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D

1. Problem and Method

God. Our problem might be expressed in this way:

Nouns in common language are derived from within

this spatio-temporal cosmos, “x”. The really transcendent

God is not enclosed within that cosmos, “ non-x.” Consequently
affirmations about God seem contradictory: “non-x is x.”

Such sentences have been called non-cognitive and literal

nonsense.r At other times they are considered literally cogni-

tive though analogous. Many, however, object that the mean-
ing of analogy is not clear; and it admittedly is complex.?

Rather than adding another plea for analogy in general, we

OUR CONTEMPORARIES discuss statements about

1 Alfred J. Ayer, Language, Truth, and Logic (London, 1950).

2 Eleven different kinds of analogy are presented just in an Infroduction to the
Philosophy of Being, by George P. Klubertanz, S.J. (New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts, Inc., 1955), p. 290.
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might try the currently fashionable analysis of one statement.®
“ Every statement has its own logic” enables today’s mind to
ask its meaning before indulging in the fun of hurling about
epithets like truth and falsity.*

“God is Love” has been thought to express literally an ulti-
mate name of Supreme Being and by that very fact to provide
a distinctive orientation for both speculative and practical
thinking. In spite of modern philosophy’s long preoccupation
with problems of knowledge, the fact of love’s central position
has been acknowledged in recent years by diverse writers. They
use “Love,” though, in varying meanings. When a Divine
Name detached from God falls on earth, it shows a strange
ambiguous face to men, and faces itself a strange, ambiguous
destiny.’

To discover the first essentials of love, and thereby some
principle for evaluating these varying concepts, there is noth-
ing better than to look at the First Lover. But can we? Can
philosophy discover in experience a notion of love which can
be purified to such a degree that when it is analogously affirmed
of God the statement is literally meaningful? Or must natural
human reason be now content with at best a symbolic mean-
ing?

The difficulties are well expressed by Walter Stace:

... let us consider how the statement that God is love will fare at
the hands of the philosophic sceptic. . . . We are, of course, taking
the proposition that God is love in its literal meaning, and not
merely as symbolic. . . . Love is some kind of emotion or feeling
or attitude or desire or at least a purpose—perhaps the purpose
to act in a certain way, for instance, to achieve the happiness and
good of created beings. But can any of this be literally true of God?
Only, apparently, if God be thought of as a finite centre of con-

3 This has even been called The Age of Analysis, by Morton White, A Mentor
Book (New York: The New American Library of World Literature, Inc., 1956).

+J. O. Urmson, Philosophical Analysis, Its Development Between the Two World
Wars (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1956), pp. 179 ff.

5 Jacques Maritain proposes his meaning particularly in Carnet de Notes (Paris:
Desclée de Brouwer, 1965), pp. 301-354. Cf. “Love in the Thought of Jacques
Maritain ” in Jacques Maritain, the Man and His Achievement (ed. Joseph Evans)
by William Rossner, S.J. (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1963), pp. 237-258.
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sciousness, one mind among other minds. This mind, God, loves
that mind, a human soul. But apart from this, to attribute emotions
to God conflicts with the very definite religious intuition that God
is unchanging. . . . For it is of the essence of a mind to move, to
change, to be active. . .. And if we say that this is not true of God’s
mind, that we are only using analogies from human consciousness
and experience to help us understand something which is in fact
quite different, if we say this, we may be saying what is true, but
we have abandoned the literal interpretation of God as a mind.®

Mr. Stace seems to imply here two points which are both
valid and important. First, some sorts of things signified by
the term love can never be affirmed of God. (But this does not
prove that a more patient search cannot discover, besides the
impossible meanings, some meaning of love which does not
preclude such possibility.) Second, no reality within the uni-
verse of limited things called love (or any other name) can be
affirmed of God, as it is in limited things. (But this does not
prove that some suitable concept cannot be purified sufficiently
to be affirmable of him.)

II. Toward a Solution

Consequently, if we wish to affirm the literal predication
which Mr. Stace denies, we shall first have to search patiently
through the meanings of love for one which does not preclude
such possibility; and then, if that succeeds, we shall have to
try to purify the likely notion to such elevation that it can be
affirmed of God without contradiction. Such affirmation, how-
ever, can never be as summary as the denial. Hic labor est.

A. The search for a suitable meaning of love

First we must search through meanings of love, carefully
rejecting the unsuitable in the hope of discovering a suitable
one.

8 Time and Eternity (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1952), pp. 57-8.

7 Jacques Maritain, The Degrees of Knowledge (New York: Charles Scribners
Sons, 1959), p. 869, n. 6: “The great Thomists have admirably deepened and
developed the questions concerning the being of knowledge; fruitful principles for
a similar development concerning the intentional being of love and the spiration
of love can also be found in their works. But this development itself is yet to

be made.”
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Following the method of analysis, we can begin with examples
of the varying uses of “love” in common language. Common
language is used because it preserves for us the enduring in-
sights of our cultural heritage and helps prevent philosophy
from getting lost in an unintelligible stratosphere. In diction-
aries, literature, and ordinary speech, we find such usages as
“roses love sunlight ” and various plants named “love-plant,”
“love-flower,” “love-tree.” Or again, we say, “ My dog loves
bones ” and call animals “love-birds,” “love-parakeets.” Or
finally: “ Parents love their children.” “1T could not love thee,
dear, so much loved I not honor more.” “ The score in this
tennis game is thirty-love.” Can we conceptualize the meanings
of “love” in such contexts?

1. Natural love

“Roses love sunlight ” and other uses of the word in con-
nection with sub-sentient things sound odd to our modern ears,
for we have bought our advance in understanding of the dif-
ference of human nature from nature in general with the price
of dimming our awareness of the continuity throughout the
universe, until we tend to feel no longer at home in a physical
world which appears as a vast f(x) alien to human values.

However, our fathers spoke this way. St. Thomas called this
“natural love.”® They did not mean, of course, that roses
literally know the sun and consciously strive toward it. Such a
concept could be affirmed of roses only in some non-literal

8 Summa Theol., I-II, q.26, a.1. H. D. Simonin lists St. Thomas’s more im-
portant texts about love in Autour de la solution thomiste du probléme de Vamour
(Archives d’Histoire Doctrinale et itteraire du Moyen Age, Année 1931, ed.
Et. Gilson et G. Thery, O.P. [Paris: J. Vrin, 1932]).

He considers major: III Sent., d.27, q.1, a.1; IV Cont. Gent., c¢.19; Com. In
Div. Nom., ¢.1IV, 1.9; Summa Theol., I-II, q.26, a.2. He considers minor:
De Verit., q.26, a.4, c; De Spe, a.3, ¢; De Carit.,, a.3, ¢. There are also, of
course, many other explicit and implicit references. On “natural love ” one might
consult: Summa Theol., 1, q.60; I-1I, q.10, a.1; II-II, q.26; q.126, a.1; I Cont.
Gent., c.80; de Verit., q.8, a.6; I Sent, d.1, q.4, a.1; III Sent., d.27, q.1, a.2;
I Physic., lect. 15. The order of natural appetite, of which natural love is the
first moment, was studied in The Theory of Natural Appetency in the Philosophy
of St. Thomas, by Rev. Gustaf Gustafson, S. S. (Washington: The Catholic
University of America Press, 1944).
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way, a “pathetic fallacy.” To have even symbolic meaning,
such predication of love would have to stand for something
literally in roses.’

Still, roses do literally thrive in sunlight. There is something
in the very nature of roses whereby they tend to grow up out
of the ground toward the sun. They differ from, let us say,
radishes which are inclined to grow down into the ground away
from the sun. What is common to both is that whereby each
tends to move towards what is suitable and good for it. This
natural tendency or appetite is consequent just upon the nature
of the thing, not upon any knowledge within the appetent as
in sense or intellectual appetite.

In each of these appetites, as St. Thomas Aquinas puts it,
love is the first moment, the source of the entire motion tending
to its end.* Natural love is an intrinsic principle of change
which is not itself change and is in fact as unchanging as the
nature. He used an example even humbler than the roses, the
gravitas of a heavy body inclining it towards the earth.** This
weight, this pondus was the crucial point of departure for an
entire philosophy of love. Amor meus pondus meum. That
gravitas is interesting in being an example, which as a scien-
tific fact has become inadequate in our progress beyond
Ptolemy, but still an example of a philosophic fact which re-
mains correct, the natural love which is the connaturality of an
appetent to that toward which it tends. Without such orien-
tation to something nothing could change, for an indetermi-
nate motion is impossible. This natural love is called a con-
naturality because it is a naturalness with another, which other
is necessarily entailed as that with which it is to be. This
resonance with and inclination to that other towards which the

® “The condition of legitimate metaphor is that both terms of the symbolic
relation, the metaphor or symbol and that for which it stands, should be present
to the mind. In non-religious symbolic language this means that the symbolic
proposition must be translatable into a literal proposition.” Stace, op. cit., p. 68.

10« Jn unoquoque autem horum appetituum, amor dicitur illud quod est prin-
cipium motus tendentis in finem amatum.” (Summa Theol., I-II, ¢.26, a.1 ¢.).

114 | ipsa connaturalitas corporis gravis ad locum medium est per gravitatem,
et potest dici amor naturalis.” (ibid.). Cf. I-II, q.26, a.2 c.; III Sent, d.27,
q.1, a. 4, sol; passim.
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thing moves pertains, therefore, to the perfection of the thing
not absolutely, as it is in itself, but as ordered to another be-
yond its static self.* By its very nature a being not only is
what it is but also is inclined towards existence beyond its own
limits of “now ” and “ here ” and “ such” toward the good of
existing in some further form. And since the good in some form
implies the good simply, it is inclined toward the good simply.
But no limited nature is in itself the good simply; and so it is
inclined to another.*®

Such natural love (inclinatio naturae in aliquid)** may be
affirmed literally of both roses and radishes. Even if we include
difference as well as similarity, meaning “ roses have an inclina-
tion toward the sun and radishes have an inclination toward the
subsoil,” we have not lost literalness by going into analogy, for
realities which differ in their very similarity and remain similar
in their very difference have been conceptualized, their inner
intelligibility disengaged before the direct gaze of intellect. In
fact, even if one has not directly studied radishes but does
know his roses, he can still know something literally about the
loves of radishes and of other things too, for he knows what
they are like.*

In other words it is meaningful to talk about literally predi-
cating one term of different subjects, either univocally, with
the same meaning; or analogously, with meanings which are
different yet somewhat the same; or, finally, equivocally, with

12 111 Sent., d.27, q.1, a. 4, solutio.

13 Summa Theol., I, q.5, a.1; .6, aa.3 and 4.

1< Pst autem hoc commune omni naturae, ut habeat aliquam inclinationem,
quae est appetitus vel amor . . . ordinem naturae in aliquid.” (Ibid., .60, a.1 c.).

15 “ Dicendum quod amor naturalis non solum est in virtbus animae vegetativae,
sed in omnibus potentiis animae, et etiam in omnibus partibus corporis, et uni-
versaliter in ommibus rebus; quia, ut Dionysius dicit, IV cap. De Div. Nom.:
¢ Omnibus est pulchrum et bonum amabile’; cum unaquaeque res habeat con-
naturalitatem ad id quod est sibi conveniens secundum suam naturam.” (Ibid.,
111, q.26, a.1, ad 3) Cf. I, q.59, a.2; q.60, a.1, c; I-II, q.10, a.1; III Sent.,
d.27, q.1, a.2 c; I Physic., lect. 15. There would seem to be an implication
here that love is transcendental, but this is a large question which needs a dis-
cussion of its own. “Love and Being” in Wisdom in Depth (eds. Daues, Holloway,
Sweeney), by William Rossner, S.J. (Milwaukee: The Bruce Publishing Company,
1966), pp. 187-202.
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simply different meanings. About the equivocal meaning of
love in “ The score is thirty-love,” where “love ” means “ noth-
ing” we could simply obtain no clue from our knowledge of
roses. If this literal equivocality could be the case whenever
we affirm terms of God, then, for all we could ever know,
“love ” when affirmed of God might mean “ nothing ”’; and we
would never really be able to choose among symbols nor even
in the last analysis attach any meaning to religious symbolic
sentences,'® for we would remain in the dark about what they
are supposed to stand for in reality.

What can we do in regard to God with this concept of love
so far attained ? If we exclude God from the class of material
and non-knowing things, then love as the inclination of a nature
lacking knowledge can be literally predicated only negatively:
“God is not that.” _

However, this entire via negativa, valuable as it is, is not
ultimately self-justifying, for one can not say what something
is not unless he has some knowledge of what it is. We must
search for a higher notion of love which is affirmable of God.
If we succeed we can justify the literal negation and also judge
whether or not the rose itself (or a triangle) is an illuminating
symbol of love divine.

When 1 speak of searching for a higher concept, I do not
mean to forsake that of natural love. That concept must be
enriched, but not deserted. To abandon the love of nature is
to misunderstand the nature of love. Insight obtained through
scrutinizing the rose and gravity remains crucial in the love of
the dog, of the man, and of God. For a sense or intellectual
appetite remains something with its own inner ontological
structure, one kind of nature; and the prior which is proper
to nature endures in the latter which is some kind of nature.*”

16« . the symbolic proposition must be translable into a literal proposition.
In religious symbolism this is impossible, because any literal proposition about God
would involve the conceptualization of that which is above all conceptions.” Stace,
op. cit., p. 68.

17« . . semper prius salvatur in posteriori. . . . Unde id quod est naturae,
oportet salvari etiam in habentibus intellectum.” (Summa Theol., 1, q. 60, a. 1, c.).
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2. Sense love

“My dog loves bones” and “love-birds” introduce sense
love. Men as well as brutes experience this inclination toward
objects pleasant to sense, especially food and sex.* In men
sense love is intermingled with and should be subordinated to
the analogous intellectual love;*® but because of its vividness
and force, the sensual tends rather to draw the intellectual to
itself, not only in practice, but worse in theory. Some thinkers
conceive love itself and consequently all dynamic psychology
according to characteristics true only of sense love.*

a. as passion

One characteristic of love which appears vividly in sense
love is that it is a passion.” The animal is vehemently attracted
by some things. Within those things exists some suitability,
some congeniality to the animal which makes them agreeable
and pleasant to it. Only when it is known by sense knowledge
can this attractiveness in those things actually allure the ani-
mal. The sense knowledge, however, is not the passion—not
even that knowledge which is an awareness of the value of the
object, nor even the delight of the eye in seeing or the pleasure

18 « Propter hoc etiam pugnae animalium sunt de concupiscibilibus, scilicet de
cibis et venereis, ut dicitur in VIII De Anima.” (Ibid., q.81, a.2 c.). This would
seem to be the philosophical locus for the root of the Freudian libido.

19 « Alius autem est appetitus consequens apprehensionem ipsius appetentis, sed
ex necessitate, non ex judicio libero. Et talis est appetitus sensitivus in brutis,
qui tamen in hominibus aliquid libertatis participat, inquantum obedit rationi.
Alius autem est appetitus consequens apprehensionem appetentis secundum liberum
judicium.” (Ibid., I-1I, q.26, a.1 c.).

20 The characteristics of sense love may be masked in refined style using the
vocabulary of intellect. St. Thomas warned against this contemporary error.
“. .. secundum appetitum sensitivum . . . operationes quaeruntur propter delec-
tationem. Non est autem aliquid aestimandum simpliciter secundum ordinem
sensitivi appetitus, sed magis secundum ordinem appetitus intellectivi” (Ibid.,
q.4, a.2, ad 2.). The nature of sense love is a large and important question,
which needs much discussion, particularly in relation to modern thought; but we
can only touch it briefly here.

2 Ibid., I-I1, q.26, a.2; I-1I, q.22, aa.2 and 3; I, q.20, a.1, ad 1; q.81, a.1;
III Sent., d.25, q.8, a.1; de Verit., q.26, aa.1-3; de Div. Nom., c.2, lect. 4;
II Ethic., lect. 5.
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consequent upon the natural love of any conscious power for
its operation.”* Knowledge is a reception, sometimes pleasant,
of the known into the knower.

Love, on the contrary, from its first moment as passion is a
being drawn (trahi) by the external thing precisely as existing
outside the animal and as possessing an attractiveness in itself.
This external thing attracts to itself the whole animal, not just
some particular power. Its allure is felt, consequently, within
the appetite of the animal as such. This fundamental appetite
of the animal was called the concupiscible appetite, from its
most noticeable operation, concupiscentia, a desire to be with
another, to acquire an absent beloved.

The existence and nature of this desire for another (and of
the whole process of emotion) is caused by the nature of the
first moment of appetitive activity which is love as passion.
In the concupiscible animal appetite there now exists this
being-tugged-at or pulled by that other thing and toward that
other thing. That thing, as sensibly pleasurable to the animal,
as a bonum delectabile, is the proper cause of love; and its
causality is love as passion, as being wounded, as being con-
quered and enmeshed and subjected to that other’s conquering
allure. The lover is caught, is dragged, is possessed by the
good; love passively surrenders to another.

b. and as action

With apparent paradox love is not only passion but also the
primary action which is the dynamic source of a whole universe
of consequent activity. In fact, because it is passion par excel-
lence, passively drawn to another as it is in itself, love becomes
par excellence active, the principle of actions by which that
other is attained.?

Love is the first immanent operation elicited by and in the
concupiscible.?* The animal, being drawn by the good, ratifies
its inclination in actively committing itself to that good. It

22 JIT Sent., d.26, q.1, ad 8.
28 Summa Theol., I-11, q.22, a.2 c. and ad 2.
24 Ibid., q.26, a. 1.
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adapts and proportionates its affection to the good which is now
its beloved. Love becomes an affective coadaption or compla-
cency in that other which is not the lover’s good in absolute
ontological reality but which it makes its good appetitively as
its beloved and to be with which it now inclines.?
Consequently, while the love may not change, it causes
whatever changes are involved in attaining to the actual physi-
cal union to which it is an unchanging affective inclination.*
The external good now dwells as beloved within the love, draw-
ing it like a magnet to dwell in its turn ecstatically outside its
ontological self in that other to whose ontological good it gives
itself. The love sets in motion an entire emotional and physical
life; desires for the beloved when absent, delights in its pres-
ence; hatred, aversion, sorrow for what is repugnant to the love;
zeal generating aggressiveness (called by St. Thomas the
irascible appetite) regarding difficulties involving the beloved,
with the consequent hopes and despairs, fear and boldness and
anger;*" the myriad physical changes and operations which
tend to terminate in existential union with that thing whose
goodness or lovableness had started the whole process.

c. and finally as psychosomatic

A third important characteristic of sense love is that it is
not only psychic, a passion and operation of soul, but also
somatic, essentially material. Because it is psychosomatic
(which like its realism embarrasses post-Cartesian dualism) it
may be viewed as an inclination of animated matter as well
as an inclination of soul animating and acting in matter.?®

The good which as proper cause specifies sense love is the
sensibly pleasurable, a material thing which is proportionate
and suitable to the animal body according to the delectation

2% Ibid., q.27.

28 Ibid., qq. 28-48.

27 Aggression is not hatred, nor an effect of hatred; nor are both evil, nor is
love necessarily good, as Plato insisted in the Symposium. The Adlerian aggressive-
submissive personality traits might find their philosophical place in the irascible
passions originating in love’s zeal.

28 Summa Theol., I-II, q.22, a.1; a.2, ad 3; q.25, a.2; q.28, a.5; passim.
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of sense. The resulting sense love contains the bodily reaction
as essentially intrinsic to its nature (which is not true of sense
knowledge) . Corporal change is of the essence of sense pleas-
ure; sense love is inconceivable without it. The very nature of
sense love contains inclination of soul as formal element and
correlative bodily change as material element.

Following from this essential materiality are three character-
istics of sense love which are important in the present problem:
it is changing, hedonistic, and self-centered.

Because matter fundamentally is pure potency, its inclina-
tion is to be actuated, to be moved, to receive existence.”® When
it enters sense love, then, it is the first element to be changed
by the psychic or formal element which is the source of this
motion.

Because potency is the principle of limitation, matter is pure
limitation, the principle of individuation. Sense love, there-
fore, is essentially limited and can attain only the good as an
individual material thing pleasant to the individual animal. It
is true that the useful to the individual and species (as food
and sex) is loved, and that the formal objects of passions sub-
sequent to love are not always apparently the pleasant; but
the love itself which begins the emotive process and the joy
in which it terminates have as formal object the sensibly agree-
able as such. Sense love is essentially hedonistic.

Finally it is an ego-centric inclination to receive, but in a
way different from knowledge. As I have insisted, sense love
(in fact, any love) has a germ of generosity, for it is first of all
an inclination out to a trans-objective known as it exists in
itself where alone its goodness dwells. This appetitive approval
of the goodness of the good is necessary even for the enjoyment
of the good (as we can see in negative instances of some people
with diseased affections. They get so locked within their citra-
objective selves that they no longer respond emotionally to the
trans-noetic attractiveness of being, even their own; and so
they cannot enjoy anything, becoming at times psychotically

2 I Physic., lect., 15; Summa Theol., 1, q.59, a.2 ¢; I-I1, q.26, 2.1, ad 3.
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depressed.) However the inclination, having gone out to the
good, then turns back to the lover, where it rests; for it is an
inclination to a bonum altert, the pleasant to the lover. The
material nature of sense love makes it inevitably eager to grasp
for its individual self. Self-love is thus by nature archetypal
in sense love.

Sense love is the love most readily understood by men. As
material, it is among the proper objects of the human intellect.
Also it can be known “ from within ” in that privileged knowl-
edge which each one has of his own inner experience. We are
tempted, consequently, to conceive all love in the image of
sense love. A general trend of modern thought has been to
limit literal meaning to the observable, even using verifiability
by sense observation as the criterion of literal meaningfulness.
If such a criterion is accepted, even implicitly or inadvertently,
then the nature of any love will be conceived as mutable,
hedonistic, utilitarian, self-centered. This meaning gives point
to Shaw’s Schopenhauerian epigram: “The only thing worse
than to have loved and lost is to have loved and won.”

To affirm such a concept of God is literally meaningless and
involves contradiction. It can only be denied of him; or perhaps
it could be meaningfully affirmed in a symbolic manner if some
literal affirmation could be discovered which could guide a dis-
criminating use of such symbolism. But such a concept of love,
no matter how reconditely refined, will always contain these
characteristics of matter;®® and to remove them would destroy
the concept. Consequently, one must “Sail on.”

3. Intellectual love

“T could not love thee, dear, so much,
Loved I not honor more.”

The poet is speaking of intellectual love. Love of such intel-
lectually known goods as honor is the fundamental operation

30 Kant translates such love into obedience to law. (Jacques LeClereq, La
Philosophie Moral de Saint Thomas devant la Pensée Contémporaire [Louvain: Pub-
lications Universitaires de Louvain, 1954], p. 870.) One is also reminded of Spinoza,
epicureanism and utilitarianism.
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of an intrinsically immaterial intellectual appetite in a person.
It is by nature different from, and at times, alas, opposed to
sense love. By no means is it merely a sublimation, no matter
how lofty, of the same sort of inclination. I refuse to yield to
positivism and concede that the poet literally means:

“TI love not honor, dear, at all,
I sublimate thy mouth.”

Since intellectual love is immaterial, it is not among the
proper objects of a human intellect. However, with due care
it can be conceptualized literally and analogously to the concept
of sense love.

a. Friendship

“Parents love their children” is one of the sentences express-
ing the loftiest sort of thing within the universe of love. This
noble love between distinct persons who hold each other dear
as other selves is nowadays called at times an “interpersonal
subjectivity” or “personal intersubjectivity.” This interper-
sonal relation of “I” and “Thou” has been studied by
Johann in his book The Meaning of Love® 1 have else-
where expressed the gratitude I feel for many things about the
book,* particularly for raising a comparatively lonely voice
about the subject, and for confronting this element of con-
temporary thought with traditional metaphysics. For our pres-
ent problem the book offers many helpful insights. Tts central
concept of love, however, cannot, unfortunately, be the one
we seek. God might be named Interpersonal Subjectivity in the
supernatural judgment of faith and sacred theology which know
the plurality of Divine Persons. For natural human reason
working within the formal object of philosophy, however, it
remains literally a mysterium stricte dictum which could be

*1 Robert O. Johann, The Meaning of Love: An Essay towards a Metaphysics
of Intersubjectivity (Westminster, Md.: Newman, 1955). The notes and biblio-
graphy indicate works of this trend. Niebuhr criticizes Buber for exaggerating this
concept of love, but he admits his own puzzlement as to what it does mean.

32 The Modern Schoolman (May, 1956), pp. 284-6.
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affirmed at best symbolically. This mutual love of benevolence
existing between equal persons who enjoy intimate life together
was conceptualized somewhat more objectively by St. Thomas
as friendship and can be analogously affirmed by sacred the-
ology not only of the Blessed Trinity but also of the super-
natural charity between man and God.*® One might say that
this is the ultimate meaning of love; but it cannot be literally
affirmed of philosophy’s One Divine Nature, for no one is prop-
erly a friend to himself.**

Between love as friendship which is too high and love as ma-
terial which is too low there exist fortunately other kinds of
love. When parents love their children, their children do not
always love them back. It is a melancholy fact that the love
of one person for another, even a sublimely generous giving
of oneself, does not always command reciprocity and intimacy
of life, sometimes because of inequality between the persons;
and so there is no friendship, but there is a benevolent love like
the love in friendship. Furthermore, although a person is indeed
the most perfect thing in the universe *® and the only direct
object of friendship itself, still it is not the only good which
can be an object of love, even benevolent, even a self-giving
love. One can love honor, or art, or science, or one’s country,
or a cause, even to giving one’s life for it. One can even love
music, which is high among aesthetic values, as a relief {rom
humans, who are the lowest of persons. One can simply judge
something to be good for him and set his heart upon getting it.
“ Misers love gold.”

b. Love, unlike knowledge, is inclination to something

Consequently it now becomes necessary to analyse these in-

* Summa Theol., II-II, q.28, a.1; cf. qq.28-46; 1, qq.27-43; I-1I, q.65, a.5;
III Sent., d.27, q.2, aa.1-4. The love of which Bergson, Merton, and Zachner
speak is charity.

34 % . . amicitia proprie non habetur ad seipsum. . ..” (Summa Theol., II-II,
q.25, a.4 ¢c.).

36« . . persona significat id quod est perfectissimum in natura, scilicet subsistens
in rationali natura.” (Ibid., I, q.29, 2.8 ¢.)



1

TOWARD AN ANALYSIS OF “GOD 18 LOVE” 647

tellectual loves with the technical precision possible in our
brief space.

Intellectual love is discovered by human intellect as the pri-
mary and fundamental actuality in a human intellectual appe-
tite or will.** Consequently it is an inclination to something
insofar as it is presented as desirable or good by an intellect.*
Although the human intellect, acting as it does through sense,
first knows material things as proper objects of its immediate
vision and only secondly rises to knowledge of immaterial
realities, nevertheless even its first object is received into that
intellect according to the intellect’s own intrinsically imma-
terial or spiritual mode of existence without matter or its con-
ditions. The good is now de-materialized; it is not limited to
an individual pleasurable as such, but it is an instance of the
delectable good, or of the useful, or even the good in itself,
known and present according to its own nature and reality as
such and therefore common to various individuals. Intellectual
knowledge is the crucial condition for differentiating intellectual
from sense love. Characteristics of matter which limit the per-
fection of love are removed. It becomes immaterial.

Intellectual knowledge is an intrinsically necessary condition
for the existence and causality of the intellectually known good
which is the sole proper cause determining the nature of intel-
lectual love. However, in escaping sense we must not go into
another exaggeration, of intellectualism. Knowledge is a neces-
sary condition. But it is not love, nor even a proper cause
specifying or determining the nature of love to the likeness of
its own nature. Knowledge is an immaterial intentional exist-
ence of the known within the knower and pertains therefore
to the absolute perfection of the thing knowing as it exists in
itself; knowledge by nature receives something in the mode of

3¢ “In unoquoque horum appetituum amor dicitur illud quod est principium
motus tendentis in finem amatum. . . . Sicut amor intellectivus in intellectivo
appetitu.” (Ibid., I-1I, q.26, a.1 c.) “Primus enim motus voluntatis, et cuius-
libet appetitivae virtutis, est amor.” (Ibid., q.20, a.1 c.)

3" Cf. The Sin of the Angel, by Jacques Maritain, translated by William Rossner,
S.J. (Westminster, Md.: Newman, 1959), pp. 5-37.
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immaterial identity. Love is quite the converse,”® but it (or
things pertaining to the appetite, whose nature necessarily par-
takes of the nature of love as the fundamental appetitive act)
is at times described in such terms as an awareness of a value
or as an attention to or presence of a beloved, or as being speci-
fied by knowledge, or as having self-love as its archetype. In
such expressions the existence of a love distinct from both sense
love and intellectual knowledge seems in danger of being
drowned in the epistemological flood. At any rate it is not clear
to me how such a concept could ever be affirmed of God. If the
archetypical nature which we discover in finite being and call
“love” is self-love in the sense that a citra-objective self re-
ceives perfection or rests in its own perfection, then it seems
that “ God is Love ” would either mean the same as “ God is
knowledge ” or contradict “ God is Infinite Perfection.” *

No, the sole proper cause of love remains the good which is
in trans-objective things as they exist in themselves, now with
masking opaque matter removed by intellectual knowledge
which manifests the reality itself to will. The good’s causality is
an objective diffusion of its attractiveness, actually attracting
the appetite to itself, both in the order of value as intrinsically
valuable and in the order of existence as end.

%8 In fact, because of their quite different natures, knowledge attains God last;
but love, first. (Summa Theol., II-II, q.27, a.4) Cit I, q.80, a.2, ad 1; III,
q.27, a.9, ad 1; q.31, a.8, ad 1; q.80, a.3, ad 2; de Verit, q.22, a.4, ad 1;
q.25, a.1, ad 6.

% Pierre Rousselot, S. J. (Pour L’Histoire du Probléme de L’Amour au Moyen
Age, in Beitrige zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, Sechster Band
(Munster, 1909), p. 1) formulates the “problem of Love” in this way: “Is a
love possible which is not egotistical? And if it is possible, what is the relation
of that pure love of another to love of self, which seems to be the foundation of
all natural tendencies? ” This way of positing the problem reechoes through others
before and since, e.g., Martin C. D’Arcy, S.J., The Mind and Heart of Love
(New York: Henry Holt, 1947); Anders Nygren, Agape and Eros, tr. A. G.
Hebert (New York: Macmillan, 1987). It seems to be understood as the problem
of the nature of human intellectual love; and it seems to be a false problem, which
perhaps arises from a failure to disengage the existence of something distinct
from both sense and knowledge, before asking its nature, much less positing as
central a problem based on an unproven presupposition that love is in itself
egotistical. Do we have here a parallel to the Cartesian Cogito?
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Again, then, intellectual love is a passion, analogous to sense
passion, in that it is a passive being attracted and drawn to
the good as outside the will;* and again simultaneously love
is the fundamental voluntary active inclination to that other
as good.

c. Inclination to get (love of concupiscence)

This inclination may be either an inclination to get or an
inclination to give. Those two were called by St. Thomas
Aquinas the love of concupiscence (amor concupiscentiae) and
the love of friendship (amor amicitiae) ** But he warns us ex-
plicitly that love of concupiscence is not concupiscence and
love of friendship is not friendship. “Love is not divided into
friendship and concupiscence, but into love of friendship and
love of concupiscence.” ** This distinction is important for our
present purpose. For although philosophy cannot literally
affirm of God either friendship (as we saw) or (as we shall see)
love of concupiscence, nevertheless it can affirm of God himself
(and therefore between creature and God) the love of friend-
ship.

Love of concupiscence is like sense love (whose most vivid
effect is concupiscentia, the desire to get an absent beloved) in
being an inclination to get something—for oneself often; but,
if one loves another as oneself, also for this second self. The
object which specifies this love is bonum alterius, the good of
another (other than the good itself) .** This is a true good; and
so the love first inclines outwards toward it with the incipient
appetitive approval of willingly granting to it its good. But it

40 “ Gic ergo cum amor consistat in quadam immutatione appetitus ab appetibili,
manifestum est quod amor est passio; proprie quidem, secundum quod est in
concupiscibili; communiter autem, et extenso nomine, secundum quod est in volun-
tate.” (Summa Theol., I-II, q.26, 2.2 c.)

“Ibid., I-11, q.26, a.4; 1, q.60, a.3; II-II, q.23, a.1; III Sent., d.29, q.83;
1V, d.49, q.1, a.2; de Div. Nom., cc. 4, 9 and 10; de Spe, a.8.

42 “ Dicendum quod amor non dividitur per amicitiam et concupiscentiam, sed
per amorem amicitiae et concupiscentiae. Nam ille proprie dicitur amicus, cui
aliquod bonum volumus; illud autem dicimur concupiscere, quod volumus nobis.”
(Summa Theol., I-II, q.26, a.4 ad 1.)

2 Ibid., I-I1, q.26, a. 4.
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is only good in a certain respect, the good of another; and so
the inclination fails to rest in it but turns away to that other
in which it rests. It is a motio recurva again, and a self-love.
This inclination to get something cannot be literally affirmed
of an already infinitely perfect God.

d. or to gie (love of friendship)

The love of friendship is an inclination to give. The object
of this love is that to which we will good, from which conse-
quently the appetite does not curve away, but in which it takes
its rest. The attraction of the good in itself is final.**

This love is benevolent and altruistic. However, it is not
mere benevolence. One can will good to something or someone
whom one does not love. Love adds to benevolence the element
of passion and its consequences. The will is captivated by the
good in itself, suffers the wound of this conquering good which
is outside the will itself and of which the will within itself is
now deprived as of its own good. Consequently the will enacts
an operation which orientates a whole universe of elicited and
commanded acts toward the beloved. It voluntarily ratifies
its being drawn by that other good. It willingly commits itself
to that good, generously gives its good to its beloved. This love
is a straight inclination toward that to which one wills good,
to the good simply.

1) to a beloved in potency

The love of benevolence or friendship may will to another
some goodness which the other does not already actually posesss.
From the inclination to make (ad factibilia), to engender in
beauty, for example, springs the creative process of poetry and
the arts. “ It is not enough for a painter to be a clever crafts-
man,” said Renoir, *“ he must love to ¢ caress * his canvass too.”
Or, the inclination toward moral good to be actuated into ex-
istence (ad agibilia) is such a love. This love may give various

“ Ibid., I-II, q.26, a.4; 1, q. 80, a.8; 1111, q. 28, a.1; IT Sent, d.3, p.2, q.4;
I11, d.29, q.8; IV, d.49, q.1, a.2; de Div. Nom., c. 4, lect. 9 and 10; de Spe, 3.
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goods to a person, a home, a school, an institution, a country,
a cause; but all such communications imply the first gift of self,
for love is the first gift and consequently the giving of all other
gifts: of its time, its labor, its existence, the many communica-
tive actions actuating beloved potentialities.** Such a concept
could sustain purification sufficient for God’s Creative Love for
creatures but not for his Love In Itself, if we are to avoid
putting potency and change in him.

2) or to a beloved in act

This love of a loverin act for a beloved in potency, however,
implies a prior love of friendship for a good already actually
existing. “ Every picture shows a spot,” as Sisley remarked,
“with which the artist himself has fallen in love.,” The object
which arouses this love already possesses perfection by which
it is actually good in itself, prior to its being loved by this will.
It is actually good but not yet actually beloved. When its
glory is known, it attracts the will to a voluntary approval and
ratification of what already entitatively exists. Simultaneously,
the will, being drawn to and captivated by this external good,
wills to it its goodness. The will generously grants and volun-
tarily gives the goodness to the good; and since the will is itself
an inclination to the good, it thereby surrenders and commits
itself to this good. This is the simply straight inclination to
another as good. The good exists within this love as term of
the inclination, as actually beloved;*® and since a present be-
loved good causes joy, and this beloved is actually good, this
love generously rejoices in the good of the other.

45 “ Ratio autem gratuitae donationis est amor; ideo enim damus gratis alicui
aliquid, quia volumus ei bonum. Primum ergoe quod damus ei, est amor quo
volumus ei bonum. Unde manifestum est quod amor habet rationem primi doni,
per quod omnia dona gratuita donantur.” (Summa Theol., I, q.88, a.2 c.)

¢ Although love produces no intrinsic term univocal with the concept in knowl-
edge, the arguments against an analogous term need more discussion. Bernard
Lonergan, S.J., “ The Concept of Verbum in the Writings of St. Thomas Aquinas,”
Theological Studies, VIII (1947), pp. 404-8; A. J. Bruneau, O.P., “ Dieu, Terme
Immanent de la Charite? ” Revue Thomiste (1952-I), p. 225 ff.; William Rossner,
S.J., “The Process of Human Intellectual Love, or Spirating A Pondus,” The
Thomist, XXVI, 1 (January, 1972), pp. 39-74.
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This is love simply.*”” Its object is the good simply in which
it begins and ends. Other analogous kinds of love, through
some of the principal types of which we have searched, are
related to the love of friendship as the secundum quid to the
simpliciter: they are this love as qualified. It may be qualified
by intrinsic limitation, as in material loves or love of concupis-
cence. Or it may be qualified by an extrinsic condition, such as
friendship’s need to be loved in return by a person sharing life
with the lover. The principal act of the habit of friendship
itself, however, is to love rather than to be loved; and charity
itself adds, not something foreign to its nature, but further
perfection of this love.** We may recall that the generous
nature of this love was present at least germinally even in the
lowest, throughout the hierarchy of love. Here is the perfection
of love, as to exist is the perfection of being which is constitu-
tively present throughout the hierarchy of the real. There is
no obvious reason why this cannot be affirmed of God. Raissa
Maritain express this beautifully,

For each time we give to God our “ only,” we give all, we give in-
finitely, and it matters little if this our “ only ” is but a poor object,
created, perishable, mortal. The life of our soul in this world, indeed
our very life in this world, is our “only ”; or our happiness in this
life is our “ only ”; or the one we exclusively love is our “ only.”
He who gives his “only ”—his soul, his life, his beloved, or his
happiness—gives infinitely. And with his son Isaac, Abraham gave
to God the very soul of his life and of his joy; he consented to the
destruction of all his hope.*®

e. Literal analogous affirmation of God

This intellectual love of friendship cannot be affirmed of God
as it is found in human beings. Like any other metaphysical
accident or limited perfection it must be denied of him. How-

47« . amor quo amatur aliquid ut ei sit bonum, est amor simpliciter.” (Summa

Theol., I-11, q.26, a.4 c.)

48 « Caritas autem addit amorem perfectionem quandam amoris. . . .” (Ibid.,
a.3c.)

40« Abraham and the Ascent of Conscience,” translated by William Rossner,
S.J., The Bridge, I (Pantheon Books, 1955), p. 40.
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ever, we can try to disengage from its limitations the pure per-
fection involved here so that it may be affirmed substantially
and supereminently of its First Efficient, Exemplary, and Final
Cause.

The purification necessary to raise love to divinity is even
more laborious than was the discovery of a concept with which
to start. The difficulties in affirming any name of God are in-
volved in the peculiar problems and mystery of the gospel
name of Love. But this is life, to know God; and the arduous
need not render love’s labor lost.

The central problem lies in the very nature of love as an
inclination to another, to an intellectually known good precisely
as existing outside the will, with which the lover is thereby
united in the mode of surrender and gift.

As St. Thomas posits the problem; “Amor est vis unitiva et
concretiva. Love is a uniting and joining power. But this can-
not have any place in God, for he is simple.” ** In other words,
love as unitive implies realities somehow distinct to be united.
It is a union precisely because its most intimate nature is pre-
sented to us as an inclination to another.

In the reply to this objection, undaunted in the daring of his
speculation, St. Thomas offers a clue. The act of love always
tends to two, namely, to the good which one wills to someone,
and to him to whom he wills the good. “ For this is properly
to love someone, to will good to him.” An application of this
general position to God’s love for creatures would be that his
love gives us existence. But the meaningfulness of Divine Love
for creatures depends on the meaning of Divine Love in itself.

The application to God’s love of himself is the primary point.
Here, too Thomas does not falter.

Wherefore, in that someone loves himself, he wills good to himself.
And so he seeks to unite that good to himself insofar as he can.
And in that degree love is said to be a unitive power even in God;
but without composition, because that good which he wills to him-
self is not other than himself, who is good by his essence.™

5 Summa Theol., 1, q.20, a.1, obj. 8.
51 Ibid., ad 3.
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What do we really have here? The Good is not other than
himself; and yet a union with that Good is really present which
would not be present if Love were not really there. Thomas is
not normally a man merely to play with words, particularly in
order to dodge or mask contradictions.

The first step in investigating how there can be a union
implying otherness in God must be to inquire what otherness
can mean when raised to the divine. In other words, if for the
sake of conciseness we formulate love in Latin as “ inclinatio
ad aliquid cognitum intellectualiter ut bonum,” what could
aliquid mean when raised to God?

Aliquid is a transcendental attained by human reason after
“being ” and “ thing,” and before “ one.” 2

Once the human intellect has attained metaphysical insight,
it sees reality first as being, existing, that whose act is to be.
Then, secondly, it realizes that only that exists which is intel-
ligible, possessing inner structure or essence, a “‘ thing.” Thirdly,
it sees that by the very fact that the being confronting it is a
thing of definite or defined and delimited intelligibility, it 1s
divided from all the rest. It is some other thing, aliud quid,
another. This division so conceived implies the imperfection of
limitation in the many things presented to us. Hence, in con-
ceiving aliquid, we get the conception of division. Only then
can we conceptualize the one. That imperfection of division is
now denied within the thing itself: “ The one” is being as
undivided. Unity in itself is a positive perfection; but it is too
simple and ultimate to be grasped positively by our limited
intellects, and so can be expressed only as a negation of division
in being.

However, and here we arrive at the pertinence of this to the
present problem, aliquid is not just the implied imperfection of
divisions. It is not only, or even necessarily, some other thing,
something else. Like “ one,” and the others, it is a true trans-
cendental, a vision of a unique aspect of the richness of exist-
ence, although it is an incomplete knowledge of that existence.

52 Ibid., q.11, particularly a.2 ad 4; de Verit, c.1; de Pot., q.9, a.7.
td q
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In “something” the intellect sees the point that existence is
too rich to be confined within any distinct real essence, just as
it is too rich to be comprehended in any one limited concept.
Existence must overflow into others, other ways of existing
which by that very otherness manifest this super-abounding
wealth of existence itself. Aliquid speaks to us of the super-
abundance of existence. In other words, it is true that aliquid
comes from aliud quid, another thing; but it is not the same.
Otherness emphasizes the division but also implies the positive
superabundance. When applied to God, the division implied
in otherness must be removed and only the superabundance
retained.

B. Solution from the viewpoint of the human concept

Now when “ inclinatio ad aliquid” is applied to God, all real
division in reality must be denied. There is no inclination to
another really distinct being or principle of being. God’s Good-
ness is not other (except to our way of thinking) than his
knowledge or his Essence. Our concepts are necessarily dif-
ferent; but the Thing Divine is One. In fact, he is supremely
One, with no slightest possibility of division, for his very
Essence is To Be; and the intellectually known good is in reality
his own Essence as Goodness, which is in reality completely
identified with himself as Subsisting and Knowing and Loving.

However, we note that in the very expressions we have just
used this Unity is affirmed only by negation of entitative divi-
sion among these distinct concepts. We can only conceive
distinctly and then in judgment deny the objective reality of
the distinction. Even when we speak of God in the most refined
metaphysical conceptions we must speak of his love in some
similar fashion. God conceived as existing and knowing
his own Infinite Goodness is not that Infinite Goodness con-
ceived as loved. Divine Goodness as beloved must be conceived
as aliquid, beyond God conceived as existing and knowing, and
must be so judged and expressed if one is not to falsify. The
Divine Goodness as Actually Known, and also as Actually
Beloved is real. And it is a Reality Beyond that Reality as
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explicitly expressed in our knowledge of God as Existing and
Knowing. At the peril of falsification, then, we must in that
sense say (we can say it only in human words interior and ex-
terior) that Divine Love is an inclination to himself as other
(according to our way of thinking) than his mere entitative
being.*

That is considering the problem from the viewpoint of our
human knowledge as related to the Divine Reality. But just
that much is by no means the entire problem or solution. If
we were to leave it there we might be accused of having really
remained in a pure, though refined, via negativa; and of con-
fessing that this mysterious union of Divine Love is not a reality
in God himself, since the distinction implied in union is purely
in our human concepts. No, even within the Divine Existence
as it is in itself, considered independently from the mode of
its conceptualization in our human words, there is a foundation
for our multiple concepts, namely, the Infinity of the Divine
Perfection.”* Before the difficulty of speaking of such things
the pen is tempted to falter and stop; but one should speak not
only of the limitations of human knowledge but also of its
grandeur, the reality of its grasp of the real, the real similarity
of finite being to the Divine, and the union with God attain-
able in human knowledge and consequent love.

C. Solution from the viewpoint of the Divine Being

John of St. Thomas remarks that because of its infinite per-
fection or inner superabundance the Divine Essence is both a
one most simple thing and also virtually multiple. This virtual
multiplicity in God’s essence, which is grounded upon its being
other things supereminently, enables it to be conceived truly
though inadequately in diverse concepts. To borrow an example
from supernatural theology, the Father is the Divine Essence,
and the Son is the Divine Essence; but it does not follow that
the Father is the Son, because of this supereminence of Abso-

52 Summa Theol., I, q.12, a.2; q.13, aa. 1-11.
5 Ibid., I, q.18, a.12; I Sent., d. 2, q.1, a.8.
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lute Subsistence and this virtual multiplicity, which is actual
in relative opposition.*

This offers a clue in our research into the meaning of God’s
loving himself as a known good.

Knowledge is an intrinsically necessary condition for the
existence of intellectual love, in finite being. Nothing unknown
can be so loved. This in fact is a metaphysical principle, true
of being as being, and consequently analogously verified in the
Divine Being.

Even in God, the nature of knowledge influences that of
love, for love is an inclination to himself as an intellectually
known Good.

In creatures, knowledge implies an intentional otherness. A
knowing subject must be confronted by an object known. In
becoming known a subject of existence must be objectified,
made an object in a sense which founds the vigorous figure in
the original meaning of the word, “ object.” It is from the
Latin, objicio, literally “ throw against.” There is an inescapable
opposition of object “thrown against” a subject confronted
by it and looking at it. Knowledge is that by which a thing
becomes or is another insofar as it is other. Without that inten-
tional otherness persisting there could be no knowledge. There
is indeed an intentional unity here, of knower and known: the
knowing is a knowing only by virtue of knowing this. And the
known is a known only in its existence in an act of knowing.
Intelligere in actu est intellectum in actu. To know actually is
the actually known. This unity is uniquely intimate.*®

But it is a uniquely intimate unity because it is a unique
unity. It is an intentional unity sui generis, a unity grounded
in intentional otherness without which the very unity is incon-
ceivable. If the thing which is knowing became the known
entitatively, then one would be destroyed. In fact, both know-
ing subject and known object as such would be destroyed. If

55 Cursus Philosophicus, 1, Log. 1.P, Summul. Lib. 111, Cap. X; cf. Summa
Theol., 1, q. 13, a. 4.

56 Suymma Theol., 1, qq. 84 and 85; I Cont. Gent., c.44; de Verit., q.2, a.2;
Comp. Theol., c.83.
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there were no other at which to gaze, knowing would be im-
possible; and if there were no subject looking at something
other, there could be no known object. Intentional otherness

is of the essence of the intentional unity which we discover in
man,

1. Divine Knowledge as precondition of Love

This intentional otherness discovered in human knowledge
cannot itself be predicated of God but from it may be disen-
gaged concepts which are ascribable to him.

The reason why this intentionality itself cannot be literally
affirmed of God is his transcendent unity and the real plurality
necessarily implied in intentional existence. Intentional other-
ness is not proper to the object of knowledge as such but comes
to the object of human knowledge from the fact that in human
knowledge the thing which is object is other than the thing
which is subject. Human knowledge is to be another insofar
as it is other. The ultimate reason for this is that the actually
known is the actually knowing (intelligere in actu est intel-
lectum in actu), and no creature is itself, by essence, actually
knowing or known. To know implies to be, and no limited
essence is to be. Hence, to know is other than the creature’s
essence or entitative existence, as is also the actually known
which is one with the act of knowing. Intentional existence,
therefore, is by nature a unification of the entitatively distinct
and is what it is precisely because of this limitation and multi-
plication of entitative existence which it perfects. Consequently
intentionality cannot be predicated of God who is supremely
entitatively one.

However, a perfection can be disengaged from this intentional
otherness, a perfection implying no imperfection. It is the sub-
ject-object unity in knowledge. But what is that? **

a. as Object Known

Viewing it first from the standpoint of the object, by the
very fact that it is an object known it not only is what it is

5 Summa Theol., I, qq. 14-18; I Cont. Gent., cc. 45-50; Comp. Theol., cc. 28-81.
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but also, simultaneously and by its very being known, trans-
cends or overflows its being what it is, by communication of
its own intelligible quiddity to the act of knowledge in which
it is known. That is to say, its own inner ontological structure
not only determines and specifies it to be what it is entitatively
but also supra-entitatively determines and specifies the act of
knowledge to be a knowing this. The light of its intrinsic intel-
ligibility with a sort of radiant transparency glows outwards
and illuminates, somewhat as the sun does not just exist as
does a dead star but also radiates light into an eye. This per-
fection of the object as such, which in the object as human is
intentional otherness, may be called a supraentitative determi-
nation or specification of intellect as exercised by the object.

b. Act of Knowing

As to the act of knowing, what is by virtue of its being a
creature’s act of knowing the intentional otherness or becoming
or existence is by virtue of its being an act of knowing as such
a supra-subjective existence, or a supra-subjective unity with
the object as object. The more perfectly something is under-
stood, the more intimately its reality and intelligibility is imma-
nent within the act of knowing it. As we say: “He really
grasps that.” “I1 have it now.” “It is a part of him.” “ He is
self-possessed because he understands himself and life.” The
known is more and more perfectly assimilated into his very
being. He not only exists but also possesses existence and life
with the more perfect integration and union of understanding.
The knower as such exists with the existence of the object as
well as his own entitative existence. Or, perhaps better, insofar
as an act of knowing is an act of knowing, its own existence is
perfect to the degree it assimilates the determination and speci-
fication of the object. It is alight with the brightness of the
ontological structure which is the object as actually understood.
It is an act of knowing precisely in this transcending or sur-
passing itself. Let us call this perfection of the act of knowing
a supra-subjective existence or supra-subjective unity with the
object.
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This then is a purification of the concept of the intentional
otherness of knowledge. The perfection of the object which is
disengaged is a supra-entitative determination or specification
as exercised by the object. The perfection of the act of know-
ing is a supra-subjective existence or supra-subjective unity
with the object. The perfection in the intentionality of knowl-
edge is, consequently, a super-existence in the mode of imma-
terial identity. Thus super-existence or overflow in creatures
always implies a real melioration, an intentional otherness. In
God there is no melioration, since he is Infinitely perfect by
essence; but the otherness is there superminently. There is the
perfection of the superexistence.

This perfection, then, of the subject-object unity of knowl-
edge is predicable substantially of God. As object known his
Essence not only makes him to be what he is but also radiates
a supra-entitative specification of his knowledge determining
him to know what he is. As Act of Knowing, his Essence is a
supra-subjective Existence, possessing Itself as Known, or a
super-subjective unity with himself as Known. The subject-
object unity of Divine Knowledge is therefore a superexistence
by mode of immaterial identity supra-subjective and supra-
entitative. He is himself, possesses himself, not only by being
himself but also by the unity of knowing himself.

2. Divine Goodness as Object Loved

This unity of Divine Knowledge offers a clue for the purifi-
cation of the concept of the union of love necessary for its appli-
cation to God.

To return to creatures once more, we discover there also a
proper intentionality of love, an esse transcending the merely
entitative esse and also the intentional esse of knowledge. It is
an esse intentionale fluens, a super-existence which is an incli-
nation towards another as known good but an inclination to its
trans-objective concrete subjective existence. We can disen-
gage here the perfections which properly belong, first to the
object loved, and second to the act of loving.

The object in love is the good as actively attracting the lover



TOWARD AN ANALYSIS OF “Gop IS LOVvE” 661

to 1itself, or acting in the mode proper to a final cause. Present
here is a pure perfection which can be disengaged from the
accompanying imperfections. These imperfections arise from
the fact that good is the cause of which love is the effect.’®
Cause necessitates real distinction from its effect and a real
dependence of the effect upon the cause.”® The love is really
dependent upon a distinct good. The being drawn is in the will
and from the good. This is implied in the intentional inclina-
tion to another which is the proper intentional existence of love
in creatures.

When we remove these relations of in and from, the distinc-
tion and dependence, the perfection which remains is the actual
attractiveness and attraction of the good, its proper glory. That
1s to say, the goodness exists, not just as real, nor even just
with the supraentitative existence proper to an object known.
It also transcends both these modes of existence in actually
attracting an appetite to its own trans-objective concrete
existence. The good completes the circle, as it were. The proc-
ess ends where it all began but with a new enrichment. For
the good first exists as subject of entitative existence. Then,
as a known good, it overflows in a supra-entitative objectivity.
Finally, retaining but in turn transcending this objectivity as
known, it draws an intellectual appetite to the very subjec-
tivity of its own existence, now as supra-objective. The very
interiority of its own concrete existence not only transcends
itself as object known but also overflows in turn this tran-
scendence by an attractiveness which allures an appetite over
and beyond the cognitional objectivity back into the subjective
depths of itself as beloved.

This perfection proper to the good, then, is a supra-objective
evaluation and determination of a will in the mode of attrac-
tion. It is the pure perfection of self-diffusion proper to the
good: bonum est diffusivum sui.

58 Joannis a Sancto Thoma, O.P., Cursus Philosophicus Thomisticus, Tomus 11,
Prima Pars Philosophiae Naturalis, 2. XIII, De Fine (Turin: Marietti,
1933).

5 Summa Theol., 1, .38, a.1, ad 1.
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In God this perfection is supremely actual. He is by essence
Goodness Itself, supremely attractive and attracting. As Good-
nes Itself, his Essence evaluates and determines the divine will
in this mode of supra-objective attraction. Divine Goodness
not only exists by essence, not only as known radiates intelli-
gibility in supra-entitative determination and specification of
the Divine Knowledge whereby it is Known Goodness; it also
radiates and diffuses its proper glory as Goodness in its own
mode of attraction or allure or inclination whereby it is to be
Beloved. It overflows or transcends itself as being and as
known, in communicating itself to the Divine Will by deter-
mining and evaluating that Will in the mode of inclination,
so that what will be willed primarily is Goodness Itself. The
aliquid which terminates the divine inclination is the supera-
bundance which is the supra-objective allure of Divine Good-
ness. By virtue of this superabundance the Divine Goodness
not only exists and is known but also attracts the Divine Will
as its primary and necessary object.*

3. Divine Act of Loving

That is the perfection of the aliquid, the object loved. What
of the act of loving? Its perfection is fundamentally different
from that of knowledge, which is unity, while that of love is
union. The appetitive activity is circular: appetitivus motus
circulo agitur.®* Good is both principle and term of love. Con-
sequently, two elements or ontological moments must be dis-
tinguished within the perfection of loving. The first is in crea-
tures final causality in act which is love as passion; the second,
the active inclination to the other, love as operation.

a. as “ passion,” being inclined, by way of ESSE

When we consider the first phase, once the imperfections in-
volved in final causality are removed, the perfection remaining
is a pure being drawn or inclined, inclinar:.*® This being inclined

¢ Ibid., q.19, a. 1 and 2.
1 Ibid., I-I1, q.26, a.2 c.
®2 Inclinari (and Inclinare) become personal in God by virtue of their super-
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is a supra-subjective existence and knowing, since it is an appeti-
tive being drawn into the known good as it is in itself. It is
similar to the supra-subjectivity of knowledge in this, that in
both a more intimate and abundant existence is present by
virtue of either knowing or loving something. Love, however,
unlike knowledge is not itself a unity in immaterial identifica-
tion with the object. To know is by nature wholly active,
actively assimilating and manifesting an object which of itself
is merely being known.

But a reversal of these roles occurs in love. Here the object,
the good now, is active; for goodness is in things. The good is the
principle or source of love as well as its term. It is actively
attracting as well as in a state of being loved. Consequently,
the act of loving possesses a proper correlative state of being
inclined as well as an operation of actively inclining to another;
for the good which is its object is not, like the true, formally
within the love itself but outside it in the thing. Since there is
an actual attraction of the good, there is an actual being at-
tracted in love. This being inclined is a state of existence. It is
an act and perfection but an esse rather than an operation. As
such it is supremely actual in God. As he is supremely attrac-
tive, so he is supremely attracted by his Goodness. There is an
enrichment of the Divine Will as there is of the Divine Knowl-
edge. However, in the Divine Will the determination is not as
such in the mode of immaterial identity within that Divine
Will as Will. Rather it is in the mode of a being drawn to the
divine goodness precisely as transobjectively existing in itself.

The “ wound ” of creaturely love becomes in God’s love its
necessity. He is not free not to love his Goodness, for the nat-
ural love of his nature is also His Will.*® That will is neces-
sarily captivated and enraptured by The Good. There is a
super-suprasubjective existence which is the determination and

abundance. (Ibid., I, q.87, a.1.) They are also essential, for what is personal
necessarily includes something essential since the essence is included in the person.
(Ibid., 1, q.88, a.1, ad 4; q. 34, a.8, ad 1.) Here we are attempting to disengage
this essential as natural from the supernatural.

% Ibid., 1, q.19, a. 8.
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evaluation of the Divine Will in the mode of being drawn. It
is a super-existence by way of esse, a state of being inclined.

b. as gwing, by way of operation

Although God’s love for his Goodness is not free, still it is
supremely spontaneous and voluntary. Since freedom and
voluntareity are not the same, this is not contradictory. Free-
dom is an active indetermination of a will which can determine
itself regarding limited goods precisely because its natural de-
termination is to the good, and not to any particular limited
good; and this natural determination itself is that of a will,
hence voluntary. Voluntariness is the proper inclination of a
will, an inclination from within the will, fundamentally from
its nature and therefore necessary as the will is necessarily
what it is.°* This brings us to the second aspect of intellectual
love, that it is the fundamental voluntary operation of an intel-
lectual appetite.

In this second phase, love is the active inclination to a be-
loved good. We speak here, of course, of simple love for actual
goodness in itself and for itself. The love willingly gives to
the good the goodness it already possesses entitatively. Love
transcends the subjectivity both of being and of knowing in a
superabundance of generous communication. The perfection
here is a super-existence (which is intentional and meliorative
in creatures, who get the giving, but not in God). In both
God and creature, as the first phase of love is an act in the mode
of esse, a state of being inclined, so this second phase is an act
in the mode of operation.

The will now ratifies the goodness which is the very existence
of the beloved in its subjectivity and interiority. That goodness
now is present not only by virtue of its being but also by virtue
of its being given to it in a loving will. The good which is being
as desirable or loveable now in actual love attains the fullness of
its proper perfection as actually beloved. And only the active

8¢¢ hoc enim importat nomen voluntarii, quod motus et actus sit a propria
inclinatione.” (Ibid., 11, q.6, a.1 ¢.) Cf. ibid., q.6, a.5, ad 2; q.6, a.7 ¢
I, q.20, .1
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love attains union with that goodness as such in generously
giving it to it. Only in the love giving itself to the good does
the good exist as beloved. Only by the love is the ontological
perfection of the goodness as such possessed appetitively and
formally. The good of the beloved is the happiness of the lover,
for it is what he wants. By this generosity and by it alone the
love enjoys the goodness of the good. Nemo habet quod non
dat is even more profoundly true than the customary nemo dat
quod non habet. No one fully has what he does not give; and
as the giving increases in perfection so increases the perfection
of possession by will until, in the case of God, where willing
generosity is his own existence, possession is complete.

This super-subjective super-existence which is a superabund-
ance in the mode of giving is in God. He not only is Goodness,
and by knowing his Goodness super-exists in the unity of imma-
terial cognitional identification with that Goodness, but also
overflows his very subjectivity of knowing, in a willing ap-
proval of his trans-objective goodness as it is in Itself.

In other words, as in knowledge there is an esse superior to
merely entitative esse, a super-existence by mode of immaterial
identity, so in love there is an esse superior to merely entitative
esse and to the super-existence of knowledge, an esse of super-
abounding generosity, a super-existence in the mode of gift.
The three esse’s (entitative—of knowledge—of love) are the
very Esse of God.*

Literally love may be affirmed of God, but analogously, as
both somewhat the same and also simply different from crea-
tures. The affirmation is somewhat the same in creature and
God in that this perfection which we have conceptualized is
predicated of both; but simultaneously the predication is simply
different, for in God it is identified with his Essence, while in
creatures it is not. We have love, but we are not love. God is
Love.

Tf this is literally meaningless or contradicts the Divine Im-
mutability I should want to be shown how. It seems to me

88 Ibid., 1, q. 18, aa. 8-12.
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rather to perfect the concept of unchange. A man can have
existence with that participated permanence proper to human
life. He can also in some degree understand existence, of the
world and of himself in the world, thereby attaining union with
the intelligible aspect of being. He can also simultaneously
hate to be. This hatred, an appetitive turning away from life,
decreases his participation in immutability even to the point
of actual suicide.

In fact, however, being is desirable. And one learns to
acquiesce voluntarily in that goodness, if he learns to love to
be, he attains a union with that aspect of existence which is its
glory; and by that very fact he is farther from suicide and
possesses deeper stability.

Analogously, God would be less perfectly immutable if he
were Pure Existence Subsisting of Itself and Knowledge of it
but hated It or at least did not love and enjoy It. However,
he also loves To Be. And this ultimate union of unchanging
Love is an ultimate perfection of Immutability.

The Unmoved aspect of the Unmoved Mover has indeed
been more emphasized in seeing him as Supreme Being and as
Knowledge. Love, it is true, emphasizes the Mover aspect of
Unmoved Mover, for love is the unchanging and in God un-
changeable source of change.®® The dynamic, the active mover
of another, however, is not and cannot be itself changed as such,
for it must be in act and the moved in potency. God’s neces-
sary Love of Goodness Itself grounds his free Love of goodness
as communicated to creatures. Creatures’ ontological good and
motion to good are God’s good appetitively, since he wills our
good with that ecstatic characteristic which is consequent upon
the nature of love.”” God’s love is a point where puzzlingly
expressed insights of a thinker like Whitehead about the mutual
inclusion of God and the world ® can be welcomed into peren-

% Ibid., q.19, a. 7.

87 Ibid., q.20, aa.2-4.

8 Alfred N. Whitehead, Process and Reality (New York; The Social Science
Book Store, 1929), pp. 519 ff.
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nial philosophy, emphasizing his Reality as well as process.*
St. Thomas himself did not hesitate to say that even our de-
fects are taken by God as his own because of the union of love
insofar as he loves us as something of his own. Even sin is a
real evil and offense to God in depriving his consequent Will
of a good which he wills antecedently to us as his other selves.

There are many avenues for further reflection in the impor-
tant subject of love;™ but this begins to go beyond the scope
of the present essay whose purpose is to offer some suggestions
toward an analysis of “God is Love.”

Wirriam RossNer, S.J.
Rockhurst College
Kansas City, Missouri

% Philosophers Speak of God, by Charles Hartshorne and William L. Reese
(The University of Chicago Press, 1953), p. vii, pp. 278 fl,; ef. pp. 1{I. and pp.
499 ff. “ Non-Being and Hartshorne’s Concept of God,” by Houston Craighead
and “ Could There Have Been Nothing? A Reply,” by Charles Hartshorne in
Process Studies, Volume 1, Number 1 (Spring, 1971), pp. 9-28. “ The Impossi-
bility of Whitehead’s God in Christian Theology,” by Robert C. Neville; and
“The Viability of Whitehead’s God for Christian Theology,” by Lewis S. Ford:
In Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association, Vol. XLIV
(Washington, D. C.: The Catholic University of America, 1970), pp. 130-151.
“ Reality and Metaphysics ” by Joseph Owens, C.Ss.R., in The Review of Meta-
physics, Vol. XXV, No. 4 (June, 1972).

" For example Sikora calls the transcendentals “ meta-concepts” and Renard
calls attention to the fact that in God the perfections predicated contain an
implicit judgment of existential identity.



THE WORK OF OPTATUS AS A TURNING POINT
IN THE AFRICAN ECCLESIOLOGY

the three zones of papal power in the early Church were

first delivered a half century ago in Strasbourg. The
steady increase of Roman power and influence over the Western
Church, the second zone in Batiffol’s construction, is one of the
clear developments of the early centuries. Nevertheless, one
vital section of the Latin Church remained throughout its
history a reluctant witness to the reception of that growth
of Roman power. The Catholic Church of Latin North Africa*
consistently maintained an ambivalent attitude of simultane-
ous respect for Rome as a see whose apostolic credentials were
most impressive, combined with a considerable sensitivity
about its own autonomy and traditions.

It is the purpose of this study to consider the position of one
of the lesser lights among the African churchmen, Optatus,
bishop of the Numidian town of Milev or Milevis (f1.¢.370),
the earliest theological defender of the Catholic position in the
Donatist schism. Further, it is the contention of the study
that, due to the circumstances in which he lived and wrote, the

’ I \HE INFLUENTIAL LECTURES of Pierre Batiffol on

* For earlier bibliography, see J. Quasten, Patrology II (1953), especially the
articles on Tertullian and Cyprian. More recent studies include:

J. P. Brisson, Autonomisme et Christianisme dans UAfrique romaine de Septime
Sévere 4 Pinvasion vandale. (Paris, 1958). (Cypricr. 38-121).

W. Marschall, Karthago und Rom. Die Stellung der nordafrikanischen Kirche
gum apostolischen Stuhl in Rom. (Stuttgart, 1971).

J. Ratzinger, Volk und Haus Gottes in Augustins Lehre von der Kirche. (Munich,
1954). (Tertullian-Cyprian-Optatus, 44-123).

W. Simonis, Ecclesia Visibilis et Invisibilis. Untersuchungen zur Ekklesiologie
und Sakramentenlehre in der afrikanischen Tradition von Cyprian bis Augustinus.
(Frankfurt, 1970).

U. Wickert, Sacramentum Unitatis. Ein Beitrag zum Verstindnis der Kirche
bei Cyprian. (Berlin, 1971).
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discussion of the position of Africa in relation to the Roman
Church attained a new and crucial level with Optatus. It may
even be said that with Optatus the African tradition reached
a turning point in its history but that, as A. J. P. Taylor ob-
served of the year 1848 in German history, it failed to turn.
The African attitude failed to develop much further in its view
of Rome during the years of Augustine and Aurelius of Carth-
age. It could be profuse in its words of respect, as in the Epis-
tola familiaris,” or proud and even harsh as in the Apiarius
affair and the question of African appeals to Rome? The
thought of Optatus is an opening for the future but it is also a
development that must be seen in the context of the African
tradition, above all that of the ecclesiological thought of
Cyprian. Therefore, it is necessary first of all to survey briefly

the ideas of Tertullian and Cyprian on the place of Rome in
the world Church.

Tertullian

The attitude of Tertullian (+ after 220) toward the ques-
tion of the position of Rome in the Church can best be judged
from two writings in particular, the early De Praescriptione
Haereticorum and one of his last works, the De Pudicitia. In
seeking a short way with all heretics, Tertullian brilliantly
takes up and develops the argument formulated by Irenaeus
in his Adversus Haereses. This argument, devised principally
with the spurious traditions of the Gnostics in mind, combines
the elements of the monepiscopate from Ignatius with the idea
of apostolic succession from Clement of Rome. To the Gnostic’s
boast of being the spiritual heir of one of the Apostles, usually
one of the more obscure ones, Irenaeus counters that the logical
place to seek the teaching of Christ in the contemporary world
is the Churches which his Apostles founded. Christ undoubtedly
entrusted his teachings to these same Apostles who in turn
passed them on to the Churches they founded. The essence of
the argument applies to any Church of apostolic foundation

2 Epistola familiaris = Augustine Ep. 177. (CSEL 44,669 f. Goldbacher).
8 Marschall, op. cit., 161 fi.
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but, for brevity’s sake, Irenaeus confines himself to stressing
the greatness of the Roman community. Though he also men-
tions Polycarp, and the Churches of Smyrna and Ephesus, sub-
sequent debate has centered on the interpretation of his words
about Rome.

Tertullian’s version of this argument is clearer and more
incisive. These Churches of apostolic foundation are the
matrices and originales fidet, which have undoubtedly trans-
mitted through time and space what they received from the
Apostles.* Conversely, then, if any doctrine does not conform
to the teaching of these Churches, it is to be rejected as false,
a foreign body in the bloodstream of the Church’s life. Since
dialogue over the interpretation of biblical passages is usually
fruitless, the intelligent activity for the diligent searcher after
truth to pursue is to turn to the Church of apostolic foundation
geographically closest to him. It is at this point that Tertullian
makes it clear that this appeal to the testimony of the apostolic
churches does not place unique emphasis on the beliefs of the
Roman community alone.

“Run through the apostolic churches, where the very
thrones of the apostles preside to this day over their districts.
... If Achaea is nearest to you, you have Corinth. If you are
not far from Macedonia, you have Philippi and Thessalonica.
If you can go to Asia, you have Ephesus. If you are close to
Ttaly, you have Rome, the nearest authority for us also.”* The
Church of Rome is prestigious in its martyred founder-Apostles,
Peter and Paul (to whom Tertullian adds the legend of John),
but the appeal to apostolic truth is fulfilled with as equal
validity by Ephesus as by Rome. A later echo of this same
reasoning is found in the author’s Adversus Marcionem IV.5.1.

From this evidence taken from an early and orthodox point
in Tertullian’s Christian life, we move to a moment near the
end of his life when his opinions had become much more ex-
treme. These late references are much more problematical

¢ Tertullian, De Prae. Haer., 21 (CCL 1, 202-3 Refoulé).
5 Tertullian, De Prae. Haer., 36 (CCL 1,216).
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insofar as the much discussed opponent bishop of the De Pudi-
citia remains unknown. Earlier scholars were convinced that
the object of Tertullian’s scorn was a Roman bishop, possibly
Zephyrinus (+¢.217), or, more probably, Callistus (+¢.222),
who was attacked by Hippolytus, a Roman traditionalist, for
alleged laxist innovations in the penitential discipline. More
recently, the weight of opinion has swung in favor of an African
bishop.® At present there seems to be no consensus upon which
a decision can be made in favor of a clear reference to Rome
and its bishop.

It is plain, however, that Tertullian indignantly rejects this

extension of special indulgence to adulterers and fornicators
within the Christian ranks. With heavy sarcasm he sees in his
opponent a “ bishop of bishops.” ” It may be said by way of
inference that he rejects this pretention as well. But the sig-
nificance of such a rejection is lessened considerably by a glance
at what his own ecclesiology has become by this time. Ter-
tullian agrees that the Church has the power to forgive sins,
but this is not the Church which is identified with the numerus
episcoporum.® Rather it is the Church of the Spirit through the
man who has the Spirit.
It is in this same chapter that the intriguing phrase occurs:
. . ad te, id est, ad omnem ecclesiam Petri propinquam.”
Tertullian uses the phrase in discussing the opinions of the
bishop who claims the authority to forgive these serious sins.
Inasmuch as the identity or even the location of this bishop
remains a subject of continuing disagreement, one is at a loss
to know how to evaluate such an expression. In short, Ter-
tullian’s writings, fascinating as they are from other points of
view, contribute little to answering our questions about Afri-
can-Roman relations in the early third century. The clearest
references to Rome as a norm of doctrine, in the De Praescrip-
tione, do not attribute to it any fundamentally different or
unique position.

€

¢ See J. Quasten, op. cit., 234-5.
7 Tertullian, De Pud., 1 (CCL 2, 1281-2 Dekkers).
8 Tertullian, De Pud., 21 (CCL 2,1328).
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Cyprian

The ecclesiological position of Cyprian (+ 258) is more com-
plex and, from the point of view of its legacy, more significant.
The complexity arises in part from the quantity of material
to be found in Cyprian’s correspondence where ecclesial ques-
tions predominate. From another point of view, his conception
of the structures of the Church is rather clear and definite. Yet
his use of a certain Petrine terminology has made his theology
a battleground for Catholic and Protestant polemicists over
the centuries.

Cyprian’s Church is a communion of essentially equal local
Churches. “His Church is one and the faith is one; and the
cement of fellowship binds all the people together into the
body’s solid unity. That unity cannot be broken; that one body
cannot be divided by any cleavage of its structure. . . .” ®* These
local communities which are the Catholic Church in the vari-
ous cities and localities around the world are united with one
another by multiple ties,* yet it is in and through the bishops
that these links are most clearly made visible. The Church is
built on the bishops. “ Thus through the changes of times and
successions, the ordination of bishops and the organization of
the Church run through so that the Church is governed
through these same leaders.” ** The people are to follow their
bishop closely: “. .. the people united to their bishop and the
flock clinging to their shepherd are the Church.” ** Those who
are not found with the rightful bishop are simply not in the
Church. This Church, which for Cyprian is largely identified
with the numerus episcoporum, is held together by the union
of the bishops among themselves. ... The Church which is
one, Catholic, is not divided nor rent, but is certainly united
and joined, in turn, by the cement of the bishops adhering to
one another.” ** Though many, they are one, or should be one

® Cyprian, De Unit., 28 (OECT 94 Bevenot).

10 Similarly for Tertullian. Se De Prae. Haer., 20 (CCL 1,202).
11 Cyprian to the Lapsed, Ep. 83.1 (Ed. Bayard Paris, 1962° 84).
12 Cyprian to Florentius, Ep. 66.8 (Bayard 226).

13 Ibid.
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. . . episcopate diffused in a harmonious multitude of many
bishops.” ¢

Cyprian never specifies exactly what this glutinum con-
cordige is and, as his later history shows, it could wear danger-
ously thin in times of friction between Rome and Carthage.
Another of Cyprian’s ecclesiological principles almost guaran-
teed such a crisis. He expresses it succinetly in the De Unitate:
“The authority of the bishops forms a unity, of which each
holds his part in its totality.” ** The whole episcopate is to be
united but, whatever authority and power there is, is held
equally by each bishop. His opening statement to the Council
of Carthage in September 256 is equally unmistakable.

It remains that upon this same matter each of us should bring for-
ward what we think, judging no man, nor rejecting anyone from
the right of communion, if he should think differently from us.
For neither does any of us set himself up as a bishop of bishops,
nor by tyrannical terror does any compel his colleague to the neces-
sity of obedience; since every bishop, according to the allowance
of his liberty and power, has his own proper right of judgment, and
can no more be judged by another than he himself can judge
another. But let us all wait for the judgment of Our Lord Jesus
Christ, who is the only one that has the power both of prefering us
in the government of his Church and of judging us in our conduct
there.®

These words, of course, were spoken in the course of the con-
troversy with Stephen, but they do not represent novel ideas
or ad hoc solutions for Cyprian. For example, he had recently
rebuked an African bishop for constituting himself an epis-
copus episcopt when he judged Cyprian rashly™ TUnlike
Stephen, Cyprian and his African colleagues do not “ apply
force to anyone, nor do we give any law since each leader has
in the administration of the Church, the free will of his own
volition as one who will render an account of his action to
his Lord.” *®

14 Cyprian to Antonianus Ep. 55.24 (Bayard 147).

18 Cyprian, De Unit. 5 (OECT 64).

18 Sententiae Episcoporum (CSEL 3,1 435-6 Hartel).

17 Cyprian to Florentius Ep. 66.3 (Bayard 222).
18 Cyprian and other African bishops to Stephen Ep. 72.3 (Bayard 262).
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Among the early letters of the Cyprianic corpus, there are
several representing an exchange between the Roman clergy,
probably led by Novatian after the death of Bishop Fabian in
the Decian persecution, and Cyprian who had escaped arrest
by going into hiding. In Ep.8 the Romans, writing to the
Christians of Carthage, seem to cast doubt on the validity of
Cyprian’s decision. In replying, Cyprian apparently feels the
need to justify his course of action to Rome.® Some would
see this as evidence of Roman superiority in that Cyprian feels
obliged to explain his decision to Rome and to its presbyterium
at that. The somewhat agitated tone of Ep.9 can be explained
adequately by Cyprian’s upset about slanders being circulated
in Rome against him.

More generally, these letters and others must be understood
within the context of the ecclesiology of communio, koinonia.
Each Church is obliged to concern itself with the welfare of
its sister Churches: e.g., Rome for Carthage, Ep.8; Ep.36.4
“TFor it becomes all of us to be on our guard for the body of
the whole Church. . . .”; Carthage for Arles, £p.68.3. Roman
letters of admonition and advice are read in Africa but so are
African letters of similar purpose read in Rome. (Ep. 59.19) %
Cyprian’s principle of the autonomy of each bishop is even
cited with approval by the Roman presbyters in a letter
acknowledging the justice and wisdom of Cyprian’s measures
taken during and after the persecution. Minds sanctioned by
the vigor of evangelical discipline are accustomed to be content
with God alone as judge, they say, but Cyprian is doubly
praiseworthy for his modesty in that he has sought approval
for his actions from his brethren?® To these sentiments
Cyprian replies by extolling the value of mutual consultation
among the Churches. A similar appeal for consultation directed

1® Cyprian to the Roman Clergy Epp. 9 and 20 (Bayard 22 and 58).

2° Roman Clergy to Cyprian Ep. 86.4 (Bayard 92); Cyprian to Stephen Ep.
68.8 (Bayard 236); Cyprian to Cornelius Ep. 59.19 (Bayard 188).

2 Roman Clergy to Cyprian Ep. 30.1 (Bayard 71). Fr. Bevenot, basing himself
on this reference has suggested that Cyprian’s concept of episcopal autonomy
originated in Rome itself. See “A Bishop is responsible to God alone” RSR 389
(1951), 897-415. (Mélanges Jules Lebreton I).
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to Stephen a few years later seems to have fallen on deaf ears.?

The broad outlines of Cyprian’s views on Church organization
and government stand out clearly enough. Where does Rome
fit into this picture? Like all the African authors, Cyprian
honors Rome as the first see of the West because it is a greater
city than Carthage and especially because of its relation to the
greatest of the Apostles, Peter and Paul. But he does not
thereby grant it authority over Carthage, the second see.”®
Carthage should be emphasized because there are two in-
stances recorded in Cyprian’s correspondence of Roman inter-
vention outside of the Italian peninsula. As usual in these early
centuries, it would be very helpful to have more information
than we do in order to clarify these affairs. In the first in-
stance, that of the deposed Spanish bishops, Basilides and
Martial, the former of whom had appealed to Stephen, Cyprian
urges non-compliance or resistance on the Spanish faithful.
He does not contest Stephen’s right to act but simply blames
him for negligence in not ascertaining the facts. We do not
know the outcome of the case, but it can be assumed that some
Roman power of intervention or at least of moral suasion was
recognized because it was sought by the deposed bishops and
its use distressed the Spanish Christians.

Ep.68 presents the opposite situation. Cyprian urges Stephen
to intervene, this time in Gaul where bishop Marcian of Arles is
flaunting his ties with the Roman rigorist, Novatian. Again,
many of the circumstances are not clear; Why have the other
bishops of Gaul taken no action? What is Stephen being urged
to do? In partial answer to the latter question it should be
noted that one of Cyprian’s more pressing concerns here is the
fact that the world Church still appears to tolerate Marcian
in its communion. Marcian insults the college of bishops by his
views but does not yet seem to be cut off **

Stephen is to tell the local bishops in Gaul to desist from

22 Cyprian to Roman Clergy Ep. 35.1 (Bayard 88). Cyprian and other African
bishops to Stephen Ep. 72.1 (Bayard 259-60).

23 Cyprian to Cornelius Ep. 52.2 (Bayard 127).

24 Cyprian to Stephen Ep. 68.2 (Bayard 235).
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tolerating Marcian by remaining in communion with him.
Furthermore, Stephen should write to the province and to the
people of Arles that another may be substituted in place of
Marcian. This phrase “ province and people” has the ring of
a formula indicating a call for a new election in Arles rather
than that Stephen is simply going to appoint a new bishop
himself, as some have claimed. Finally, Cyprian’s request that
Stephen inform him of the name of the new bishop points up
Rome’s position and function as a center for communiecating
such information which is so basic to Cyprian’s view of the
Church as a communion.

The terms matriz, radiz and others of some import for our
subject occur frequently in Cyprian’s correspondence. It will
be recalled that Tertullian referred to the Churches of apostolic
origin as the matrices et originales of the faith.*® Cyprian’s use
of terms like matriz and radiz refer normally to the Catholic
Church as opposed to its schismatic rivals and counterfeits
rather than to any local Church in particular. This is true, for
example, in Ep.48.8 where Cyprian, writing to Cornelius, re-
ports that he has advised travellers leaving for Rome to recog-
nize and cling to the “ecclesiae catholicae matrix et radix.”
This expression has sometimes been understood as referring to
the Roman Church itself. In reality, it means that the African
Catholics must, upon reaching Rome, adhere to the party of
Cornelius rather than that of Novatian, for it is the former
that is the Catholic Church in Rome. Novatian, on the con-
trary, has refused the “radicis et matris sinus,” whereas
Cyprian and the Catholics hold to the “ ecclesiae unius caput
et radicem.” *

The matrix et radic to which Cyprian refers, then, is the
Catholic Church rather than the Roman Church. In later
literature it becomes clear that Rome is increasingly looked
upon as the center of communion for the Western Church. In
Cyprian, however, this point is sometimes obscure. In some

25 Tertullian De Prae. Haer. 21 (CCL 1,202).
2¢ Cyprian to Cornelius Ep. 48.8 (Bayard 118); Cyprian to Cornelius Ep. 45.1
(Bayard 112); Cyprian to Jubaianus Ep. 78.2 (Bayard 263).
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places, for example, it seems that Cyprian is referring to com-
munion with Rome precisely as a sign of communion with the
world Church. Writing to Antonianus, an African bishop,
Cyprian notes: “You also wrote that I should forward a copy
of this same letter to Cornelius, our colleague, that casting
aside all solicitude, he might know immediately that you are in
communion with him, i.e., with the Catholic Church.”?* The
context shows, however, that what is in question is, again, the
issue of which Roman leader, Cornelius or Novatian, repre-
sents the Catholic Church in Rome. In Ep.55, there evidently
has been some question about which party Bishop Antonianus
supports. Similarly, in Ep.48.8, Cyprian assures Cornelius that
the African bishops “ firmly approve and maintain you and
your communion, i.e., the unity and also the charity of the
Catholic Church ” as opposed to the communion of Nova-
tian.?®

One final aspect of Cyprian’s ecclesiology that is most likely
to confuse the modern reader is his use of the phrase Cathedra
Petri and related terminology. In warning his own Cartha-
ginian Christians against the schismatics among them, Cyprian
more than once makes use of the formula: One God, One
Christ, One Church and One “Cathedra . . . super Petrum
Domint voce fundata.” *® To the contemporary Catholic reader
such references to Peter and unity, such wording, automatically
triggers thoughts of Church unity under Petrine, i.e., papal
aegis. But another reality, a more symbolic, if not less real
one, is operative in Cyprian’s mind.

Cyprian elaborates his ecclesiology in the context of schism
within two local churches, his own and Rome. His aim in in-
voking Peter looks largely to the unity of the local Church
under one lawful head, Cyprian himself in Carthage and Cor-
nelius in Rome. The Petrine references, then, usually do not
point to Rome alone but to the internal unity of the local

27 Cyprian to Antonianus Ep. 55.1 (Bayard 131).

28 Cyprian to Cornelius Ep. 48.3 (Bayard 118).

2 Cyprian to the Catholics of Carthage Ep. 43.5 (Bayard 107). See also Ep.
70.3 (Bayard 255).
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Church which should be one and undivided within itself under
one bishop. Peter, then, as the one who received the keys,
bears within his person the symbolic reality of the unicity of
the Church. Cyprian writes that in bestowing the keys on
Peter first, the Lord “instituted and manifested the origin of
unity.” Peter shows and vindicates unity. The Church is
founded on Peter “ origine unitatis et ratione.” *

The principal locus of debate remains, as it has been for a
long time, the treatise on the unity of the Church, especially
chapter four with its rival versions. Without entering the con-
troversy over the authenticity or priority of either version, it
can be stated that the Church polity in either case is the same
and that this polity is consistent with what has thus far been
discerned in Cyprian’s letters. The fact that the Church is
founded on Peter shows forth the unicity of the local Church.
The fact that Peter is one and his Cathedra is one is meant to
show forth unity. (TR) Christ established one chair “. . . thus
establishing by his own authority the source and hallmark
(rationem) of the (Church’s) oneness.” (PT) A primatus is
given to Peter. (PT) Here again a word is used without the
connotation with which later centuries would endow it.** By
this is meant simply that the unity symbolized by Peter is
heightened by the fact that he received the power and authority
first. What is important to note is that in either version
Cyprian’s basic ecclesiology is clearly maintained. *“ No doubt
the others were all that Peter was,” (PT) *“ endowed with equal
dignity and power,” (TR) The meaning of chapter four can
be summarized neatly in Cyprian’s own words. “. .. The start
(exordium) comes from him (Peter) alone, in order to show
that the Church of Christ is unique (una).” (TR)

The Petrine-Unity symbolism had a long history in the

8¢ Cyprian to Jubaianus Ep. 73.3 (Bayard 266); Cyprian to Pompeius Ep. 74.11
(Bayard 288); Cyprian and the African Council of 255 Ep. 70.3 (Bayard 255).

3 References to the De Unit., Ch. four are from the Bevenot edition, OECT,
62-5. TR = Textus Receptus, PT = “ Primacy > text. Attention should be called
to the use of the term primatus by Cyprian with reference to the false claims of
Novatian. See Ep. 69.8 (Bayard 245).
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African ecclesiology. It can probably be seen already in Ter-
tullian.®” It is the most prominent strain in Augustine’s inter-
pretation of Matthew 16:18-19; for him, Peter is the figura or
persona ecclesiae.® For Cyprian above all, the Cathedra Petri
is the symbol of the divinely willed unicity of the local Church.
As such, this Cathedra is found in every see, not just in Rome.
A significant turning point would be achieved when this Petrine-
Unity concept would be extended to the contemporary suec-
cessors of Peter on the cathedra episcopalis of Rome. In at
least one place Cyprian comes close to this key breakthrough.
I refer to the well-known phrase of Ep.59.14, where, in speak-
ing of the boldness of schismatics who have sailed from Carth-
age to Rome, he refers to their destination as “. . . ad Petri
Cathedram adque ad ecclesiam principalem unde unitas sacer-
dotalis exorta est. ...’

This description of Rome does not contradict Cyprian’s
habitual theology as the remainder of the passage abundantly
demonstrates. Here the words “ Chair of Peter ” are used in
the double sense of rightful unit of the Catholic Church and
the Sedes of Peter himself. What is of more interest is the
designation of Rome as the ecclesia principalis. This may well
be translated not as the “ principal Church ” but as the * pri-
mordial Church ” (Bevenot) or the “ Urkirche ” (Poschmann),
an interpretation for which there are interesting parallels in
Optatus. More importantly, this whole clause, the expression
ecclesia principalis as well as what follows, gives the hint of a
transference of the Petrine-Unity symbolism to the contempo-
rary third-century Church of Rome. Peter the symbol of unity
in the local Church is also the founding Apostle of the local
Roman Church. The theological symbolism associated with
Peter in Cyprian’s mind is here transferred to Rome. Peter, the
symbol of the primordial unity of the local Church and whose
temporal priority or primatus is the symbol of the unity of the

82 Tertullian, Scorp. 10,8 (CCL 2,1088 Reifferscheid-Wissowa).

%3 See A. M. La Bonnarditre, “ Tu es Petrus. La Pericope Matthieu XVI, 13-23
dans l'oeuvre de S. Augustin,” Irenikon 34 (1961), 451-499.

8¢ Cyprian to Cornelius Ep. 59.14 (Bayard 183).
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Apostles among themselves now sees his symbolic significance
extended to the Petrine local Church par excellence, Rome. In
this sense, Rome, which obviously is not the first Church his-
torically, can be the symbolic primordial Church in that it in-
herits and extends in time and space the primordial unity sym-
bolized by Peter himself.

Needless to say, all this does not mean that Cyprian recog-
nizes a superior authority of command in the contemporary
Roman Church or bishop. A glance at the final unfortunate
correspondence concerning the baptismal question is enough
to put such thoughts to rest. Cyprian and especially Firmilian
of Caesarea are not impressed by what seem to be Stephen’s
claims to authority based on his See and succession to Peter.*
In summary, then, Cyprian’s ecclesiology remains remarkably
consistent and uniform throughout the relatively short period
of his literary activity. It is an ecclesiology of episcopal com-
munion with wide freedom of discretion left to the individual
bishop. There is no bishop of bishops. Only the good will and
moderation of the bishops of the world can preserve the

113 ** 33 3¢

. . collegii honor, vinculum fidei et concordia sacerdotit.

Optatus

The earliest Catholic apologist of the Donatist controversy
played an important role as a precursor of Augustine. Writing
¢.367 Optatus first collected and preserved many of the docu-
ments, both civil and ecclesiastical, associated with the complex
origins of the schism. Similarly he made significant initial con-
tributions to the solution of the theological issues of Baptism
and the dotes ecclesiae, a concept suggested by his adversary,
the Donatist leader, Parmenian. For our purposes, the relevant
material is what Optatus has to say about Rome and Peter.

The African situation had altered considerably in the fourth
century. At the Council of Arles (314) the African Catholics

3 Cyprian to Quintus Ep. 71.3 (Bayard 258); Firmilian to Cyprian Ep. 75
(Bayard 2891.).

36 Sententiae Episcoporum (CSEL 8,1, 436); Cyprian to Jubaianus Ep. 73.26
(Bayard 278-9).
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had finally agreed to abandon their traditional, but increas-
ingly isolated, custom of rebaptizing those baptized in heret-
ical sects. (Canon 9[8]) This in itself was something of a
turning point. But the vital element to notice in Optatus’s
argumentation is this: the Cyprianic ecclesiology with its stress
on the unicity of the local Church no longer suffices. It is no
longer a question of a division in this or that local Church.
Now a whole great area of the world Church finds itself di-
vided. Every town and village has its representatives of the
two rival communions. Both claim to be the one Church out-
side which there is no salvation. The question is simply this:
Which is the true Church and which the counterfeit? Ubi
ecclesia? ¥ Optatus realized that appeal had to be made to the
Church beyond Africa. In response to this unprecedented
situation he develops the argument from Catholicity as geo-
graphical extension and universality, a weapon that quickly
became standard in the Catholic arsenal. As a particular facet
of this line of reasoning, he appealed to communion with Rome
as a decisive sign of communion with the whole Catholica. It
is this last area that concerns us in particular and which has
considerably impressed some modern authors.®®

The Catholic Church is the Church that is spread over all
the lands of the earth. The African faction that is in contact
and communion with this world Church is the Catholic Church
in Africa. The Pars Donati does not fill this description. Thus
the simple and constantly repeated Catholic argument. “Is
she not to be in Spain, in Gaul, in Italy, where you are not?
. . .1in all Egypt and Mesopotamia, where you are not?” asked
Optatus.® Is there something wrong with being in communion

37 The importance of Optatus is recognized by Ratzinger, op. cit., 103f. and
by Brisson, op. cit., 161.

# For example: For Marschall, op. cit., 72, Optatus goes far beyond Tertullian,
Cyprian, and even Augustine. Also L. Vischer, Basilius der Grosse (Basel, 1953),
Excursus on Optatus, 72-85. Vischer remarks that Optatus’s views seem sur-
prisingly modern when considered in relation to contemporary Roman Catholic
ideas.

® Optatus, Contra Parmenianum Donatistam 11, 1, 11; III, 9. (CSEL 26, 33,
47, 93 Ziwsa). An English translation of Optatus was made by O. R. Vassall-
Phillips in 1917.
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with the Thessalonians, Corinthians, Galatians, and the seven
Churches of Asia?*® The intent of this line of reasoning is
clear enough.

One of the similarities between Cyprian’s terminology and
that of Optatus is to be found in their use of the concept of the
Catholic Church as the radiz. Unfilial children that they are,
the Donatists have cut themselves off ““ from the root of Mother
Church.” Catholics, on the other hand, are faithful and re-
main in the root with the rest of the world.” ** Initially, at
least, Optatus’s discussion of the concept of the Cathedra
Petri is also a legacy from Cyprian. In Book I, while discussing
the question of where the original blame for the schism should
be placed, he notes that it was not Caecilian but Majorinus,
the short-lived predecessor of Donatus, who separated himself
“a Cathedra Petri vel Cypriani.” This use of the Cathedra
Petri does not refer to Rome but to the rightful see of Carthage.
The present Cathedra of Parmenian, on the other hand, had no
existence before Majorinus wrongfully established it.** As with
Cyprian, Optatus has at least the rudiments of the symbolic
use of Peter as the representative of the whole Church, a sym-
bolism which Augustine will expand. For the sake of unity
Peter alone received the keys which he communicated to the
rest. He is the “ forma unitatis” and the sanctae ecclesiae . . .
persona.” **

Optatus’s most significant discussion of the Cathedra con-
cept is to be found in Book IT, where he considers Parmenian’s
theory of the dotes or endowments of the Church. These dotes
are six in number: Cathedra, Angelus, Spiritus, Fons, Sigillum,
and Umbilicus. The first is the decisive one as Optatus realizes.
Parmenian, of course, claimed that the Donatist Church pos-
sessed these endowments. Optatus sets out to reclaim them

“® Optatus, II, 6, 14; VI, 3. (CSEL 26, 42-3, 49, 147).

4 Optatus, I, 11, 15, 28; III, 7. (CSEL 26, 14, 18, 31, 88).

42 Optatus, I, 10, 15. (CSEL 26, 12-3, 17).

4 Optatus, I, 10; II, 9; VII, 8. (CSEL 26, 12, 45, 170-1). In Book VII,
Optatus argues strongly against the Donatist rejection of the Catholic Church as
the Church of sinners and traitors by pointing out that, though Peter denied
Christ, he was still singled out for special honor.
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for the Catholics. The question, he says, is this: “We must
see who was the first to sit on the Cathedra and where he sat.” **

You cannot then deny that you know that upon Peter first in the
city of Rome was conferred the episcopal chair, on which sat Peter,
the head of all the Apostles, whence he was called Cephas,*® that
in this one chair unity should be preserved by all, lest the other
Apostles might uphold each for himself separate chairs, so that he
who should set up a second chair, against the unique chair would
already be a schismatic and a sinner.*

This passage could be interpreted completely in the same line
as Cyprian’s argumentation in the De Unitate Ecclesiae. The
one Chair of Peter has been established to preclude the dangers
of possible centrifugal tendencies on the part of the other
apostles or bishops. Anyone setting himself against this chair
is a schismatic.

Yet it is immediately evident that there is more here. Spe-
cific mention has already been made of Peter in Rome and the
passage continues at once with the list of Roman bishops who
have succeeded to that one chair on which Peter first sat. The
list ends with Optatus’s contemporary, Siricius, “ qui noster
est socius: cum quo nobis totius orbis commercio formatarum in
una communionis societate concordat.” *’

The Donatists are challenged to demonstrate the origins of
their Cathedra. At once, a second time the discussion returns
to Rome, for the Donatists also have a Roman bishop. Optatus
easily demonstrates the fatuousness of this argument. The
Donatists constitute only a tiny minority in the city. It is
ludicrous for them to claim the Cathedra Petr: since their man
in Rome probably has never even been allowed to approach
the memoriae apostolorum. There is a Donatist episcopal suc-
cession at Rome but it can be traced back only to Victor of
Garba in the early fourth century and no further. Optatus

* Optatus, II, 2, 5, 6. (CSEL 26, 86, 42-3).

4% Optatus is the first to make the connection: Caput-Kephale-Cephas. See
Y. Congar, “ Cephas-Cephale-Caput,” Revue du Moyen Age Latin, 8 (1952) 5-42.

4¢ Optatus, II, 2. (CSEL 26, 36).

47 Optatus, I, 8. (CSEL 26, 37).
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can ridicule the Donatist Church of Rome whose only Cathedra,
he suggests, is the Cathedra Pestilentiae. He labels this Roman
bishopric of theirs a subterfuge, yet he also admits that there
were pastoral motives involved in the original despatch of
Victor from Africa. While the original Donatist motivation
may have been mixed, the discussion of this small Roman com-
munity by Optatus must be interpreted as showing that the
Donatists of his day attempted to use it as a proof that they
too were in communion with Rome.

The Cathedra Petri symbolism has been expanded to meet
the new regional challenge of Donatism that has replaced the
old problem of local schism. The Chair of Peter in the old
Cyprianic framework is still a valid concept, but the further
decisive step has been taken of seeing a special Chair of Peter
in the world Church. This is the Church in Rome where Peter
had first sat on the cathedra episcopalis. Rome is now the cen-
ter of communion, at least for the West, through which pass
those papers of ecclesial recognition, the (litterae) formatae or
communicatoriae.®® The fact that the Catholics can show that
they are in communion with Rome proves that they alone have
rightful claim to the dos of the Cathedra and through the
Cathedra to the Angelus and the other endowments enumer-
ated by Parmenian. Peter is at the head of the Catholic line
of bishops as opposed to the Donatist line.*

All of this, let it be said again, does not indicate any belief
on Optatus’s part in some kind of modern understanding of
the papal primacy. Even in the question of communion with
the Church outside Africa, Optatus mentions the importance
of communion with the seven Churches of Asia.”® Yet the new

48 Ibid.

4+ Optatus, II, 6, 9. (CSEL 26, 42-3, 45). According to Optatus, Peter is
“ princeps noster,” II, 4 (CSEL 26, 39) whereas the Donatists have their own
founders,”  principes vestri,” VI, 3 (CSEL 26, 147). As with the Cyprianic
“ ecclesia principalis ” the words “ princeps” and “ principalis ” point to the origin
of the Churches.

50 Optatus, I, 6 (CSEL 26, 42-3). He has the strong statement: * Extra
septem ecclesias quicquid foris est, alienum est.” Optatus probably brings in the
seven churches of Asia at this point because he is discussing the Angelus endow-
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element hinted at in Cyprian emerges full blown in Optatus.
This is the transfer of the Petrine-Unity symbolism from the
local level to the world level of the universal Church or at
least of the Western Church. Optatus’s use of the Cathedra
Petri concept, while based on Cyprian’s usage, has gone be-
yond it. This leap to a new level of understanding has been
brought about by the new and hitherto unknown experience
of total regional schism with rival groups offering basically the
same doctrines, the same practices, the same sacraments. The
shift in meaning was probably brought about more rapidly by
the appeal to geographical catholicity, the most commonly
repeated argument against Donatist particularism.

A new plateau was reached by Optatus, but there were many
other, much steeper ascents to be made before any conception
of Roman authority comparable to that found in the modern
Western Church would be attained. Yet, intriguingly enough,
it can be argued that neither Augustine nor any other African
theologian ever really advanced beyond Optatus in recognizing
a special position for the Roman bishop in the world Church.
Because the triumph of Islam forever closed the book of the
history of Christian North Africa, we shall never know what
might have been the African reaction to a Gregory VII, a Boni-
face VIII, or a Pius IX.

RoserT B. Eno, S.S.

The Catholic University of America
Washington, D. C.

ment and this brings to mind the Angeli of the book of Revelation. The reference
occurs at other places in this literature, e. g., Cyprian, Ad Fortunatum 11: “Cum
septem liberis plane copulatur et mater origo et radix quae ecclesias septem post-
modum peperit, ipsa prima et una super Petrum Domini voce fundata.” (CSEL,
3, 1, 838). Augustine also makes use of the same argument.



THE FUNCTION OF THE RATIONAL PRINCIPLE
IN ARISTOTLE

AR

O EXAMINE the various uses of reason in Aristotle

from a functionalistic point of view brings forward a

number of questions directed to central concerns in his
speculations. In this essay we are investigating Aristotle’s use
of reason in such themes as the moral life, the theoretical life,
animal motion, and the world-system. Reason put to these vari-
ous uses seems ambiguous and obscure especially considered
from one topic to another. Within Aristotle’s teleological
framework we find a dysfunctionalism in man as a part of the
world in relation to the complete world-system. The nous of
theoretical speculation seems described as escaping this limi-
tation and we, therefore, are constrained to ask how it differs
from that nous which is a component of human choice, and
from nous expressing purpose for the human being as a natural
entity and a part of a species. The essay comes to no recon-
structive conclusions and hazards criticisms, in a tentative
spirit, in the process of locating difficulties.

Aristotle, understanding man to be a rational animal, sug-
gests a cooperative and synthetic arrangement of rational and
irrational aspects in the human soul. He finds these aspects
not separable in considering the efficient cause and origin of
action. This is most significant; for Aristotle, action is uniquely
characteristic of man:

True action cannot be aseribed to any inanimate substance, nor to
any animate being except man; clearly, therefore, it is man who has
this power of originating actions.

The moral life depends upon the dovetailing of rational and
irrational aspects; this is emphasized in Aristotle’s employment

* Magna Moralia, 1, xi, 1.

686



THE RATIONAL PRINCIPLE IN ARISTOTLE 687

of “ proairesis,” sometimes translated as “ choice ” and some-
times as “ purpose.”

The origin of action—its efficient, not its final cause—is choice, and
that of choice is desire and reasoning with a view to an end. This
is why choice cannot exist either without reason or intellect or with-
out a moral state; for good action and its opposite cannot exist
without a combination of intellect and character. . . . Hence choice
is either desiderative reason (orektikos mous) or ratiocinative de-
sire (orewis dianoiatika) and such an origin of action is man.?

The presence of a rational aspect in choice secures the moral
life from indeterminateness. For moral virtues are not by
nature; that is, unlike, say, the determinate motion of a stone
falling downward, the moral virtues are acquired through exer-
cise. It is through exercise forming dispositions that man’s
nature is determined and ought to be determined.

Neither by nature, then, nor contrary to nature do the virtues
arise in us; rather we are adapted for receiving them, by nature, and
are made perfect by habit.?

Habit expresses the condition of interchange between the
person and his environment which, if not arbitrary, must express
a rule of governance. Without such a governance, an orthos
logos, moral life would be arbitrary and indeterminate.

A right rule of action relates to pain and pleasure in terms
of a “ view to an end.” Ideally, pain and pleasure monitor the
appropriateness of any particular activity. Aristotle takes the
mean between excess and deficiency to express appropriate
choice in terms of pleasure. He suggests each virtue has its
domain (taxis kai kosmos) where pleasure is obtained in a man-
ner maximally beneficial to the organism as a whole, a sustema.
His ultimate view of the virtues is synthetic, based on the prin-
ciple of the well-functioning whole as the criterion for inter-
preting the proper function of the parts.

Choice, then, cannot be identified with mere appetite (epi-
thumia) or passion (thumos). These * animalistic aspects”

2 Nich. Eth., 1189a32 fI.
* Ibid., 1108al9.



688 MARTIN A. BERTMAN

of man tend unrestraintly to seek pleasure (though this way of
speaking must not be confused with speaking of the proper
functioning animal. Indeed, the concept of choice makes more
complex the system of nature operating on moral behavior) .
An hydrolic mechanism ““ by nature ” conspicuous in other ani-
mals seems, if not missing, then modified in man. For example,
a cat will tend to stop eating when physically satisfied, like-
wise a human infant: to continue would not be pleasurable.
However, though it may be true, to some extent, that a well-
functioning adult man may by nature respond as the cat or the
infant, having a kind of natural virtue of temperance, we know
his pleasure is usually stimulated and the activity is made to
continue through art, e.g., eating beyond the point of food
nourishing him. It is only by a rational principle employed in
interpreting for himself his concrete situation, either intuitively
or by a maxim, that makes him forgo such pleasure. The prin-
ciple working intuitively expresses an habitual (temperate) re-
spone and, working by a maxim, expresses a continent response.
Ideally, a fundamental property of natural functions is the
pleasantness of the temperate response.

Habit, a sort of second nature, can be seen as the organism’s
attempt to secure the pleasant and, it is most useful to the
organism when in conformity to the telos of man. It is appro-
priate to man’s telos as an instrument. That the virtues are
considered fixed states of character emphasizes the importance
of art in the proper functioning of man. For, as Aristotle puts
it, the way a man is educated not only makes a difference but,
rather, it makes all the difference for moral action. Habit con-
cretizes the perception necessary for appropriate action. Since
a man’s education is intimately dependent on the arrangement
of political and social activities which, on the one hand, ex-
presses and, on the other hand, modifies the generic human
principle of arrangement, so moral virtues will depend, to an
important extent, on the art of politics.

But how one gets from art, with its various possibilities of
making arrangements, to the telos of man is not an easy matter
to understand. Ultimately, one must provide, it seems, an



THE RATIONAL PRINCIPLE IN ARISTOTLE 689

explanation of how the virtues which we are adapted by nature
to receive proper pleasure become part of man by nature. Only
thereby the end of man, a fulfilled, well-functioning, and happy
creature, can be an actuality. It seems that part of the explana-
tion depends on the manner in which man uses intelligence to
express his proper function or work (ergon); “ The virtue of a
thing is relative to its proper work.”* For the proper function-
ing of man is concomitant with the proper pleasure for man.
Man’s telos is expressed through his activity; and, granted ac-
tion is characteristic of human activity, the origin and proper
choice of his actions will help us understand the proper end for
man: the character of action leading to happiness. Further, the
prazis or context of action must be considered: choice is for the
sake of an object of action within our own power. As a syn-
thesis of deliberation and desire choice will surely be important
in investigating man’s nature: '

The nature of a thing is its end. For what each thing is when fully
developed, we call its nature, whether we are speaking of a man,
a horse, or a family.?

Choice, considered as a property of the mature person, is
intimately involved in man’s realization of happiness and well-
being:

There are two things in which all well-being consists: one of them
is the choice of a right end and aim of action, and the other the

discovery of the actions which are means toward it; for the means
and the end may agree or disagree.®

Dysfunction may be due either to the faulty nature of the
functioning thing or else to the imperfection of the environ-
ment or conditions in which it functions. In choosing, either
or both the deliberation or the desire may be faulty. Also, the
situation in which choice is made may not be ideal, to a
greater or a lesser degree. The lower limit of choice, in terms
of the external situation, is the impossible: we cannot choose
the impossible.

¢ Ibid., 17. 5 Politics, 1252b83. ¢ Ibid., 1221b26-30.
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Let us consider what it would mean for the deliberative com-
ponent of the choice to be faulty. First, it is appropriate to
point out that the separation of deliberative components from
the situation in which it functions is merely for the purpose of
analysis since in reality we lose choice when we separate. When
Aristotle treats the rational he always emphasizes that it is the
nature of the rational qua rational not to err; therefore, the
breakdown of the deliberative component in choice is due to the
physical basis of its operation, e.g., remembering.

Now mind is always right but appetite and imagination may be
either right or wrong. That is why, though in any case it is the
object of appetite which originates the movement, this object be
the real or apparent good.”

A dysfunction in choice is more usually attributable to the
element of desire. A breakdown of the proper movement to-
ward or away from pleasure and pain: desire initiates move-
ment. Aristotle’s discussion of the practical syllogism clearly
makes exactly that point. We find the animalistic element of
human action the most vulnerable.

The animalistic element makes for movement toward or
away from an object. Unlike intellectual activity per se, which
is considered simply pleasurable, physical pleasures reside in a
domain where pain is also a possibility. (Aristotle even com-
ments that seeing, which seems solely pleasurable, is a “ mixed
pleasure,” has a painfulness to which we are accustomed.) The
moral virtues have this imperfection, a tendency to disorder.
One is reminded of Plato’s “Wandering Cause” in the Timaeus,
a metaphysical theme. It is difficult to know how much to
make of this for Aristotle’s functionalism, in what framework
one ought to place statements like the following:

Every man should be responsible to others, nor should any one be
allowed to do just as he pleases; for where absolute freedom is
allowed there is nothing to restrain the ewvil which is inherent in
every man.®

? De Anima, 433a26-28.
# Politics, 1319al-4.
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Are we to take “inherent in every man ™ to mean that the
ratiocinative desire of the individual is in principle imperfect
and, consequently, no man can become a good man? This not
only in some unqualified sense but even to the extent of being
a healthy, well-functioning individual:

The good man is he for whom because he is virtuous, the things
that are absolutely good are good; it is also plain that his use of
these goods must be virtuous and in the absolute sense good.?

But this interpretation is absurd; it goes against the main
thrust of Aristotle to consider man incapable of well-being and
appropriate moral perception; the very raison d’étre of the
Ethics.

The external conditions for human choice must, after all, to
some extent also be dysfunctional. Certain classes of action
such as chastisements, punishments, etc., speak to imperfect
external conditions, conditions intrinsic to the realm of be-
coming: “ The conditional action [chastisements, punishments]
is only the choice of a lesser evil.” * In these actions we see
the possibility of a healthy organism adapting itself to less than
optimum conditions, though, in one way, we can think of the
conditions of correction as part of an appropriate functional
development or education, e.g., in the case where a person
might enjoy correction because it is for the sake of becoming
better. The correction is not enjoyed per se whereas an activity
of health, needing no correction, is enjoyed per se.

These considerations bring to mind the more difficult dis-
cussion: the moral life in relation to the supreme end of man,
contemplation. Aristotle tells us:

Happiness extends, then, just so far as contemplation does, and to
those to whom contemplation more fully belongs are more truly
happy, not as a mere concomitant but in virtue of the contempla-
tion; for this is of itself precious. Happiness, therefore, must be
some form of contemplation.**

Now, if contemplation is man’s proper function, it is also his
proper pleasure: “ Each animal is thought to have a proper

® Ibid., 1332a283. 1 Ibid., 16. ** Nich. Eth., 1178b28-33.
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pleasure, as it has a proper function, viz., that which cor-
responds to its activity.” ** Thus, we seem to find the bodily
and animalistic elements of man, a condition of human con-
templation, also an impediment to the “ fullness” of man’s
striving for total and continuing happiness. What is crucial to
notice is that the impediment is not merely in the imperfection
of physical activities, e.g., the pleasure/pain syndrome in-
volved in nourishing the organism. More important, it is in the
human condition itself. The composite nature of man demands
a physical condition for its fulfillment where the end per se
does not express itself in an enmattered, complex condition.
This suggests a previous point, i. ., moral training is somewhat
painful. Learning habits and dispositions, the ground of vir-
tues, are not only impeded by a more or less imperfect political
life, (which itself provides a guidance for education taken
either or both as paideia or as askesis) but, more deeply, it is
impeded by the very developmental and sustaining conditions
of animal existence. Let us recall, Aristotle ultimately finds
supreme pleasure to be unimpeded activity in contemplation
and this, taken to be the end of man, makes the moral life with
its enmattered, animalistic basis at best merely the condition
for this end. The moral life does not have authority over the
end from beneath, though it must be fulfilled as the condition
of the noblest human aspiration, contemplation.

What does it mean to be fulfilled in this sense? It does not
mean perfected per se but only perfected for the sake of that
for which it is the necessary condition: contemplation. There-
fore, only God, the self-contemplator, whose necessary and
sufficient condition is his own contemplation, is funectionally
perfect. Man is not a functionally perfect creature. A gap exists
between the moral and the theoretical life, for which the moral
is, at most, merely a necessary condition for the bios theoretikos.
This implies that we should not be startled to find a measure
of dysfunction even in the ideal life pictured for man and also,
of course, in the generally good life. On the other hand, a func-

% Ibid., 1176a3-4.
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tional inspection of man is the very way we come to this truth,
which, if it adds a measure of “ ontological modesty,” need not
cause angst.

. . . the activity of reason, which is contemplative, seems both to
be superior in serious worth and to aim at no end beyond itself,
and to have its pleasure proper to itself . . . all attributes ascribed
to the supremely happy man are evidently those connected with
this activity, it follows that this will be the complete happiness of
man. . . . But such a life would be too high for man; for it is not
insofar as he is a man that he will live so but insofar as something
divine is present in him; and by so much as this is superior to our
composite nature is its activity superior to that which is the exer-
cise of the other kind of virtue, . . . that which is proper to each
thing by nature best and most pleasant for each thing; for man, the
life according to reason is best and pleasantest, since reason more
than anything else is man. This life, therefore, is also the happiest.:

This passage clearly expresses the view of a certain onto-
logical disorientation in the human situation. Man is not made
for the divine, rooted in becoming, the best in his existence,
nous, seems to share in being, in some sense beyond the onto-
logical complexity of the material substratum. It is wise to
retreat from the heights of this conclusion about man’s ultimate
dysfunctionalism. We will start afresh by considering man,
and animals generally, in terms of dysfunctionalism on another
level, that of physical movement, (of kinesis rather than en-
ergyea.) Introducing this discussion, we present a remarkably
suggestive passage from De Motu Animalium:

The movement of animals may be compared with those of auto-
matic puppets, which are set going on the occasion of a tiny move-
ment; the levers are released, and strike the twisted strings against
one another. . . . Animals have parts of a similar kind, their organs,
the sinewy tendons to wit and the bones; and bones are like the
wooden levers in the automation, and the iron; the tendons are
like the strings, for when they are tightened or released movement
begins. However, in the automata . . . there is no change of quality
... In the animal .. . this change of quality is caused by imagina-
tions and sensations and by ideas.**

13 Ibid., 1177b17 11 1 De Motu Animalium, 701b.
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What strikes one as crucial in the passage is the implied
distinction in a principle of movement between the automatic
puppet and an animal. The characterization of this difference
rests upon the notion of change of quality. In the case of ani-
mals, change of quality relates to “ imagination, sensations,
and ideas.” (More precisely, all animals have sensations but
not all animals have imagination and none except man, have
thought.) Since we are told “the affections of the soul are
inseparable from the material substratum of animal life ” ** and
“the affections of the soul are enmattered formulable es-
sences ” ** we must conclude that the material factor in the
automatic puppet is dissimilar to the qualitative or formal
factor of an animal. The truth of this, and the manner in which
it is true, should be disclosed by observation.

But what in our observation of the puppet shows us that it
does not have a change of quality? We seem to be looking for an
indication in the automatic puppet which shows its movements
to be unrelated to a change in its essence, as say, an essential
change in the sequence of movements whereby an acorn be-
comes an oak. Essence for the living thing is taken as the ratio
of parts in its development and not that the mature individual
of a species is the fulfillment of the callow individual: the oak
the fulfillment of the acorn. The latter would not provide a
characterization of different movements.

The quality or essence is not changed in the automatic pup-
pet whereas this is not so in the acorn or the animal. We may
speak of a well-functioning child as well as a well-functioning
man. Therefore, some principle is disclosed by the organization
of matter in animals which makes their motion fundamentally
different from that of the puppet.

If, however, we were to construct a zodid, an entity whose
movements involve a feedback system so that future move-
ments would be changed just because of past movement, then
we seem to eliminate the important difference between the
movement of animals and the movement of mechanical de-
vices: devices, like the automatic puppet, do not change in

3 De Anima, 403b18. ¢ Ibid., 403a24.
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their quality or essence by the fact of their movements. Aris-
totle does not have available such a zod6id for his consideration
whereas we have: Turing machines, retrieval systems, etc.

In other words, goal-directed activity is present simply when-
ever (1) asequence of events is for the sake of a certain state
of affairs or end E, (2) the functioning which promotes E is
either repeated or continued, and (8) with repetition the func-
tioning of X for the achievement of E (and the continuance
of E) makes for or tends toward making every aspect of the
functioning relevant to achieving E. This teleological approach
seems to exclude the non-qualitative changes of automatic pup-
pets. Also, it excludes such natural phenomena as rivers running
toward the seas, which is ultimately important to Aris-
totle’s conception of the world. (In this instance, the exclu-
sion is because there is no negative-feedback; the river cannot,
except metaphorically, be considered as a whole for it is diffi-
cult to conceive it to be a simple thing.) This teleological model,
however, does include animals and zo6ids. Consequently, it is
not from an examination of their motions that we can exclude
some fabricated entities from a teleological view. Our conclu-
sion is against Aristotle’s ascription of action (or learning)
only to human beings.

Aristotle’s characterization of nature is teleological: in a
broad sense nature does nothing in vain though it can make
“small ” mistakes. It is to be assumed, a teleological approach
excluding the river’s motion must be amended when the world
system is considered. Perhaps, the character of mind (nous)
in nature provides for order and purpose in nature, allowing
one to deal teleologically with the river in its relation to nature
as a whole. The world is finite for Aristotle. The logical ground
is it could not be otherwise considered a system. Without fini-
tude it would not be determinate and purposeful, and, conse-
quently, capable of expressing mind. (Aristotle, after all, called
Anaxagoras “ a sober man among drunkards ” for introducing
the principle of nous into cosmology, though he criticizes him
for not showing its efficacy.)

In one sense nothing but the entire universe can be considered
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as a whole; though here, as in the human soul, the relationship
of nous to activity is problematic and obscure. Is nous to be
considered a part of the universe? How a part? Men or even
their organs, e.g., liver, heart, etc., can be considered both as
complete systems and, also, as systemic parts. A complete
functional explanation of them will be a kind of diastole and
systole investigation where their activity is considered in terms
of both “ wholes ” and parts. Can nous either in man or in the
system of nature be so treated? Is nous necessary as the “ inner
principle ” of any teleclogical explanation? Is it more than an
explanatory principle, is it an entity?

For those things are natural which, by a continuous movement
originated from an internal principle, arrive at some completion:
the same completion is not reached from every principle; nor any
chance completion, but always the tendency in each is toward the
same end, if there is no impediment.”

If we take the motion of the automatic puppet as its particu-
lar activity we contrast it to the motion of an animal or a
zooid. But, if the goal-directed movement of the animal or
z00id is unimpeded, what makes for discovering an internal
principle of motion here, when we could not find one in the
motion of the puppet? Could we find a different arrangement
of physical parts in one and not in the other explaining nous
as a principle of internal movement? *®

That the one may be more complex than the other, even if it
were invariably true, does not make for the distinction. Aris-
totle says, “Whatever comes to be is always complex.” ** Com-
plexity, in itself, cannot make for an ontological distinction

17 Physics, 199b15-20.

8 An interesting passage in the Physics indicates nous, or some principle, itself
unmoved, is the cause of the motion in God, “the supreme reality,” and “in that
which is coming to be.” What is obscure is how this principle works in two such
substantially different ontological orders.

“Now the principles which cause motion in a physical way are two, of which
one is mot physical, as it has no principle of motion in itself. Of this kind is
whatever causes movement, not being itself moved, such as (1) that which is
completely unchangeable, the primary reality, and (2) the essence of that which
is the end or ‘that for the sake of which’” (Physics, 198a35-b3).

1® Physics, 190b10.



THE RATIONAL PRINCIPLE IN ARISTOTLE 697

among things that come to be, either by nature or by art. The
invariability of performance that one (the mechanical) might
tend to have cannot in our ideal example make for the distine-
tion: “In natural products the sequence is invariable, if there
is no impediment.” ** Consequently, a natural goal-directed
entity, e.g., an acorn, granted it satisfies the logical condition
that it has no conflicting elements, considered from the stand-
point of an ideal environment—if it would invariably fulfill
its nature—its development would be sequences of proper mo-
tions in each stage toward its end. If its parts move without
being impeded, a parallel invariance exists with the mechanical.
We conclude that impeded motion is necessary to natural en-
tities. It is in their very “ imperfection > that they can be con-
trasted to the artificial.

Suggestively, Aristotle tells us “Reason forms the starting-
point, alike in works of art and in works of nature.”* On
this account, it does not seem to be reason per se which makes
for the distinction between the motions of one and the other
but how reason is manifested. The motion of automatic puppet
or toy wagon, a non-zodid work of art, has one quality or
essence, its activity is in time but not of time: it does not
develop into a mature individual whose quality has changed
through time. (Note: by idealizing the motion of animals
we have divested them also of the temporal. Not that time
in itself is anything for Aristotle but it is precisely the domain
of impediments.) The puppet has no need to exercise the
virtue of reacting properly to impediments. This is not a
matter of a distinction between reason and non-reason, in
the sense that to the puppet can be ascribed a rational end and
proper functioning. In another sense, however, because of the
difference of the manifestation of reason in terms of the origin
and quality of the movement involved, Aristotle often seems
to make just such a distinction:

... some things can produce change according to a rational formula
and their potencies involve such a formula, while other things are

20 I'bid., 199b25.
21 Parts of Animals, 639b16.
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non-rational and their potencies must be in a living thing, while
the latter can be both in the living and in the lifeless; as regards
potencies of the latter kind. When the agent and the patient meet
in the way appropriate to the potency in question, the one must
act and the other be acted upon, but with the former kind of po-
tency this is not necessary. For the non-rational potencies are all
productive of one effect each, but the rational produce contrary
effects, so that if they produce their effects necessarily they would
produce contrary effects at the same time; but this is impossible.
There must, then, be something else that decides; I mean by this
desire or will (proairesis). For whichever of two things the animal
desires decisively, it will do, when it is present and meets the
passive object, in the way appropriate to the potency in question.
Therefore everything that has a rational potency, when it desires
that for which it has the potency and in the circumstances in which
it has the potency, must do this.?

Perhaps, after this rich passage, it is not too misleading
to say that choices develop the rational creature. We must
note the ambiguity or shift in meaning in Aristotle’s use
of “ choice.” Previously, we saw it applied, seemingly, only to
human beings, thereby emphasizing the synthesis of desire
with reason as something distinctively human: choice leads to
action, a unique characteristic of human beings. Yet, in other
than Aristotle’s ethical writings, “ choice ” applies to animals
generally, and the quality or kind of reason is not differentiated
between man and other animals. However, “ choice ” or “ pur-
pose” or “ will ”—proairesis—is not considered as a synthetic
capacity in animals; their desires indeed have an element of
reason, as does man’s desires—" rational potencies ”—but they
lack the deliberative component of human choice. The rational
is after all, in the broad teleological view,  disseminated ”
through the world-system. Compare the following general
statement of animal activity:

For all living things both move and are moved with some object,
so that this is the term of all their movement, the end, that is, in
view. Now we see that the living creature is moved by intellect,
imagination, purpose, wish and appetite, and all these are reducible
to mind and desire. . . . Therefore the object of desire or of intellect

22 Metaphysics, 1048al-15.
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first initiates movement, not, that is, every object of intellect, only
the end in the domain of conduct. Accordingly, among goods that
which moves is a practical end, not the good in its whole extent.
For it initiates movement only so far as it is the object of that
which is for the sake of something else. And we must suppose that
the seeming good may take the room of the actual good, and so may
the pleasant, which is itself a seeming good.?

For animals generally, the principle of desire may be cor-
rupted and activity may be dysfunctional. In man, some ex-
amples of dysfunction involving desire are brutishness, vice,
and either incontinence or continence. In brutishness the prin-
ciple of desire is corrupted to an extent where it is dissimilar
to desire in a human being or, a breakdown occurs in choice
in the synthesis of desire and reason; at any rate, the brutish
individual engages in unhuman activity. In vice, desire is cor-
rupted so that a right relation to pleasure and pain does not
occur: “For virtue and vice respectively preserve and destroy
the first prineiple.” 2* For continence, desire is corrupted, as in
vice; however, here a rational faculty makes the appropriate
choice despite bad desire. Unlike the vicious condition, choice
is not led by the corrupted desire, thus continence may be con-
sidered a retrieval system by which the habitual application of
the right rule leads desire into harmony with the right rule or
“ first principle.” It makes for temperance, the proper virtue.

Let us return to consider that a purposive and rational prin-
ciple works throughout the universe. That this principle is not
a producer of perfect rational order is attested to by monstrosi-
ties in nature and, seemingly, by the fact of brutishness, vice,
and continence / incontinence in man. Indeed, nature’s plan for
man is most complex and, as we have suggested, proper virtue,
rather than natural virtue (which is a sort of “ blind appropri-
ateness ”) depends on habit becoming part of the efficient
causality of the moral life. In the final analysis, the moral level
of human functioning is a condition for man’s proper end, the
contemplation of theoretical truth. Prazis is for the sake of
theoria, the highest goal of nous, uniting man with the divine.

22 De Motu Animalium, 700b5-25.
24 Nich. Eth., 1151al5.






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































