that patients in the course of treatment encounter
situations in which sexual feeling (or other feelings or impulses
which are morally unacceptable) are aroused, not deliberately
or expressly and for their own sakes, but as a stage of the
treatment which seems almost inevitable. Faced with the need
of a cure on the one hand and a doubt of the morality of the
treatment on the other, the patient may be acutely perplexed.
For his guidance, Father Ford makes the following points.
First, it is clearly illicit to accept immoral advice, even if it
is offered as a cure for psychic disorder. So, for example, the
advice to fornicate for therapeutic reasons cannot be followed.
You cannot do evil that good might come of it. Secondly,
Father Ford warns of the dangers that might accompany the
phenomenon of transference. Thirdly, he points out the danger
of aggravating rather than aiding a psychic disorder, if, having
turned the patient’s moral world upside down by revealing his

® Cf. “The Pope on Psychoanalysis,” America, 88 (Oct. 4, 1952), 12.
10 Cf. Linacre Quarterly, XX (1953), 57-66.
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unconscious sources of conduct, the analyst is unable to estab-
lish a new balance, or tries to do so on the basis of false moral
principles. Fourthly, Father Ford points out the dangers in-
herent in the use of free association and the incidence of
abreaction. Free association entails the release of imagination
and feeling from deliberate control. Abreaction—a phenome-
non whose nature is much disputed—involves an intense emo-
tional response to the emerging memory of some past experi-
ence. In either case there is a danger of acquiescence in immoral
thoughts or desires or phantasies.

Father Ford’s first point needs no additional comment. The
second, third and fourth points are much in need of discussion.
It is evidently here that moral doubts will arise, for, although
the phenomena and processes described are not in themselves
necessarily evil, they certainly do contain elements of danger.

To pursue that discussion, Father Ford first notes some of
the sins which are likely to be occasioned by these factors of
the psychoanalytic session—deliberate indulgence in the desire
for unchaste sexual acts, or complacence in unchaste sexual
phantasies, or acquiescence in unchaste sexual emotion. These
interior sexual sins must clearly be resisted and avoided as
firmly as any overt sins.

Nevertheless, it does not follow that the occasions of such
sins must be absolutely avoided. The patient may relate to
the analyst the difficulties he has of a sexual nature, even if
the telling of these thoughts, feelings, phantasies, impulses and
experiences should result in present sexual excitement. The
principle of double effect applies here, just as it does in the
case of a patient who is physically ill, to whom a doctor’s ex-
amination might be the source of troublesome excitement.
Since the sexual thoughts or feelings related in a psychoanalytic
session are secondary to the psychotherapeutic purpose (as we
hope to show more clearly later), and as they are unwanted in
and for themselves, they may be permitted to occur, even when
foreseen, for a proportionately grave cause.

As the Holy Father has said, somewhere a delicate line must
be drawn. Father Ford points to free association, abreaction
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and transference as the processes in psychoanalysis whose moral
aspects should be more thoroughly considered by the theo-
logians. Without a doubt, these are the processes which
demand the drawing of the delicate line. Some writers
have so benignly interpreted the dangers in psychoanalysis
as to leave the Holy Father’s warnings meaningless. Others
have found themselves unable to approve morally the use of
free association or the occurrence of abreaction. Many moral-
ists are aware that the psychological problems involved are
still unclear and hesitate to pass judgment; some psychoanalysts
make their judgments from faulty theological positions.

It would seem useful, then, to discuss these questions, to try
to sketch in at least the general contours of the delicate line,
so that useful and licit psychotherapy should not be impeded,
while the higher demands of sound morality are satisfied. One
approach to the consideration of these problems would be on
the part of the psychoanalysts, which would entail for the
analysts courses in moral theology. The other approach would
be on the part of the theologians (and, indeed, the burden
would seem to fall principally on them), and this would entail
an understanding of the concepts and terminology of psycho-
analysis. This latter is the task to which we are now addressing
ourselves—the conversion of the concepts of psychoanalysis
into terms more readily recognizable to the traditions of moral
theology, and, subsequently, the moral judgments of the psy-
choanalytic factors in themselves.

A. Tue PsYcHOANALYTIC SESSION—FREE ASSOCIATION

Free association is the spontaneous association of mental
contents, in the broadest sense of mental. In its purest state
it is a psychological condition which can be voluntarily induced
or permitted by allowing the courses of psychological phe-
nomena—images, ideas, feelings, emotions, impulses, etc.—to
proceed without direction, following one another according to
their own natural inclinations.

The eflicient element inducing this state is negative—re-
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movens prohibens—the release of the faculties or activities
from normal voluntary control or direction, insofar as this is
possible. While, therefore, there is a certain involuntariety in
free association, in the sense that the will gives no positive
direction to the activities, free association is voluntary in the
moral sense, for the will permits it and could at any time halt
it. The particular contents, therefore, which arise in the process
of free association are at least voluntary in causa or indirectly,
insofar as they can be foreseen either in particular or in general.
They are to this extent morally imputable.

The supposition on which free association is founded is that
psychological faculties, normally directed more or less by the
will, have a natural movement of their own, and will follow a
natural flow by which one image or idea or feeling leads to
another somehow connected with it, and from this to another
and so on.** This phenomenon is, of course, familiar to tradi-
tional psychology as well as to psychoanalysis. St. Thomas,
following Aristotle, recognized the innate laws of imagination,
memory and cogitation (e.g. contrast, similarity, contiguity,
frequency, as well as the more general psychological laws
which these faculties tend to obey (e.g. attention, interest).
He also considered the natural appetites which, apart from
the elicited appetites, impel each nature, and each faculty
of any nature, towards its proper function. To the extent
that these processes enter into daydreaming, morose delectation
and the like, he has considered their moral implications.

In a psychoanalytic session, the extent of the use of the
process of free-association, and the way in which it is used,
will vary with the preferences of each analyst, or the require-
ments of different patients, or even for circumstantial reasons.
Certain elements, however, seem to be constant. The patient
must be, as far as possible, physically and mentally at ease;
comfortably disposed on the famous couch, freed as far as
possible from external stimuli, with a sense of trust and con-

1 As to the extent of these connections, some psychologists hold that all of a
man’s internal activities are united in one multi-connected matrix, and, given time
and sufficient freedom, all would pass before consciousness.
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fidence towards the analyst. I say “ as far as possible ” because
he might already begin his associations in ordinary conversa-
tion with the analyst, or with a dream, or anywhere at all. The
important thing is that he give his thoughts and feelings free
play; his only overt contribution is reportorial—to describe as
well as he can whatever passes through his mind. He is sup-
posed to be absolutely candid, not deterred from reporting
things because of shame or fear or for any ethical considera-
tions, or because they seem trivial or irrelevant—mnot by any
intellectual or emotional objections whatsoever.

It is obviously here that the moralist begins to get nervous.
On several scores there are moral dangers involved in this abso-
lute candor. We leave aside for the moment the question of
secrets which cannot be revealed for reasons of justice, charity
or religion, not because this question is unimportant, but be-
cause it falls under a genus of morality which is outside our
present intention.'?

The question here is whether or not such relaxation of volun-
tary control over mental processes and such candid reporting of
what goes on when that control is released would lead a patient
into thinking, feeling and expressing himself in ways which
violate personal dignity and moral integrity. There is, on the
one hand, the probability that the mind will turn to sexual
thoughts and phantasies, or to the memory of libidinous experi-
ences, and be so attracted and stirred by excitement that fresh
consent may be given to them. Again, the mind may be led
to old injuries suffered, old hatreds, and be stirred up again
by hostility or rebellion. In either case, there is not only the
question of whether or not such mental harrowings are morally
justifiable, but also the question of the proximity of new actual
sins, if consent is given to these passions.

Before passing judgment on the dangers inherent in the use

12 Pope Pius XII speaks of this moral limit to psychoanalysis in the allocutions
of April, 1953, and April, 1958. In the former he says: “But, there are secrets
which must on no account be divulged, even to a doctor, even in spite of grave
personal inconveniences. The secret of Confession may never be revealed. It is
equally forbidden for the professional secret to be communicated to another,
including a doctor. The same is true of other secrets.”
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of free association, it would be well to review briefly the neces-
sity for its use and the role of the analyst in a psychoanalytic
session.

The express purpose of analytic treatment is to free a patient
from distressing symptoms—physical, nervous, emotional,
mental—of psychological origin. This purpose demands a
knowledge of the root and nature of the difficulty. The use of
free association supposes that a patient so distressed is wholly
unable to give an adequate account of the pathogenic factors
by an ordinary recounting of his present dispositions and past
experiences. It is not simply a case of distorting or forgetting
important details, as ordinarily happens in descriptions of
present or past incidents. If this were the case, a little detective
work and some memory aids might supply the full tale. What is
actually the problem, and what is at the root of the psychologi-
cal trouble, is an active rejection or repression, albeit uncon-
seious, of certain factors and experiences from consciousness, and
an active resistance to their resuscitation. If an experience has
been intolerably painful or disagreeable—if it cannot be ac-
cepted as something a person can live with—it may be rejected
from consciousness more or less completely, and more or less
irrevocably, and this rejection can be accomplished without
deliberation. Subsequent to the rejection, any other ideas or
images which might suggest or lead to the repressed experience
and tend to evoke it into consciousness, suffer a similar removal
from the conscious sphere called supression.** But the repressed
experience, or its memory, is not destroyed; it forms a complex
and perdures. The complex is a psychic formation made up
of the original, repressed image and the affective impulse at-
tached to it, and any other images or thoughts, with their
impulsive components, which have become associated with it
in the unconscious, plus the various distortions of representation

**Freud also uses the terms “ primal repression” for repression and * repression
proper ” for suppression. These concepts and the notions of complex formation
so briefly summarized here can be found in fuller development in the articles
entitled “ Repression” (note pp. 86-92) and “The Unconscious” (note pp. 112-
117), Collected Papers of Sigmund Freud, IV (London: Hogarth Press, 1956).
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which may have evolved from it. This complex with its emo-
tional charges strives for some kind of satisfaction and release
by obtaining conscious recognition. If it fails to win through
to consciousness against the repressive forces of the mind, its
activity turns to the formation of psychological distress.

To solve the mental problem caused by a complex, the
original, pathogenic experience must somehow be made con-
scious, if it is in any way to be handled. To make the experi-
ence conscious, the active force which is blocking it must some-
how be circumvented. This is the immediate purpose of free
association in psychoanalytic therapy. By giving thoughts
free play, they will of themselves tend towards the repressed
contents of the mind sooner or later, or will at least, and with
equal therapeutic value, tend toward the barriers keeping cer-
tain mental contents unconscious.

These barriers are of highest interest to the analyst (and
in fact to the patients). The points at which free association
breaks off—leads to a blank or a sense of distress or confusion—
indicate non-voluntary barriers to the free flow of thought, and
these are the barriers which analysis is most concerned to
locate. By locating them, an analyst can obtain insight into
the patient’s mental constitution, into the trains of thoughts
and feelings which are more deeply hidden, the concealed com-
plexes of ideas and impulses. Eventually, if the analysis is
successful, the patient with more or less help from the analyst,
will come to understand the ultimate seats of his psychological
disturbances.

It may be too much to say that a patient who understands
his conflicts is cured, but it is also certainly true that the patient
who has unconscious conflicts must bring them to light before
they can be solved.

In the psychoanalytic session in which the patient is encour-
aged to express himself so freely in the expectation of bringing
buried conflicts up into the light of rational judgment, what
is the role of the analyst? In the first place, his function is not
that of a medical doctor who listens to symptoms, examines and
prescribes remedies. Nor is he present simply to write up a
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case history from the patient’s reports. His role is in a sense
much subtler. His purpose is to gain as deep and clear an
insight as is possible into the patient’s present, actual state
of mind, with all its conflicts and conflict-born structures, and
somehow to assist the patient to understand the same. How
actively he should communicate his own insights is a matter
of opinion. Some advise him to be as neutral as possible, like
a catalyst which causes a reaction without entering into it.
He should lend a sympathetic ear, draw forth the patient’s
confidence, relax his inhibitions and let the psyche untangle,
as it were, spontaneously. Even Freud leaned towards this
position.** Others recommend a more active role; the analyst
should assist the patient by interpretations, by telling him
the meaning of the things that come to mind, and by prodding
half-conscious contents into full consciousness.® Still others
advise direct instruction of the patient, immediate enlighten-
ment about the unconscious forces operating within him. Al-
most any degree of activity may be assumed by the analyst
depending on his theoretical considerations, but all are agreed
that the essential point is to bring the patient to a practical
realization of his own psychic constitution.

In almost all analysis, moreover, a special relationship de-
velops between the analyst and the patient. It is something
other than the relationship of trust, confidence, friendship and
the like which might develop between a medical doctor and
his patient. It is a relationship in which the analyst, aside
from and beyond the respect he might command as a profes-
sional man and a friend, assumes in the eyes of the patient
the role that a parent or some other authority figure had for
him as a child. Whatever the motive underlying this substitu-
tion, it is considered of great importance, even crucial im-

14 < The analyst respects his patient’s personality; he does not try to mould
it according to his own personal ideas; he is satisfied when instead of giving
advice he can obtain his results by arousing the patient’s own initiative.” Quoted
by Joseph Nuttin, Psychoanalysis and Personality (New York: Sheed and Ward,
1054), p. 33.

13 Cf. Otto Fenichel, The Psychoanalytic Theory of Neurosis (New York: W. W,
Norton, 1945), p. 25.
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portance, in most psychoanalysis, not because it makes the
patient moré candid, but because it reconstructs in the present
the situation of the past in which his conflicts presumably
started. By recreating this situation it is held that the harm
once done can be most effectively undone.

B. Some TrOMISTIC INTERPRETATIONS

Before forming a moral judgment about free association in
the psychoanalytic session, let us try to determine to what
degree the phenomena involved are intelligible in terms of
Thomistic psychology, and thus more or less readily susceptible
to direct application of St. Thomas’ moral conclusions. For
if rejection, repression, complex formation, unconscious moti-
vation and the like are psychological experiences which were
wholly unfamiliar to him, and especially if they should involve
a mode of voluntariety or involuntariety for which his psy-
chological structures did not account, it might well be that the
moral judgments would have to be formed in a new category
involving a new mode of human act.

It is a matter of fact that such concepts as repression and
complex formation received their first express formulation from
Freud, and were subsequently deseribed, divided, amplified
and applied in the psychoanalytic schools. These phenomena
were not adequately dealt with before the advent of psycho-
analysis; it would be a mistake, however, to believe that all
such “deep ” psychological factors were entirely unknown.*®
Even the ancients had some obscure glimpses of what went on
in man’s mind beneath the surface. If, therefore, we analyse
the general factors involved in the formation of a complex, and
the effects of the complex, we will find, I believe, that much
of this was understood in a general way, and fairly accounted
for, in St. Thomas’ psychology, even when the precise notion
of the complex was lacking.

In the formation of a complex, the initial step is the rejection

¢ Kant, Schelling, von Hartmann, Ribot as well as others had a sustained interest
in the hidden workings of the mind.
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of some strongly felt experience because of its painful char-
acteristics, and the unconscious continuance of this rejection,
followed by the supression of ideas which might evoke its
memory to consciousness for realization in action. Failing to
emerge directly into consciousness, it has resort, by processes
of association and phantasy creation, to indirect and disguised
forms of representation, by means of which it may pass censor-
ship into consciousness. If it succeeds in gaining some kind
of conscious expression, it may cause no harm. If not, it pro-
duces symptoms of mental or emotional disorder.”

St. Thomas’ psychology takes these factors into account in
a general way. He did not organize this knowledge, or relate
it except in principle to psychopathology, nor did he develop
it to the point at which it could be useful for therapy. Never-
theless, his psychological observations are sufficiently pertinent
to enable us to make a meaningful interpretation of properly
psychoanalytical concepts in a Thomistic framework.

(1) The aspect of rejection in the passions.

In his studies of three passions in particular, fear, sorrow
and despair, St. Thomas remarked frequently the debilitating
effects they have on the whole psychism. These passions, if at
all vehement, cause not only a specific recoil from the object
exciting them, but also a general withdrawal and dejection,
with both physical and psychological components.’®

Fear is for the near future, for an imminent threat; a deep
fear can be elicited, not only by an external physical threat,
but also by an internal psychological threat, that is, by a strong
emotional impulse within a man himself. For instance, any
impulse which carries a sense of shame, such as cowardice, or
a strong libidinous movement, or hostility toward a parent or
friend, produces its own fear, for shame is a species of fear.

17 See Fenichel, op. cit., p. 20. “ Thus we have in psychoneurosis, first a defense
of the ego against an instinct, then a conflict between the instinct striving for
discharge and the defensive forces of the ego, then a state of damming up, and
finally the neurotic symptoms which are distorted discharges as a consequence of
the state of damming up—a compromise between the opposing forces.”

8 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 87, a. 4.
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It is not only because of the possibility of physical punishment
that this fear is evoked, but more precisely and directly because
self-respect and the expectation of love from others are threat-
ened or seem to be. If, in addition, there is any reason to sense
helplessness in the face of such a situation, the fear deepens
into what St. Thomas calls agony, and this is especially true
with the young and emotionally sensitive.’* The general effect
of fear is withdrawal from the fearful object, which St. Thomas
calls a psychological and physiological contraction of the soul
in its activities. The particular effects of intense fear are
manifold: psychologically, it disturbs and confuses the mind,
shakes the will and its resolutions; physically, it causes feelings
of distress and weakness, and a sense of inferiority and with-
drawal which paralyses responses and reactions. In every way,
intense fear complicates its own problems, by shrinking away
from them, abdicating the capacity to deal with them.*

If a person can escape the danger he fears, his fear should
subside, but if the danger he fears is from himself or within
himself, what he fears is already in some part inescapable, and
then his fear is compounded with some species of sorrow. Sor-
row, in St. Thomas’ definition, is the emotional response to an
actual affliction. If the sorrow is one from which there is no
apparent relief, he calls it anxiety; if it becomes severe enough
to induce a general depression, it is “ acedia.” ** Anxiety, in
this definition, would be typical of anyone who suffered from
violent emotional impulses, as a distress added over and above
the fears engendered by such emotions. If the anxiety increases
enough, it would add its own deleterious effects both mental
and physical (for the effects of emotions, according to St.
Thomas, induce proportionately in the body what is felt in
the mind.) It would cause depression and lethargy, lack of
interest, oppression of feelings and imagination and resolution
until thought and action become burdensome, and might pro-
ceed to the state of complete mental and physical torpor and
even bodily disease.*

1° Ibid., q. 41, a. 4, on the kinds of fear. # Ibid., q. 85, a. 8.
2 Ibid., q. 44. * Ibid., q. 37.
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The final turn of emotion in this situation is despair. Despair
is the psychological rejection of something desirable, the giving
up of something wanted. It implies a mental tearing away
from something which is still loved and desired. The most
painful of the passions, it is generated by fear and sorrow,
when the mind is so thwarted by the realization or imagination
of evils and dangers present and imminent that it abandons
what it still longs for.*

In summary, the net effect of fear is a withdrawal of the
soul’s powers from their activity, with the expectation that
the peril will pass. If the peril is not escapable, anxiety ensues,
and this can be relieved only by the removal of the distressing
agent, or perhaps by learning to tolerate it while finding relief
in some other satisfactions. If the anxiety is intolerable and
no relief can be found, a man can despair of the goods he was
trying to hold, and, after the psychological injury involved in
abandoning them, try to adjust himself to life without them.

Ordinarily with the passage of time, people can adjust them-
selves to painful and defeating experiences, especially as, when
the pain has subsided, they can judge how they erred, prepare
themselves to avoid a like disaster in the future, philosophize
about their misfortune and learn, in short, to accept the experi-
ence. In a sense, they master the disagreeable experience,
integrate it into their general mental and emotional patterns
and maintain equilibrium.

The mastery of inescapably painful experiences, however,
supposes a number of capabilities and opportunities, A man
must have sufficient intelligence to grasp the nature of the
experience, at least as it affects himself, so that he can mentally
set himself for the appropriate reaction when it re-occurs. If
something remains strange and unreasonable in the situation,
there will still be, for him, a threat to safety, a warning to his
helplessness. There must be, moreover, a certain relief sooner
or later from the emotional distress occasioned by the incident.
The passions must subside naturally. Finally there must be
enough flexibility to take a loss, give up a satisfaction or substi-

*2 Ibid., q. 40, a. 4.
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tute another without jeopardizing the general sense of well-
being.

These conditions for mastering a painful experience may be,
nowever, lacking. The essential {actor is an understanding of
the situation suflicient to produce an acceptable adjustment.*
The capacity to grasp a situation depends on many talents—
a sufficient intelligence to see the present situation, a memory
facile enough to recollect similar experiences and their remedies
and results, some imagination and inventiveness, some capacity
to reason these elements into a plan, some inspection of the
circumstances and finally an effective judgment about what
to do.

(2) Inhibitory and traumatizing aspects of passion.

Even if a man ordinarily has the initial mental capacity to
grasp his experiences and master them, the opportunity to use
it might fail him in a crisis, if the emotional component of the
experience is violent. St. Thomas explains this from several
points of view. In the first place, a strong emotion can, in
effect, drain off the energy of the soul into its own production,
and leave the other faculties, including the mind, memory and
imagination, unable to operate. For the mind has a limited
amount of psychic energy available at any time; a violent
psychological action consumes it all for a while. In the second
place, the intentions of the different faculties of the soul vary
according to the force and vividness of their objects. (Inten-
tion in this coniext is the activity of a power vis-a-vis its object
—the eye towards color, the imagination towards images, the
intellect towards ideas, the will towards purposes, etc.) In
normal circumstances, many faculties operate simultaneously,
with some slight preponderance of intention wherever interest
or attitude indicates. But an object which is * excessive,” like a
brilliant idea or a great love, fixes the intention of its faculty

24 St. Thomas notes that a physical or corporeal evil shrinks when it is subjected
to a reasonable analysis and judgment. Reason masters it by measuring it. See
Summa Theol., I-11, q. 42, a. 5 and ad 3.
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so firmly that the soul will not operate through other faculties.”
Thus a violent emotion or passion can absorb the soul, even to
the loss of consciousness and will power, and even with a
permanent effect.®* In the third place, a violent emotion can
injure the emotive power, the sense appetite, physically. Since,
for St. Thomas, the passions are psychophysical actions, they
belong to corporeal organs, and these organs can be injured
by violent psychological movements. An injury renders the
organ inoperative for a greater or lesser time, or operative only
with pain.””

Thus, in the case of a violent emotion, a man is operating
with a shocked psychological system, a consciousness partially

2% Summa Theol,, T-II, q. 77, a. 1. “For since all the powers of the soul are
rooted in the one essence of the soul, it is necessary that when one power acts
intensely, another acts remissly, or is even wholly impeded in its action. This
happens both because every energy which is dispersed among many is made less;
whence, on the other hand, when it is intensified for one thing, less can be spent
for others, and also because a certain intention is required in the operations of
the soul, which when it is vehemently applied to one thing, cannot attend
vehemently to another.” Cf. I-II, q. 83, a. 8, ad 2; II-1I, q. 178, a. 8, ad 2.

28 Ibid., II-I1, q. 175, a. 1. “It should be noted that rapture implies a certain

violence . . . thus the soul of man is said to be enraptured when it is abstracted
from its sense perceptions . . . This abstraction can happen from a threefold
cause . . . in one way, from a physical cause as happens in those who suffer

alienation on account of some infirmity.”

Ibid., a. 2. “1In another way rapture can be considered in relation to its cause.
And thus it can have its cause on the part of the appetitive power. For from the
very fact that an appetite is affected vehemently towards something, it can happen
that from the violence of the affect a man is alienated from everything else.”

Ibid., ad 2. “Man can therefore be put outside himself in two ways, according
to appetite. . . . In the other way, when, aside from the superior appetite, a man
is totally absorbed in the things of the inferior appetite . . . when a man from
the violence of the lower appetite is abstracted from the influence of the higher
appetite, he is more abstracted from what is proper to him. Nevertheless, because
there is no violence there, from the fact that the will can resist passion, it does
not fulfill the true definition of rapture; unless perhaps the passion is so vehement
that the use of reason is wholly taken away, as happens in those who go insane
on account of the violence of anger or loye.”

*7 Ibid., 1-I1, q. 28, a. 5. “In regard to what is material in the passion of love,
which is a physical transmutation, it happens that love may be injurious on
account of an excessive transmutation; as happens in the sense (power) and in
every act of a power of the soul which is exercised through some transmutation
of a bodily organ.”
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or wholly disordered, and is at that time least able to consider,
grasp and react to the situation evoking the shock. In psycho-
analytic terms, he is traumatized. This would be the case with
any excessive emotion, but is especially true with fear, sorrow
and despair, which by their natures inhibit the natural and
spontaneous movements of both mind and body.”®* The sum
effect of these emotions is to withdraw a person from the situa-
tion, and even violently, and so inhibit a satisfactory response.
This is an effect, not only of the initial pain of the experience,
but also of the added distress these very passions cause.” Such
psychological distress is more painful than physical injury,
especially if it is sudden and unexpected, and if the recipient is
sensitively disposed and inexperienced.’

(8) Suppressive aspects of the passions.

It would seem, however, that once the shock of a painful
experience is over, the psychological system should gradually
recover its normal dispositions and set about assimilating the
disagreeable experience. The experience should not remain in
the psyche like an undigested meal in the stomach. Often
in fact people recover completely from such experiences. But
it can also happen that the emotional reaction to the recollec-

%8 Ibid., q. 87, a. 4, “IJt should be noted that in all the passions of the soul,
the bodily transmutation which is material in them is conformed and proportioned
to the appetitive motion, which is formal, as matter is proportioned to form in all
things. Therefore those passions of the soul which imply an appetitive movement
of seeking something, like love, joy, desire and the like, do not go against the vital
processes by their nature. And therefore these help the nature of the body by their
nature, but they could injure it by excess. But the passions which imply an
appetitive motion which is withdrawal or a certain retraction, go against the vital
processes not only if they are too great, but also by the nature of their movement.
Thus it is with fear, and desperation, and especially sorrow, which weighs down
the soul by an actual affliction . ..”

% See also Fenichel, op. ¢it.,, p. 19. He reduces the causes of all neuroses to
traumatizing and inhibiting factors. In the traumatic experience, it is the excessive
quantity of initial excitation, entering the mental apparatus too rapidly to be
mastered, which causes the difficulties. In cases of inhibition, forces preventing
the normal responses and reactions to ordinary excitation cause emotional pressure
to build up.

8 Summa Theol., I-11, q. 85, a. 7; q. 42, a. 5.
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tion of an experience inhibits its recall. If the recollection
should renew the pain of the original, there would be a natural
repugnance to renewing it in consciousness. If, moreover, the
sense appetites themselves have been injured by the violence
of their initial reaction, any fresh reaction will be doubly pain-
ful, like moving a sprained limb, and rather than suffer again,
the victim will thrust the experience away {rom recollection.
Nor need this be a conscious and deliberate rejection, any more
than favoring a torn ligament need always be deliberate.

In some cases it is evident that the rejection of a memory from
consciousness is not a consciously willed act, for conscious atten-
tion and control are themselves disordered, as in instances in
which a severe psychological shock causes insanity or more or
less complete amnesia. Even, however, if there is no apparent
distortion of consciousness from an expericnce producing deep
anxiely and fear, a person might yet inwardly and wholly un-
consciously rebel against reliving it in memory, especially if it
were violent enough to threaten and produce a sense of panic
(St. Thomas’ agony) either abruptly or over a period of time.
This psychological helplessness or defeat, the threatened over-
throw and failure of rational mastery, whether sudden or pro-
gressively developed, is an experience not willingly risked a
second time. Even the suggestion of a repetition is enough to
produce a fear strong enough to block off the emergence of the
distressing recollection into consciousness, strong enough even
to check completely the train of thought or imagery that might
lead to a revival of the fear-inducing memory. Freud frequently
noted how the emotions can turn aside and check a flow of
images dangerous to the ego’s repose. In the psychology of
St. Thomas, this function would be considerably sharpened
by the far quicker and more subtle action of the intellect. The
intellect moves more rapidly than the imagination, and with
deeper penetration into the significance of situations, and can
directly influence the course of images in the imagination,
as well as indirectly stimulate or block them by moving the
appetites. Moreover, when the intellect moves the sense appe-
tites, by moving the will, and through the will stirs up fear
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or anxiety, the action is too subtle to enter consciousness except
perhaps after careful introspection.

In summary, people can deeply fear the fact that a painful
experience happened to them, and easily come to deny that it
really did happen, and believe this denial,** and by the fear and
anxiety the suggestion of its recall arouses, prevent ithe memory
of it from rising into consciousness. And since no one is ever
wholly conscious of all the contents presented to him by mind,
imagination, senses, appetites, etc., one can continually pass
over some phases of them, particularly when this intense fear
impedes the unfettered and candid use of reason,*” and intense
concentration on one facet of psychological content wholly
prevents the notice of another.*® And this can all be done
unconsciously, or at least with not much more entering the
consciousness than a vague and 1ndeﬁnable uneasiness when
certain topics are touched upon.**

Finally, even if there were some half-consciousness of the
initial rejections of distressing experiences, habituation would
make them wholly unconscious. The habituation considered
here is not that which produces perfect habits in the fullest
sense of the term, for these habits are produced deliberately
and consciously, and remain subject to conscious and deliberate
use, This habituation is more like that which St. Thomas
deseribes when he speaks of the development of physieal skills,
like writing or playing a musical instrument, when complex
series of actions become learned so well that they can be per-
formed unconsciously. In this case, however, it is not a pattern

3L Cf. Summa Theol., I-II, q. 29, a. 5, how men can hate the truth, and II-II,
q. 162, a. 8, ad 2, how men can easily believe what they urgently desire to believe.

22 Ibid., I-11, q. 77, a. 7. Vehement emotions either wholly or partly impede
the use of reason.

82 Ibid., II-I1, q. 173, a. 3. Intense concentration in the imagination or mind
can abstract a man from the senses, and vice versa. It is noteworthy that, while
St. Thomas did not treat the phenomena of psychopathology ex professe, he did
discuss some of the effects of violence on the psyche in his treatises on prophecy,
rapture and other supra-normal phenomena, and he noted the analogies between
these states and disordered states of mind.

# Ibid., I-11, q. 80, a. 2. People are quick to respoend to even the slightest
references to things which affect their feelings deeply.
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of activities which becomes learned more or less deliberately,
but a pattern of emotional reaction, which becomes “ learned,”
not by deliberate plan but by default of any plan. For the will
can direct the sense appetites, not only by deliberately stirring
them up, but also by allowing them free play once they have
been stirred up by some other object.** Whether they have
been allowed this free play, or whether they have seized it from
the control of the will by their violence, they distort judgment,
preventing the mind from reasoning clearly; if this becomes
habitual, they will regularly render the mind unconscious to-
wards some of its potential contents. St. Thomas points out
that this kind of habituation can blind men permanently to
conclusions of the natural law, which are ordinarily evident
to all.*® In summary, then, the effect of passions habitually
tolerated is unconsciously to make the mind unconscious of
contents it, nevertheless, actually contains.

(4) Unconscious Activity of Intellect and Imagination.

Granting, then, that the mind can unconsciously reject and
suppress memories of past experiences, and anything associated
with these memories, what is the fate of these suppressed
thoughts and images? According to Freud, these mental con-
tents continue to be active in the unconscious part of the
mind; this was one of the features of his psychology which met
with early and strong protest from experimental psychologists.
It seemed to the latter that the active processes of the mind—
reasoning, thinking, associating images, creative phantasy, ete.,
—necessarily demanded the conscious application of the mind
and that * unconscious thought ” was a contradiction in terms.
Some psychologists were, however, not at all reluctant to recog-
nize the possibility of “ unconscious thought” and certainly
it is not alien to St. Thomas’ system.

BI10, q. 74, a. 6.

88 Ibid., I-11, q. 94, a. 4. The conclusions from the common principles of the
natural law are unknown to some because they “have a reason depraved by
passion, that is, by bad custom, or by a bad disposition of nature.” Ibid., q. 94,
a. 6: “In regard to other secondary precepts, the natural law can be erased from
the hearts of men . . . on account of bad customs and corrupt habits, as robbery
was not considered sinful among some, or even vices against nature.”
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St. Thomas recognized that the intellect as well as the
imagination works during sleep, even reasoning out new
thoughts ** and receiving new Impressions sometimes more
subtly than when a man is fully conscious.*®* Moreover the
thoughts and phantasies even in unconscious states are driven
or drawn by loves and desires, just as dreams in sleep will turn
towards the things which already attract the appetites.** More-
over, when consciousness is dimmed in sleep or even entirely
lost by insanity, the imagination continues to form new images,
basing these creations on the data originally apprehended by
the senses,*” or producing new images to represent or signify
a physical feeling or disposition.** It might be argued that
these are not really thoughts or products of the imagination
as usually conceived, since they lack direction and purpose.

3 Ibid., II-11, q. 154, a. 5, ad 8. “It should be said that the apprehension of
reason is not impeded by sleep as is its judgment, which is perfected by turning to
sensibles, which are the first principles of human thought. And therefore nothing
prevents man’s reason from apprehending something new during sleep, either from
the relicts of previous thoughts and from images presented, or even from divine
revelation, . . .”

8 Ibid., II-I1, q. 172, a. 1, ad 1. “It should be said that the soul when it is
abstracted from corporeal things is made more apt for perceiving the influence
of spiritual substances, and even for perceiving the subtle movements which are
left in the imagination from the impressions of natural causes, which the soul is
impeded from percetving when it is occupied with sensibles.” Ad 2: “ Such impres-
sions can be made better in those who are sleeping than in those who are awake,
because the soul of one awake is occupied about exterior sensibles, whence it can
less perceive the subtle impressions either of spiritual substances or even of natural
causes.”

8 Ibid., I-I1, q. 80, a. 2. In sleep, the blood gathering around the internal senses
was thought to be the cause of arousing dreams. And the dreams aroused passions,
which in turn strengthened the dream perception, for, as Aristotle had remarked,
“Lovers are moved by a least likeness to apprehend the thing loved.”

¢ Ibid., II-I1, q. 178, a. 2. “Moreover in the imagination are not only the
forms of sensible things as they are taken in by the senses, but a transformation
takes place (in them) in different ways, either on account of some bodily change,
as happens in those who are asleep or insane, or even by the command of the
reason.”

“ Ibid., IL-II, q. 95, a. 6. “Sometimes indeed the internal cause of dreams is
physical. For from the internal disposition of the body some movement is formed
in the imagination, corresponding to that disposition. Thus a man in whom there
are abundant cold humors dreams that he is in water or snow.” See also II-II,
q. 154, a. 5, for physical causes of sexual dreams.
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The point, however, is that even lacking conscious direction
and purpose, the mind and the imagination are forming new
contents, making new apprehensions, exciting new passions,
arriving at new results, and not entirely by chance.

That even the external movements of the body can be gov-
erned by these unconscious or half-conscious mental activities,
even when a man is awake and mentally normal, is also evident.
These external movements are the actus hominis of St. Thomas,
the material on which Freud based his Psychopathology of
Everyday Life.** And not only can a man perform indeliberate
actions prompted by an internal mental action and content of
which he is not at the time aware, but he can also, according
to St. Thomas, deliberately perform an action on the basis of
one principle without even considering other principles which
he knows well, and which would forbid or modify the action.*
It does not seem difficult, in these terms, to recognize that St.
Thomas’ psychology has a place for “ unconscious thought,”
both intellectual and imaginative, and consequently for uncon-
scious motivation and action. If unconscious thought and
imagery turn on distressing experiences unresolved, on unful-
filled desires and inhibited instincts, on natural impulses denied
natural satisfaction, the roots of psychological disturbances are
planted. If these elements, which are the essential elements of
complex formation according to Freud’s concept, are acceptable
from the point of view of Thomistic psychology, a complex
can be interpreted in traditional terms.

This interpretation is fortified when it is noted that, as a
complex is said to be the root of mental and emotional dis-
orders by psychoanalysis, so the factors in St. Thomas’ psy-
chology, as given above, from which a Thomistic notion of

“2 Ibid., I, q. 74, a. 7. “. . . The apprehension of the imaginative power is
sudden and without deliberation: and therefore it can cause some action before the
superior or inferior reason even have time to deliberate” I-I, q. 1, a. 1, ad 8:
“ Actions of this kind (actus hominis) are not properly human because they do not
proceed from the deliberation of reason, which is the proper principle of human
acts. And therefore they have as end something imagined, not, however, an end
established by reason.”

8 Ibid., 111, q. 74, a. 7, ad 8.
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complex has been derived, are also ihose factors St. Thomas
relates to mental disorder. It is the excess of the passions which
leads to insanity, to melancholy and mania, to states of stupe-
faction in which one can neither think nor move.** The state
of mind of a persen who has suffered a rebellion of the sense
appetite from the control of reason and will power, is a state
of alienation from the senses, either wholly or partially, in
which state imagination and passion take over control, and
whatever imagination presents is taken for reality.*®

There can be no doubt that the effects of excessive fear,
anxiety and despair are psychologically bad and, all else being
equal, morally harmful. To live with mental blocks, with some
painful experiences and memories unconsciously suppressed,
under a more or less continuous emotional strain, with normal
thought and judgment to some extent impaired is sufficient
disability. Often enough, however, since the mind is con-
tinually at work, the early complications develop consciously
or unconsciously until more or less complete disability results.
It is the value of psychoanalytic therapy that it sets out, using
the technique of free association, to unravel the knots which
unconsciously bind the mind, seeking to get behind the psycho-
logical barriers and to prepare the way for self-understanding
and self-mastery. This is no more than another way of saying
that it serves to secure the personal dignity and maturity which
are the foundations and dispositions for Christian virtue. Un-
questionably, the technique has sueceeded. This is not to
say that psychoanalysis is the only successful technique, or
that it succeeds in all cases, but only that it has succeeded well
enough and often enough to compel acceptance as a tried and
proven therapy.

“Cf. I-11, q. 37, 2. 2; q. 87, a. 4 and ad 8; II-11, q. 175, aa. 1, 2, and ad 2.

¢ Itid., II-I1, q. 178, a. 3 and ad 2. Dr. Fenichel closely relates sense appetite
and neurotic phenomena in this way: “Much of the given characterization of
neurotic phenomena seems valid also for a category of very normal mental
phenomena, namely, of affective or emotional spells. Actually a search for a
common denominator for all sudden outburst of affect reveals a close relationship
between outbursts of this kind and neurotic phenomena.” Op. cit., p. 20.
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C. Tue Morarity oF FREE ASSOCIATION

In this context the question of the morality of free associa-
tion must be considered. To restate the problem: the psycho-
analytic session using free association places a patient in the
occasion of sins against personal purity. There is danger that
he might acquiesce in sexual phantasies, or give consent to the
pleasure of them, or to sexual desires. The Holy Father, Pope
Pius XTI, has indicated that the use of psychoanalysis is not
forbidden because of these dangers, but that a line must be
drawn between forbidden and tolerable dangers.

The first question concerns the principles of solution.
It does not seem to me that the question can be answered
simply in terms of the indeliberateness of the mental contents
produced in the process of free association. It is true that the
feelings and images which may arise in the process are not
deliberately evoked, expressly excited by voluntary action—
such voluntariety is precisely what is not wanted in free asso-
ciation. It is true also that the patient is in a state comparable
to semi-somnolence, with his powers of voluntary control in
same degree disengaged.’® Nevertheless, as has been pointed
out, since the patient deliberately enters the analytic session,
and willingly relaxes control over his ideas and emotions, what-
ever is produced is indirectly voluntary, and morally imputable
insofar as it could be foreseen. Not everything then that arises
can be tolerated merely because it was not deliberately aroused.

Neither would it be possible, it seems, to justify the un-
limited use of free association simply on the grounds that a
sin committed in an analytic session would be only a material
sin, since the patient lacked practical appreciation of what
he was doing. For material sins cannot be tolerated if there
is any way to avoid them, and if the patient could not avoid
them by using voluntary judgment during the session, he might
well refuse to begin analysis at all. Probably the patient could
avoid immoral thoughts and feelings during the session, but

48 See Nuttin, op. cif., pp. 159 ff. Also, Henri Gratton, O. M. I, “ Résponsibilité
et abréactions psychoanalytiques,” La Vie Spirituelle, Supplément, No. 41 (1957),
pp. 211 ff.



SOME MORAL ISSUES IN PSYCHOANALYSIS 171

to the detriment of the analysis. It would be hard, however,
to recommend analysis if he could not.

It would seem, then, that as the use of free association is
generally justifiable on the principle of double effect, the more
detailed rules for guidance in a psychoanalytic session should
be developed from the same principle. According to the prin-
ciple, while evil may never be done that good come of it, a good
thing may sometimes be done even if some evil should also
result. The good effect intended by psychoanalysis is, as has
been said, the mental health and emotional stability, and some-
times also the physical health, of the patient. There is more to
this than merely the relief of mental distress, although this is
by no means a small matter. There are ways of thinking and
acting which ennoble men, ways in which human dignity and
personal worth are actualized and almost made tangible. These
were described recently by Fr. A. Plé, O.P., in words which
are worth noting.*” These actions are the perfectly human acts
according to St. Thomas’ definition of a human act. They are
fundamentally rational actions, whose object and purpose are
grasped by the intelligence as truly good, sought by the will
because their particular goodness has a universal quality, is
“open ” toward supreme Goodness. Therefore these acts are
perfectly ordered, hierarchic, rationally organized. They are
chosen with a free and elective love, without shadow of false-
hood or unruled passion clouding the choice; they are true acts
of virtue; they lead to peace and joy, and to perfect happiness.
These are the actions in which men are most truly a little less
than the angels. Father Plé sums this up in these words:

Only through human acts does man act as man. Moreover, it is
through these acts that that which specifies him, and which is at
birth only potential, becomes actual. Man constructs himself per-
forming these human aects, which little by little, multiplying them-
selves, build up the organism of the virtues, through which the
subject is more and more disposed to act as man, and through
which all that is in him becomes integrated. Each human act puts
a little more order in our chaotic richness; this order consists in an

“"“Y’acte moral et la ‘pseudo-morale’ le Vinconscient,” La Vie Spirituelle,
Supplément, No. 40, (1957).
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interior harmonization of our tendencies, each one playing its role
in harmony with all the others; each and every one succeeding
in this only by exercising their common finality, which is to relate
the subject to another, that is to say, to God.*®

The strains and impediments of mental and emotional blocks
are hostile to such free and reasonable human activity. The
purpose of psychoanalysis is perhaps only to undo psychological
stress, repair the damage done by psychological strains, but its
effect is also to free a patient for fuller participation in truly
human activity. This must be weighed, when we are judging
the good effects of analysis.

The bad effect is, as has been said, the dangers of sins against
personal purity, especially the danger of consent to internal
sins.

When we consider the four conditions which make it lawful
to perform an action with a double effect, it 1s clear, first of all,
that the action directly and immediately intended is good, or
at least, morally indifferent. As far as the products of free
association are cognitive, they are indifferent: thoughts, images,
memories in themselves are -never morally bad, even when
they represent bad actions. However, in an analytic session,
it is important to know the emotional reaction which accom-
panies these thoughts and images, and so the appetitive re-
sponse to them is a part of what the patient must allow and
report. Insofar as these responses are indeliberate, they are
also morally indifferent; they would only become morally bad
if they obtained voluntary consent as objects of sexual pleasure
or desire in themselves. This consent, of course, is not required
for a successful analysis; in fact, as will be mentioned below,
it would probably impede it. The whole, then, of the content
which should be allowed for a good analysis is morally in-
different.

Secondly, the good effect of analysis, which is the under-
standing of himself and the mastery of his feelings and im-
pulses, which the patient obtains, does not flow from the danger
of giving consent to internal sins, and much less from actually

* Ibid., p. 44.
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acquiescing in them. There is no question here of doing evil
for the sake of good. The contents which come to mind in an
analysis are simply material from which the patient’s mental
constitution can be analysed and understood, material which
could also, but quite aside from the main intention, be used
sinfully. As far as this goes, no more is being allowed to a
patient than is ordinarily allowed to a student of medicine
or morality. In these cases, it is acknowledged that, although
the matters dealt with may be sexually exciting, the student
may continue to study them in spite of the excitement for the
sake of the benefits to be obtained from the knowledge.
Thirdly, the bad effect, i.e., temptation to consent to sin,
is not intended. This seems to me to be a particularly im-
portant point. It is evident that, if the analyst and patient
engaged in a session have a sound theological understanding
of sex, they will certainly want to avoid any sin in that area.
But it also seems valid to say that a sound theory of psycho-
analysis would similarly seek to avoid such aberrations. If the
purpose of analysis is not only to relieve distress but also to
prepare a patient for fully human, free, and responsible activity,
it would defeat its purpose if it condoned interior consent to
interior disorders, and achieve its purpose only by enabling its
patients to master their emotions. This does not seem to have
been Freud’s position, but, in addition to denying the validity
of the moral order, he does not seem to have credited psycho-
analysis with more than a negative role, the cure of mental
distress. Contemporary psychoanalysis, even when it disclaims
the responsibility of actively and positively contributing to
personal and moral growth, often recognizes that its own work
should lead to and be conditioned by the ulterior motive.*
It would seem then that an analyst who understood the moral
law as a guide line for human behavior, rooted in human
nature, could freely accept a moral prohibition as an analytic

4° Father Nuttin cites Sandor Ferenczi, Otto Rank, and Franz Alexander as
three of Freud’s disciples who developed the idea that psychoanalysis should
provide the patient with a reconstruction of his conscious ego, whereby he could
find a positive solution to the emotional conflicts of daily life. See Psychoanalysis
and Persondlity, pp. 31, 75.
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prohibition, a moral transgression as a psychoanalytic mistake.
Certainly one who did so would run no danger of intending in
any way the evil effect of the two effects which treatment may
involve.”

Fourthly and finally, the principle of double effect demands
that a good cause proportionate to the evil risked be present.
If, for instance, the good effect which medical doctors and
patients secure even at the risk sometimes of sexual excitement
justifies the physical examinations they perform and undergo,
so also the good effect analysts secure for mental patients
justifies these psychological examinations, and the more so as
mental disease is more crippling and distressing than physical
disease, and mental health more prized than bodily health.
This conclusion is strengthened when we realize that many of
the bad effects of an analytic session would occur even without
it, for people who are disturbed by emotional difficulties,
especially if the sexual impulse is involved, are often unable
to control their feelings in any event. Moreover, the influence
of the analyst must be taken into consideration. While, as will
be mentioned below, his role may sometimes entail special
difficulties for the patient, his general position as confidant,
friend, guide, and symbol of moral strength and authority, tend
to make temptations to internal sins of the kind we are dealing
with now, more remote. Since the matter of these temptations,
the phantasies and feelings, is being continually reported to him
as to a man of knowledge and sympathy, whose authoritative
consideration is being sought in the difficulties they present,
it would take an express change of attitude, and to an attitude
not consonant with the presence of the analyst, for these
materials to become proximate occasions of consent.

In conclusion, then, it seems that the following rules can be
used for moral guidance regarding the use of free association.

50 Father Nuttin, ibid., pp. 146-148, enlarges on this point of view under the
title: “ The Therapeutic Value of Immoral Ways of Conduct.” There are certainly
different and difficult problems in this area, which will require much study before
all the apparent conflicts between the rules of sound morality and the exigencies,
or seeming exigencies, of treatment are resolvad. There can be no doubt, however,
that ultimately there is no real conflict.
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Psychoanalysis can always be undertaken, when it seems psy-
chologically advisable. If in the course of analysis, the patient
does not in fact give consent to interior sins by reason of the
analysis, the analysis can continue without any fear of moral
wrong. If the patient is doubtful about whether or not he has
given consent to internal sins, or if he has sometimes certainly
sinned and is doubtful about other times, he should be in-
formed, or re-informed, and encouraged to make use of the
normal means for rendering proximate occasions remote, and
the analysis can continue. This would be a case where direct
appeal is made to the conscious and rational motives, to
strengthen the powers of the soul through which the patient
still exercises rational control, to overcome the dangers the
analytic session entails. If, however, the patient always or
almost always gives voluntary consent to the temptations to
sin which occur in an analytic session, it would seem that the
analysis ought to cease. This is a moral judgment, but if our
conclusions about the nature of psychoanalysis as given above
are valid, it is also a psychoanalytic judgment. Any patient
who uses a psychoanalytic session as an ordinary source of
sexual pleasure is complicating his condition faster than he is
helping it.

The general conclusion could be stated in the following terms,
if they will not be misunderstood: psychoanalysis can be con-
tinued without moral fault as long as it is psychologically bene-
ficial. I frame the conclusion in these terms because in these
terms an analyst and a patient might feel more confident in
making a practical judgment. However, the only analyst or
patient who could validly accept this conclusion is the one who
also concedes that an interior sin is a psychological disorder as
well as a moral fault.

Before leaving this point, a final note of explanation ought
to be added. The discussion above was written with sexual
sins in mind; the occurrence of other sins, e.g., hatred, spite,
rash judgment, fear, and so on were not taken into account.
The reason for this is that the moral advice generally applicable
to temptations to these sins is different from that in the case
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of sexual sins. For the latter, the advice is: flee from
temptation. The problems arise when for one reason or another
we have to risk the temptations deliberately. Sins, however,
which are rooted in hostility or fear are best combatted not by
retreat, but by exposing their features and roots as far as
possible, and by, as it were, seeing through them, or seeing
them in their proper perspective, in the light of justice and
charity. They evidently do not present problems of double
effect.

D. AsreAcTION

A psychological phenomenon which occurs in analytic ses-
sions and which warrants special consideration is the phe-
nomenon called abreaction. The exact nature of this process
_is much controverted but certain features are generally recog-
nized. The term “ abreaction” was invented by Freud to
signify a working-off of a strong emotional force, the relief of
psychological tension by an emotional discharge. It is applied
to emotional reactions which occur in analytic sessions (or
when a person is under hypnosis or drugs, or sometimes even
in ordinary situations), and which are characterized by a
marked disproportion between the apparent cause of the emo-
tion and the vehemence of its response. Although the onset of
abreaction is often marked by a certain sense of anxiety, its
. quality and quantity come as a surprise to the person affected.

When it comes to assigning a cause for the disproportionate
degree of emotional reaction, explanations vary according to
various theories of emotion. What is generally accepted is that
the excessive quantity of effect is somehow explicable in terms
of the psychological complexes which have been touched upon,
long-standing inhibitions having been circumvented so that
suppressed feelings are being released. Whether or not there
is any therapeutic value to abreaction is also controverted, but
it is generally credited with being at least a sign indicative of-
some important, and hitherto buried, psychological matter.

Abreaction has frequently been compared to the classic
catharsis of feelings, or to the emotional relief which is occa-
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sioned by confession or unburdening oneself to a friend, and
the like. It has special features, however, which are definable
in the light of the particular circumstances in which it takes
place. These special features are principally two: the semi-
detached state of consciousness which characterizes the analytic
session, and the special relationship of the patient towards the
analyst. It seems that the relaxation of voluntary direction and
the unique nature of the trust and confidence the patient enjoys
toward the analyst, allow the former to resuscitate experiences
which have been hitherto strongly blocked, or make him feel
strong enough to permit memories, which have previously been
rigidly suppressed, to emerge into consciousness.

But there are several kinds of abreaction. Some occur when
a buried experience is brought up into consciousness, or perhaps
when a cognitive insight is gained into that experience. Usually
the emotional reaction is an outburst of hostility or affection,
1.e., of hatred or of love, and if it is of love, there is usually
a sexual component. Other reactions, such as fear, grief or
laughter are also possible. Similar but distinct is the abreaction
which founds the phenomenon of transfer. Transfer is a phe-
nomenon of the psychoanalytic session (considered absolutely
essential by Freudians) which entails a disproportionate place-
ment of affection and trust in the analyst, who assumes the
role of symbol or surrogate for a parent or other authority
figure.”* The affections once turned toward the parent are
“ transferred ” to the analyst. The efficacy of psychoanalysis
depends in large part on the nature of this transference. There
are, of course, many subtleties involved in transference, e.g.,
the part it plays in helping the patient to overcome his own
resistances, the light that the very form of the transference
throws on the patient’s mental structures, etec. Here we are
interested only in the aspect under which it is capable of com-
parison with abreaction—the disproportion between the affect
and the object.

51 Transfer is not a phenomenon confined to the analytic situation. Since its
original description in psychoanalytical terms, it has been recognized as a phe-
nomenon which may occur in any personal relationships, whenever a present
situation is responded to in terms of a past relationship.
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Besides the transfer proper to the analytic session, another
kind of transference occurs sometimes, which is termed lateral
transference. This happens, when, in the course of treatment,
and probably because of the depth analysis, the patient feels
sudden and otherwise inexplicable emotional reactions to mem-
bers of his family or friends or associates. This is a phenomenon
which might have a marked effect on the patient’s social life,
and entails certain moral problems as well.

The theoretical explanations of abreaction are various. Freud
held that it was a discharge of hitherto blocked-up emotional
cnergy, analogous to the electrical discharge which follows the
grounding of a high-voltage terminal. According to him, in-
stinctual mmpulses are continually and spontaneously being
generated in a living body, as psychological counterparts or
manifestations of physiclogical energy. These instincts are not
aroused by external objects, or by thoughts or images of ex-
ternal objects, but after they are generated, attach themselves
to the images of the objects and activities which would release
them by overt action. By such actions, the organism obtains
relief from the psychological pressure (pain) produced by such
affective impulses. If, however, the activity by which release
and relief are obtainable is prohibited for some reason (e.g.,
social disfavor) and the images of the activity become sup-
pressed (because this disfavor is painful) , the emotional energy
attached to them cannot find release, and builds up in the
unconscious.”” When in the analytic session this buried image
is unearthed, its emotional content bursts forth and is worked
off—an abreaction.

Freud did not develop this theory of abreaction to any great
extent, nor did he give it much prominence in his therapy.
He did much work, however, on transference. Other psy-
chologists ** took up the previous notion and expanded it,
although they were not always content with Freud’s theoretical

%2 See “Instinets and Their Vieissitudes,” Collected Papers of Sigmund Freud,
1V, 62-70.

%8 For example, Dr. O. Pfister, Professor Willlam MecDougall, Carl Jung, Dr.
William Brown.
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explanations. These apparently struck them as overly mechan-
istic (the analogy with an electric circuit was too rigid) and
unappreciative of the positive values of emotions. Naturally
enough they tried to coordinate an explanation with their own
general theories of emotion and affect. For our purposes here,
however, it seems sufficient to make one or two theoretical
conclusions without attempting an integral explanation.

First of all, as has been said, the emotional act in an abre-
action differs from normal affectivity in at least one major
respect. Normally, an emotional response is proportioned to
the object arousing it, not indeed by a mathematical ratio,
but by a varying proportion depending on the dispositions and
circumstances of the individual, but within recognizable limits.
To feel hostility towards someone who is threatening you with
an injury is a normal response, conditioned indeed by your
respective strengths, the amount of injury threatened, your
dispositions of health, fatigue, ete., at the time, and so on. A
fairly wide range of emotional response would not appear out-
side normalcy. However, to feel a sense of vehement hostility
towards someone who in no way threatens any harm, or who
offers some benefit, calls for an explanation outside the usual
framework of emotional analysis. The adequate explanation
must include a definition of the psychological tangle, the in-
hibitions, the unconscious impulsion. Whatever the general
theoretical position, the quantity of emotion involved must
be accounted for by something other than the simple object-
appetite relationship.

It does not, however, seem necessary to view the matter in
terms of simple discharge of blocked emotions actually accumu-
lated in the unconscious; there may be sufficient explanation
based on more traditional principles of emotional theory. When
any person remembers a past danger, it might excite a degree
of anxiety; when he begins to recall a painful experience which
once before (perhaps when he was a child and relatively help-
less) overcame him with emotional violence, and caused a con-
dition of panic and confusion even the memory of which he has
never been able to tolerate, the danger is now not wholly of
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the past. There is a danger here and now from the violence
of the revived affect. This, then, is a recall he will strongly
inhibit; if he is suddenly and unexpectedly made conscious of
this memory in an analytic session, he may well react with a
paroxysm of fear, dismay, hostility and confusion and then
direct his feelings towards anyone present. This is not, there-
fore, so much a release of emotional energy accumulated in
the past as a reaction, perhaps even of injured faculties, to an
affective impulse intolerable in its present aspects. The object
feared and hated is not the object that threatened in the past,
but the vehemence of emotion its memory image can still
arouse in the present. If this emotion was not governable the
first time, and if it was inhibited and therefore untried ever
since, there can be no confidence in its being governable in the
present. The same explanation could be valid for a violent and
unnerving sexual impulse once aroused and never adequately
mastered. Whatever the theoretical position adopted, however,
the important point is that in abreaction the emotional act is
more significant than its apparent object, and that the quantity
of act derives from an unconscious source.

Not only is the intimate nature of abreaction open to discus-
sion, its therapeutic value is also a matter of controversy. Some
have held that abreaction is the cure, or at least the essential
part. Once the blocked emotion has been worked off, the source
of the psychological disturbance has been removed. Others
have pointed out that abreaction gives only a temporary relief,
and sometimes none at all. It may even cause an increase in
the psychic difficulties being treated. Others again have held
that it is in itself of indifferent merit as far as the cure goes,
but may contribute something accidentally, either because it
assists the patient in overcoming his resistance to a buried
experience and so enables him to recall it fully, or, and more
important, because it indicates to both patient and analyst that
a matter of great importance has been brought to conscious-
ness. The majority of analysts agree that it is not the emo-
tional release itself that is of moment, but the recognition of
the source which occasions it, and the insight and acceptance
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of the material brought to light, and its meaningful integration
into a fuller conception of the self.

Again, for the purposes of moral judgment, it is not entirely
necessary to precise the exact therapeutic value of an abreac-
tion. Whether it is essential to a cure or rather, as seems more
likely, only incidental and ancillary, the fact of its occurrence
must be taken into account. What is, I believe, more important,
is the question of the moral judgment that must be passed on
the abreaction itself. If it is, in itself, morally indifferent, it
will not matter whether it is essential or accidental to therapy.

E. Tae MORALITY OF ABREACTION

There is, I believe, no question of formal sin in an abreaction
taken in itself. It is an emotional outburst, unforeseen and
strong enough to reach considerable intensity before reason ean
pass a judgment. It seems to have, therefore, the essential
characteristics of the actus primo primi, differing only from
the common notion of this act in its exceptional intensity and
in the consequence of this, that it can move or imperate speech
and action. Although the actus primo primi is generally con-
sidered as a simple and unmodified movement of sensuality,
there is no reason to restrict the concept in this way. St.
Thomas speaks of the sensuality (the root of the sense appe-
tites) as chaotic, unsusceptible to the rule of reason and the
impress of virtue, and confusedly irascible and concupiscible,
but he does not negate the possibility that it be affected with
habits by other psychological acts. Any faculty with an element
of potentiality and indifference in it is open to modification.
An abreaction would seem to be a movement of sensuality, but
from a sensuality which has been predisposed and even dis-
torted, by previous vehement acts of sensuality; a sensuality,
therefore, which when it does erupt suddenly can erupt more
vehemently and with some predetermined bias.

That an actus primo primz can imperate an overt response is,
of course, not new. Granting that the will normally has more
absolute control of the powers of speech and movement than
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of the emotions, it is not impossible for this to slip occasionally
or be lost temporarily under stress of emotion, even while
consciousness is not lost.

As a psychological phenomenon, therefore, it seems that
abreaction, like any motion of the sense appetites, is morally
neutral, taking its moral species insofar as it might be deliber-
ately induced or permitted by some act of the will.

There are, then, three moral problems which must be con-
sidered in connection with abreaction. (1) Granting its in-
trinsic neutrality, is it nevertheless per se morally evil because
it necessarily involves loss of the use of reason? (2) If this is
not so, what is the probability of internal consent, subsequent
to the emotional impulse, and sinful if the impulse is evil?
(8) What moral judgment must be passed on overt actions
proceeding from abreactions, with a more or less definable
degree of responsibility and more or less serious consequences?

(1) Tt is not impossible that an abreaction should actually
usurp rational control, not merely in the sense of providing a
strong, unconsciously motivated impulse to some action or
desire, but formally, in the sense that the patient would lose
reasoning command of his actions and be wholly dominated by
the abreaction affect. Such a situation could never be directly
intended by analyst or patient even as a temporary state, nor
could analysis itself be recommended if such loss of the use of
reason was foreseen with any degree of certainty. This is one
of the situations which the Holy Father has condemned as
intrinsically evil.

(2) Such cases, however, would seem to be exceptional, and
even from the point of view of therapy, extremely undesirable.
What is much more common is an outburst of affect which
is strong but not overpowering. The liceity of permitting such
impulses is the same as permitting a double effect, not essen-
tially different from the cases mentioned above.** The only

5 Father André Snoek has considered these problems on the basis of the simple
distinction between formal and material sin, and has reached his conclusion that
abreaction is morally permissible on the grounds that the patient in the course of
abreaction is mentally dissociated from his emotional reactions, so that he is not
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reason for treating abreaction separately is because it might
seem that the problem of consent is more difficult. For while
giving consent might be improbable in the cases of thoughts,
phantasies and ordinary desires, it seems to be a much more
proximate danger in the case of impulses of the force of an
abreaction.

In some cases, of course, there is no problem: if the impulse
is itself of such a nature that consent is not sinful, e.g., an
emotional outburst of joy or amazement. The impulse is, of
course, unreasonable since there is no apparent justification for
it, but it is hard to see how it could be morally wrong even
if one deliberately willed it.

But if the impulse is one which would constitute a formal
sin if consented to or unchecked, for example, an impulse of
aggressiveness or libido, the problem remains. In brief: would
a patient who went through an abreaction of these emotions
be likely to consent to the satisfactions they offer? Would he
voluntarily accept the phantasies and impulses to injure some-
one and the relief this acceptance might bring him, or volun-
tarily acquiesce in the sexual images and impulses and the
pleasures and satisfactions these might afford?

Any particular case would have to be judged on its own
merits, of course, but it seems to me that the presumption
stands against the probability of consent. Something can be
said for the fact that the patient is in a mental attitude in
which any voluntary commitment is partly impeded by the
relaxed and quasi-somnolent character induced in the analytic
session,” but of greater significance in his actual, positive atti-
tude towards the analytic session itself and the psychological
reactions which occur in it. He does not have the attitude
of one who is seeking the real objects and actions which are

at the time responsibly committed to them. For the complete discussion, see André
Snoek, S.J., “Moral Reflections on Psychiatric Abreaction,” Theological Studies,
XX (1952), 173-189.

%% Father Henri Gratton, O. M. 1, discusses the several layers of the unconscicus
and the differing degrees of voluntariety associated with them and founds his
judgment on the moral lawfulness of permitting abreaction to a considerable extent
on these factors. Op. cit., pp. 211 ff.
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being represented by his phantasies and exciting his emotions.
Actually he is seeking the phantasies and feelings in themselves,
because they lie at the root of the psychological disturbances
he is trying to uncover in order to resolve. He is bringing these
mental contents to the fore, not for the innate satisfactions
they might offer, but for their possible meanings in relation to
his difficulties.”®

Normally an emotion is a force preambulatory to action or
rest—it drives towards the object which arouses it and rests
in the object when it is secured by the action—the movement
from desire to complacency. The emotions are propelling agents
between the object perceived and the object accomplished.
Since they are powerful agents, it is morally unwise to permit
them to gain a psychological foothold when it is a question of
unlawful actions. Nevertheless, the immorality comes, not pri-
marily from the emotional movement, but from the unlawful-
ness of the subject-object relationship. The desire to injure
this man unjustly is not sinful because it is a desire but because
it is an injustice. Similarly, the sexual desire for some person
other than a spouse is not unlawful because it is a desire, but
because it is outside a marriage bond. Now in an abreaction,
the subject-object relationship is in the background. The
patient is not primarily interested in what he is going to do
or how he is going to react to this or that person. The focus
of his interest is on the emerging affect and its representations,
and on the question of why he should be so affected by such
representations. Granting that the patient is in some way
“reliving ” his experiences, he is not reliving them merely to
recapture the echoes of their satisfactions, as, for instance, in
a case of morose delectation. He is reliving them to recapture
them as psychological phenomena which were not handled
adequately the first time they were experienced.”” This attitude

% See Nuttin, op. cit., pp. 148-153, where this point of view is developed at
length.

57 St. Thomas uses these distinctions in many places, in reference to the different
intentions we can have towards a single psychological phenomenon. For example,
we can view an image in the imagination as a psychic picture, or as a representative
of the past, or, looking through it, see the real thing it represents.
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towards abreacted affects would tend to make the likelihood
of consent to the psychological satisfactions they offer con-
siderably more remote.

Moreover the patient is undergoing these experiences not
on his own instance but in the presence of a “ spectator ” whose
interest 1s also to understand, to guide and to cure.

Neither can it be forgotten that these mental contents were
suppressed contents, and suppressed for a reason. The sup-
pression might have been both unconscious and psychologically
unsound, but its force represents the position of the consciously
active part of the mind. These matters were suppressed because
they represented impulses to forbidden satisfactions, forbidden
so absolutely in fact that the conscious mind could not tolerate
even the thought of their possibility, and, reacting with a sub-
rational and animal antipathy, failed to master them on sound
and reasonable bases. This original rejection gives at least a
clue to the mind’s conscious attitude towards these matters,
and this attitude is the opposite of consent. It would seem
then that unless there were ample evidence to the contrary, the
probability of consent to unlawful impulses in abreaction is
remote.

One last point remains in this connection, namely the degree
or quantity of affective outburst which is morally lawful, al-
ways excluding consent, of course. It has been pointed out,
for instance, that the sexual affect released in the process of
abreaction may be strong enough to ensue in a complete
physical reaction. Moralists are generally agreed that, dis-
tressing as this is, it is morally tolerable for grave reasons such
as the study and practice of medicine, morality, art, and even
animal breeding. Since the ends of psychoanalysis are equally
grave, it would be lawful even if it occasioned these extremes
of sexual disturbance.®® '

(8) The final problem to be considered is the problem of

58 Cf. J. A. McHugh and C. J. Callan, Moral Theology (Revised ed.; New
York: Wagner, 1958), II, ## 2536-2538; Noldin, Summa Theologicae Moralis
(Editio XXV; Oeniponte: F. Rauch, 1937), I, De Sexto Praecepto, # #8387, 49,
55, 69 and 61.



186 MICHAEL E. STOCK

overt and express actions and words resulting from the emo-
tional impulse of abreaction. The actions we are particularly
interested in are those which express hostility or sexual affec-
tion, and these occur principally along the lines formed by the
phenomenon of transfer. As has been said, although some
person, either the analyst or some other close associate in the
case of lateral transfer, is the apparent object of these emotional
responses and the actions they prompt, the “real ” and ade-
quate cause of the impulse is a buried and unconscious memory
of some person for whom the apparent object is a surrogate.
The unconsciously motivated hatred or rebellion or affection
or attraction is generally a temporary phenomenon which ceases
when its unconscious source has been penetrated. This, how-
ever, does not relieve the phenomenon of its special moral
dangers. Granting that no analyst desires a permanent trans-
ference relationship, since it would indicate a failure of the
treatment, there are obvious dangers peculiar to the transitory
state. »

In the first place, there is the fact that overt action and
speech seem to indicate a higher degree of responsibility than
does the simple excitement of emotion. Secondly, injurious
words and actions can have permanent effects, both for the
patient and for those towards whom they are directed.

As far as the responsibility goes, the patient and analyst
would have to exercise greater caution to control the speech
and deeds occasioned by abreaction, for it is undeniable that
express activity is at all times more fully under the control
of the will than is affective response. All else being equal, a
man is morally less responsible for his feelings than for the
actions and words they command, for the reduction of feeling
to action normally requires an intervening voluntary decision.
A psychoanalytic patient who frequently expressed the im-
pulses aroused in him by analysis would be presumably that
much closer to committing himself deliberately to the real
situation represented by his feelings. Nevertheless,in making a
concrete judgment it should not be forgotten that external
behavior does not always depend on deliberation, for example,
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walking or talking in sleep, actions performed in states of
hypnosis and intoxication, etc.

In regard to the possibly injurious effects of the words and
deeds of a patient, both the patient and the analyst would
necessarily proceed more circumspectly. In the analytic session
itself the danger seems minimal, as long as the analyst is
himself a moral man. He himself will not be surprised, offended
or taken in by the reactions he is already looking for and
expecting. The cases, however, of possible harmful effects to-
wards the patient’s family and associates present more prob-
lems, particularly if the analyst, as seems to be the custom,
avoids meeting them. His advice, which would be the most
pertinent advice on the matters in question, is generally un-
available to the family. This is unfortunate for, even if they
are aware of the possibilities of unusual reactions from the
patient, they cannot be expected on their own instance to have
the patience and understanding that professional knowledge
could provide. Their ties with the patient may cushion the
effects of emotional outbursts to some extent, but probably
not always or entirely. This would seem to be one of the areas
in which the training of the conscious powers of the patient is
particularly important, to give him the necessary insight and
conscious command to overcome or turn aside the impulses
which might otherwise damage the justice and charity of his
social relationships.

It does not seem necessary, therefore, to prohibit psycho-
analysis because of the danger in some cases of damaging
actions, but it is evident that all precautions should be em-
ployed to minimize the risk. Fortunately, in this regard, prac-
tically all analysts, recognizing their responsibilities to the
patient in the social order, are agreed.®

8 Father Snoek has come to the same conclusions on this point. “ When a
patient is on the point of committing himself to an unconsciously abreactional
action evolving in a social setting, the analyst will have to follow his development
very closely and restrain him from subsequent reprehensible acts that are difficult
to undo, even at the cost of regression in his treatment. It is only fair that the
doctor, who by his therapeutic relationship is more or less the cause of what is
taking place, should do everything in his power to avert the evil consequences
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F. Concrusion

The several conclusions drawn on the preceding pages do
not cover all the kinds of problems which might confront a
patient, or an analyst, in the course of psychoanalytic treat-
ment. There are other problems which perhaps cannot be
clearly defined in the moral order until their psychological
structure is more accurately determined, and this depends in
turn on the accumulation of more data. There is steady pro-
gress, however, in many directions to reduce the number of
perplexing cases and without doubt this progress will be acceler-
ated as theologians become more thoroughly acquainted with
the workings of psychoanalysis. At the same time a growing
number of psychoanalysts are investigating and applying the
theological implications of their particular doctrines. Happily
there are contemporary trends in psychoanalysis which express
the doctrines of depth psychology in categories and terms more
in line with those familiar to traditional psychologists and
moralists; meanwhile the traditionalists who penetrate more
deeply into their inheritance find that it is not so alien to depth
psychology as manuals might seem to make it, and as it cer-
tainly seemed to be in the days of Freud. From both sides,
a meeting of minds is being effected which can only have happy
consequences: a moral guidance for psychoanalytic treatment
which will secure the greatest freedom in therapeutic method
consonant with sound morality.

MicuaeL E. Stock, O.P.

St. Stephen’s Priory
Dover, Mass.

of his intervention.” Op. cit.,, p. 189. Father Snoek in the same connection gives
an analysis of the factors involved in such actions which render them difficult
to judge, which should be helpful to confessors who have to judge post factum,
but are not, I believe, of great assistance in making confident judgments prior to
the acts.



THE SUBJECT OF PREDICAMENTAL ACTION
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reviews a question which has exercised commentators of

St. Thomas for many centuries: whether predicamental
action is in the agent, or in the patient, or in both agent and
patient. Fr. Kane believes that ““ the doctrine of John of St.
Thomas on the subject expresses the reality, is in full con-
formity with the teaching of St. Thomas and reconciles the
opinions of opposing authors.” And in his article he leads us
step by step through the doctrine of John of St. Thomas with
masterly clarity. To put the conclusions in the article briefly:
action in a created agent is inchoatively in the agent, insofar
as the agent is moved from potency to actuality by the action;
it is consummatively in the patient, insofar as the patient too
is moved by the action from potency to actuality. These two
formalities of action, in the agent and in the patient, are,
Fr. Kane adds, really, or res a re, distinct; and each formality
is an integral part of action as a whole, differing from the
whole modally, or res a parte rei.

I should first of all like to thank Fr. Kane for this article,
and for his careful and powerful exposition of a teaching not
fully represented in even the best of the Thomistic manuals.
But I would secondly like to put before him certain doubts
that I entertain about his treatment, and suggest another pos-
sible way of looking at the problem.

In the first place, I am doubtful whether full justice has been
done in his article, or in the corresponding sections of John
of St. Thomas’s Cursus Philosophicus, to the classical teaching
of both Aristotle and St. Thomas in the Physics. Fr. Kane
towards the end of his article (p. 388) reproves Fr. Gredt for
saying that “ when St. Thomas places action in the patient,

IN a recent issue of The Thomist* Fr. Wililam D. Kane

* Phe Thomist, XXII (1959), 366-388.
189
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he is exercising the role of a commentator,” and thus explaining
away the Physics texts as not really representative of St.
Thomas’s own mind. This remark of Fr. Gredt, I agree, seems
an inadequate explanation of some of the very formal remarks
St. Thomas makes in the course of his fourth and fifth lectures
on the third book of the Physics. Moreover, it neglects the
fact that nearly half of the fifth lecture is not devoted to a
commentary, but to a digression in which St. Thomas defends
Aristotle’s thesis against objections that Aristotle himself did
not raise. But is John of St. Thomas’s way of dealing with
these texts any more acceptable? He writes that “ Aristotle
was not concerned to explain how action was in the agent but
how it was in the patient. . . . For this alone was a difficulty,
and served his purpose, treating as he was of motus primarily,
and of action as a condition of motus identical with it and thus
in the patient alone.”* And I suppose what goes for Aristotle
must go for St. Thomas as well, unless we revert to Fr. Gredt’s
thesis that St. Thomas was deliberately restricting himself to
the role of a commentator. However, I think it can be shown
that whether action (or any part of it) is in the agent s a
difficulty which comes up in Aristotle’s treatment of motus,
and in fact an answer had to be offered. And the answer con-
sisted in a simple denial that action was in the agent at all. If
I am right about this, it will throw doubt on John of St.
Thomas’s interpretation of the Physics passages, and hence on
his whole answer to the problem of predicamental action.

It seems best then to consider in the first section of this
article the Physics texts, and to ask whether “ a clear, under-
standable answer to the problem of the subject of predica-
mental action ” (p. 866) is not already contained in them. In
a second section we will consider whether the other texts of St.
Thomas scattered throughout his writings contradict, or merely
further expand, the doctrine of the Physics. We shall then be
In a position to examine the various opinions of the commen-
tators and of Fr. Kane himself in two further sections, before

8 Cursus Philosophicus Thomisticus (Turin: Marietti, 1933), II, 314a48-814b9.
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finally summarising our conclusions with special reference to
the other problem that exercises Fr. Kane, i.e., the nature of
efficient causality.

A. Tae DiscussioN oF PREDICAMENTAL ACTION IN THE
Physics

1. Is action as actuation of the agent taken into account?

Both Fr. Kane and John of St. Thomas believe that action
involves mutation of the agent as well as mutation of the
patient, and that this side of the matter is not treated in
the Physics. The mutation of the agent referred to is the
“ transition from idleness to operation; for the agent does not
act unless it is.in the second act of acting.” ®* In other words,
we must consider action, not only as the actuation of the
passive potency in the patient, but also as the actuation of
the active potency in the agent. For it is quite clear, as St.
Thomas says, that “ the action of a thing completes its potency
in some way, for it is compared to the potency as second act
to first act ”’;* or again, more tersely, ““ action is the actuali-
sation of a power.”®

But is it true that this side of action is not treated in
the Physics? It seems rather to be precisely the datum from
which Aristotle starts. The subject of action is in fact intro-
duced with the words, “ The mover too is moved,” and a little
later Aristotle writes, “ A thing is capable of causing motion
because it can do it; it is a mover because it actually does it.” ¢
St. Thomas’s commentary makes it clear that he regards Aris-
totle as here facing the question of the transition from idleness
to operation in the agent. “ First,” he says, “ Aristotle proves
that every mover is moved. . . . Firstly, because it is first moving
in potency and after that is actually moving. . . . Secondly,
because the ceasing to move is called a quies.” " *

Granted that the Physics discussion of action starts from

® Kane, op. cit.,, p. 370. 8 Physics 202a3, 16-17.
* Contra Gentiles, 11, c. 9. TII1 Physics, lect. 4. (Pirotta 587-8).
® Summa Theologiae, 1, q. 54, a. 1.
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the side of the agent, what question does Aristotle ask? The
question is whether the actuation of the agent differs from
that actuation of the patient known as motus, i.e., whether
there is a separate actuation of the agent over and above the
actuation of the patient. First of all, two side issues are re-
moved.* For it must be admitted that since bodies move each
other by touching each other, and contact must generally be
mutual contact, it happens (accidit) that a bodily agent is
generally moved. In this sense there can, by accident, be a
separate motus in the agent over and above the motus in the
patient. But the action of the agent cannot per se be a motus
in the agent, for action is based on act in the agent, whereas
motus would be based on potency. These two points having
been made, we can turn to consider that actuation of the agent
which certainly does occur in the transition from idleness to
operation, and ask whether, although this actuation cannot
be, strictly speaking, motus in the agent, it is, nevertheless,
something over and above motus in the patient. I quote St.
Thomas’s commentary in full:

Whatever can be said to be in potency and act possesses some act
special to itself. But just as that which is moved is said to be
potentially moveable when it can be moved, and actually the
moved thing when it is actually being moved; so also the mover
is said to have the power to move potentially when it can move, to
be moving during the acting itself, 1. e. when it actually acts. 1t is
necessary therefore that both mover and moveable should be
actuated in some way.®

Here, it would seem, we have the two formalities of action that
Fr. Kane and John of St. Thomas distinguish. What then is
the answer to the question: are these formalities different?

1t is necessarily one act.that actuates both mover and moveable.
For that which is from the mover as from the acting cause is the
same as that which is in the patient receiving. . . . Motus is the
actuation of the mover, in so far as it proceeds from the mover into

* Ibid. (589-594).
°*Ibid. (597). Reading movens in ipso agere for motus in ipso agere, for com-
pare the text being commented.
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the moveable; it is also the actuation of the moveable, in so far as
it is zn the moveable from the mover.*

We should, of course, note that John of St. Thomas accepts
these .conclusions, but interprets them as being true only of
action taken “ consummatively,” i. e., precisely insofar as action
is identical with motion in the patient. What I am pointing out,
however, is that the principles from which St. Thomas draws
his conclusions definitely take action as the actuation of the
mover to second act, i.e., action taken “inchoatively” in
John of St. Thomas’s terminology. This is why I feel that John
of St. Thomas’s interpretation of the Physics texts is inade-
quate, for it seems to involve attributing an equivocation on
the word actus to Aristotle and to St. Thomas. In the premisses
of the argument actus is the actuation of the agent; in the
conclusion it is the terminus of the action, i.e., what is done.

2. Is there a special sense of acting inchoatively, which the
Physics texts do not take into account?

I presume that the answer of John of St. Thomas to the ob-
jection set out in the previous paragraph would run as follows.
Even in his principles St. Thomas is taking action in the con-
summative sense, although he introduces it by talking of the
transition from idleness to operation. For there is a sense in
which it must be agreed that an agent is actually acting only
when its term, i. e., the action in the patient, is being produced.
It is in this sense, John of St. Thomas would say, that St.
Thomas is talking of the transition from idleness to operation.
But then, what are the reasons for distinguishing another
meaning of transition from idleness to operation, another mean-
ing of second act, i.e., acting inchoatively, in John of St.
Thomas’s sense? It seems to involve making some distinction
between an agent being in second act as an agent, and being
in second act as an effective cause. Perhaps the following
quotation from John of St. Thomas gives a clue.

For just as the agent is intrinsically in potency and in first act to

2 Ibid. (598-9).



194 TIMOTHY S. MCDERMOTT

operating, so also it is necessary that it be reduced intrinsically to
second act, and hence changed into an actuated state (mutetur
in actum), at the moment it is actually operating. Therefore this
actuality of action must be in the agent.?

In other words, besides the consummative action in the patient
there must be some inchoative action in the agent in order
to actuate intrinsically the agent’s intrinsic potency. A little
later we shall discuss whether this argument does not rest upon
an equivocal use of the word intrinsic. But in the present
section it is more relevant to point out that this is precisely
the objection to Aristotle’s thesis that Aristotle himself next
raises.

Actually, Aristotle brings up a series of objections in the
form of a dilemma, but these, says St. Thomas, can be reduced
to five main ones.* And the first of the five is that from
Aristotle’s doctrine it would follow that the proper act of one
thing, the agent, would not be in that of which it was the act,
i.e., would not be intrinsic to the thing to which the corre-
sponding potency was intrinsic. If John of St. Thomas were
right, we would at least expect some sort of distinction to be
made in answer to this question. But all we get is a simple and
terse rejection of the argument.

There is no inconvenience attached to the act of one thing being
in another. For teaching is the act of the teacher, and yet from
him and continuously and without break tending into another.
Hence it is the same act which belongs to the agent as that from
which, and yet is in the patient as received in it. Inconvenience
would however arise if the act of one thing was in another in the
same way in which it was the act of the first thing.®®

In other words, there is no inconvenience attached to having
the first act, namely, the potency, in one thing, and the second
act, namely, the action, in another. It does not follow that
because the potency is intrinsic the. action reducing it to
second act is also intrinsic. T would like to draw attention to

1 Curs. Phal., T, 8142 11-17.
I Physic., lect. 5.
18 I'bid.
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the phrase “ continuously and without break ” used above by
St. Thomas, which corresponds to a phrase of Aristotle’s, “ not
cut adrift from.” This seems to say explicitly, if we put it in
John of St. Thomas’ terminology, that although the consum-
mativeé action is in the patient it is not thereby separated from
the agent, and, therefore, can perfect the intrinsic potency of
the agent. There is no need for two separate acts, namely, the
inchoative action in the agent and the consummative action in
the patient.

The four further objections that Aristotle brings up against
his thesis we will not consider here, except to point out that
they merely underline the position taken above, and come
eventually to the statement that the action of the agent and
the motus in the patient differ only secundum rationem and not
secundum rem.

It seems clear then that the texts of Aristotle and St. Thomas
in the Physics do adopt squarely the notion of action as the
second act of the agent, as the actuality of the power of the
agent. But they, nevertheless, maintain that this actuality is
not in the agent, but from it. They maintain that the actuality
belongs to the agent precisely in this way, that it is an actuality
that comes from it.

B. FurTHER DISCUSSION OF PREDICAMENTAL ACTION IN
St. Taomas

1. The analogy of actus.

The great difficulty about the position taken up in the
Physics is the doubtful intelligibility of an actuality of a power
not in that power but from it; and the further texts in St.
Thomas on this subject may all be interpreted as attempts to
remove this doubt about intelligibility. But before we actually
examine a few of these texts, it might be as well to make one
small remark about the Latin word agere. It is possible to
translate this word into English either by the verb “to act”
or the verb “ to do.” The latter has two advantages. It is both

4 Ibid.
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transitive and intransitive as agere is, and it is the auxiliary
verb we use in connection with all other verbs*® “To act,”
however, is generally intransitive and so cannot help suggesting
to the mind of the English-speaking reader, immanence. “To
do ” therefore seems a better translation, at least in the context
of transient action. And one wonders whether, if the thesis
that action while being an actuation of the agent is neverthe-
less in the patient, had been phrased, “ Deeds are actuations
of their doers but are in the thing done or made,” much of the
apparent unintelligibility of the thesis would not have dis-
appeared.

Be that as it may, the fundamental metaphysical reason for
the difficulty is that it is not often remembered in this context
that “actuality ” is an analogical and not a univocal term.
There is a text in St. Thomas’s Commentary on the Meta-
physics that puts this point precisely. St. Thomas, following
Aristotle in loco, says that actus is said in diverse ways, accord-
ing to diverse proportions, i. e., diverse analogies.

Aristotle shows that actus is said in different ways, and gives two
examples. His first example is that actus can either mean esse or
operatio. And be introduces one to this difference by saying first
that not everything is said to be in an act in the same sense, but
in different senses. And we may consider this by considering
different proportions. For we can take the proportion in this way:
that as P is in Q, so X is in Y: for example as sight is in the eye,
so the power of hearing is in the ear. And by taking proportion in
this way we compare form to matter, for form is said to be in
matter. But another way of taking proportion is this: that as P
is related to Q, so X is related to Y: for example, as sight is related
to actual seeing, so the power of hearing is related to actual hearing.
And taking proportion in this way we compare motion to the
moving or any operation whatsoever to its operative power.1®

The difference being drawn, as the examples show, is precisely
the difference between the way in which a form or an active
potency actuates its subject (by being in it), and the way in

15¢f, C. Emst, O.P., “ Transcendence and Spontaneity in the Metaphysics of
Morals,” Dominican Studies, VII (1954), 61.
38 IX Metaphysics, lect. 5 (Cathala 1828-9). Reading “ vel esse vel operatio.”
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which second act actuates its active potency (not by being
tn it but by bearing some other relation to it). Actus is an
analogical term, and not every actus is in its potency.

2. The analogy of potency.

It is possible to look at this analogy of actus from the reverse
side, as an analogy of potency. Potency is divided into active
and passive potency, and the senses of potency here are mani-
festly different. For St. Thomas says that “ passive potency
is opposed to act, for everything suffers in so far as it is po-
tential,” whilst “ active potency is not opposed to act but is
rather based upon it, for everything acts in so far as it is in
act.” ¥ Hence the way in which a passive potency is actuated
will be according to the way act can belong to potency, whereas
the way in which an active potency is actuated will be accord-
ing to the way act can belong to act; and these ways will be
manifestly different.

It is, I think, non-advertence to this difference which is
at the root of the apparent unintelligibility of Aristotle’s thesis
in the Physics. It is often argued that the actuation of the
active potency comes from a superior agent and eventually
from God, so that the active potency can be regarded in rela-
tion to such a superior agent as being in passive potency to
its actuation. But it is not necessary to conceive the situation
in this way at all. The active potency is not passive to superior
agents. It is related to them as a secondary active source to
primary sources in the activity of which it participates. And it
participates in that activity as activity and not as passion.
When a superior agent moves an inferior agent to act, the move-
ment does not occur iz the secondary agent (in the sense of in
employed in the Metaphysics quotation above), but in some
other relation to the secondary agent. What that exact relation
is we have learned from the Physics: it is the relation of being
from the agent. When a superior agent moves an inferior agent
to act, the movement occurs in the patient. Indeed we may

17 Summa Theol., I, q. 25, a. 1, ad 1.
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define the active potency of a transient agent in the material
world as the ability to have an act received in a patient.

3. The analogy of esse.

Of course, language in this context is hardly adequate. The
very distinction between esse and operatio must be understood
cautiously; otherwise there will be a danger of implying that
operatio is a sort of non-esse. This is not what is meant. In
many cases, St. Thomas notes, we use the same words to des-
cribe a genus or quasi-genus and to describe one of its species.
And though in most such cases the generic word describes the
least noble of the species contained in the genus (as scientia de-
scribes a genus comprising sapientia and scientia, and proprium
a genus comprising essentia and proprium) , nevertheless in some
cases the generic word describes the most noble of the species in
the genus (as coniugium describes a genus comprising marital
coniugium and other less noble forms of union) .** The use of
the word esse to signify something distinct from operatio falls
into this latter category, for operatio is itself in another sense
a form of esse. There are, so to speak, two analogous forms
of esse: esse in a narrower sense, which is signified as in what is,
and operatio, which is signified as from what operates. Operatio
we might say is esse ab. Or, to quote the phrase of a modern
writer exploiting the verb “to do” and translating, unum-
quodque agit secundum quod actu est, illud scilicet quod agit,*®
“ doing is being in the deed what is done.” *°

4. The analogy of n.

And this now gives us the clue to explain those texts in which
St. Thomas says simply that actio est in agente. For the
esse of accidents, it is often said, is inesse. Since then action
is an analogous form of esse (namely, esse ab), when action
is itself an accident (as in created agents), it can be called an
analogous form of inesse (to perpetrate a barbarism, inesse ab) .

18IV Sent., d. 27, q. 1, a. 1, gcla. 2, S3m.
% Q.D. de Anima, a. 12.

® Ernst, loc. cit. in note 15 supra.
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Of course, this last step in the argument would be intolerable if
wn 1s to be taken here in the sense in which we earlier opposed
it to ab. It is a different sense of in that is now being used,
one which is in a certain sense identical with ab, differing from
it only as a quasi-generic ratio from a species. For it is because
action is an accident that it is in the agent, in the sense that all
accidents are said to be in; but the special way in which action
is in the agent is to be from it.

Inherence is signified in the definition of certain categories, such as
quantity, quality and the like. And these are not attributed to a
thing except by reason of an inherent form, which is a principle of
esse, be 1t substantial or accidental. But in the definition of certain
categories there is not signified inherence, but being from another,
as appears chiefly in the case of action. For action as action signi-
fies what is from an agent; and the fact that it is in the agent
happens (accidit) to be true of it in so far as it is an accident.
Hence the category of action is attributed to the agent by reason
of that which is from it, not by reason of anything which is a
principle of the agent: thus we say it is an agent by its action,
although action is not the principle of the agent but vice versa. And
if we were to postulate per impossibile some action which was not
an acecident, it would not be inherent . . 22

In other words, to say that action is in the agent is to say that
action is an accident of the agent, and no more. We are saying
that the action is the action of the agent, simply, and as St.
Thomas tells us in the Physics and tells us again here, the
special way in which action is of the agent is to be from it.
And here we may refer back to the argument of John of St.
Thomas deducing the intrinsic character of second act from
the intrinsic character of first act. It seems now that there has
been an equivocation on the word “ intrinsic.” For undoubtedly
the second act is intrinsic in the sense that, as an accident, it
has real being dependent upon the subject, and perfects that
subject in some way; and this is fundamentally the sense of
in in the word inesse. But that it should be intrinsic in exactly
the same sense as the active potency, namely as a form, is to

31 Sent.,, d. 32, q. 1, a. 1.
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confuse the way in which action is an accident with the way in
which a quality is an accident. Action is not a form.

To say, therefore, that action is in the agent, as St. Thomas
undoubtedly does on many occasions, is neither an alternative
nor an addition to saying that it is from the agent. Indeed
it appears that at least one of the texts much quoted against
the thesis that action is in the patient, is in fact unintelligible
unless that thesis is true. This text states that “ since action is
in the agent and passion in the patient they cannot be one and
the same accident.” ?* What has been said above shows that
for this statement to be true, it is not necessary to take the
phrase “in the agent ” in any other sense than “is an accident
of the agent.” Moreover, if the objection to which St. Thomas’
text is an answer is examined, it will be found that this phrase
is modelled on a phrase in the objection; and this phrase states
that motus in agente est actio et in patiente est passio where
in agente can only be interpreted as meaning from the agent.
Again, a little later in St. Thomas’ reply he states that “ be-
cause their difference (namely, the difference of the two acci-
dents, action and passion) is only by reference to their terms,
namely, the agent and the patient, and since motus abstracts
from these terms, motus can be understood without the differ-
ence and is therefore one.” So that the difference of accidents
tn the agent and patient is here made to rest precisely on the
different relations to agent as from, and to patient as in.

5. The analogy of the predicaments.

This brings us immediately to a further objection of John
of St. Thomas against the thesis that action and passion refer,
by means of different rationes, to one reality in the patient.
“ Action and passion,” he says, “are two different predica-
ments. Therefore they postulate more than a distinction of
reason, for the predicaments order real being, and where there
are distincet predicaments there must be distinct realities, at
least modally.” *®* Now this is exactly the objection to which

221 Sent., d. 40, q. 1, a. 4, 1m. Quoted, for example, by John of St. Thomas,
Curs. Phil., II, 313a26-81.
3 Curs. Phil,, II, 800b42-301a6.
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we earlier referred, which St. Thomas introduces into his com-
mentary on the Physics, although Aristotle had not raised it.
He puts it in the following way: ““ If action and passion are one
motus and do not differ except by a distinction of reasom, it
would seem that they should not be two predicaments: for
the predicaments are genera of things.” **

He answers the objection by discussing predicaments in
general. They are not species of the genus “ being ” but are
rather analogous modes in which the word esse can be used
about reality. Sometimes esse signifies substantial being, as in
the predicament of substance; sometimes not substantial being,
but at least something inherent, as in quantity, quality and the
like; sometimes not even something inherent, but something
extrinsic which nevertheless denominates the subject. Two
such predicaments are action and passion. They are distinct
predicaments, not because they are distinct  species ” of being,
but because they are predicated by relation to two different
things: namely, the agent (from which the action is) and the
patient (in which passion is) .*®

6. Summary.

Action is not a form. In this statement we summarize the
whole difficulty. It is not a form because it does not actuate
a passive potency (by being in it), but an active one (by being
from it) . Unfortunately, this is difficult to express. For com-
monly we denominate things from forms, as white things from
whiteness, and men from their humanity. As a result a certain
character of form attaches to anything we use to denominate
another thing.?* But to be led by this into stating that every
such denominating reality is really a form, is to allow oneself
to be led astray by modes of speech and thinking. St. Thomas
himself writes:

The source of denomination does not always need to be a form
according to its real nature. It suffices that it should be signified as

2 TII Physics., lect. 5 (616).
3% Ibid, (617-626).
3 Cf. Summa Theol., 1, q. 87, a. 2.
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a form is signified, grammatically speaking. Thus man is denomi-
nated by action and by clothing, which in reality are not forms.?”

This does not mean that the denomination in these cases is
wholly a matter of reason, without any foundation in fact (as
happens, for example, in the case of those rational relations
predicated because of an opposing real relation: a thing is said
to be known because something else knows it) . Rather it means
that the foundation in fact is not here an inherent form, but
an esse ab. In fact, you can also have imagined actions, namely,
when there is no real esse ab. For real action requires real
esse ab just as real relations require a real inherence of form.
Indeed this seems to be the point St. Thomas is making when
in a parallel deduction of the predicaments to that in the
Physics, this time in the Metaphysics, he admits that the
predicaments action and passion cannot be said to be wholly
external denominations. For in one sense he says they are in
the subject: in the case of action, in the sense that the subject
is its principle.”® In other words, action is in the agent because
it is really from it.

Such then is the point of view that I would like to put before
Fr. Kane as an explanation of St. Thomas’ texts on the subject
of predicamental action. If there are texts which will not fit
with this explanation I would like him to let me know of them,
for it is sometimes true that even one isolated text can ruin
an entire interpretation. At the moment, however, the texts
that I know seem to be all reconciled by this way of looking at
action: the proper act and an accident of the agent indeed, but
nevertheless in the patient and differing from passion not
secundum rem but secundum rationem. Admittedly, one way
of stating that action is an accident of the agent is to say that
action is in the agent; but this is not opposed to the statement
that action is from the agent, rather it is the same statement
put in another way.

2 De Potentia, q. 7, a. 10, Sm.
38V Metaphys., lect. 9 (892).
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C. TaE ScHOLASTIC POSITIONS.

It remains to take a quick look at the main scholastic posi-
tions on the topic, and see whether they too are reconcilable
with the point of view of this article. Cajetan ? argues that
action cannot consist merely of the motus in the patient plus
the relation whereby the motus is from an agent; his principal
reason is that this would make no sense in God. For in God
transient action is to be identified with his essence, but neither
the motus in the patient nor a relation which in God is rational
can be identified with God’s essence. There must therefore
be something more than these in action.

Ferrariensis *° opposes this way of thinking. He points out
many places where St. Thomas says that if motus is subtracted
from the notion of action and passion, only the relations ab
and in would remain. For this reason he believes that when
transient action is identified with God’s essence, it is not because
of anything included in the notion of transient action as such,
but because the transient action is based on immanent actions
which are so identified. Unfortunately, this involves him in
explaining all the references to action being in an agent (which
are numerous in St. Thomas) , as referring to immanent action,
a point of view difficult to uphold.

John of St. Thomas,* therefore, follows Cajetan, while stress-
ing that there is a sense in which action, simply speaking, is in
the patient (as Aristotle has proved in the Physics). He thus
comes to what Fr. Kane calls the classical formula: * Action
in a created agent . . . is inchoatively in the agent and con-
summatively in the term.” ** At first sight, this formula might
be interpreted in the sense of the present article, for created
action takes its beginning from the agent (and so is in it, in
an attenuated sense), but is, simply speaking, in the patient.
But this is apparently not what John of St. Thomas means, for

2 Commentaria in Summam Theologicam, 1, q. 25, a. 1.
3 Commentaria in Summam contra Gentiles, II, c. 1; ¢c. 9.
8 Curs. Phil., II, 309b-815a (Phil. Nat., 1, q. 14, a. 4).
2 Ibid., 312224-28. Quoted by Fr. Kane, op. cit., p. 371.
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he insists on the different realities in agent and patient (though

- not, I think, quite as strongly as Fr. Kane suggests), and more-
over seems to wish the action to be in the agent in the same
sense as the operative potency is in the agent.

Is not the extra element that Cajetan was seeking the fact
that, although created action is received in the patient, never-
theless, it is the proper perfection of the agent? Though even
here we must be careful, apparently, and remember that if
actus has a double sense, so must perfection have. Otherwise
we shall be faced with those texts of St. Thomas that state
formally that transient action does not perfect the agent.*®
Action perfects the agent not as being a formal perfection in it,
but as being realization of an end of the agent in the patient.
Now when we transfer this idea to God; we must deny that the
perfection of God can lie in something distinct from himself,
and so what is present to the creaturely agent as from it, must
be present to God in his essence. For there are indeed two
elements to be distinguished in creaturely action, although both
are on the side of the term. The one element is that the term
comes to be as a result of the action; the other is that a perfec-
tion of the agent comes to be as a result of the action. When
God acts, the first of these conditions is met, and the creature
comes to be (although the relation of God to that creature
is now a rational relation). But the second condition is not
met, for God does not act in order to perfect himself; his action
is not an expression of “ desire ” for perfection, but is a super-
abundance of “ joy ” in perfection already possessed. The term,
so to speak, of God’s action is the perfection He already pos-
sesses in His essence. The creature is not made in order that
God may realize'the perfection of His essence, but merely in
order to display it.

Ferrariensis was, therefore, right in thinking that the perfec-
tion of the created agent lay altogether in the patient. But
he seems to have been so anxious to deny that it lay in the
agent, that he denied even the most attenuated sense of “in.”

38 Cf. Summa Theol., 1, q. 18, a. 8, ad 1; I-1I, q. 3, a. 2, ad 3; I Cont. Gent.,
c. 100.
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All references therefore to transient action in the agent had
to be interpreted as though they were said of immanent actions,
a point of view which comes very near to making the same
mistake as his opponents, who see in every transient action
an imimanent part and a transient part. Both are understanding
in in too full a sense, instead of giving it the sense it has in the
phrase, Accidentium esse est inesse.

D. RemamNiNg Dirricunties FroM Fr. KANE’S ARTICLE.

Three further difficulties appear to be proper to Fr. Kane’s
own view. The first is the res a re distinction he draws between
action in the agent and action in the patient. For although he
believes this to be John of St. Thomas’ doctrine, 1 am not sure
that it is. Fr. Kane appeals to an example used by John of
St. Thomas comparing the sharing of action by agent and
patient to the sharing of moral virtues by will and sensitive
appetite.** But in the first instance, this is a sharing of a form
by two passive potencies, whilst we have to do with the sharing
of an action by an active and a passive potency. In the second
instance, John of St. Thomas used this example to explain the
sense in which action is one, rather than the sense in which it
is diverse; and it does not follow that the particular type of
diversity present in the example will be the particular type of
diversity present in the thing to which the example is applied.

This, however, is a difficulty about John of St. Thomas and
how to interpret him. The second difficulty goes a little deeper.
When Fr. Kane refers to the way action is in the patient being
different from the way passion is in the patient,* it often sounds
as though he is putting action as action in the patient. Not
even John of St. Thomas thought that action as action was
in anything; it is action as identical with passion that is in the
patient.

8¢ Op. cit., pp. 884-5.

38 Ibid., p. 881. Note that line 7 on this page is a repeat printing of line 11,
and owing to this error it is not possible to follow completely Fr. Kane’s argument,
[The sentence to which Fr. McDermott refers begins on line 6 and should read thus:
“There is a growth in actuality, a progress to the final term which is a redhot
piece of iron.” Editor’s Note.]
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Finally, it would seem that in order to arrive at this notion
of action as such in the patient, Fr. Kane borrows from some-
thing John of St. Thomas says in a different connection,®
namely, when discussing how action can influence a patient in
the absence of the agent. John of St. Thomas is thinking of
such cases as the action of diffused heat from a remote fire,
or conception due to semen separated from the generating
animal. In such cases there is a sort of instrumental action
lingering in separation from the agent, and the example is given
of heat passing from local part to local part of a thing being
heated, each part acting as a sort of instrument on the next
part. Now Fr. Kane seems to identify this gradual spreading
of heat with motus, and then to distinguish the instrumental
activity involved as being action (in the patient), the being
heated as passion. But the gradualness of motus is not a spatial
gradualness of spread, but a gradualness of increase in heat
from a terminus a quo to a terminus ad quem, from potential
possession to actual possession. And the fact that there may
be instrumentality involved is completely accidental to this,
This is not the sense in which St. Thomas says that action is
in the patient; it is action as identical with passion that is in
the patient.

E. Fivar Sunmimary. Teae Nature oF CAUSALITY.

This last idea of Fr. Kane’s seems to be the reason why he
finds the nature of causality difficult to express. For in bringing
the instrumentality of local motion into the center of his pic-
ture, he finds it very difficult to transcend the mere notion of
dispositive causality.’” Now dispositive causality can be tran-
scended only by attending to the fact that it is informed by
purpose, and it is by discussing this that we shall bring the
present article to a close.

Being is not just substance plus inherent accidents; being
cannot be wholly described in terms of form; this, in a sense,
is the main idea behind this article. There are two ways of

s Ibid., 879, 381. 37 Ibid., pp. 379-380.
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looking at the realm of being: either in terms of form, or in
terms of finis; and an actus can find a niche in being, so to
speak, as form or finis. In the first way, actus gives rise to esse
in the narrow sense explained earlier; in the second way, actus
gives rise to operatio and causation. This will be clearer if we
remember that actus are common by their nature, and the
commonness either appears as the predicative commonness of
form, or as the ideal and attractive commonness of finis (for
finis is by nature attractive to many, and the ultimate finis
is necessarily the universal finis). Given this foundation we
can say with St. Thomas: “ It is of the nature of every actus
to communicate itself as far as possible.”*® That is to say,
the very nature of actus is such that not only is it apt to be
common where it is, but it is apt to “ desire ” to be common
where it is not. The result of this “ desire ” is the motus of
a patient to that actus, for motus is, so to speak, the response
of a patient to the attraction of the actus. This is reminiscent
of Plato, with, however, the Aristotelian reservation that the
way in which an actus comes to be present as attractive to a
patient, is by the instrumentality of an agent. It is in the “ in-
tention ” of an agent that the actus first appears as attractive
to a patient. The efficient causality of an agent is indeed
nothing more than a making actual of the final causality of
the actus possessed by the agent. We are too inclined to regard
efficient causality as the basic phenomenon in causality. The
basic phenomenon is the “ attractive” causality of a finis,
which is realised in the agent as efficient causality, and in the
patient as movement towards an effect. The priority of agent
over patient depends itself on something even more primordial
—the end. The priority of agent over patient is not the priority
of a spontaneous impulse from the agent over a passive reaction
in the patient. It is movement to an end which is primordial,
and this realizes itself first in the agent as action, and hence
in the patient as passion. Efficient causality is not the cause
of attraction to an end as such, even if it is the cause that such
attraction is, as a matter of fact, felt by the patient. On the

38 De Pot., q. 2, a. 1.
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contrary, final causality of an actus, as St. Thomas says, is the
cause of efficient causality of an agent.*®

Hence every agent acts according as it is in act. For to act is
nothing more than to communicate that by which an agent is in
act as far as possible*® '

Here we meet the crux of the difficulty. For it seems im-
possible tc go very far into the analysis of this prior final
causality which is exerted through the “instrumentality ” of
the agent, without using such words as * desire ” or “ inten-
tion,” words which can properly be used only if the agent in
question is immaterial, or at least intellectual. Hence we are
led to maintain that causality is not possible for bodies, and
cannot be explained, without recourse to agent intelligences:
opus naturae est opus intelligentiae. The question as to how
one body can influence another intrinsically is impossible to
answer as long as we stay on the level where beings are relevant
to one another only through material contact. Only by moving
back to the agent intelligences who can apply one body to
another in order to realize purposes and fines conceived by those
intelligences, can we come to grips with true efficient, as dis-
tinct from dispositive, causality. Indeed this process is pre-
cisely the one embarked on in the fifth proof of God’s existence
in the Summa.

“Are we then to say that whereas the sensible qualities of the
material body have a dispositive role to play in causality, it is
only the intelligent use of these, by an agent intelligence
(namely, God) acting for an end, that is truly efficient
causality? This is, in a sense, what we must say, as long as we
do not reduce bodies to mere instruments in the hands of God.
Since God is the Creator, the purposes and uses that He puts
things to do not always remain accidental and external to
the things themselves (as they would in cases where man was
the principal agent). The purpose God uses a thing for is
sometimes the very principle of the thing’s being. For in a

3 Cf. V Metaphys., lect. 2 (775) and lect. 3 (782).
4% Loe. cit., note 88.



THE SUBJECT OF PREDICAMENTAL ACTION 209

sense, instruments of God are what things are. God lies behind
every act of causality directing it to its end, yet the instru-
mental vis that He is giving to the agent is its form; and the
agent is therefore not just an instrument in the human sense,
but a true secondary cause.

One way in which St. Thomas puts this is that the amor
of the superior agent can be shared in inherently by the inferior
agent. Thus he writes:

Love, properly speaking, belongs only to those who can know. But
the word “love ” has a more extended use than the word “ knowl-
edge ”: for love describes an ordering of the lover to another thing,
and things can be ordered to other things by exterior causes. Hence
those things which are ordered to something by people with knowl-
edge (to whom love properly belongs), can themselves be said to
love or desire, in so far as they in themselves are ordered to the
loved thing. Knowledge however describes the existence of a known
thing in a knower according to the knower’s mode of existence,
namely, spiritually and immaterially. Such a disposition however
cannot belong to anything except by its own nature: and so the
word “ knowledge ” can only be used of things having such a nature.
Things therefore without sense-awareness cannot be said to know
naturally, but they can be said to love or desire naturally +*

Thus what we can have in these inferior agents is non-
immanent action realising a love immanent in some superior
agent. And yet the inferior agent can also be said to participate
this love insofar as it has in itself a principle of the action,
namely, its own form (or better, the active potency due to the
form) . Form, of its nature, is participated love.

The generating cause is responsible not only for heaviness but for
the motion following upon heaviness. The heaviness itself, which
is the principle of motion to the place natural to heavy things,
can be called in a sense the thing’s natural love.*

And so we are back at the fundamental point again: actus
is not just form in the sense of a principle of esse in the narrow
sense, but is also the principle of operatio. For the form itself

S1J11 Sent., d. 27, q. 1, a. 4, 18m.
2 Summa Theol., I-I1, q. 27, a. 4.
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has inclination, by its nature as actus, to communicate itself
to other things for such is God’s intention.

The natural form is not said to be a principle of action insofar
as it is a form immanent in that to which it give esse, but insofar
as it has an inclination to an effect.®®

Efficient causality is therefore mysterious (in a negative
sense of that word) only when the inclination consequent upon
form is seen as an unaccountable addition to the form’s essential
nature, which is interpreted as principle of esse. The essential
nature of form is to be an actus, and as such the form both
gives esse and inclines to action. Having a form is not only the
way things share in being, but the way they share in the pur-
poses of God. Form then is the inclination which gives purpose
to all the dispositive action of the sensible qualities of an
inferior agent, and form is perfected by action in so far as the
action realises the end to which the form is inclined of its
nature. In a certain sense, the action is the execution of the
form, and is to be found where the execution occurs, namely,
in the patient.

Tivmoray S. McDermorrt, O. P.
St. Nicholas Priory,
Stellenbosch, C. P.,
South Africa

“Ibid., 1, q. 14, a. 8.



REFLEXION ON THE QUESTION OF GOD’S
EXISTENCE IN CONTEMPORARY
THOMISTIC METAPHYSICS
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PART TWO

(Continued from previous number)

InTRODUCTION
4 I \HE survey of the status of the question of God’s exist-

ence in Thomistic metaphysics imposes the need for

the formal reflective element that is now to be under-
taken. The positions indicated are advanced as metaphysics’
discovery, as its direct knowledge of the truth concerning God’s
existence. Metaphysics as wisdom has the right of reflexion
upon its own inventive process; and given the divergency of
positions advanced, the Thomistic metaphysician must assume
the obligation of exercising this reflective function concerning
the question of God’s existence. '

It is well to restate the conditions of the reflexion in this
instance, namely, that the matter at hand is the question of
God’s existence in its scientific pertinence to Thomistic meta-
physics’ process of discovery. The reflexion itself entails a
judgment concerning metaphysics’ proportion to the discovery
of this truth. The varied presentations of authors regarding
God’s existence result, like their origins, from positions affirmed,
or at least assumed, relative to the nature of metaphysics itself.
A true judgment, perfective of the reflexion upon the point at
hand, must similarly proceed as from its principles, from the
clear position of St. Thomas regarding metaphysics’ nature and
proportion to the truth concerning God.
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As has been indicated, St. Thomas’ position is clearly pre-
sented in his commentary on the De Trinitate of Boetius. The
principles regulative of the present reflexion are to be found
in the fourth article of the fifth question. At the outset, it is
necessary, with this text at hand, to analyze its argument.

The point raised in the article is this: whether divine science
is concerned with those things which are without matter and
movement?* In the development of the response to this
question, there are two main steps. First of all, the possibility
of some sort of scientific consideration of divine realities is
established; then the actual character of the philosophic con-
sideration of these is determined.

As to the possibility, speculative science in general, to explain
its subject, must concern itself with the principles of that
subject. Among principles, some are principles only, and not
complete natures in themselves; others are both principles and
complete natures. The first type are not apt matter for any
separate consideration but are attained solely in the science of
the subject whose principles they are. The other sort are
attainable not only in this way, but also as complete natures in
themselves they are apt to be the subject of a distinct
science. In the science concerning being in common, meta-
physics, this twofold class of principles is to be discerned. Fur-
thermore, the principles common to all beings by way of
causality are complete natures in themselves. In fact, as beings
which are most actual, immobile, most complete, they are
divine. For if the divine exists anywhere it ought to exist in this
manner.? Thus in establishing that among the principles at-
tained by metaphysics, there are divine realities, complete
natures in themselves, St. Thomas leaves open the possibility
of a science which is divine insofar as it considers such realities.

As to the character of the philosophic consideration of the
divine, however, the power of natural reason is restricted. The

*The question proposed by this article: Utrum divina scientia sit de his quae
sunt sine materia et motu? Ed. Wyser, 43,
2 Cf. ibid., 46-48.
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only philosophic consideration that is divine science is meta-
physics insofar as and exclusively as it attains to the divine as
principles of its subject. Any separate consideration of the
divine as subject must presuppose a divine manifestation of
the divine nature.

The final precision resulting from the argument of the article,
thus, is that philosophic theology, otherwise called metaphysics,
is divine science solely inasmuch as it considers divine things
not as its subject, but as principles of its subject. This is the
theology pursued by the philosophers. The theology which is
such because it considers divine things as its subject, is that
which is presented in Sacred Scripture.® In terms of the original
question of the article, St. Thomas indicates that divine science
in either sense is concerned with things that are separated from
matter and movement. But philosophic theology, metaphysics,
considers things which can exist separated from matter and
movement, as subject; things which cannot exist except sepa-
rated from matter and movement, only as principles of
its subject. Sacred theology, on the other hand, considers
divine things, separated in the latter way, as its proper subject.*

Setting forth the meaning of this text as its principle, the
present reflexion will seek to formulate the authentic Thomistie

8 Cf. ibid. Sic ergo theologia sive scientia divina est duplex: una in qua con-
sideratur res divinae non tanquam subiectum scientiae, sed tanquam principia
subiecti, et talis est theologia, quam philosophi prosequuntur, quae alio nomine
metaphysica dicitur: alia vero, quae ipsas res divinas considerat propter seipsas
ut subiectum scientiae, et haec est theologia, quae in sacra Scriptura traditur., 48.

*Cf. ibid. Utraque autem est de his, quae sunt separata a materia et motu
secundum esse, sed diversimode, secundum quod dupliciter potest esse aliquid a
materia et motu separatum secundum esse: uno modo sic quod de ratione ipsius
rei, quae separata dicitur, sit quod nullo modo in materia et motu esse possit,
sicut Deus et angeli dicuntur a materia et motu separati; alio modo sic, quod non
sit de ratione eius, quod sit in materia et motu, sed possit esse sine materia et
motu, quamvis quandoque inveniatur in materia et motu, et sic ens et substantia
et potentia et actus sunt separata a materia et motu, quia secundum esse a materia
et motu non dependent. . . . Theologia ergo philosophica determinat de separatis
secundo modo sicut de subiectis, de separatis autem primo modo sicut de
principiis subiectl. Theologia vero sacrae Scripturae tractat de separatis primo
modo sicut de subiectis, quamvis in ea tractentur aliqua, quae sunt in materia et
motu, secundum quod requirit rerum divinarum manifestatio. 48-49.
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judgment concerning metaphysics® attainment of the truth of
God’s existence in this science. The subsequent development,
then, shall be twofold:

Section One: Principles of the Reflective Judgment.

Section Two: Metaphysics’ Judgment regarding the Attain-
ment of God’s Existence.

As to the function of the first section, its importance is
indicated by the experience that any author’s total view of the
question of God in metaphysics governs his position regarding
the particular question of God’s existence. The teaching of St.
Thomas in the De Trinitate expresses his view on the larger
issue; it is this source that must provide principles regulative
of any valid judgment on the existence of God in a Thomistic
metaphysics. The text actually has a twofold force. While in
the context emphasis is placed upon the limited sense in which
metaphysies is “ divine science,” there is nonetheless an affir-
mation of the science’s extension to the divine. Consequently
two norms are clearly formulated: a principle of extension, i. e.,
the consideration of God does pertain to that science whose
subject is being in common; a principle of limitation, i. e., this
science considers God not as subject, but as principle of its
subject. The history that has been reviewed stresses sufficiently
the bearing of such norms; it is imperative then to examine
these principles in the meaning they have for St. Thomas
himself. Such an examination will itself immediately lead to
certain confrontations with positions advanced by some as
Thomistic. Thus this section is divided into a study first of the
principle of extension and then of the principle of limitation.
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PART TWO

Secrion ONE

Principles of the Reflective Judgment

THE PRINCIPLE OF EXTENSION
I. Explanation of the Principle

A. Irs MEANING

In St. Thomas’ affirmation that philosophic theology attains
to the consideration of God as principle of its subject, there is
a positive side to be stressed in order to set forth his reason for
the extension of metaphysics. As the universal science, having
being as such as its subject, metaphysics must attain the
principles common to all things both by way of predication
and by way of causality. After a synthesis of metaphysics’
attainment of the latter kind of principles, these are shown to
merit the denomination “divine.” Thus for metaphysics as
science to yield perfect knowledge of its subject, it must attain
God.

The elements leading to this affirmation in the light of the
significance given them in his own writings, indicate that St.
Thomas is here stating that metaphysics’ consideration of God
is its attainment of its end as science. For, universally, the
knowledge of the causes of the subject is the end reached by
the inquisitive process of any science.” The knowledge of the
whole universe and its causes is described as man’s ultimate
perfection as the philosophers understood this.® Particularly
with regard to God, the whole scientific endeavor of man
reaches its ultimate term in metaphysics and especially in the
knowledge of the supreme causes.” Indeed, the whole of philo-

5Cf. In Met., Prooem.

®Cf. De Ver., q. 2, a. 2; also q. 20, a. 8.

7. . . ultimus terminus resolutionis in hac via est, cum pervenitur ad causas
supremas maxime simplices quae sunt substantiae separatae. In De Trin, q. 6, a. 1,
ad tertiam quaestionem. 60.
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sophy is ordered to the knowledge of God as to its end; thus
metaphysics is placed last in the order of learning.® For meta-
physics is itself totally ordered to this knowledge of God as to
its end, a knowledge which is the goal of all human knowledge
and operation.®

The statement that metaphysics’ attains God as principle,
then, is the affirmation that the science achieves its end. To
examine the reason for this attainment, that in fact metaphysics
necessarily has such .a termination, is to appreciate the force of
the principle of extension. As the evaluation of a particular
case of finalization, such an examination can properly proceed
from the truth that the order of ends corresponds to the order
of agents.’® Thus the evaluation can be reduced to this: taking
the principle of extension as a statement of metaphysics’ de
facto term (finis effectus) , a direct correlation is to be discerned
between this term and the reason for such a termination, i. e.,
the nature and power of the human intellect. In this way the
end which is attained by metaphysics will be seen as an end
that must be attained. For the human intellect is the agent
through which the knowledge of God that terminates meta-
physics is elicited. To examine the intellect is consequently to
render account for the extension of metaphysics, indeed of its
very existence.**

B. Force or THE PRINCIPLE OF EXTENSION

1. The natural orientation of the intellect to all being

Since it is man’s intellect that carries  out the process of
metaphysics, that elicits the act of knowledge by which God
is considered, it is properly designated as the agent to which

8Cf. I Cont. Gent., c. 4.

° Ipsaque prima philosophia tota ordinatur ad Dei cognitionem sicut ad ultimum
finem: unde et scientia divina nominatur. Est ergo cognitio divina ultimus finis
omnis humanae cognitionis et operatinis. III Cont. Gent., c. 25.

**Secundum ordinem agentium sive moventium est ordo finium. Summa Theol.,
I-11, q. 109, a. 6; cf. In I Eth., 1. 9, n. 108 (ed. Cathala).

** Cum finis respondet principio, non potest fieri ut principio cognito, quis sit
rerum finis ignoretur. Ibid., I, q. 108, a. 2,






































































































































































































































































































